
1 
 

         Agenda Item No. 3a   
 

Memorandum 
 
Date: June 16, 2020 
 
To: Advisory Design Review Group 
 
From: Patrick Streeter, Planning & Building Director 
 
Subject: 70 Ivy Drive 
 
On Thursday, June 4, 2020, the ADR Group considered a project proposed for 70 Ivy Drive.  The draft 
minutes of the June 4th meeting are included in today’s agenda packet.  The project includes construction 
of a new pool, a new fence, site improvements and landscaping, and a new house deck.  The entitlements 
necessary for the project include Design Review and a Variance, which will be acted upon at a public 
hearing before the Town Council at a future date.  At the June 4th meeting, following the staff 
presentation, a presentation by the applicant, and public comment, the ADR Group provided feedback 
and direction on the project.  Although the ADR Group provided suggestions, particularly in regard to the 
location and size of the pool, it was unable to provide a recommendation with the project’s proposed 
design and configuration, effectively continuing the item.  The applicant has considered the comments, 
suggestions, and concerns voiced by the project neighbors and members of the ADR Group and prepared 
a modified design concept for the project.  Town staff seeks feedback and comment from the ADR Group 
on the changes to the proposed design as well as other components of the project that were not discussed 
at the June 4th meeting.  This feedback will help to further inform and refine the project design before it 
goes to Council for action. 
 
Attachments 
1. 70 Ivy Drive, Staff Report, June 4, 2020 
2. 70 Ivy Drive, Modified Landscape Concept 
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         Agenda Item No. 4b. 
 

Staff Report 
 
Date: June 4, 2020 
 
To: Advisory Design Review Group 
 
From: Matthew Weintraub, Planner 
 
Subject: 70 Ivy Drive 
 
ROLE OF THE ADVISORY DESIGN REVIEW GROUP: 
The role of the Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group is to provide non-binding advisory comments and/or 
recommendations to the Town Council with respect to the design, neighborhood compatibility and 
context, in addition of materials and colors consistent with the Town Design Review criteria and standards 
pursuant to Section 18.41.100 of the Ross Municipal Code.  The ADR Group does not provide 
interpretations or recommendations regarding policy related matters such as Variances, Exceptions to 
Attics and Basements, Use Permits, etc. or consistency findings associated with discretionary land use 
permits listed in the zoning ordinance.  The role of the Town Council is to consider the design related 
comments and recommendations of the ADR Group and take final action to approve or deny discretionary 
land use permits after consideration of the ADR Group comments and determination as to whether the 
requisite findings associated with the discretionary land use permits can be achieved. 

 
Recommendation 
That the Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group receive a presentation from the applicant, consider any 
public comments, and provide a recommendation regarding the merits of the project as it relates to the 
purpose of Design Review and the Design Review criteria and standards per Section 18.41.100 of the Ross 
Municipal Code (RMC). 
 
Project Information 
Street Address:   70 Ivy Drive 
Assessor Parcel Number: 073-143-23 
Property Owner:  Charlotte & Doug Sweeny 
Applicant:   Imprints Landscape Architecture 
Zoning: R-1:B-10 (Single Family Residence/Special Building Site, 10,000-square-

foot Minimum Lot Size) 
General Plan Designation: ML (Medium Low Density – 3-6 Units/Acre) 
Flood Hazard Area:  X (Minimal risk area outside the 1% and 0.2%-annual-chance floodplains) 
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Variance and Design Review to construct a new pool measuring 
16 feet by 46 feet (736 square feet) and associated coping, a new 7-foot-tall fence, new stone patios, 
walkways, and stairs, and a new house deck located within the minimum required yard setbacks for an 
existing single family residence.  The proposed project also includes: constructing new low fences and 
retaining walls; replacing a decomposed granite patio with a new low-water turf area; replacing the 
existing driveway; installing new landscape plantings; and removing five trees.  A Variance is required to 
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allow for new structures to be located in the minimum required yard areas and the area between the 
setback line and the street line, including a pool, fence, patios, walkways, stairs, and decks.  Design Review 
is required to allow for fences greater than 48 inches in height in any yard adjacent to the street or right-
of-way, new retaining walls with a cumulative total of more than 100 linear feet, and a project resulting 
in over 1,000 square feet of new impervious landscape surface.
 

 
Figure 1. Location map.  (Courtesy of Google Maps.) 
 
Project Summary Data 

Project Item Allowed by Code Existing Proposed 

Lot Area 10,000 square feet min. 15,206 sq. ft. No change 

Floor Area 3,041 sq. ft. (20%) max. 3,982 sq. ft. (26%) No change 

Lot Coverage 3,041 sq. ft. (20%) max. 3,222 sq. ft.  (21%) 3,254 sq. ft.  (21%) 

Impervious Surfaces Not specified 4,760 sq. ft. (31%) 5,574 sq. ft. (37%) 

Front Yard Setback 25‘ min. Deck: 23’ Deck: 24’; Pool: 4’ 

Side Yard Setback, West 15’ min. Deck: 25’ Deck: 21’; Pool: 18’ 

Side Yard Setback, East 15’ min. Not applicable Not applicable 

Rear Yard Setback 40’ min. Deck: 20’ Deck: 15’ 

Building Height 30’ (2 stories) max. 19’ (1 story) No change 

Off-street Parking 3 spaces (1 covered) min. 3 (1 covered) No change 
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Figure 2. Vicinity Map.  (Courtesy of MarinMap.) 
 
Project Description 
The project site is a 15,206-square-feet, irregular-shape lot bounded by Ivy Drive road frontage to the 
north, east, and south along most of the property’s perimeter.  The west side property line abuts the 
adjacent residential property at 102 Ivy Drive.  The subject lot generally rises upward from north (back) to 
south (front), steeper at the back than the front, with an average slope of approximately 24%.  The lot is 
accessed from the south on Ivy Drive.  The existing residence is nonconforming with respect to the 
minimum required yard setbacks, maximum allowed building floor area, and maximum allowed building 
lot coverage.  The Project History is included as Attachment 2. 
 
The proposed project would construct a new 736-square-feet rectangular pool (16 feet by 46 feet) with 
24”-wide coping around the pool, located in front of the existing residence near the southwest corner of 
the property.  Adjacent to the new pool at the front of the property, the project would also construct a 
new stone paver patio, a new entry walkway and stairs, and a new 7-foot-tall wood fence at the property 
line.  At the existing residence, the project would replace and reconfigure existing nonconforming decks 
at the front and back of the building.  The project would also construct a new pool equipment shed 
between the existing residence and carport near the center of the property; replace existing brick and 
decomposed granite patios with a new stone patio and a new low-water turf area in the west side yard; 
construct new low fences and retaining walls; replace the existing driveway; remove five existing trees. 
and plant new screening trees along the front and west side of the property. 
 
The proposed project materials and colors include the following: 
 

 Bluestone pool, pavers, and steps 
 Concrete patios, steps, walls, planters, and fountain 
 IPE decking 
 Wood fence 
 Low-water turf 
 Vertical “living wall” 
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The applicant is requesting approval of Design Review to allow for the construction of new fences greater 
than 48 inches in height in any yard adjacent to the street or right-of-way, new retaining walls with a 
cumulative total of more than 100 linear feet, and a project resulting in over 1,000 square feet of new 
impervious landscape surface.  The applicant is also requesting approval of a Variance to allow for the 
construction of a new pool, patio, and 7-foot-tall fence to be located in the minimum required front yard 
area and the area between the setback line and the street line. 
 
The Project Description is included as Attachment 3.  The Project Plans are included as Attachment 5. 
 
Discussion 
Staff is requesting the ADR Group to provide a recommendation as to the consistency of the project with 
the purpose of Design Review and the Design Review criteria and standards per Section 18.41.100 of the 
Ross Municipal Code (see Attachment 1).  The Town of Ross Design Guidelines provide a basis for making 
consistent decisions about the appropriateness of new development and improvements to existing 
properties that are subject to the Town’s Design Review process.  According to the Design Contexts map 
of the Design Guidelines (Figure 2.1 on page 10), the subject property is in the “Minor Street 
Relationship/Moderate Slope” context, which is defined on page 9 as follows: 
 

In these areas, steep topography often results in winding, narrow roads.  Houses are somewhat, 
but not fully, visible from the street and are set back significantly. 
 
These areas often have thick vegetation that obscures houses from the street.  In some cases, a 
pedestrian pathway leads from the public right of way to the entrance of the building.  Driveways 
may be gated but are separated from the street by grade. 
 
These areas exist along Glenwood Avenue, Lagunitas Road and Ivy Drive. 

 
The Town of Ross Design Guidelines provide specific guidelines that can be used in evaluating projects, 
which along with the guidelines statements themselves and associated imagery may be used in 
determining appropriateness.  Staff finds that the following design guidelines are applicable to the 
proposed project: 

 
4.14 Incorporate plantings along the length of the property line to create depth and visual 

interest. 
 
4.19 Minimize the potential barrier effect of a tall fence. 

 Where a tall fence is necessary, include a high degree of visual permeability in the top 
portion. 

 Also use low plantings along the front to soften its appearance and reduce the 
perceived height. 

 
4.39 Incorporate a planted buffer, fence or wall between properties to provide privacy. 
 
4.40 Consider the existing access to views, light and air neighboring properties have when 

adding or incorporating tall trees or plantings, or building a new structure on a site. 
 
4.47 Where a hard surface is needed, incorporate permeable techniques such as open-joint 

paving. 
 
4.48 Strategically utilize hardscape materials to highlight components of the landscape design.  
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For instance: Highlight a change in paving texture to define a walkway, on-site parking or 
a driveway. 

 
4.50 Select hardscape materials that complement the architecture and site. Examples include: 

 Concrete with a weathered appearance 
 Gravel 
 Decomposed granite with stabilizer 
 Precast concrete pavers or stone pavers that are compatible with the building in color 

and style 
 Interlocking concrete pavers (rectilinear patterns are preferred) 

 
Attachments 
1. Design Review Criteria and Standards (Ross Municipal Code Section 18.41.100) 
2. Project History 
3. Project Description 
4. Neighborhood Outreach Description 
5. Project Plans 
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the matter be carrled over to the Ðeeember rneetlng.
Mr. Elllott lnformed Mr. l¡Ialter that, 1f he were not
ready to go ahead by the December neetlng, he would
nevei'thelõss have to appear at the rneetlng to request
a further eontlnua[cêo

Use PermÍts.
a. Mr. and Mrs. Henry W. Calvln, Madrona Ave. (73'252'09)

Acre 7-one. constiuctlon and-use of sesvantf s quartels.
There w"re no obJeetlons. Mr. Jones moved' that the Use
Pernlt be granted. Mr:. MeAndrelg seeonded the motion
whieh was unanamously Passed.

b. Mr. Kenneth K. BechtéIt fOO Rock Road', Kent l^Ioodlanès.-' 'Úi-àiï-óji Áðré zorle.' Construetlon ánd use of detaehed
guãst'frouãä. Mrs. Van Boeeop obJee-ted fron the floor
änd a letter wqs read from Dr. añd Mrs. Gregory Snith-of
Kent !,fãodlands obJeetlng. Mr. Jones asked Mr. Beehtel
wnetfrer-tfrà plans"had béen submltted to Kent ldoodlands
for apprõvaf. Mr. Beehtel said they l"d-r-rot but that
fre wouiã eertalnly conply wlth any ald all restrlctlons'
Mr. Jones moved tire peirnit be granted. Mr. Scott
seãonded the motlon i^rhleh was unanamously passed.

Hl1l-side Constructlon.
-Tr-enneffi-ffiõhte1 was glven unanamous approval for

eonstructlon of the above mentlonned guesf house on a
slope in ãxeess of 3VÁ, subJect to_ the reeommendatlons
inóiuaea Ln tne letlei'from Mr. John C. QelgsÞyr addressed
to the Town Councll-, üd dated 0ctober 2Br 1964'

Variances.
---æ;lanee #257. Mr. âfrd Mrs. Roger F. Hooper r -7A IvY

Drlve, (Z:-ít*j-Of) IOTOOO squaie foot zone. Construction
of master"bedioom. dreås1ng ioom and bath, and enlarging
of llvlng room. ail on west side of non-conforml-ng houset
and reiuitrttg ín 3r sl-dellne setbaek' Mr' Hooper main-
talned that Eft" aã¡oinlng lot, own(ed by the Katharine
Branson-Sðfioof and"used ior wáter storage, vas too snal1
for a bulldlng s1te, that arehltecturally 1t was 9n1y
feasible to aãa to Éis house on the vrest slde, ald th-at
Mr. Morrlson had been granted a ,t varlanee_-on the other
side oi lfte fatfrarine Ëranson Sehool- lot. Mr.,Roy^Jones
and Mrs. Anne Jones obJeeted to the granting of a 3Ì
set¡ack. Mr. Scott waã of the oplnlon thai the l-ot
would "ã""" be bullt on due to its size. Ile noved thaf
the varlance be granted., M1r. Me[ndrev seeonded the
motlon whleh pasãed r,¡lth Mr. Jones-obJectlng'

b.Varlan"ë-"*áiAi--r"rr. E: z. Lewls, Glenwood Ave. (73-031--'òti--zarooo square roót zone. Cónstructl-on of an enclosed
entranãð and á"eets r^ray bet\deen two separate -buj'ld1ngsr"",rr{lng-ï" Ígi i*aetirr" setbaek. Mr. McAndrew moved
that iñá"variaiee be granted, notlng-however that construc-
tlon had been started wíthouú a buildlng permût.Mr. Jones
seeonded the motlon whleh \Àras unananously passed.

6.

7.

erOlÂnl

NOVEMBER 12, 1964 TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES



3.

-3-
l[r. Poore moved tnat the subdlvlslon oe approved,
subJeot to ühe followLng condltlons:

l. Installatlon or a flre hydna^nt, detalls to
confonm to the requlnements of Ctrlef Casson, üo
oe oompleted. pntor to neeo¡rdatlon of a Panoel Ì.ifap.
2. No lmpnovements to be mad.e on PanceL 2 wlthouü
approval of tne Counctl coneennlng nemoval of any
trees. exceedlng Bn ln d.lelreüer.
3. Recond.ation of a Panoel Map wlthln 9 montb,s.

Mr. Scales seoonded. the motlon, r¡hlch Ìres una,nlmously
passed..

Varlanceg. ,

@, 6 Berr.y Lane (72-23L-3.9) Aane zone
At the nequest of üne appl-lcant, the varLs"rce
nequest was wf.fhd.n&rûn.

2. Varlance No. E63 Süephen a¡rd, Bonnle EoLmes
. ft. zone
slde setbeck.
ft.
17%
L8î6
zgf"
2916

Mr. nolmes explained, tnat trre nequest for an
8r x lOr red¡rood d.eck withln the sld.e yard setback I't111
pnovlde a safe a¡rd. neasonable access to tfre house.
At present the steps ere b,azardous. Mr. Scales
moved. approval of tne request, seconded, by Mn.
Poore a¡rd r¡r¡anlmously passed.

3. Va:rlar¡ce No. E6rL ftor¡en F. Eooper Jr.

/lQ*r rJ

l¡6 Woodsld.e Wey (73-231-10) 61000 sq
ftequesü to expand entnyway ELt fnom

Lot Area 61160 sq.
Present lot coverage
Pnoposed. rr tt

Pnesent floor area naülo
Proposed. n n n

70 Ivy Dnlve (73-1h3-1ö) 101000 sq. ft. zone
Request to constnuct pengola lnsld.e entrar¡ce
gate lr fnom fi:ont pnopenüy Ilne.

Lot Anea L3r55O sg. ft.
Pnesenü lot eovet'gge 3L.\f"
Pnoposed,tt' n: 3l.BF"
Fresent floon arqq raü1o 3A.216
Pno,posed. tt tr 't 32.7î6I{r. Sooper explalned 'tnat the pnoposed. stnuetune Is an

open fnqmewonk lnrended. to suppont vlnes and wtll
neplace an oak tnee which fonmenly scneened. the
entranoe and supponted ganden Ltghts. Thê pergola
w111 rise 7t2n above gnade, 10t at tlre peak.
0n motlon by Mn. Poore, seaonded by Mn. Soaì.es, tlre
varLgnce was ÌureÍrlmous1y granted.

MAY 8, 1980 TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES



January 15,2OO9 Minutes

2. This use permit shail expire within one yeil from the date of approval íf not
exercised.

3. The applicant is responsible for ensuring that ail improvements comply wíth
disab[eã access regulations, regardless of whether a building permit ís required for
the work.

4. A sign permit is required from the Town prior to installation of any new signage. Any

exrerioi modificatÍons, íncluding repainting, shall require approval by the Planning

Department staff.
5. Any encroachment into the public right of way, such as for installation or

replacement of awnings, signage, or seating, requíres prior approval of an

encroachment permit from the DÍrector of Public Works.
6. NO CHENCES FROM THE APPROVED PLANS AND USE SHALL BE PERMITTED WITHOUT

PRIORTOWNAPPROVAL.
7, Any person engagÍng in bnsÍness wÍthin the Town of Ross must ftst obtain a

business iicense irom ¡he Town and pay che busíness iicense íee'

8. The applicants and,/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town haruiless

aiong with Íts boards, commissions, agents, offÍcers, employees, and consultants from

any ciaim, action, or proceeding against the Town, its boards, commissions, agenis,

officers, employees, and consultants attacking or seeking to set aside, declare void, or

annul the approval(s) of the project or because of any claimed liabÍlity based upon or

caused by Ché approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notrfy the applicants

and/or owneïs of any such claim, action, or proceeding, tendering the defense to the

applÍcanrs and/or owners. The Town shall assist in the defense;however, to{ng
containecl in this condition shall plohi'bit the Town from partÍcípating Ín the defense

of any such claim, action, or proceeding so long as the Town agrees to bear its own
attorney's tees and costs and pafticipates in the defense in good faith.

b. 70 lvy Drive and 102 lvy DrÍve, Merger and Resubdivision Nos. iZiS and i7I9
Ward and Melinda ChÍng,102Ivy Drive, A.P. No. 73-L43-I8,R-I:B-10 (Single Family
Residential, 10,000 sq. ft. rninirnum lot sÍze), andJarnes and Brett Coilins, 70 lvy

Drive, z\,. P. No. 73-143-12,R-I:B-10 (Single Family Residential,10,000 sq. ft, minimnm
lot size). A mergcr and rcsubdivision to cqually divide an exÍstíng 3,382 square toot_

undeveioped paicel A.P.N. 73-143-19 berween the adjacent properties to the east and
urpc!- 

^r1 
I-r-, Ñi-r" t.ìne ha !f nf the narcei r¡riii he aririeri to lO2 iw l)rive anci one haifvYLULv! r----- - l --- -

will be added ro 70 Ivy Drive. This project will result in the elimination of an existing

substandard lot.

Co,.rncil Member Sk-a.lì noted. for the reeorcl that he is relatecJ to one of the applícants, but
the¡e is no financial benefit in regard to this application,

Mayor CahÍll askedfor a motion.

Council Member Hunter moved and Mayor Pro Tempore Strauss seconded, to approve

Consent Calendar ltem "b" as submitted by staff. Motion carried utranirnously.

Conditious:
L Tt" Town approvcs this mcrgcr and rcsubdivision tentative map as submitted except

as otherwise provided in these conditions.

I



January 15,2OO9 Minutes

2. The fÍnal map document shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review
for consistency wíth this approval prior to recordation.

3. Failure to record the tentative map byJanuary 15, 2011 shall cause the approval to
Iapse wíthout further notice.

4. The applicants andlor owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town harrnless
along with its boards, commissÍons, agents, offÍcers, employees, and consulcants from
any claim, action, or proceedÍng against the Town, its boards, commissíons, agents,

officers, employees, and consultants attacking or seeking to set aside, declare void, or
annul the approval(s) of the project or because of any claimed liabilÍry basedupon or
caused by the approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notify the applicants
andlor owners of any such claÍm, actÍon, or proceedíng, tendering the defense to the
applicancs and/or owners. The Town shall assÍst in the defense; however, nothing
contained Ín this condition shall prohibit the Town from participating in the defense

of any such claim, action, or proceeding so long as the Town agrees to bear its own
attorney's fees and costs and participates in the defense in good faith.

c. 59 Bridge Road, Amendment to Variance and Design Review No. 1683

Jay and Katie Kern,59 Bridge Road, A.P. No. 73-26I-37,R-1:B-10 (Single FamiJ.y

Residence, lO,O00 sq. ft. minimum lot size). Amendment to varÍance and design
review applÍcation, approved by the Town Council on May 8, 2008, to allow
modifÍcatÍons to the existing residence and landscape improvements. The approved
project included modifications to each elevation of the residence and demolition of an

existing, detached, garage and remodel of the basement/g^rage area to create parking
for three vehicles. The amendment wouid permÍt a34.5 sguare foot expansion of a
second floor bathroom to cover new floor joists necessary to support the room. The
addition would extend the bathroom approximately three feet to the south.

Lot area
ExistÍng Floor Area Ratio
Approved Floor Area Ratio
Proposed Floor Area Ratio
Existíng Lot Coverage
Proposed Lot Coverage

32/05 square feet
38.2o/o

38.0o/o

38.I% (2}ohpermitted)
rs.8%
19.0% (2}obpermitted)

The existing residence is nonconf orming inheigfu and numb er of stories.

Mayor Cahill asked for a motion.

Council Member Hunter moved and Mayor Pro Tempore Strauss seconded, to approve
Consent Calendar Item "c" as submitted by staff. Motion carried unanimously.

Conditions:
The following conditions shall be reproduced on the first page(s) of the project plans:

1. The project shall be subject to all the all project conditions Ímposed by the Town
CouncÍl on May 8, 2008.

2. The applicants and,/or owners shall defend, Índemnify, and hold the Town harmless

along with Íts boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and consultants from
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' October 8, 2015 M¡nutes

a. Town Council consideration of adoption of Ordinance No. 667, an Ordinance of
the Town of Ross amending T¡tle 15 "Buildings and Construction" of the Ross

Municipal Code, adding Chapter 15.46 "Expedited Review of Small Residential
Rooftop Solar Energy System Permits."

Mayor Hoertkorn asked for a motion.

Council Member Brekhus moved and Council Member Robbins seconded, to approve the
Consent Calendar as submitted by staff. Motion carried unanimously.

End of Consent Agenda.

Ll.. Public Hearings on Planning Applications.
Public hearings are requíred for the following planning opplicøtion. Staff anticipates that
this item may be octed upon quickly with no oral staff report, Council discussion, or public
comment. lf discussion or public comment is requested for øny item, the Council may
consider the item later in the agendo. The Council will act on each item seporately.

a. 70lvy Drive, Design Review and Basement Exception No. 2007, and Town Council
consideration of adoption of Resolution No. 1916.
James and Brett Collins, 7O lvy Drive, A.P. No. 73-L43-23, R-L:B-l-0 (Single Family
Residence, 10,000 sq. ft. mín. lot size), Medium Low Density (3-6 Units/Acre). Public
hearing for the Town Council to consider Design Review and Basement Exception for a

proposed enclosure to be used as hab¡table space of an existing and previously recognized
understory space for the property at 70 lvy.

Contract Planner Ali Giudice summarized the staff report and recommended that the Council
approve Resolution No. L916, conditionally approving design review to allow an enclosure of 3L6

sq. ft. of understory space at 70 lvy Drive.

Mayor Pro Tempore Small knows the difficulty of driving up lvy Drive and suggested adding more
detail to the condition in regard to truck traffic. Contract Planner Giudice explained that the
applicant provided a construction management plan, and staff agreed to add such detail as part
of their submittal package. Mayor Pro Tempore Small believed it is important since it is a private
road that all homeowners have the contact number to all contractors, so the issue can be

resolved before it is a problem.

Mayor Hoertkorn opened the public hearing on this item, and seeing no one wishing to speak,

the Mayor closed the public portion and brought the matter back to the Council for action.

Mayor Hoertkorn asked for a motion

Council Member Brekhus moved and Mayor Pro Tempore Small seconded, to approve
Resolution No. 1916 as revised. Motion carried unanimously.

End of Public Hearings on Planning Applications.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

THE GOAL OF THE LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENT DRAWINGS  IS TO UPDATE EXISTING THE 
EXISTING LANDSCAPE, INCLUDING THE ADDITION OF A NEW SWIMMING POOL. 

THE EXISTING LANDSCAPE IS A OVERGROWN AND IN POOR CONDITION. THE INTENT OF 
THE DESIGN IS TO RETAIN THE EXISTING CONTEMPORARY AESTHETIC AND FOLLOW THE 
DESIGN INTENT OF THE ORIGINAL LANDSCAPE.  

EXISTING TREES ARE PROPOSED TO BE REMOVED AS SHOWN.  THE TREES LOCATED AT 
THE  REAR HILLSIDE AREA ARE TO REMAIN, WITH PRUNING TO IMPROVE FIRE SAFETY. 

INCLUDED IN THE NEW LANDSCAPE IS THE REPLACEMENT OF THE EXISTING ENTRY 
STEPS, REPLACEMENT OF THE STEPPING STONE PATH AND REPLACEMENT OF THE LAWN. 
THE EXISTING BRICK PATIO IS PROPOSED TO BE CHANGED TO PERMEABLE STONE OR 
PRECAST CONCRETE MATERIAL. 
 THE EXISTING ASPHALT DRIVEWAY IS PROPOSED TO BE REPLACED WITH PERMEABLE 
CONCRETE PAVERS. 
THE PRIMARY NEW FEATURE PROPOSED IS THE SWIMMING POOL.  THE SWIMMING POOL 
IS LOCATED WITHIN THE FRONT SETBACK AREA. THROUGH RESEARCH, IT HAS BEEN 
DETERMINED THAT THERE ARE NUMEROUS SWIMMING POOLS LOCATED WITHIN 
SETBACK AREAS AT NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES. BASED ON PREVIOUS DISCUSSIONS AND 
MEETINGS WITH TOWN OF ROSS PLANNING DEPARTMENT, THIS POOL WOULD BE 
SUPPORTED FOR APPROVAL.  

EXISTING FENCE ALONG THE WEST PROPERTY LINE IS TO REMAIN. NEW FENCING 
PROPOSED FOR ALONG IVY DRIVE IS TO BE REPLACED TO MATCH THE EXISTING SIDE 
YARD FENCE. FENCING IS TO BE REPLACED AS SHOWN. ALL NEW FENCING WILL BE 
LIMITED TO 6’-0” MAXIMUM HEIGHT.

ALL LIGHTING WILL BE LOW VOLTAGE AND DOWN SHIELDED.

ALL PLANTING WILL BE IRRIGATED UTILIZING DRIP IRRIGATION METHODS.

PLANTING WILL BE SIMPLE, DROUGHT RESISTANT AND FIRE RESISTANT. 
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From: Melinda Ching
To: Matthew Weintraub
Subject: Fw: Advisory Design Review Group, Town of Ross - 70 Ivy Drive Variance Request
Date: Monday, May 25, 2020 4:53:31 PM

Hello Matthew,

Ward tried to email this note to the ADR group using the email on the Town website and it did
not go through. Should we email each individual listed in the ADR group using the emails on the
Town website?

Thanks,

Melinda

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Ward Ching <ward.ching@aon.com>
To: ADRGroup@townofross.org <adrgroup@townofross.org>; mweintraub@townofross.org
<mweintraub@townofross.org>
Cc: Melinda Ching <melindaching@yahoo.com>; Ward Ching <ward.ching@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020, 4:49:18 PM PDT
Subject: FW: Advisory Design Review Group, Town of Ross - 70 Ivy Drive Variance Request

Date:  May 25, 2020

To:  Ross Town Planner,  Matthew Weintraub and Members of the Town of Ross
Advisory Design Review Group

From:  Melinda and Ward Ching, Owners,  102 Ivy Drive, Ross, California 

Subject:  Objections to the proposed 70 Ivy Drive Variance Request

The purpose of this email is to notify the Advisory Design Review Group of significant
concerns and opposition to a proposed 70 Ivy Drive Variance Request being sought
by Charlotte and Doug Sweeny.

These concerns are being brought to the Town of Ross Advisory Design Review
Group by Ward and Melinda Ching.

Project identification:

Owner:                        Charlotte and Doug Sweeny

Applicant:                    Imprints Landscape Architecture

Street Address:           70 Ivy Drive

Assessor Parcel No.   073-143-23

Zoning:                        R-1: B-10 (Single Family  Residence/Special Building Site 10,000 square-
foot Minimum Lot Size

General Design:          ML (Medium Low Density – 3-6 Units/Acre)

Flood Zone:                 X (Minimum risk area outside the 1% and 0.2% - annual -chance flood

mailto:melindaching@yahoo.com
mailto:Mweintraub@townofross.org


plains)  

Melinda and Ward Ching are the owners of 102 Ivy Drive.  We have owned the
property since 1993.  102 Ivy Drive is the property most impacted by the Sweeny
construction project and landscape variance requests.  We  have been, and continue
to be significantly opposed  to the installation of a pool, in any configuration, and
removal of mature live trees that serve as visual screen between the properties.  

We strongly oppose the proposed landscape design for 70 Ivy for the following
reasons:

The placement and construction of  a pool may not be legally within
the setback of the property and  will permanently and adversely
impact the quiet and privacy of our property.

Historically, there was a significant separation between the two
properties which included water storage tanks used to irrigate
the Branson athletic fields and a large oak tree.  There was both
a visual and sound screen between the two properties.  
Branson School decommissioned the water towers and sold the
property to the us and prior owners of 70 Ivy Drive.   The parcel
was divided into two sections and added to the 102 and 70 Ivy
Drive holdings.  A simple wooden fence currently separates the
two properties.  We planted a fruit and vegetable garden and
built a patio many years ago and the area is used by us for quiet
meditation and outdoor cooking

Our master bedroom and Melinda Ching’s office face the 70
property fence.  At present, there is no visual or sound barrier
between the properties.  Throughout the current and previous
construction projects at 70 Ivy Drive, all conversations and
general construction sound is heard clearly and loudly at 102
Ivy Drive.   

The privacy and tranquility of the 102 Ivy Drive property will be
permanently and irreparably destroyed by the installation of a
pool and entertainment hardscape. We  have been clear and
consistent in their opposition to a pool within the setback
because it will permanently destroy the private quiet space of
the entire front garden at 102 Ivy Drive.
Our opposition to a pool installation at 70 Ivy Drive predates the
Sweeny purchase.  The Real estate agent was explicitly told of
the our opposition and asked that they make their prospective
clients aware of the issue. 

At no time have we been consulted by any landscape architects
working with the Sweenys to gather insights into the sound and
visual impact that a pool and entertainment hardscape would
have on the our privacy and quiet.  While the Sweeney’s
indicated they were interested in the installation of a pool at the



onset of their construction project, the we made it very clear that
we were in opposition.

Removal of trees at 70 Ivy Drive adversely impacts 102 Ivy Drive
property by removing the natural screen between the properties which
degrades the privacy of our property. We have only seen a draft
landscape proposal that was attached to an email from Charlotte
Sweeny, and it would appear that an additional tree removal of a
 particularly a large and healthy oak tree at the adjoining corner area
at the dividing fence has been requested.  We  oppose any tree
removal that impacts the privacy and visual screening between the
properties.   
A large oak tree near the Ching property was removed in late
September or early October 2018. Was there a permit for the removal
and why was it removed? This took away a screen between the
properties which had been there for over 27 years.

Under current Town of Ross Design review standards:

18.41.100 Design review criteria and standards.

1.    (a) Preservation of Natural Areas and Existing Site
Conditions

             (1) The existing landscape should be preserved in its
natural state to keep the removal of trees, vegetation, rocks and
soil to a minimum.

(j) Landscaping. 

(1) Attractive, fire-resistant, native species are preferred.
Landscaping should be integrated into the architectural
scheme to accent and enhance the appearance of the
    development. Trees on the site, along public or private
streets and within twenty feet of common property lines,
should be protected and preserve in site planning.
Replacement trees should be provided for trees removed
or affected by development. Native trees should be
replaced with the same or similar species. Landscaping
should include planting of additional street trees as
necessary. 

The most important point is that according to Town rules, any
changes to building or landscaping should respect neighboring
properties and prioritize privacy.  The current building project at 70
Ivy has already changed windows, doors and decks that will
increase the noise levels directly impacting 102 Ivy Drive property.

Any plans that are approved should come with strict, enforceable



conditions that the owners of 70 Ivy must make repairs to our private
road to bring it back to pre-construction condition,  which has been
and will continue to be damaged by heavy trucks. There should be
strict conditions to manage the construction traffic and parking on the
road and enforce the rules that trucks not park on the road before 8
a.m.

Attached also is correspondence between the Ching’s and Sweeney’s along with
other impacted neighbors on Ivy Drive.  This set of email strings support the
continuous and clear opposition to the Sweeney project request. 

 

Respectfully submitted,

Ward & Melinda Ching

Residents and Property Owners, 102 Ivy Drive, Ross

From: Ward Ching <ward.ching@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Saturday, May 23, 2020 2:18 PM
To: Ward Ching <ward.ching@aon.com>
Subject: Fw: 70 Ivy Drive Landscape Revisions

 

Begin forwarded message:

On Monday, March 9, 2020, 9:09 AM, Ward Ching <ward.ching@yahoo.com> wrote:

Thank you Andrea.  The situation has introduced a level of increased stress and discomfort
for a extended period of time. 

On Sunday, March 8, 2020, 8:52 PM, Andrea Elkort <amielkort@gmail.com>
wrote:

Hi Ward,

Thank you for making us more aware of the issues involved in the Sweeney’s
proposal. I know you and Melinda to be fair minded, generous and terrific
neighbors and I appreciate the effort to be transparent and clear. You and
Melinda continue to contribute so much to the overall well being of the
neighbors on Ivy Drive, it is distressing to think of the negative impact this
would have on your quality of life in your home and yard. 

Please keep us in the loop as you deem appropriate. 

Very best to you,

Andrea 

Sent from Andrea's iPhone

mailto:ward.ching@yahoo.com
mailto:ward.ching@aon.com
mailto:ward.ching@yahoo.com
mailto:amielkort@gmail.com


415.254.5039

 

On Mar 8, 2020, at 17:33, Ward Ching
<ward.ching@yahoo.com> wrote:

 To All:  

 

I first want to apologise for intruding on the tranquility of your
collective weekends to communicate an issue that
potentially impacts  three families (Cruises, Elkort and
Ching) with heightened significance for Melinda and me. I have
attached below a set of communications between Charlotte
Sweeney and me regarding her proposed landscape plans that
include a pool, a spa and hardscape that abuts the
Ching/Sweeney property line. Please read this note from the
bottom of the email chain. 

Melinda and I have opposed the installation of a pool due to
setback and noise reasons. We have expressed this position
informally  to the town dating back to the Collins ownership of
the property. Historically I have had discussions with the
Hoopers who were the original architects and owners of the
property,  who clearly expressed that the property footprint was
not designed to accommodate a pool. 

As you can see from my note to Charlotte, the proximity of our
property lines do not permit sufficient visual and noice buffers
that prevent permanent and involuntary loss of privacy for
Melinda and me. 

I recognise that your  properties are more removed from the
problem than mine is. 

Originally there was a separation that included trees and water
towers between the Hooper and Ching property lines. With the
elimination of live oak trees prior to the start of the Sweeney
construction project, only a simple property line fence separates
my quiet patio designed for quiet meditation and vegetable
gardens from a permanent disruptive noise source. As it stands
now, Melinda and I can hear every conversation the work men
have from within our master bedroom.  Melinda’s office faces
the Sweeney property and due to the noise generated by the
current and past construction project, Melinda has had to overly
manage her time in her office and move work elsewhere in the
house. Melinda is especially sensitive to loud noise which
impacts her health.  

My intent in sending you this note and attached
correspondence with Charlotte is to simply make you aware of
the situation. We plan to continue to vigorously object to the
proposed landscape plan. All of you know how much Melinda
and I love our road and our neighbours. I have expressed my
concerns and objections to the  Sweeney’s as the started their
construction project. They have not involved Melinda or me

mailto:ward.ching@yahoo.com


their planning.  The proposed landscape approach, as I point
out in my note to Charlotte, involuntarily and negatively impacts
the quality of life we all moved to Ivy Drive to enjoy.  However
the situation resolved itself, expect the direct and indirect cost
cost of the landscape plan will be expensive to Melinda and
me. 

I hope you will understand my level of concern.  

Begin forwarded message:

On Monday, February 17, 2020, 5:50 PM, Ward Ching
<ward.ching@yahoo.com> wrote:

  Charlotte:

I am expressly disappointed in your intended
landscape plans that include a pool and what
appears to be a spa installation. Melinda and I
have been steadfastly opposed to a pool on your
property now that the water tower buffer that
significantly separated our properties is gone and
our property lines are separated by a simple
fence with no tree buffer on your side.  We made
our views clear to you, the town and to realtors
selling the property prior to your purchase. A pool
so close to the property line, attempts at sound
proofing notwithstanding, will significantly disrupt
and deteriorate our privacy and use of our patio
garden level and my property value. Your tree
removal prior to construction eliminated light of
sight between the properties. The plans show
lawn approaching the fence area. That will no
doubt be entertaining staging space, which
means there is little or no sound elimination. 
Good intentions aside, Melinda and I both know
what a pool means in terms of sound and use. 
There will be unintended consequences that your
plans will involuntarily impose on Melinda and
me. Least of which, our tranquility will be
destroyed. 

Because our property is at the high point on Ivy
Drive, all sound coming from below and around
our property magnifies and lingers. For example,
we can hear every conversation your workmen
have during construction from our master
bedroom. I deliberately moved my spa to the
other side of my house to avoid noise
transmission in your direction. 

As I had clearly pointed out  prior to the start of
your construction project, the prospect of a pool
introduces significant problems for Melinda and
me. This, my response should come as no
surprise to you. 

mailto:ward.ching@yahoo.com


We appreciate your sharing your plans with us. 

Ward Ching
Ross, California

> On Feb 17, 2020, at 3:06 PM, Charlotte
Sweeny <charlottesweeny@gmail.com> wrote:
> 
> 
> Hi Ward and Melinda,
> 
> I hope you are both doing well!  It was nice
catching up with you the other day, Melinda.  
> 
> Enclosed are our revised landscape designs. 
We heard your concerns and have adjusted our
plans.  We moved the pool off the terrace, out of
the side setback and as far to the east as
possible, while still allowing access to our front
door.  The area along our shared fence will have
screening with trees/hedges to provide a sight
and sound barrier.  We are also installing turf
which should further dampen sound transmittal. 
And while this is not related to the landscape, the
house will also be much more sound-tight, with
new double-paned windows and doors and
insulation in the exterior walls.  We hope that
these changes meet with your approval!  Please
let us know if you would like to review in person. 
Please confirm receipt.
> 
> Thanks!
> Charlotte

> <sweeny L1.2.pdf>
> <sweeny L2.pdf>
> <Sweeny L3.pdf>

mailto:charlottesweeny@gmail.com


From: Steve Daane
To: Matthew Weintraub; Charlotte Sweeny
Subject: We approve!
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 6:49:12 PM

Dear Mr. Weintraub, 

We've owned the house across from the Sweeny's at  63 Ivy Drive for 20 years.  We've
reviewed the Sweeny's landscape & construction plans and I'm writing to support their
project.  

Coincidentally, we used Brad from Imprints Landscape Design when we obtained the permit
to replace our fence 15 years ago and he did great work.  

Thank You!  Steve Daane & Sheryl Garrett

mailto:stevedaane@gmail.com
mailto:Mweintraub@townofross.org
mailto:charlottesweeny@gmail.com


From: Julian Nichol
To: Matthew Weintraub
Subject: 70 Ivy Rd, Ross
Date: Sunday, May 31, 2020 4:04:45 PM

Dear Mathew

This email is to confirm that we support  70 Ivy Road obtaining a variance for the front set back.  We are happy with
their project and approve changes.

Julian and Geoff Nichol
8 Hill Road
Ross

mailto:julianrnichol@gmail.com
mailto:Mweintraub@townofross.org


From: judy phillips
To: Matthew Weintraub
Subject: Sweeny Project
Date: Sunday, May 31, 2020 3:39:55 PM

Hello Mr. Weintraub,
Michael and I are neighbors of the Sweenys at Ivy Dr. We wish to support their plans for a
pool addition. We live at 59 Ivy Dr.,Ross.
Sincerely,
Michael & Judy Phillips

mailto:judyflute4@gmail.com
mailto:Mweintraub@townofross.org
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Proprietary and ConfidentialOne Medical

70 Ivy 
Drive



Why we are here
● We are asking for design feedback for revised landscape plans 

● We have made further accommodations based on the Ching’s 
concerns and ADR suggestions

○ Moved the pool farther away from the common property line between 70 Ivy 
and 102 Ivy (no variance needed)

○ Increased the planting area by the shared fence from 3' to 4' and increased 
screening plants

○ Reduced scale of pool and increased distance from the front property line (now 
10' from the front property line and 15’ from the paved road)

○ Added a raised planter with additional screen planting along the street frontage

○ Enlarged the water feature for white noise



102 Ivy Drive - previous accommodations

● Because of the concerns raised by the Chings (prior to 6/4 ADR), 
we revised our landscape plans to move the pool and all 
hardscaping out of the west setback at our shared fence (no side 
setback variance needed)

● We also moved all pool equipment to the opposite side of the 
property 



Three issues raised by the Chings at ADR

● Concerned about tree removal due to Pool

○ We will replace any removed trees with another tree in another location on 

the property

● Concerned about damage to the road

○ We will return the road to it’s original condition post-construction

● Opposed to a pool on the grounds of privacy (noise)

○ Further accomodations made and addressed together with the three ADR 

suggestions in the following pages



ADR:  Add pool noise mitigation for neighbors at 102 Ivy

● Moved pool 3’ farther away from the side setback.  The pool is now 8' away 
from the side setback.  The pool is 23' from the property line at the closest 
point and roughly 50' from 102 Ivy Drive’s bedroom at the closest point. 
The Ching’s do have hardscape within their setback extending along our 
shared fence.

● Increased the planting area between the fence from 3' to 4' and increased 
screening plants.  We are open to specifying larger / more mature plants.

● Enlarged the water feature to create more "white noise"



No Precedents - Sound Walls/Relocation

● There are no published records of Ross pool applicants who were asked to move 

pool to the other side of the property (therefore forcing relocation of entry steps 

to house) in order to secure approval for a variance  (2015 to 2020)

● There are no published records of Ross pool applicants who were asked to add a 

sound wall  in order to secure approval for a variance  (2015 to 2020)

● The Town of Ross Design Guidelines expressly state that ways to respect 

neighboring properties’ privacy is to favor “natural, semi-transparent landscape 

buffer; strategically locating outdoor spaces to minimize their impact … [and] … 

should not create solid, tall barriers along a property edge” also impermeable 

barriers are disfavored



Precedents - Noise Mitigation
● We did find two approved plans where neighbor noise concerns were 

addressed:

●  45 Bolinas Avenue 
○ Concerns from neighbors about pool noise

○ Applicant was asked to add trees along the common property line between 

the project site and neighbor.

● 20 Lagunitas

○  Concerns from neighbors about driveway noise

○ Applicant was asked to provide a landscape buffer and screening along the 

common property line between the project site and neighbor

○ Applicant was asked to consider pavers over gravel to reduce the noise.



ADR:  Concern that the pool was 4’ from the road

● Pool water was originally 7’ from the front property line and 12’ 
from the paved road (4’ was error)

● Pool is now 10' from the front property line and 15’ from the paved 
road (an additional 3') 

● Added a raised planter with additional screen planting along the 
street frontage



Ivy Drive Front Yard 
● 70 Ivy Drive sits 4’ above the road grade parallel to Ivy Drive and parking berm 

(owned by 70 & 100 Ivy Drive)

● No homes are visible from front of 70 Ivy Drive 

Ivy Drive

100 
Ivy Drive

70 & 100 Ivy 
Drive Berm  



Ivy Drive Front Yard 

● On paper, the pool looks closer to the road than in reality

● Pool was staked (previous plan) for ADR to review in person

● From the edge of the paved road in front of our property, distance is 15’ to 
pool

DISTANCE 
TO 
PAVEMENT



ADR:  Scale of pool could be reduced to better fit the property

● Reduced pool dimensions to 42’ x 13’ vs 46’ x 16’ original, further 
increasing distance from 102 Ivy and reducing encroachment on 
front setback  



Plan Revision Revised 
Design

Ivy Drive

102 
Ivy 
Drive

Berm Parking 

Gravel



APPENDIX



Town of Ross Policy and Design Guidelines 
Long history of precedents for pools approved in setbacks in Ross, many far more extreme than 

what we are asking for (see appendix). 

Design Guidelines were carefully reviewed and considered in developement of Landscape Plan

● The design guidelines recommend that pool equipment is screened,, which the project accomplishes and also reveals that 
the guidelines consider pools a normal part of residential design;

● The guidelines provide “character drivers” that require consideration of the neighborhood, site, and building – all of which 
have been considered and consistent with having a pool is given virtually all surrounding lots have pools; 

● The design guidelines contemplate lot coverage exceeding Ross’s low lot coverage development standards ; plans are 
within the standards

● The guidelines expressly state that ways to respect neighboring properties’ privacy is to favor “natural, semi-transparent 
landscape buffer; strategically locating outdoor spaces to minimize their impact … [and] … should not create solid, tall 
barriers along a property edge” also impermeable barriers are disfavored 

● The design guidelines expressly state that steep topography matters (see page 13 and page 9 both identifying Ivy Drive as 
“steep topography partially obscures houses and creates shorter views”, street has an informal shoulder)



Precedents - Pools - Recent Ross 
● Ross Town Council approved at least 7 Setback variances for pools from 2015 - 2020

○ Of note, the pool at 45 Bolinas has a 2’ setback; 123 Lagunitas 3’

● We  did not find a record of any pool setback variance being denied by Town Council during 

this period

● 70 Ivy pool is within the front setback ONLY.  We are not asking for any approval related to 

the side setback.  There is no record of an application being denied upon similar grounds.  

74 Shady Lane 6/14/18 Variance No. 2OL8-004

123 Lagunitas 4/5/18 Variance No. 2OL8-002

40 Madrona Avenue 12/14/17 Variance No. 2OL7-0L2

45 Bolinas Avenue 3/9/17 Variance No. 2016- 049

74 Baywood Avenue 6/14/16 Variance No. 2016-024

2 Fallen Leaf 8/13/15 not listed

90 Glenwood Avenue 7/9/15 Variance No. 2003



Precedents - Pools - Neighborhood

● Many surrounding homes have pools within their set-backs



Precedent - Setback Encroachment 
● 102 Ivy Drive has hardscaped side patio in their setback adjacent 

to 70 Ivy Drive

● 102 Ivy Drive had two decks that extend 25’ into the rear set back 

and are clearly visible from 70 Ivy Drive

View of 102  deck variance 
from 70 Ivy Drive

Ivy 
Drive 

Side
Patio 

Back  Deck
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