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         Agenda Item No. 4b. 
 

Staff Report 
 
Date: June 16, 2020 
 
To: Advisory Design Review Group 
 
From: Matthew Weintraub, Planner 
 
Subject: 33 Bolinas Avenue 
 
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 
Owner:   Tracy Family Trust (Libby Tracy) 
Applicant:   Rodgers Architecture 
Street Address:  33 Bolinas Avenue 
Assessor Parcel Number: 073-051-10 
Zoning: R-1 (Single Family Residence, 5,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size) 
General Plan:   M (Medium Density) 
Flood Zone: AE (Areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance 

flood event) 
 
The applicant is requesting approval to lift the existing two-story single-family residence 5 feet 
above its existing elevation in its current location, thereby creating a new crawlspace level 
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enclosed in smooth cement plaster beneath the existing home.  The project would involve 
replacing the existing separate front entrances to the first and second stories with a new single-
level covered entry porch at the new first floor elevation, and replacing the existing back stairs 
with new stairs and landings that access both stories at the new floor elevations. 
 

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

Project Item Code Standard Existing Proposed 

Lot Area 5,000 sq. ft. min. 7,750 sq. ft. No change 

Floor Area 1,550 sq. ft. (20%) max. 4,027 sq. ft. (52%) 3,981 sq. ft. (51%) 

Building Lot Coverage 1,550 sq. ft. (20%) max. 2,346 sq. ft. (30%) 2,496 sq. ft. (32%) 

Front Yard Setback 25 ft. min. 28’-4” 25’-0” 

Side Yard Setback, North 15 ft. min. 5’-3” No change 

Side Yard Setback, South 15 ft. min. 4 ft. No change 

Rear Yard Setback 40 ft. min. 57’-3” No change 

Building Height 30 ft. (2 stories) max. 24’-3” (2 stories) 29’-3” (2 stories) 

Off-street Parking 2 spaces (1 covered) min. 2 (none covered) No change 
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Project Item Code Standard Existing Proposed 

Impervious Surfaces * --- 3,949 sq. ft. (51%) 4,084 sq. ft. (53%) 
* Per Low Impact Development for Stormwater Management, Design Review Criteria and Standards (RMC 
Section 18.41.100 (t)). 
 
Project Description 
The project site is a 7,750 -square-feet, generally rectangular lot on the south side of Bolinas 
Avenue.  The lot is flat with no recorded slope.  The property is located within the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Special Flood Hazard Area Zone AE, which is defined as 
an area subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event (also referred to as 
the base flood or 100-year flood).  The existing residential property is nonconforming with 
respect to the maximum allowed floor area and lot coverage, the minimum required side yard 
setbacks, and the minimum required covered off-street parking requirement for the Zoning 
District.  The Project History is included as Attachment 2. 
 

 
Figure 2. Vicinity Map and Floodplain Proximity Map.  (Courtesy of MarinMap.) 
 
The proposed project would lift the existing two-story single-family residence 5 feet above its 
existing elevation in its current location in order to raise the habitable space out of the floodplain.  
The project would create a new crawlspace level enclosed in smooth cement plaster beneath the 
existing home.  The maximum building height would increase from an existing 24’-3” to a 
proposed 29’-3”, which would comply with the maximum allowed 30-foot building height limit.  
In conjunction with lifting the residence, the project would replace the existing separate front 
entrances to the first and second stories with a new single-level covered entry porch at the new 
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first floor elevation.  The new entry porch would reduce the front yard setback from an existing 
28’-4” to approximately 25 feet, which would comply with the minimum required 25-foot front 
yard setback.  The project would also replace the existing back stairs with new stairs and landings 
that access both stories at the new floor elevations, which would comply with the minimum 
required 40-foot rear yard setback.  The project would maintain the existing nonconforming side 
yard setbacks.  The project would reduce the existing nonconforming floor area on the lot 
(including construction of a new covered front porch that is exempted from floor area) while 
increasing the existing nonconforming lot coverage due to the entry reconfigurations required 
by lifting the structure.  The project would also update the fenestration by replacing and installing 
new windows and doors at all elevations. 
 
The proposed project colors and materials would match the existing residence including the 
following: 

• Painted wood siding 
• Painted wood porch and railings (front) 
• Metal and glass porch railings (rear) 
• Wood doors and windows 
• Smooth cement plaster base (new) 

 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Nonconformity Permit to increase the existing 
nonconforming lot coverage and to increase the height of a structure with existing 
nonconforming setbacks, and Design Review to increase the height of an existing building. 
 
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 “Strong Street Relationship/Flat” context, which is defined 
as follows: 
 

In these areas, entries to homes are highly visible and houses have a consistent pattern 
of uniform setbacks and street orientation.  A walkway typically provides a physical 
connection to the public realm.  In some cases, on-street parking creates a somewhat 
more formal road edge. 
 
Sometimes a home may not be sited parallel to the street, but it is connected to it with a 
pathway.  Landscaping may highlight that path. 
 
These areas exist along Bolinas, Poplar and Wellington Avenues. 

 
The Town of Ross Design Guidelines provide specific guidelines that can be used in evaluating 
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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: 
 

4.40 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. 

 
4.41 Minimize the amount of shadow created on neighboring properties. 
 
Design of Raised Buildings 
In some cases, it may be desirable or necessary to elevate the foundation of an existing 
building or new residential structure to provide greater flood protection.  An elevated 
foundation should be compatible with the overall design of the residential building and 
the character of Ross. 
 

 4.61 When raising a structure, maintain the overall proportions of the facade. 
 Provide detailing to articulate the wall of a raised foundation and to break up 

its perceived scale. 
 Screen a raised foundation with landscaping elements such as planters. (Such 

landscaping elements may also be set away from the foundation to create a 
visual screen while complying with WUI standards). 

 Depending on context, a range of options may be appropriate for the 
treatment of a raised foundation.  The intent is to reduce the perceived 
increase in height of the foundation. 
 A horizontal belt course reduces the perceived height of the raised 

foundation. 
 Masonry creates detail on a raised foundation to break up the perceived 

scale. 
 A planter screens the raised portion of the foundation. 
 Low-scale plantings screen the raised portion of the foundation. 

 
4.62 Minimize the visual impact of any stair extension. 

 Consider breaking up a stair extension to keep its proportions similar to the 
original scale. 

 If the facade is symmetrical in composition, then the stair extension should 
also be symmetrical. 

 Depending on context, a range of options may be appropriate for designing a 
stair extension. 
 Accommodate the raised foundation with a landing that breaks up the 

length of the stairway, while maintaining the symmetry of the façade. 
 Accommodate the raised foundation with a right turn that allows the stair 

to function without encroaching on the front property line. 
 

5.12 Provide a sense of visual permeability with doors and windows.  This is more 
critical when a building is located close to the street, which often occurs in the 
Constrained Grid Neighborhood and Strong Street Relationship/Flat contexts. 
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5.13 Design a primary entrance to create a visual and physical connection to the street. 

 Potential elements to incorporate include porch, portico, stoop, 
canopy/overhang, building recess, and/or moldings. 

 
5.14 Size and proportion an entry element to be in scale with those of nearby buildings.  

This is particularly important in the Constrained Grid Neighborhood and Strong 
Street Relationship/Flat contexts. 

 
5.16 Design a porch to be functional, with a minimum depth of 5 feet. 

 
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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l,fINIlfES 0F TIIE REGIIL.AR MEETIIIG 0F TIIE ,,-.ri{ 0F hûSl} COü$CIL
HErÐ 0i{ MAY r-O, L9l6

Just prlor to the openlng of
$rorn lnto offl.ce by Torm C1erk

Tbe neetlng was ealLed to order by Mayor Cockburn at 8:O/ PM.

Preseat: Councll,nen- Cockburr, Kanzee, Mcfab, Selfrlrlger lfolcott
Absent ¡ Cor¡nellman- None

The mlnutes of the regular neetlng of Aprl3. 12, L956¡ the adJourn-
ed regular meeting of Aprll 17, L.956 and the newly eonstLtnüecl
Councll meeting of Aprll L7, L9r6 rere approved as malLeð to the
CounelLuen and, tbe readLng thereof ualved.

The Variance request of [h. S. Pier, tagr¡nltas Boad, Garrled for-
vard from the ].ast meet{ng ras revlered. Tbe Cou¡rell aclv1sed. Mr.
Pler that fn vler of the objections of l,fr. E. G. Lohman¡r and the
faet that the addltlon would exaggerate the present non-confornlng
stnrehue, the Va¡lance conLd not be granted. ldr. Pier asked to
vlühdrav hls request; shleh tbe Councll granteð. Varlance lfo.j2 vas, therefore caúeelLed.

If1lton Snltb, archlteet, represeattne the Roman CathoLlc Church
requested the gra¡tlng of a varlanee for the replaeeaent anrd. constr-
uctlon of a ne¡r rectory. A revler of the plans dlscloseð that r¡hLle
the ner struetûre souLcl oecupy aLnost the exact slte the presenü
structure ocetrpies, 1t dlcl not have the requlrecl rear or front
ya¡d area.

Ihe CounclL ordered. Taria¡rce So. ,3 camied fomarcl to al-lor
tLme for the appJ.lcant to seeure thê approval of the nelghbôrs.

Â1lce Gatterdam, 33 BoLlnas Avenue, requested the grantlng of a
varianee as to slde and rear yaxd areàs for the adclltlon to the
exåsting dwelJ.tng. .LLJ. the nelgbbors had agreed to the pIans. 0n_
notlon óf Cor¡ncl1nan Kanzee, second,etl by CounelLnan Selfridge and
by unanlnous vote of the CoúneiJ., Tarlance No. 54 ras grantéd.

June S. EaseLtine, SþIand ldayr requested the grantlng of g
varlanee for the eon3tnrctlon of á bath house. The plans diseLosed
that the front yard area conforaed but beeause of the .angJ-e to t'he
rear property line, the bath house vould be Less than þõ t+O I from
the rear 11nè. AJ-l-the nelghbors hacl agreed to the pLan. On notÍon
of Cor¡ncilnan Ka¡rzee, seeondecl by CounelLnan l{c![ab ancl by unanlmous
vote of the Cor¡nelJ., 

-Varlanee }lo. ll yas granteð.

Mayor Coekburn announeed that the Councll would now hold the
publle hearlng on the applleatlon of the Ross Yalley School for a
Í,antl Use Pernit. The Clerk aðvlsed that the notice of htarlng hað
been publlsheô ln the Independent-Journal anð notLfLcatioa sent
all property ovaers wtüh1n SOOt of the parcel lnvôlvecl. Mayor
Cockbn¡rn then lnvlted the petltloners to present thelr sicle 1n tbe
mattel.

Bobt. E. Burns stated that he ras tbe attorney representlne the
propoaents. Ee sald the schooL vas belng organlzed by LoeaL FdlEil
iesldents and the dlreetors rere Messrs-À1Len, Oatterdamr Jackst
EoLter, Lerls, Painter and Poneroy. Ihere Ìras a great need for furth-
er eduóationai faetllttes, he acldèdr so lhat a young_nan eouLd,- 8p to
a prlvate day sehooL and úrepare foi co3-lege" 1oo, this nouLd help

the neetlng Cor¡¡¡elLnan Coekbnrrn vas
Cole.
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February 8, 2001 

Town Planner Broad explained the plans, noting for the record that there is a parking deck 
that is 420 sq. ft., resulting in an existing FAR of 11.2. Thus, the proposed FAR would be 
11.4, still well within the allowable 15%. The application does not trigger a hillside 
application because of the limited scope. Mayor Pro Tempore Hart was concerned about the 
narrow road and construction trucks blocking the traffic. Ms. Julie Dowling, the project 
architect, explained that the driveway is large enough to accommodate six to eight cars and 
she would be happy to accept the condition that all vehicles be parked on site. 
Accordingly, Mayor Pro Tempore Hart moved approval with the findings in the staff report 
and the following amended conditions: 

I. This project shall comply with all Public Safety Department conditions. 
2. The Town Council reserves the right to require landscape screening for up to two 

years from project final. 
3. Exterior lighting shall not create glare, hazard or annoyance to adjacent property 

owners. Lighting shall be shielded and directed downward. 
4. No changes from the approved plans shall be permitted without prior Town approval. 

Red-lined plans showing any proposed changes shall be submitted to the Town 
Planner prior to the issuance of any building permits. 

5. The project owners and contractors shall be responsible for maintaining Town 
roadways and right-of-ways free of their construction-related debris. All construction 
debris, including dirt and mud, shall be cleaned and cleared immediately. All 
construction vehicles shall be parked on site. 

6. Exterior materials and colors shall be as identified in the approved plans. Roof 
material and color shall be approved by the Town Planner prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. 

7. Any portable chemical toilets shall be placed off the street and out of public view. 
8. The Town shall promptly notify the applicants and/or owners of any such claim, 

action or proceeding, tendering the defense to the applicants and/or owners. The 
Town shall assist in the defense, however, nothing contained in 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. 

This was seconded by Councilmember Delanty Brown and passed unanimously. 

21. VARIANCE.{\\)~l. 
Adam and Libby Tracy; 33 Bolinas Avenue, A.P. No. 73-051-10, R-1 (Single Family 
Residence). Variance to allow the addition of a 60 square foot landing and stairway 
from the upper level to the rear yard and to allow the existing sun room roof to be 
raised within the west side yard setback (15 feet required, 5 feet proposed and existing.) 

Lot Area 7,750 sq. ft. 
Present Lot Coverage 30.5% 
Proposed Lot Coverage 31.0% (20% permitted) 
Present Floor Area Ratio 52.5% 
Proposed Floor Area Ratio 53.3% (20% permitted) 

The existing residence is nonconforming in side yard setbacks. 

Mr. Broad explained that the main living area is on the upper level and has no direct access 
to the back yard. He felt that this was a reasonable request because of the ingress/egress 
safety issue to the upper level. The stairway would conform to the setback requirements. 
He said that the proposed plans would result in a minimum change to the structure. 
Mayor Pro Tempore Hart asked if the property had a garage in the past and Mr Broad said 
that he saw no evidence of a previous garage. 
Councilmember Zorensky moved approval with the finding in the staff report and the 
following conditions: 
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February 8, 2001 

1. This project shall comply with all Public Safety Department requirements. 
2. The Town Council reserves the right to require landscape screening for up to two 

years from project final. Existing vegetation screening the proposed stairway from 
the parcel to the west shall be retained and replaced as necessary to provide continued 
screemng. 

3. Exterior lighting shall not create glare, hazard or annoyance to adjacent property 
owners. Lighting shall be shielded and directed downward. 

4. The floor area of the stairs/landing shall not be traded-offto allow additional living 
space. 

5. No changes from the approved plans shall be permitted without prior Town approval. 
Red-lined plans showing any proposed changes shall be submitted to the Town 
Planner prior to the issuance of any building permits. 

6. The project owners and contractors shall be responsible for maintaining Town 
roadways and right-of-ways free of their construction-related debris. All construction 
debris, including dirt and mud, shall be cleaned and cleared immediately. 

7. Any portable chemical toilets shall be placed off the street and out of public view. 
8. The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify and hold the Town harmless 

along with its boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees and consultants from 
any claim, action or proceeding against the Town, its boards, commissions, 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 liability based upon 
or caused by the approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notify the 
applicants and/ or owners of any such claim, action or proceeding, tendering the 
defense to the applicants and/or owners. The Town shall assist in the defense, 
however, nothing contained in 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. 

Seconded by Councilwoman Delanty Brown and passed unanimously. 
Mayor Curtiss reminded the applicant that any changes would have to come back before the 
Council. 

22. VARIANCE. 
David and Janet Mourning; 65 Wellington Avenue, AP 72-071-08, R-l:B-10 (Single 
Family Residence, 10,000 sq. ft. minimum). Variance to allow a 6 foot by 9 foot trash 
enclosure within the side yard setback (15 feet required, 3 feet proposed) and within 
the rear yard setback (40 feet required, 2 feet proposed). The enclosure is 5.5 feet in 
height and replaces a similar enclosure. 

Lot Area 12,254 sq. ft. 
Present Lot Coverage 19.8% 
Proposed Lot Coverage 19.8% (20% permitted) 
Present Floor Area Ratio 29.2% 
Proposed Floor Area Ratio 29.2% (20% permitted) 

The existing residence and garage are nonconforming in setbacks. 

Mr. Broad explained that this is an after-the-fact variance request and that the structure is 
mostly built and replaces a prior enclosure in the same general location. 
Ms. Linda Brown, the adjoining neighbor, said that the prior structure did not have a slab 
foundation and was not a formal structure. She said that the old structure blended into the 
fence line and was unnoticeable. She asked that landscaping be installed to screen the 
enclosure. 
Mr. Mourning said that a garbage shed previously existed and he apologized for not working 
with his neighbors. He planned to plant English laurel to screen the enclosure. 
Ms. Brown said that previously there was a hole in the grape stake fence to access the 
garbage. She asked that conditions of approval include that the enclosure be maintained and 
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January 13, 2Ot5 Minutes

c. The Town may require the property owner or preschool staff to monitor park¡ng
and drop off/pick up during scheduled drop-off and pick-up times and dírect vehicles, as

necessary.

4. Up to eight employees are permitted for the preschool.
5. Any changes to the floor area, use, hours of operation, number of employees, or

the number of students, which exceeds the maximums as stated in these conditions, shall
require an amendment to this Conditional Use Permit.

6. The outdoor play area is limited to the existing area south of the preschool
classes and may not be expanded without prior approval.

7. All other previous conditions of approval for the L4 Lagunitas Road site shall
remain in fullforce and effect.

8. Hours of operation for the preschool shall be Monday through Friday from 8 a.m.
to 1. p.m. from September to June, excludíng Ross School Holidays. Ross Recreation may
continue to offer other programs for children and adults after the preschool is closed,
consistent with the historic use of the propertr¡.

9. Minor modifications to the Conditional Use Permit consistent with the Town of
Ross Municipal Code may be made subject to review and approval of the Planning Department
if the modìfications are in keeping wíth the intent of the original aporoval.

10. Signage is not a part of this review. The applicant shall apply to the Planning
Department for a separate sign permit prior to the installation of any permanent signage at the
site.

tL, The preschool shall obtain and maintain any necessary permits from tocal, state
and federal agencies for operation of the expanded preschool.

12. The property owner is responsible for ensuring all improvements comply with
Americans with Disabilities Act, regardless of whether a building permit is required.

The Council took o short recess øt 8:45 p.m. and Town Attorney Stephanicich left the Town
Council meetíng ot 8:5L p.m. Then the Council resumed the Council meeting at 8:55 p.m.

Council Member Small recused herself from the next ogenda item in order to ovoirt the
oppeoronce of o conflict.

i8. 33 Boiinas Avenue, Variance No. L9E6
Adam and Libby Tracy, 33 Bolinas Avenue, A.P. No. 73-O5L-L0, R-L (Single Family
Residential, 5,000 sq.ft. min. lot size), Medium Density (6-10 Units/Acre), Zone AE (High

Risk Area with a LYo annual chance of flooding and a 26% chance of flooding over the lífe
of a 3O-year mortgage). Request for lot coverage variance and west side yard setback
variance (L5 feet required, 7.75 feet proposed) to add 260 square feet of new deck to an
existing second floor stair landing.

Lot Area
Existing Floor Area Ra'tio
Proposed Floor Area Ratio
Existing Lot Coverage
Proposed Lot Coverage
Existing lmpervious Surfaces
Proposed lmpervious Surfaces

7,75O square feet
4,064 sq. ft. 52.4%
4,064 sq.ft. 52.4% (20% perm¡tted)
2,080 sq.ft. 26.8%
2,340 sq. ft. ?O.L% (2oo/o permitted)
3,825 sq.ft. 49.4%
3,884 sq. ft. sO.t% (reduction recommended)

1-4
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January 13, 2015 Minutes

Senior Planner Elise Semonian summarized the staff report and recommended that the Council
approve the project subject to the findings and conditions in the December 2OL4 staff report.

Scott Couture, architect, did some preliminary designs along with neighborhood outreach and
staff suggested making the deck smaller than originally proposed. The plans were revised and
the deck is designed to be a modest outdoor living area that is adjacent to their indoor living
area. lt will accommodate a small table and sitting area along with a staircase to the lower yard.
The deck is located in back of the home, tucked in and setback from the rear of the house. The
neighbor to the east, the deck is not visible..The neighbor to the west, there is an existing
bamboo screen and they added additional screening, so the deck is screened. They reviewed
plans with all neighbors and submitted support letters. This project has very little impact on the
neighbors as seen from the letters of support. He is further present to answer any questions of
the Council.

Libby Tracy, applicant, indicated that as of February she is an L8 year resident of Ross. The living
and kitchen areas are upstairs and she desired outdoor living space to have coffee and dinner.
It would nice to have an outdoor living sþace, and the size proposed would be more beneficial
to have dinner. The size recommended by staff is a little small for their needs. 5he has a great
relationship with her neighbors and all are in support. She further appreciated the Council's
consideration.

Mayor Brekhus opened the public hearingon this item, and seeing no one wishingto speak, the
Mayor closed the public portion and brought the matter back to the Council for discussion and
action.

Council Member Robbins understands it would be a great pleasure to have indoor/outdoor
space. Her concern is with building a fairly large deck on the second floor, which ís similar to
living space looking into the neighbors yard and close to the neighbors yard since the houses on
Bolinas are quite close. A ground level patio is different because there are fences and screening.
It is very difficult to have substantial screening of an upper level deck. She is not opposed to the
idea, but would certainly not be in favor of anything larger than what staff has recommended.
She desired a depth of L0 ft. with staffs setback requirements. She is concerned about having
lots of activity on the second floor and being close to the neighbors.

Mayor Pro Tempore Hoertkorn tried to follow staffs lead because they put ín all the thought
and resources into a project, but she could compromise and go with the width, but not the
depth, if there is support.

Council Member Kuhl felt that the size staff is suggested would constrict the amount of activity
and use. Due to the fact that the neighbors are supportive, he is inclined to support allowing
more width in order to have usable space.

Mayor Brekhus could also support the deck. She is persuaded about a variance argument about
this lot being so narrow. She is willing to agree to the original width along with staffs
recommendation on depth. The width would be L8 ft., and the depth would be L2 ft. as
proposed by staff.

L5
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January t3, 2Ot5 Minutes

Architect Couture added that the 18 ft. is more important from a functional standpoint. lt is a
reasonable size deck. Currently no neighbors are concerned about privacy issues. Mayor Pro
Tempore Hoertkorn noted that it is about setting precedent, not the Tracy's individual
situation.

Mayor Brekhus asked for a motion.

Mayor Pro Tempore Hoertkorn moved and Council Member Robbins seconded, to approve 33
Bolinas Avenue, Variance No. 1986, with the stipulation that the deck be reduced from 15 ft.
to 12 ft. subject to the findings and conditions outlined in the staff report. Motlon carried 3-1-
1. Robbins opposed/Small recused.

33 Bolinas Avenue Conditions:
1. Except as otherwise provided in these conditions, the oroject shall be constructed in

substantial conformance wíth the plans dated November 20, 2014, on file with the
Planning Department.

2. Tho Áan+h nf the deck .ho ha rarlrr¡a¡l lrnm 1( faaf tn I ? faaf

3. The proposed bamboo screening is not approved. The bamboo shall be replaced with
alternative evergreen trees and/or shrubs that will provide evergreen screening of views
from the deck towards 37 Bolinas and that are not a fire prone species (see Ross Valley
Fire Department Stand ard 220
http://www. rossvalievfire.oreldocuments/orevention/standards/22\o/n2o-
%20Vegetation%20Fuels%20Manasement%20Plan.doc%20Final.pdf). The Town Council
reserves the right to require additional landscape screening for up to three (3) years
from project final.
lf the Town floor area regulations change in the future to include deck area, current or
future owners of the site shall not trade off the deck area for enclosed area without
prior Town Council approval.
A building permit is required. The plans submitted for the building permit shall identify
how impervious surfaces will be limited to existing conditions prior to project final.
Pervious surfaces shall not be converted to impervious surfaces after project final
wiihout prior approvai of the Town.
Any exterior lighting shall not create glare, hazard or annoyance to adjacent property
owners. Lighting shall be shielded. No up lighting is approved.
The applicants shall comply with all requirements of the Marin Municipal Water District
and Ross Valley Sanitary District before project final. Landscaping shall comply with the
MMWD water-conserving landscape ordinance. Proof that MMWD has approved the
plan or that it is exempt from their review shall be submitted to the planning
department prior to project final.
Any person engaging in business within the Town of Ross must first obtain a business
license from the Town and pay the business license fee. Before the issuance of a

building permit, the owner or general contractor shall submit a complete list of
contractors, subcontractors, architects, engineers and any other people providing
project services within the Town, including names, addresses and phone numbers. All
such people shall file for a business license. A final list shall be submitted to the Town
before project final.

4

5

6

7

8.
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9. This project is subject to the cond¡tions of the Town of Ross Construction Completion
Ordinance. lf construction is not completed by the construction completion date
provided for in that ordinance, the owner will be subject to automatic penalties with no
further notice. As provided in Municipal Code Section L5.50.040 construction shall be
complete upon the final performance of all construction work, including: exterior repairs
and remodeling; total compliance with all conditions of application approval, including
required landscaping; and the clearing and cleaníng of all construction-related materíals
and debris from the site. Final inspection and written approval of the applicable work by
Town Building, Planning and Fire Department staff shall mark the date of construction
completion

10. No changes from the approved plans, before or after project final, shall be permitted
without before Town approval. Red-lined plans showing any proposed changes shall be
submitted to the Town Planner for review and approval before any change.

tt. The applícants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town harmless
along with its boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and consultants from
any claim, action, or proceeding against the Town, its boards, commissions, 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 liability based upon or
caused by the approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notify the applicants
and/or owners of any such claim, action, or proceeding, tendering the defense to the
applicants and/or owners. The Town shall assist in the defense; however, nothing
contained in 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.

Council Member Small resumed her posítion on the Town Council,

19. 5 Crest Road, Variance No. 1989
Zach and Meghan Adelman,5 Crest Road, A.P. No.72-0L1,-L5, R-L:B-20.(single Family
Residence, 20,000 sq. ft. min. lot size), Low Density (1-3 units per acre). Town Council
consíderation of application for design review and nonconformity permit. The applicants
propose to remodel the existing residence and add a dormer within the north side yard
setback (20 feet required, 9 feet existing and proposed) in order to construct code-
compliant stairs to the upper level. The project also includes modifications to exterior
doors and windows and replacement of decorative fascia board with rectangular-section
fascia.

Lot Area
Existing Floor Area Ratio
Proposed Floor Area Ratio
Existing Lot Coverage
Proposed Lot Coverage
Existing lmpervious Surfaces
Proposed lmpervious Surfaces

15,850 square feet
2,460 sq. ft. I5.5o/o

2,4LO sq.ft. t5.2% (15% perm¡tted)
L,964 sq. ft. t2.4%
L,964 sq.ft. L2.4% l2O%perm¡tted)
4,67L sq.ft. 29.5%
4,67L sq. ft. 29.5%

Senior Planner Elise Semonian summarized the staff report and recommended that the Council
approve the project subject to the findings and conditions outlined in the staff report.
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Version 4/6/16 

For more information visit us online at www.townofross.org  5

Written Project Description – may be attached. 
A complete description of the proposed project, including all requested variances, is required. The 
description may be reviewed by those who have not had the benefit of meeting with the applicant, 
therefore, be thorough in the description.  For design review applications, please provide a summary of 
how the project relates to the design review criteria in the Town zoning ordinance (RMC §18.41.100).   



To whom it may concern, 
 
We have been Ross residents since 1997.  We moved from San Francisco just prior to our fourth child's 
birth.  While we had some initial trepidation leaving the city, the allure of the Ross School helped mitigate 
those fears.  Within hours of moving into a rental property on Shady Lane we knew we had made the 
correct decision.  We ended up buying our current residence at 33 Bolinas Ave. a couple of years later 
and have been happy Ross residents the past 21 years.  All four of our children graduated from Ross 
School. Ross School far exceeded even our lofty expectations. 
 
When applying for a mortgage for 33 Bolinas we were mildly surprised to learn we needed flood 
insurance as the house is located in a flood zone.  As it turned out, we were pretty happy we had it.  Our 
downstairs was fully flooded in the New Year;s Day flood back in 2005/2006.  The water level got to about 
22 inches downstairs where our four children's bedrooms were located.  Our insurance company sent 
Restoration 911 to handle the immediate issues.  According to a recent report, they did not do that good 
of a job.  We have recently discovered some major mold problems.  Improper cleaning and drying by 
Restoration 911 is believed to be the probable cause. 
 
We have since moved out and begun our mold remediation work.  We were planning on just renovating 
our kitchen but are now asking to do a more extensive project.  For the past 15 years, heavy rains have 
been enormously stressful.  Any time Bolinas Ave. started to flood, which was usually several times per 
year, we would worry about another house flood downstairs.  We would like to remove this anxiety from 
our lives and raise the house effectively mitigating any chance of future flood damage as well as the 
toxicity from the mold that we have experienced. 
 
Our four kids have moved out.  However, we would like to remain Ross residents for many years to 
come.  Perhaps even a few grand kids will be able to enjoy Ross School.  Ross truly is one of the 
premiere towns in the US.  Thank you for your consideration on this project. 
 
Adam and Libby Tracy. 
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Rodgers Architecture 
156 South Park  
San Francisco, CA 94107 
415.309.9612 
 
 
Neighborhood Outreach Statement 
RE: 33 Bolinas Ave, Ross CA 94960 
 
May 8, 2020 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern:  
 
The subject property owner, Libby Tracy, discussed the project with the owners of the 
immediately adjacent neighbor properties at 37 Bolinas Ave and 29 Bolinas Ave. Both 
neighbors were supportive of the project and had no particular issues to address. 
 
Best,  
 
Meg O’Halloran 
Rodgers Architecture 
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