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Agenda Item No. 4a

Staff Report
Date: July 21, 2020
To: Advisory Design Review Group
From: Matthew Weintraub, Planner

Subject: Shouger Residence, 34 Poplar Avenue

ROLE OF THE ADVISORY DESIGN REVIEW GROUP:

The Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group considers and makes formal recommendations to the
Town Planner and Town Council on applications and matters affecting the design of buildings,
structures, landscaping, and other site improvements consistent with the purpose of Ross
Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 18.41, Design Review. The ADR Group provides professional
review of design-related issues, including site planning, building massing, setbacks, light/air, etc.,
as well as material selection in architectural and landscape design in the discretionary review
process. The ADR Group makes non-binding advisory recommendations regarding consistency
of applications with the Design Review criteria and standards per RMC Section 18.41.100.

Recommendation

That the ADR Group discuss the merits of the project and provide a formal recommendation to
the Town Council regarding the merits of the project consistent with the Design Review criteria
and standards of RMC Section 18.41.100 (see Attachment 1). A majority vote of the ADR Group
is necessary to provide a recommendation to the Town Council. The vote count of the
recommendation will be forwarded to the Town Council.

Project Information

Owner: Jeff & Cassie Shouger

Applicant: Imprints Landscape Architecture

Location: 34 Poplar Avenue

Assessor Parcel No.: 073-272-05

Zoning: R-1: B-7.5

General Plan: ML (Medium Low Density)

FEMA Flood Zone: Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) AE Floodway (Subject to

inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood event)
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Figure 1. Location map. (Cburtesy of Google Maps. )

Project Description

The applicant is requesting approval to construct a new pool/spa, arbor structure, and outdoor
kitchen in the side and rear yards, and a new stone patio and fountain in the front yard, of the
existing single-family residence. The proposed project also includes: replacing existing fences,
patios, walkways, and paving, and installing new landscape plantings and artificial turf.

The proposed project is subject to the following permit approvals:

e Variance is required pursuant to RMC Section 18.48.010 to construct new structures within
the minimum required yard setbacks, including a new pool/spa, arbor, outdoor kitchen,
patios and fountain.

e Nonconformity Permit is required pursuant to RMC Section 18.52.030 (c) to replace,
reconstruct, and expand existing patios which are nonconforming with respect to the
minimum required yard setbacks.

e Design Review is requested pursuant to RMC Section 18.41.020 to allow for fences greater
than 48 inches in height adjacent to the street, and a project resulting in over 1,000 square
feet of new or replaced impervious landscape surface.

The project site is a 7,500-square-foot rectangular lot bounded by Poplar Avenue to the east,
Redwood Drive to the west, commercial property to the north, and residential property to the
south. The primary street frontage is on Poplar Avenue. Vehicular access is gained at the back
of the property from Redwood Drive. The lot is flat with less than 1% average slope. The property
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is located within the AE Floodway Special Flood Hazard Area as defined by FEMA. The existing
residence is nonconforming with respect to the minimum required yard setbacks, maximum
allowed floor area, and maximum allowed lot coverage.

Project Data Code Standard Existing Proposed
Lot Area: 7,500 sf min. 7,500 sf No change
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): 20% max. 33.1% (2,482 sf) No change
Lot Coverage: 20% max. 34.9% (2,616 sf) No change
Front Yard Setback: 25 min. 22’-4” (House) 4’-6” (Patio)
Side Yard Setback (North): 15’ min. 1’-8” (Garage) 1’-8"
(Arbor/outdoor
kitchen)
Side Yard Setback (South): 15’ min. 10’-7” (House) 4’-6” (Pool/patio)
Rear Yard Setback: 40’ min. 19’ (Garage) 19’ (Garage)
20’-8” (Pool)
Building Height: 30’/2 stories max. <30’/2 stories No change
Off-street Parking Spaces: 2 (1 covered) min. 2 (1 covered) No change
Impervious Coverage *: —— 3,258 sf (43.4%) 2,961 sf (39.5%)

* Per RMC Section 18.41.100 (t) (1), Low Impact Development for Stormwater Management,
Maximize Permeability and Reduce Impervious Surfaces.

The project would replace an existing concrete entry walkway with a new stone patio/entry
walkway and water feature; and replace an existing crushed rock patio with a new stone slab
patio in the front yard of the existing single-family residence. The new front yard patios would
be set back approximately 4-6” from the front property line, and the new water feature would
be set back approximately 13’-7”.

Behind the existing single-family residence, the project would replace the existing precast paver
and crushed rock patios with a new stone patio. It would construct a new 9-3” tall arbor and
outdoor kitchen structure located 1’-8” from the north side property line. At the south side of
the rear yard, the project would construct a new 408-square-foot pool/spa with associated
coping. The new pool/spa would have dimensions of 34’ x 12’. The edges of the pool coping
would be set back 4’-2” from the south side property line and 20’-8” from the rear property line.
Also, in the rear yard, the project would replace an existing precast paver walkway with stepping
stones; replace existing lawn with artificial turf; and replace the existing concrete driveway with
new pavers.

The project would remove the existing property line fences and replace them with new 6’ tall
semi-open wood fences at the front and rear property lines, and 7’ tall solid wood fences at the
side property lines; and install new screening trees and privacy hedges around the property
edges.



The proposed project materials and colors include the following:

= Bluestone pavers

= Stone pavers

=  Concrete fountain structure

=  “Living wall” landscape structure
=  Wood board fences

= Artificial turf

The project would result in the net removal of 297 square feet of impervious surface coverage,
which would largely result from the proposed replacement of existing impervious and semi-
pervious patios, walkways, and driveway with new pervious pavers, and which would more than
offset the proposed addition of the new impervious pool surface and associated coping.

The applicant’s Project Plans are included as Attachment 2. The applicant’s Project Description
is included as Attachment 3. The applicant’s Neighborhood Outreach Description is included as
Attachment 4.

Background

According to the County Assessor, the subject property was constructed in 1901. In 1995, a
Variance was granted to allow for the construction of the north side property line wall adjacent
to commercial property to exceed 6 feet in height. In 2013, a Variance and Design Review were
granted to allow for the construction of new bedroom additions within the minimum required
north and south side yard setbacks and a new deck. In 2015, an amendment to the previously
approved Variance and Design Review was granted to allow for the construction of a new dormer
addition and the relocation of an existing nonconforming garage. The Project History is included
as Attachment 5.
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Discussion

The overall purpose of Design Review is to guide new development to preserve and enhance the
special qualities of Ross and to sustain the beauty of the town’s environment. Other specific
purposes include: provide excellence of design consistent with the scale and quality of existing
development; preserve and enhance the historical “small town,” low-density character and
identity that is unique to the Town of Ross; preserve lands which are unique environmental
resources; enhance important community entryways, local travel corridors and the area in which
the project is located; promote and implement the design goals, policies and criteria of the Ross
general plan; discourage the development of individual buildings which dominate the townscape
or attract attention through color, mass or inappropriate architectural expression; preserve
buildings and areas with historic or aesthetic value; upgrade the appearance, quality and
condition of existing improvements in conjunction with new development or remodeling of a
site; and preserve natural hydrology and drainage patterns and reduce stormwater runoff
associated with development. The Design Review criteria and standards per Ross Municipal Code
(RMC) Section 18.41.100 are included as Attachment 1.

Staff suggests that the following specific criteria and standards for Design Review are applicable
to the proposed project:

(f) Exterior Lighting.

Exterior lighting should not create glare, hazard or annoyance to adjacent
property owners or passersby. Lighting should be shielded and directed downward, with
the location of lights coordinated with the approved landscape plan. Lamps should be
low wattage and should be incandescent.

(g) Fences and Screening.

Fences and walls should be designed and located to be architecturally compatible
with the design of the building. They should be aesthetically attractive and not create a
“walled-in” feeling or a harsh, solid expanse when viewed from adjacent vantage points.
Front yard fences and walls should be set back sufficient distance from the property line
to allow for installation of a landscape buffer to soften the visual appearance.
Transparent front yard fences and gates over four feet tall may be permitted if the design
and landscaping is compatible and consistent with the design, height and character of
fences and landscaping in the neighborhood.

) Landscaping.

(2) Landscaping should include appropriate plantings to soften or screen the
appearance of structures as seen from off-site locations and to screen architectural and
mechanical elements such as foundations, retaining walls, condensers and transformers.

(N Visual Focus.

(1) Accessory structures, including but not limited to garages, pool cabanas,
accessory dwellings, parking pads, pools and tennis courts, should be sited to minimize
their observed presence on the site, taking into consideration runoff impacts from
driveways and impervious surfaces.



(m) Privacy.

Decks, balconies and other outdoor areas should be sited to minimize noise to
protect the privacy and quietude of surrounding properties. Landscaping should be
provided to protect privacy between properties. Where nonconformities are proposed
to be retained, the proposed structures and landscaping should not impair the primary
views or privacy of adjacent properties to a greater extent than the impairment created
by the existing nonconforming structures.

(t) Low Impact Development for Stormwater Management.

Development should include plans to manage stormwater runoff to maintain the
natural drainage patterns and infiltrate runoff to the maximum extent practical given the
site’s soil characteristics, slope, and other relevant factors.

(1) Maximize Permeability and Reduce Impervious Surfaces. Use permeable
materials for driveways, parking areas, patios and paths. Pre-existing impervious surfaces
should be reduced. Projects should include appropriate subsurface conditions and plan
for future maintenance to maintain the infiltration performance.

(2) Disperse Runoff On Site. Use drainage as a design element and design the
landscaping to function as part of the stormwater management system. Include
vegetative and landscaping controls, such as vegetated depressions, bioretention areas,
or rain gardens, to decrease the velocity of runoff and allow for stormwater infiltration
on-site. Avoid connecting impervious areas directly to the storm drain system.

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 Guidelines, the subject property
is located in the “Strong Street Relationship/Flat” Design 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.

Staff suggests that the following specific Town of Ross Design Guidelines are applicable to the
proposed project:

4.13 Maintain a visual connection from the street into a property.
= Incorporate low-scale plantings along a street edge to maintain views into the
property. *
* This is especially important for the Constrained Grid Neighborhood, Strong
Street Relationship/Flat, and Moderate Street Relationship/Flat and Mild
Slope contexts.



4.14 Incorporate plantings along the length of the property line to create depth and
visual interest.
4.16 Layer the landscaping through the depth of the front yard.
= Layering the landscaping is particularly important in contexts where the
primary building is visible from the street. This includes the Constrained Grid
Neighborhood and Strong Street Relationship/Flat contexts.
4.17 Vary design elements of a fence to enhance visual interest and provide a sense of
scale. This is especially important for a long length of fence along a street edge.
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.
4.34 Maintain a landscaped front yard.
= Maintain visibility from the street to the house. *
* While this is crucial for context areas including the Constrained Grid
Neighborhood and the Strong Street Relationship/Flat, it may be more difficult
for context areas such as the Entry Element Street Relationship/ Significant
Slope.
= Minimize the amount of hard surface in a front yard, to the extent feasible.
Where a hard surface is needed, incorporate permeable paving techniques
such as open-joint paving.
4.39 Incorporate a planted buffer, fence or wall between properties to provide privacy.
= Avoid creating an impermeable buffer that obscures all views between
properties by limiting the height of the buffer to 6" and/or using a material(s)
that is partially transparent. *
* This is especially important for properties in the Constrained Grid
Neighborhood, Strong Street Relationship/Flat and Moderate Street
Relationship/ Flat and Mild Slope contexts where lots are smaller and homes
are closer to one another.
4.46 Minimize the amount of hardscape materials used in a front yard.
4.47 Where a hard surface is needed, incorporate permeable techniques such as open-
joint paving.
6.39 Screen pool-related mechanical equipment (such as pool pumps) to minimize their
visibility.



Public Comment
Public Notices were mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the project site at least 10 days
prior to the meeting date. Comments received prior to finalization of the staff report are included
as Attachment 6.

Attachments

1. RMC Section 18.41.100, Design Review Criteria and Standards
2. Project Plans

3. Project Description

4. Neighborhood Outreach Description

5. Project History

6. Public Comments
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18.41.100 Design Review Criteria and Standards.

This section provides guidelines for development. Compliance is not mandatory but is
strongly recommended. The Town Council may deny an application where there are
substantial inconsistencies with one or more guidelines in a manner that is counter to
any purpose of this ordinance.

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

(1) The existing landscape should be preserved in its natural state by keeping the
removal of trees, vegetation, rocks and soil to a minimum. Development should
minimize the amount of native vegetation clearing, grading, cutting and filling and
maximize the retention and preservation of natural elevations, ridgelands and natural
features, including lands too steep for development, geologically unstable areas,
wooded canyons, areas containing significant native flora and fauna, rock
outcroppings, view sites, watersheds and watercourses, considering zones of
defensible space appropriate to prevent the spread of fire. '

(2) Sites should be kept in harmony with the general appearance of neighboring
landscape. All disturbed areas should be finished to a natural-appearing
configuration and planted or seeded to prevent erosion.(3) Lot coverage and building
footprints should be minimized where feasible, and development clustered, to
minimize site disturbance area and preserve large areas of undisturbed space.
Environmentally sensitive areas, such as areas along streams, forested areas, and
steep slopes shall be a priority for preservation and open space.

(b) Relationship Between Structure and Site. There should be a balanced and
harmonious relationship among structures on the site, between structures and the site
itself, and between structures on the site and on neighboring properties. All new
buildings or additions constructed on sloping land should be designed to relate to the
natural land forms and step with the slope in order to minimize building mass, bulk and
height and to integrate the structure with the site.

(c) Minimizing Bulk and Mass.

(1) New structures and additions should avoid monumental or excessively large

size out of character with their setting or with other dwellings in the neighborhood.
Buildings should be compatible with others in the neighborhood and not attract
attention to themselves. When nonconforming floor area is proposed to be retained
with site redevelopment, the Council may consider the volume and mass of the
replacement floor area and limit the volume and mass where necessary to meet the
intent of these standards.

(2) To avoid monotony or an impression of bulk, large expanses of any one material
on a single plane should be avoided, and large single-plane retaining walls should
be avoided. Vertical and horizontal elements should be used to add architectural
variety and to break up building plans. The development of dwellings or dwelling
groups should not create excessive mass, bulk or repetition of design features.



(d) Materials and Colors.

(1) Buildings should use materials and colors that minimize visual impacts, blend
with the existing land forms and vegetative cover, are compatible with structures in
the neighborhood and do not attract attention to the structures. Colors and materials
should be compatible with those in the surrounding area. High-quality building
materials should be used.

(2) Natural materials such as wood and stone are preferred, and manufactured
materials such as concrete, stucco or metal should be used in moderation to avoid
visual conflicts with the natural setting of the structure.

(3) Soft and muted colors in the earthtone and woodtone range are preferred and
generally should predominate.

(e) Drives, Parking and Circulation.

(1) Good access, circulation and off-street parking should be provided consistent
with the natural features of the site. Walkways, driveways, curb cuts and off-street
parking should allow smooth traffic flow and provide for safe ingress and egress to a
site.

(2) Access ways and parking areas should be in scale with the design of buildings
and

structures on the site. They should be sited to minimize physical impacts on adjacent
properties related to noise, light and emissions and be visually compatible with
development on the site and on neighboring properties. Off-street parking should be
screened from view. The area devoted to driveways, parking pads and parking
facilities should be minimized through careful site

planning.

(3) Incorporate natural drainage ways and vegetated channels, rather than the
standard concrete curb and gutter configuration to decrease flow velocity and allow
for stormwater infiltration, percolation and absorption.

(f) Exterior Lighting. Exterior lighting should not create glare, hazard or annoyance to
adjacent property owners or passersby. Lighting should be shielded and directed
downward, with the focation of lights coordinated with the approved landscape plan.
Lamps should be low wattage and should be incandescent.

(9) Fences and Screening. Fences and walls should be designed and located to be

architecturally compatible with the design of the building. They should be aesthetically
attractive and not create a “walled-in” feeling or a harsh, solid expanse when viewed
from adjacent vantage points. Front yard fences and walls should be set back sufficient
distance from the property line to allow for installation of a landscape buffer to soften the
visual appearance. Transparent front yard fences and gates over four feet tall may be
permitted if the design and landscaping is compatible and consistent with the design,
height and character of fences and landscaping in the neighborhood. Front yard
vehicular gates should be transparent to let light and lines of sight through the gate.



Solid walls and fences over four feet in height are generally discouraged on property
lines adjacent to a right-of-way but may be permitted for properties adjacent to Poplar
Avenue and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard based on the quality of the design, materials,
and landscaping proposed. Driveway gates should be automatic to encourage use of
onsite parking. Pedestrian gates are encouraged for safety, egress, and to encourage
multi-modal transportation and pedestrian-friendly neighborhood character.

(h) Views. Views of the hills and ridgelines from public streets and parks should be
preserved where possible through appropriate siting of improvements and through
selection of an appropriate building design including height, architectural style, roof pitch
and number of

stories.

(1) Natural Environment.

(1) The high-quality and fragile natural environment should be preserved and
maintained through protecting scenic resources (ridgelands, hillsides, trees and tree
groves), vegetation and wildlife habitat, creeks, drainageways threatened and
endangered species habitat, open space and areas necessary to protect community
health and safety.

(2) Development in upland areas shall maintain a setback from creeks or
drainageways.

The setback shall be maximized to protect the natural resource value of riparian
areas and to protect residents from geologic and other hazards.

(3) Development in low-lying areas shall maintain a setback from creeks or
drainageways consistent with the existing development pattern and intensity in the
area and on the site, the riparian value along the site, geologic stability, and the
development alternatives available on the site. The setback should be maximized to
protect the natural resource value of the riparian area and to protect residents from
geologic and flood hazards.

(4) The filling and development of land areas within the one-hundred-year flood

plain is discouraged. Modification of natural channels of creeks is discouraged. Any
modification shall retain and protect creekside vegetation in its natural state as much
as possible. Reseeding or replanting with native plants of the habitat and removal of
broom and other aggressive exotic plants should occur as soon as possible if
vegetation removal or soil disturbance occurs.

(5) Safe and adequate drainage capacity should be provided for all watercourses.
(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 preserved 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.

(2) Landscaping should include appropriate plantings to soften or screen the
appearance of structures as seen from off-site locations and to screen architectural
and mechanical elements such as foundations, retaining walls, condensers and
transformers.

(3) Landscape plans shouid include appropriate plantings to repair, reseed and/or
replant disturbed areas to prevent erosion.

(4) Landscape plans should create and maintain defensible spaces around buildings
and structures as appropriate to prevent the spread of wildfire.

(5) Wherever possible, residential development should be designed to preserve,
protect and restore native site vegetation and habitat. In addition, where possible
and appropriate, invasive vegetation should be removed.

(k) Health and Safety. Project design should minimize the potential for loss of life,

injury or damage to property due to natural and other hazards. New construction must,
at a minimum, adhere to the fire safety standards in the Building and Fire Code and use
measures such as fire-preventive site design, landscaping and building materials, and
fire-suppression techniques and resources. Development on hillside areas should
adhere to the wildland urban interface building standards in Chapter 7A of the California
Building Code. New development in areas of geologic hazard must not be endangered
by nor contribute to hazardous conditions on the site or on adjoining properties.

() Visual Focus.

(1) Where visibility exists from roadways and public vantage points, the primary
residence should be the most prominent structure on a site. Accessory structures,
including but not limited to garages, pool cabanas, accessory dwellings, parking
pads, pools and tennis courts, should be sited to minimize their observed presence
on the site, taking into consideration runoff impacts from driveways and impervious
surfaces. Front yards and street side yards on corner lots should remain free of
structures unless they can be sited where they will not visually detract from the
public view of the residence.

(2) Accessory structures should generally be single-story units unless a clearly
superior design results from a multilevel structure. Accessory structures should
generally be small in floor area. The number of accessory structures should be
minimized to avoid a feeling of overbuilding a site. Both the number and size of
accessory structures may be regulated in order to minimize the overbuilding of
existing lots and attain compliance with these criteria.



(m) Privacy. Building placement and window size and placement should be selected
with consideration given to protecting the privacy of surrounding properties. Decks,
balconies and other outdoor areas should be sited to minimize noise to protect the
privacy and quietude of surrounding properties. Landscaping should be provided to
protect privacy between properties. Where nonconformities are proposed to be retained,
the proposed structures and landscaping should not impair the primary views or privacy
of adjacent properties to a greater extent than the impairment created by the existing
nonconforming structures.

(n) Consideration of Existing Nonconforming Situations. Proposed work should be
evaluated in relationship to existing nonconforming situations, and where determined to
be feasible and reasonable, consideration should be given to eliminating nonconforming
situations.

(0) Relationship of Project to Entire Site.

(1) Development review should be a broad, overall site review, rather than with a
narrow focus oriented only at the portion of the project specifically triggering design
review. All information on site development submitted in support of an application
constitutes the approved design review project and, once approved, may not be
changed by current or future property owners without town approval.

(2) Proposed work should be viewed in relationship to existing on-site conditions
Pre-existing site conditions should be brought into further compliance with the
purpose and design criteria of this chapter as a condition of project approval
whenever reasonable and feasible.

(p) Relationship to Development Standards in Zoning District. The town council may
impose more restrictive development standards than the standards contained in the
zoning district in which the project is located in order to meet these criteria. Where two
or more contiguous parcels are merged into one legal parcel, the Town Council may
consider the total floor area of the existing conforming and legal nonconforming
structures and may reduce the permitted floor area to meet the purposes of these
standards.

(q) Project Reducing Housing Stock. Projects reducing the number of housing units in
the town, whether involving the demolition of a single unit with no replacement unit or
the demolition of muitiple units with fewer replacement units, are discouraged:;
nonetheless, such projects may be approved if the council makes findings that the
project is consistent with the neighborhood and town character and that the project is
consistent with the Ross general plan.

() Maximum Floor Area. Regardless of a residentially zoned parcel's lot area, a
guideline maximum of ten thousand square feet of total floor area is recommended.
Development above guideline floor area levels may be permitted if the town council
finds that such development intensity is appropriate and consistent with this section, the
Ross municipal Code and the Ross general plan. Factors which would support such a
finding include, but are not limited to: excellence of design, site planning which



minimizes environmental impacts and compatibility with the character of the surrounding
area.

(s) Setbacks. All development shall maintain a setback from creeks, waterways and
drainageways. The setback shall be maximized to protect the natural resource value of
riparian areas and to protect residents from geologic and other hazards. A minimum
fifty-foot setback from the top of bank is recommended for all new buildings. At least
twenty-five feet from the top of bank should be provided for all improvements, when
feasible. The area along the top of bank of a creek or waterway should be maintained in
a natural state or restored to a natural condition, when feasible.

(t) Low Impact Development for Stormwater Management. Development plans should
strive to replicate natural, predevelopment hydrology. To the maximum extent possible,
the post-development stormwater runoff rates from the site should be no greater than
pre-project rates. Development should include plans to manage stormwater runoff to
maintain the natural drainage patterns and infiltrate runoff to the maximum extent
practical given the site’s soil characteristics, slope, and other relevant factors. An
applicant may be required to provide a full justification and demonstrate why the use of
Low Impact Development (LID) design approaches is not possible before proposing to
use conventional structural stormwater management measures which channel
stormwater away from the development site.

(1) Maximize Permeability and Reduce Impervious Surfaces. Use permeable
materials for driveways, parking areas, patios and paths. Reduce building footprints
by using more than one floor level. Pre-existing impervious surfaces should be
reduced. The width and length of streets, turnaround areas, and driveways should
be limited as much as possible, while conforming with traffic and safety concerns
and requirements. Common driveways are encouraged. Projects should include
appropriate subsurface conditions and plan for future maintenance to maintain the
~ infiltration performance.

(2) Disperse Runoff On Site. Use drainage as a design element and design the
landscaping to function as part of the stormwater management system. Discharge
runoff from downspouts to landscaped areas. Include vegetative and landscaping
controls, such as vegetated depressions, bioretention areas, or rain gardens, to
decrease the velocity of runoff and allow for stormwater infiltration on-site. Avoid
connecting impervious areas directly to the storm drain system.

(3) Include Small-Scale Stormwater Controls and Storage Facilities. As appropriate
based on the scale of the development, projects should incorporate small-scale
controls to store stormwater runoff for reuse or slow release, including vegetated
swales, rooftop gardens or “green roofs”, catch-basins retro-fitted with below-grade
storage culverts, rain barrels, cisterns and dry wells. Such facilties may be
necessary to meet minimum stormwater peak flow management standards, such as
the no net increase standard. Facilities should be designed to minimize mosquito
production. (Ord. 653 (part), 2014; Ord. 641 (part), 2013; Ord. 619 (part), 2010; Ord.
611 (part), 2008; Ord. 575 (part), 2003; Ord. 555, 2000; Ord. 543-1 (part), 1998;
Ord. 514 §1 (part), 1993).
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROJECT DATA

ADDRESS: 34 POPLARE AVENUE
THE SCOPE OF THIS PROJECT IS TO INSTALL A NEW SWIMMING POOL, CUSTOM OUTDOOR ZONING: R1-B7.5

KITCHEN, BBQ, REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING FENCING, PERMEABLE STONE PATIOS (TO iy ThCELge s S

REPLACE PAVER AND DG PATIOS), TURF (TO REPLACE LAWN) , PERMEABLE PAVER ’

DRIVEWAY (TO REPLACE CONCRETE) AND NEW PLANTINGS, AS SHOWN. BUILDING COVERAGE: 2,616 SF (34.88%) , . - _ . ,
(NO CHANGES PROPOSED) il NN ¥ el A i % oy e G : s ; W Niatto0a Fresco |

NO DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS ARE PROPOSED WITH THE EXCEPTION OF REPAIR / " ‘ ‘ j - —— & Redwood|Drd

RELOCATION OF THE EXISTING DRAINAGE SYSTEM AS NECESSARY. IMPERMEABLE SURFACES: > oo o

INCLUDES ALL BUILDING FOOTPRINTS + ALL IMPERMEABLE AND SEMI-
PERMEABLE SURFACES BEYOND.

ATOTAL OF 70 CUBIC YARDS OF SOIL IS PROPOSED TO BE REMOVED FOR THE SWIMMING EXISTING
POOL EXCAVATION. NO OTHER SIGNIFICANT GRADING IS PROPOSED. HOUSE 1,737

GARAGE: 305.9
DRIVEWAY: 325 (TO BE REMOVED)

POOL EQUIPMENT ENCLOSURE IS TO BE LOCATED IN THE CRAWL SPACE, AS SHOWN. e i AN -6 S L R
NO CHANGES TO THE HOUSE OR GARAGE ARE PROPOSED. ALSO, EXISTING WOOD DECK, rona RS O S o [ ol il S _ SR (R W RAEARS
FRONT PORCH AND STEPS ARE PROPOSED TO AIN' ggUSPE SED 1,737 ; “;_ .‘ 'A - ) i_ 1 . l‘ . 3" X - » PR :'t‘l", y "'~' : -'.) , : 1 »' X n:J"aReéut 0‘ r ' \

GARAGE: 305.9 ; ' = : Btk 47k : F : 3" 0 S e

IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS TO REMAIN, WITH REPAIRS MADE AS NECESSARY. POOL : 500

FRONT PATIO : 180

PAVER PATH : 150

BBQ: 60

FRONT FOUNTAIN: 28

(BY OWNER)

TOTAL: 2,961 (-297 SF)

NOTE: NEW PAVER DRIVEWAY AND ALL STONE PATIOS ARE TO BE
PERMEABLE

GRADING CALCULATIONS:

A TOTAL OF 70 CUBIC YARDS OF SOIL IS REQUIRED FOR THE
POOL EXCAVATION. NO OTHER SIGNIFICANT GRADING IS , , , ‘ 3 & 7 w
PROPOSED. Hss , r IBL. T I _A

" v \ i ! " : T J A 8 ) ) It ‘f. -4 , R T & . ‘.

SYMBOL  MANUFACTURER DESCRIPTION Q
MODEL#

FX LUMINAIRE STEP LIGHT / DOWN LIGHT 12
DESIGN REVIEW NOTES STEPLIGHT/ DOY
M FX LUMINAIRE PATH LIGHT 12

1.THE LANDSCAPE PLAN IS BASED ON DRAWINGS PROVIDED BY THE OWNER, SITE (HC-ZD-1LED-BZ)
MEASUREMENTS AND A PROFESSIONALLY SURVEY. ANY MAJOR DISCREPANCIES SHALL
BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY. FX LUMINAIRE TRANSFORMER 3

2.ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE CURRENT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND VERIFY W/ MANUFACTURER
UNIFORM CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS (UCS) OF THE COUNTY OF MARIN AND THE TOWN
OF ROSS.

3. THIESE DRAWING ARE FOR DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PURPOSES ONLY. THIS
DRAWING IS NOT EXTENSIVELY DETAILED AND IS NOT TO BE USED FOR PERMIT
APPLICATION AND / OR CONSTRUCTION.

4. SWIMMING POOL IS TO MEET POOL SAFETY CODES AND REQUIREMENTS.

CONSTRUCTION NOTES

1.ALL PATIOS, STEPS AND POOL COPING IS TO BE ITALIAN BLUESTONE . ALL NEW PATIOS

o,

5

T

10|poompaY

WWW.FXL.COM

3.6"/9.2 cm

ARE TO BE PERMEABLE.
2.ALL WALLS ARE TO CONCRETE WITH STUCCO FINISH. COLOR TO BE “WHITE DOVE” OR

APPROVED EQUAL. NEIGHBORHOOD MAP

3.CUSTOM BBQ AND ARBOR STRUCTURE ARE TO BE CONSTRUCTED AS SHOWN.

4.ALL FENCES ARE TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED AS SHOWN. EXISTI P LS HIGHLIGHTED

A PERIMETER FENCE SEVEN FEET HEIGHT AND TWO ADDITIONAL
DROWNING PREVENTION BARRIERS SHALL BE INSTALLED AS WELL
AS AUTO SAFETY COVER.

6.7"/17 cm

15"/38.1 cm (with 12" riser)

LIGHTING NOTES
1.LIGHTING IS LIMITED TO PATHLIGHTS , ARBOR DOWNLIGHTS AND UNDERWATER POOL

LIGHTS. SHEET INDEX
2.THE LIGHTING FIXTURES ARE SHOWN DIAGRAMMATICALLY AND TO COMMUNICATE

DESIGN INTENT. L1 LANDSCAPE DEMOLITION PLAN

3.SEE LIGHTING CUT SHEET FOR EXACT FIXTURE SPECIFICATIONS. —

e e (EXISTING CONDITIONS)
1. ALL PLANTING TO BE IRRIGATED IN ACCORDANCE TO THE PROVISIONS OF ORDINANCE PATHLIGHT DOWNLIGHT L2 LANDSCAPE CONCEPT PLAN

421 OF THE MARIN MUNICIPAL WATER DEPARTMENT. ALL PLANTING AREAS ARE TO BE

IRRIGATED UTILIZING DRIP METHODS. L3 LANDSCAPE DETAILS
PLANTING NOTES .4 EXISTING CONDITIONS PHOTOS

1.ALL EXISTING PLANT MATERIAL IS TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED AS SHOWN.

2.NO PYROPHYTIC PLANT MATERIAL IS PROPOSED FOR THIS PROJECT. L5 STAKING PLAN

3.ALL PLANTING IS TO CONFORM TO MMWD AND RVFD VEGETATION MANAGEMENT

BUILDING & PLANNING CODE

ALL CONSTRUCTION, REGARDLESS OF DETAILS SHOWN

PRELIMI Y PLANT LIST (SH ER IDENCE

®
TREES ON THE PLANS, SHALL COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING:
ABBR. BOTANIC NAME COMMON NAME SIZE __Q HT./ WDTH NOTE l Shouger ReSldence
AU ARBUTUS “MARINA" STRAWBERRY TREE 24°B 1 20X 15" EF APPLICABLE BUILDING CODES:

(TRANSPLANT 4 CURRENTLY ON SITE) . . =i
2019 California Building Code (CBC) 34 Poplar Avenue Ross, CA.
ML MAGNOLIA "LITTLE GEM" MAGNOLI B 1 20X 15 EF ; ; :
» AR ; 2019 California Electrical Code (CEC .
Date: 5/22/ 2020
m‘; mi%m'zmmum PERENM?(;S‘;' gg::‘s:gs’ GROUSIEQDECOVER us:'r — o 2019 California Mechanical Code (CMC *
ED  ELEAOCARPUS DECIPENS J. BLUEBERRY 15G 12X EF Tty ) N 2019 California Plumbing code(CPC) M
(COLUMN FORM) . e\ : g
LP LOMANDRA “PLATINUM BEAUTY”  MAT RUSH 1G 2X2' EWF Nt 2019 California Fire Code (CFC) R SHEET
OL  OLEA“LITTLE OLLIE" DWARF OLIVE 5G IX3 EWF adi ! :! ! & ! g
PI PODOCARPUS “ICEE BLUE” FERN PINE 15G 6X4 EF igig gr;;n Btlllglng Sta(ljld;rds
PB POLYGALA “PETITE BUTTERFLIES"  SWEAT PEA 1G IX3 EWF
PL PRUNUS LAUROCERASUS ENGLISH LAUREL 15G 10X 10 EF a 1 Ornfa nt::rgy ) oce
WR  WESTRINGA “BLUE GEM" COAST ROSEMARY 5G 6X6 EWF 2019 California residential Code (CRC)
N Town of Ross Local Codes
AN REVIEW IS COMPREHENSIVE AND INTENDED
D = DECIDUOUS - LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

TO BE COMPLETE, NON-COMPLIANT ELEMENTS AND CONDITIONS
MAY OCCASIONALLY BE OVERLOOKED, OR SOME ELEMENTS MAY

N = CALIFORNIA NATIVE
W = LOW WATER USE REQUIREMENTS >

F=LOW FIRE / NON - PYROPHYTIC LACK CLARITY, OR AN ELEMENTS MAY BE MISREPRESENTED ON THE 202 Rosemont * Mill Valley, CA 94941
NOTE: SUBMITTED PLANS. PLEASE BE AWARE NON-COMPLIANT ELEMENTS (415) 380-0755

ANT IRRI AND CONDITIONS NOT ADDRESSED IN PLAN REVIEW ARE SUBJECT brad@imprintsgardens.com
ALLPL SARETO BE IRRIGATED UTILIZING DRIP e TO FIELD REVIEW, AND COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES www.imprintsgardens.com

ALL PLANTS ARE NON-PYROPHYTIC AND LAWS WILL BE REQUIRED.”




(E) CONC. SOUNDWALL

REMOVE / REPLACE FENCE SEE @

M PLA NC. DRIVEWAY
REMOVE / REPLACE CONC. DRIVEW REMOVE PRECAST PAVERS

(3250) (8150) (E) OFFICE BUILDING (E) DECK

(E) CONC. WALL
REMOVE (5) 8-10" CYPRESS (FLAMMABLE)

(E) STEPS
(E) SYCAMORE —t fos | —
~_ ' / ﬂ b REMOVE CONC. ENTRY WALK
4 s P77 4 PR W7o - AP — S65°30'W 150’ (759)
b G, APRON Ry — l ,_/Z Za 17 //%////// 747, //////////////{://///' 7777 s e = V- /
| }_’ , R ”—_Jj‘— gR= . i HEDGE TO REMAIN
i | | M L "!t_;— FEIEE] N
O = N j—‘ f_,—‘_:_ L T
| (E) GARAGE U LHH B HF L - |
o S U HTH j: gl EXISTING RESIDENCE | ’1. REMOVE ¢ opp
441 — —tt | ] B |
o J U= e e (NO CHANGES) l FENGE/IVY @
Qo L ‘];_ ‘-—a- | , o I o 0 {1 { '
g — i1 = H = 1| .
= 7 } : W HHH —4 | L—_;' | 1L H”"( a ;;; i (E) SIDEWALK
s olh. T B A TR T .l
u = THAI T F T T H ] L ETH R AL e | il
- ety -'-i‘Lf* :q H] f‘.~ L H T HH R HARARIAE « (E) DECK i
—_— 1 | - | | i ™ } — =% ] ] ! —
~=J, ol W o i g 4 ¢ ‘ ——_f—i == | ! A | i 180 { j =
TRANSPLANT ——J 1 |- - ﬁqﬁ"ltﬂ j! S e A= ﬂ—,;i; | L] 1 n
(E) ARBUTUS TREES ST : = o R N iy HEl I =
: : ) : LI ‘i_; | | = o (E) BBQ 1] ' (E) GATE
= | I - A = »
ol . ‘ . = i' |
: ' - =N E) WOOD STEPS < 1 .~
Al - ' REMOVE CRUSHED ROCK PATIO [~ '+ ( ; 1 REMOVE
| : ' LB |! || CRUSHED ROCK
(E) SIDEWALK - . REMOVE LAWN I 2 i ik == q || PATIO/PATH
i ' REMOVE LRERLACE LAUREL B —{ L REPLACE (E) CONC. LANDING |
t REMOVE / REPLACE PICKET FENCE SEE : s TH \ | &
. @8 LT
- REMOVE VINES g | x
(E) SYCAMORE REMOVE / REPLACE WIRE FENgEE - ‘ EJn ICa Sl fo _ | | 50 T 32 S
REMOVE / REPLACE FENCE . : 5 | s 0 o : o>
) SEE T y : o ,
x _ . o - : . Q. <€
- - 4 7 3 0@ @ o : . ’ 2 BT o 6 . .
0 0 ol 0 ¢ o o . Qo . ) o . 2 g
z - B s = m @ X 1 o 6%, o (lin SPRUCE
H (FLAMMABLE)
=
< (E) WALL

(E) HOUSE

(E) HOUSE

(E) SHED

REMOVE / REPLACE LAURELS

Shouger Residence

34 Poplar Avenue Ross, CA.
Date: 5 /22 /2020 Scale: 3/16” =1'-0"

SHEET L1

U'PRINTS

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

202 Rosemont » Mill Valley, CA 94941
(415) 380-0755
brad@ imprintsgardens.com

wawwmprintsgardens com



(E) TREE —

, ?:"_1
m £ 1 .
(E) SCREEN TREES . !
q .
s |
[
(N) WOOD FENCE(5) —
(E) SIDEWALK
\"4

— (N) WOOD GATE
(E) CONC. WALL

(E) GATE
EREERRS e
._b_.-. 1_ ;
e (E) GARAGE
N\ | (NO CHANGES)
' 29 | - e
g i !
1 i ‘-
- ’ ”.

—— PRECAST CONC. PAVERS (PERMEABLE)

r__ P

LIVING WALL (3)
STONE PATIO (PERMEABLE)

(N) FENCE SEE @

PRIVACY HEDGE

OFFICE BUILDING (N)FENCESEE@
CUSTOM BBQ '
ARBOR / ROOF STRUCTURE @ REMOVE CYPRESS (?)
— URN W/ SCREEN SHRUB l
s | i Jtl] s i (E) CONC. WALL —
LP
@ T AR @ POOL EQ
\ 1 5’ ” O” :" S
(BELOW) SIDE SETBACK
EXISTING RESIDENCE |
(NO CHANGES) = e

Dyl 4 2 MR
(E) PORCH / STEPS pLiLLH |

: g i % —— (E) DECK g
: i (STORAGE BELOW) L

i  GAS FIRE-PIT !

: (BY OWNER) FOUNTAIN...
____ (E)BBQ o P
- (E) WOOD STEPS
. T T e e D e e
“ -~ +——  STONE LANDING :
=d ' \ | ’-:'
‘ = I
SWIMMING POOL S - * 4> Ry —— —— ——
e | Y e M. _'A: '“q 15'-0" SIDE SETBACK ,,; Waks L L I

*—— CRUSHED ROCK PATH

(E) HEDGE

|

SCREEN TREE

O

STONE PATIO

POPLAR AVE.

(E) GATE

5" FRONT SETBACK

STONE SLAB PATIO

{

TURF BANDING

(N) WOOD FENCE
D

INFILL HEDGE
PL

REMOVE TREE

Shouger Residence

34 Poplar Avenue Ross, CA.
Date: 5 /22 /2020 Scale: 3/16” =1'-0"

SHEET 1.2

PRINTS

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

202 Rosemont ¢ Mill Valley, CA 94941
(415) 380-0755

hrad@ imprintsgardens.com
wwwamprintsgardens . com



1

%/,

\)

6’ WOOD FENCE ( FRONT / REAR)

“4 2 x& CAP /
= 2%x311%x3 /
’y l 6 x6 POST ]
2x6/1x6 é‘
1%x6 [
2x6/1x6

SCALE: 12" =

1" =

O”

o/

7' WOOD FENCE ( SIDE PROPERTY LINE)

2x8 CAP

2x3/1x3

1x6 (NO GAP)

2x6/1x6

6x6 POST

2x6/1x%x6

SCALE: ¥2” =

1%~

DOWNLIGHT (10)

PLANTING IN POT 3 X3 TOP
4 X 10 JOIST

L

LIVING WALL

S SS HEATER [—GX']Z BEAM
' l /
: i
B il ; e, W T

z i i | 7 The |
:I:_ 2 = Lot il —= e L et
| _r_L_,, S IJ | N e . .
WSS o R e Ty oy - GT I NTT! 1o P | N A ; (E) HOUSE
| P N e N/ - | a1 | W D F
| . " - - :(, .-‘ ' ! ; %, : - < AN L , l r ‘ ¥ \ ;,
: y & Ao — } & & & . | I 1 ; A ¢
— = -~ Al '
s N . R (E) SOUNDWALL
(E) GARAGE _ - LTI;_“_.I_ SR CR Y, s | o N T S i — vl 2 - e
o 7l o — 0 RN TN ek s i &X8& POST
o e K o e ‘r. ; T - '8 o > Ta: _ : 1 : J 3 < W ' i
o .- TR e b ,
i o 2 paar ¥ T ] > //‘ 2 'J l}\ . . 7 2
, - L e . L e
— AN—r ~ S al)
.———¢-—-—_‘- . : 3y 1 ¥ : e ,~‘_ . = = ; ¥ - / T
S T‘L ; ; i S =y g . ’A g =T 1T_ T & i _;{‘_'_ - CUSTOM BBQ
a8 . — ‘
S § , ,
, mTiE a (O _ 'k e .
— = =1 | i ———tt —— PERMEABLE STONE PATIO
___._..__.; = % - - X . i‘ ) ;
i : — | : (i 1)'
= et ’ a / ’*

E— == ,.“—'—_M R Sy Q.
ﬂo‘a 6.", NI C)g v . G d‘)

M= = T = = T e ===

mg;" i

77\ ELEVATION @ ARBOR/CUSTOM BBQ/SOUNDWALL SCALE: 2" =1"-0"

\AJ

HEATER

— 3X3TOP@ 12" 0C

— 4X10JOIST
!

L (E) SOUNDWALL

a’i\.

1 bbb '!'.

) O T T . .

-~ | g SeooimmsEnonERIRndl g 1 v
7  — —— ‘ B — 6X12 BEAM

— LIVING WALL

&X& POST

R R e e e

—+— CUSTOM BBQ

(1 m—

[ 1 - : -E7 ey J - ~— —L‘_ -f ——

e " !

O”

(2
Ned

' |

1

POOL l ) hd‘\;”p{:{ n ﬁr.{(:_;:il-;{f-?.'HE”'(;

== === ==

ELEVATION @ ARBOR /CUSTOM BBQ / SOUNDWALL

() ,
N % Shouger Residence

34 Poplar Avenue Ross, CA.
Date: 5 /22 /2020 Scale: 1/2” =1"-0"

PRINTS

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
202 Rosemont * Mill Valley, CA 94941

(415) 380-0755

www.imprintsgardens.com



t

W gsiq;“:“‘uumpunmqa ;4:.!.1110\1‘!;9!1;,: - .;.;'fﬁ

TS

RARA

|3

-

o e

HS N H SRS

‘:“1““, “L"&“H

I il ‘
HLLHRARRRTTI

x\\ (i wlv“\|.\““

i

\!

l[ li I \nt.‘ \\\\\

AN

3\ \\~t

XBan
TR

L
A ,\}k\\\\\\\g\\ ‘\\\:\&\\\ V\\\Q\\\‘ W \i\\\“‘\ AN \%
W A ‘\\\ \ M

\ N
NN \ W . Nero o
L \\\\\

"!' Hilll ! [‘l"' \
) i ‘ “..“I
‘I/l“l! \ll ‘,';

A Hl?.‘l\‘

\

\

|
A

=)
s . —————
L
O \ o — -
\l —
( —
v/
/) P - —
/A
(|
- ]
V
!

\

|

Y

i - |-

SR
ORI X
YR

'
\.)‘v \l‘\.l \

-

-

e S A
-
-
-
-
-

i

/
|

- -:" -—' = z '.,. '
G I

-5 P
0 . - -
(- .
(4

el e

I5

' g

wr W

"5%6%% %%

8¢S &
107825202006 %0 %
L

112 T i R e . O Shouger Residence
XX 2 A _ G il ¥ ‘ - iy s TR e
Poteetess f e 2o —— 7 P N 2 34 Poplar Avenue Ross, CA.

Date: 5 /22 / 2020 Scale: 3/16” =1'-0"

EXISTING CONDITIONS PHOTOS
SHEET 1.4

PRINTS

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

202 Rosemont « Mill Valley, CA 94941
(415) 380-0755

rnd @ imprintsgardens.com

vw mpnntsgardens com



1 7|_Oll

1 5!_0"

8[_8"

REDWOOQOD DRIVE

22|_3||

POPLAR AVENUE

4]_2"

6-3" 411" (2)
I I I I S 63°30' W
- - - - = - e - e = - - = - = - = - = - = - = - = - = - = - = - = - = ')
T 1] % 750.00°
— —— — = 1 I | | '
L L L L L L I 1L []
— = <
N N A A A O — (@)
<
N (O [ A B BN L o '
| _PAVER | | | = '
DRIVEWAY — | M ‘|‘ - 7
[ [ [ [ [ [ L
InininininEn E) GARAGE 1] | — 3 FY) 89" (VERIFY) | 91" 46"
I I e R A — [ L2 | _ S
NE . T | 2 (E) WOOD
39 o e ] T HT
_— — ] |
1 - | M Y -
7777777 I L | L o 1] | [ '
/| o) | | | | M DN || L L )
N )/ N || || || T
sils || . . z
| | STONE "
STEPPING B | | [ ENTRY | |
% — - E) WOOD
X STONES | 2| —H = DECK & STEI (E) HOUSE | He | x
< | | | [T S
N = —— 7 l a
g il || 1L | [owater | L | | ] ] B o
& — | | N i i (FEATURE))| | — I I B A & =t
] o L - | | | o m
Lg" ' PHL ] = — —— e 1 '
3 40-0" (REAR SETBACK) o B B I Ae———H 250" (FRONT SETBACK)
Sl | | ———— - ]
19 . R B,
¢ . © B
i : MRS di
] N N N\ N\ L L I | O
Z 3 ; /‘\ /‘\ /‘\ /‘\ I ) c D.
ARTIE. TURF i 5 < — - NP
: 3 - | N . S _
[, POOLCOVER 0 — 1 " STEPPING 5 o
| | — STONES W/ TURF >
= g SWIMMING POOL A e cE A A A I | ] 1L .
o : (12-0" X 34-0") i o B 5 r 5 —
: H — 2 =
; ol s E 2 2 '
1 ~ &8 % A '
1 = || w | : '
5 8 N N % CRUSHED | 5 ,
: & - — — 2l ROCK PATH < '
) o
0
= = ] =
o o ' o
< o < <
S 63° 30| W
150.00°
20'-8" 376" 17-11" 53'-9" 15'-4" 410"

Shouger Residence

34 Poplar Avenue Ross, CA.
Date: 5/28/2020 Scale: 3/16” =1'-0"

STAKING PLAN
SHEET L3S

U'PRINTS

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

202 Rosemont * Mill Valley, CA 94941
(415) 380-0755

brad@ imprintsgardens.com

waww mprintsgardens com




N
™~y _'-‘\ -
»

S\

.
-
-

MATERIALS
PALETTE }©

PR -l |
\;' .. "". -‘l

o S T ,
POy s RO s 90 - P

D
. W

SIMPLE FOUNTAIN FOUNTAIN DETAIL _ S

Shougher Residence

34 Ross Commons Ross, CA.
AP#: 073-272-05
Date: 05/ 29/ 2020

IMAGES AND MATERIALS
L6

PRINTS

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

202 Rosemont * Mill Valley, CA 94941
(415) 380-0755
brad@imprintsgardens.com
www.imprintsgardens.com


http://www.imprintsgardens.com
http://www.imprintsgardens.com

ATTACHMENT 3



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

THE SCOPE OF THIS PROJECT IS TO INSTALL A NEW SWIMMING POOL, CUSTOM OUTDOOR
KITCHEN, BBQ, REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING FENCING, PERMEABLE STONE PATIOS (TO
REPLACE PAVER AND DG PATIOS), TURF (TO REPLACE LAWN) , PERMEABLE PAVER
DRIVEWAY (TO REPLACE CONCRETE) AND NEW PLANTINGS,AS SHOWN.

NO DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS ARE PROPOSED WITH THE EXCEPTION OF REPAIR /
RELOCATION OF THE EXISTING DRAINAGE SYSTEM AS NECESSARY.

ATOTAL OF 70 CUBIC YARDS OF SOIL IS PROPOSED TO BE REMOVED FOR THE SWIMMING
POOL EXCAVATION. NO OTHER SIGNIFICANT GRADING IS PROPOSED.

POOL EQUIPMENT ENCLOSURE IS TO BE LOCATED IN THE CRAWL SPACE, AS SHOWN.

NO CHANGES TO THE HOUSE OR GARAGE ARE PROPOSED. ALSO, EXISTING WOOD DECK,
FRONT PORCH AND STEPS ARE PROPOSED TO REMAIN.

IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS TO REMAIN, WITH REPAIRS MADE AS NECESSARY.



Mandatory Findings for Variance Applications
In order for a variance to be granted, the following mandatory findings must be made:

Special Circumstances

That because of special circumstances applicable to the property, including size, shape, topography,
location, and surroundings, the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance deprives the property of
privileges enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification. Describe
the special circumstances that prevent conformance to pertinent zoning regulations.

In review with Ross Planning, we ascertained that many neighbors have

pools, arbors and BBQs within setbacks. These would not be considered

special circumstances by our understanding.

Substantial Property Rights
That the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights.

Describe why the project is needed to enjoy substantial property rights.

Simply, this project is for a family who would like to be able to enjoy the

outdoor beauty of their space.

For more information visit us online at www.townofross.org 6


stacy jorgensen
In review with Ross Planning, we ascertained that many neighbors have 

stacy jorgensen
pools, arbors and BBQs within setbacks.  These would not be considered

stacy jorgensen
special circumstances by our understanding.

stacy jorgensen
Simply, this project is for a family who would like to be able to enjoy the 

stacy jorgensen
outdoor beauty of their space.


Public Welfare
That the granting of a variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other
property in the neighborhood in which said property is situated. Describe why the variance will not be

harmful to or incompatible with other nearby properties.

We feel that there would be no impact on public welfare. These improvements cannot

be seen from the street and are screened from neighbors. Neighbor to the north is an

office complex with a sound wall between the properties.

For more information visit us online at www.townofross.org
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NEIGHBORHOOD OUTREACH

How you informed neighbors of your project, and how have they responded? Were there any issues,
and how were those issues resolved?

Date of Outreach and How:

Initial: June 2, 2020 through a verbal conversation.

Neighbor and Address: Michael and Lisa Gorham 18 Redwood Drive Ross Ca 94957

How | informed them of the project: | talk to them multiple times in person and showed them pictures
of the project.

Comments: They are very supportive of the improvements we want to make to our backyard
including the addition of a pool.

Concerns: None
Mediations: None

Neighbor and Address: Barbara Gately 19 Redwood Drive, Ross, CA 94957

How | informed her of the project: | talk to her in person, exchange text messages and emailed her.
Comments: She was initially supportive of the pool, but then become concerned about it.

Concerns: She has some concerns on the potential noise the pool would create and if it would affect the
value of her property.

Mediations:

Neighbor and Address: Margaret Francis 20 Redwood Drive, Ross, CA 94957
How | informed her of the project: | talk to her in person, and emailed her.
Comments: No concerns

Concerns: No concerns

Mediations: No concerns

Neighbor and Address: Ann Morrisry 36 Poplar Avenue, Ross, CA 94957
How | informed her of the project: emailed her.

Comments: No comments yet.

Concerns: None as of 6/12/20

Mediations: None
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November 9, 1995 -10-

17.

il8.

This was seconded by Councilwoman Brown.

Mayor Goodman called for a vote and the motion passed with
four affirmative votes. Councilmember Reid voted against.

Mayor Goodman said if the neighbors have a problem, they
should take photographs or contact one of the
Councilmembers.

Resolution No. 1365 - Findings in Support of Denial -
Variance Application for David Ross, 29 Makin Grade, Ross,
AP No. 72-061-02.

Mr. Ross referred to his attorney’s letter addressed to the
Town Council. Town Planner Broad said that the letter was
received by fax today and requested two items: one is that
the Resolution fails to acknowledge the unsuccessful (3-2
vote) motion for approval of the retaining wall only, after
Mr. Ross withdrew his request for the pool during the
hearing. The other request was to delete the reference to
Mr. Ross’ submission of a building permit application for a
retaining wall design because this was done after the
hearing. Mr. Broad said that the Resolution is not intended
to be a full detail of the events of that meeting. He said
the minutes would reflect more detail whereas a resolution
is intended to have enough information to characterize the
events of the meeting. After talking to the Town Attorney,
it was determined that they should accede to Attorney Gold’s
request concerning the building permit and delete the last
sentence on Page Two.

Mr. Ross felt the vote was a very pertinent point and it
would be important information in the future. He referred
to the staff’s suggestion that the landscaping proposed
could not reflect concealment of the retaining wall. Mr.
Ross said that there was no supporting documentation for
this. He asked that the Council review the information
presented for adoption to make sure it is accurately
expressing his feelings as well as the context of the
meeting, prior to the adoption of the resolution.

Councilmember Reid moved approval with the deletion of the
reference to the permit on Page Two, as recommended by
staff. This was seconded by Councilmember Barry and passed
unanimously.

USE PERMIT.

a. Jean Burnett and Kathleen Truax (tenants), Daniel and
Susan Ohlson, James and Christine Howey (owners), 23
Ross Common, AP 73-273-10, Local Commercial District.
Counseling, art and play therapy/workshops in 375
square feet of office space. Two employees with six
clients anticipated each day. The office will be open
Monday through Friday 7:00 a.m. to 9 p.m., with
occasional Saturday use.
Councilmember Scott moved approval with the findings in
the staff report and the condition that a business
license shall be obtained from the Town of Ross prior
to commencement of use. This was seconded by
Councilmember Reid and passed unanimously.

b. Zach McReynolds, 34 Poplar Avenue, AP 73-272-05, R-1:B-
7.5 (8ingle Family Residence, 7,500 square foot
minimum). A use permit for a management consulting and
computer modeling home occupation, typically for cities
or water agencies in California. The home occupation
consists of a sole employee (the homeowner) and
typically involves 4 to 8 hours of work per week at
home, with no customer or client visits.
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USE PERMIT

NO.

November 9, 1995 -11-

Councilmember Barry moved approval with the findings in
the staff report and the following conditions:

a. A business license shall be obtained from the Town
of Ross prior to commencement of use.
b. This use shall adhere to the ten required criteria

for home occupations. Failure to comply shall be
grounds for Council use permit revocation or
modification as per Municipal Code Section
18.44.050.

This was seconded by Councilmember Reid. There were no
comments from the audience. The motion passed
unanimously.

COUNCILMEMBER SCOTT STEPPED DOWN FROM THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS AND
TOOK A SEAT IN THE AUDIENCE.
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Ce.

David and Ann Peterson, 307 Upper Toyon, AP No., 72-061-
14 and 16. A use permit to allow a caretakers’
quarters (servants’ quarters). A servants’ quarters is
a secondary dwelling designed for and used only by
persons regularly employed on a property.

Lot Area 84,506 sq. ft.
Present Lot Coverage 10.1%
Proposed Lot Coverage : 10.1% (15% allowed)
Present Floor Area Ratio 12.8%
Approved Floor Area Ratio 12.9% (15% allowed)

The existing covered carport is nonconforming in side
yvyard setback.

Mr. James Fondel, attorney for Mr. Peterson addressed
the Council. He said he reviewed all the documents and
thought there were many issues that were not related to
the use permit. He said the Callaghan’s were present
to answer any questions. He did not feel there were
any health/safety concerns and he did not feel there
were any other issues other than an interpretation of
the ordinance.

He said there was a question whether Mr. Callaghan was
conducting his business from the property.

Mr. Jacobs, attorney for Mr. Michael Kane, did not feel
the application met the requirement of the Ordinance.
He felt that the unit should be designed for regularly
employed caretakers. He did not feel that the
Callaghans’ employment met this condition. He asked
that the application be denied.

Mr. Callaghan said he does not run a painting business
out of his home nor does he store tools and supplies
there. He said that he keeps his tools in his truck
with a camper shell and also shares a warehouse in San
Rafael.

Councilmember Brown said that the truck is parked
outside his garage and there is hazardous material
stored in the truck. She was concerned that the Town
did not receive full taxes on the property and that
this could set a bad precedence for the community.
Councilmember Brown felt that the bedroom should be
removed and the area should be used as a garage.

In response to a question by Councilmember Reid, Town
Attorney Roth said that the Council has discretion on
the interpretation of the Code but that interpretation
would have to apply to all cases. He said that the
code refers to regularly employed and does not say
full-time employed.
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26,

VARIANCE AND DESIGN REVIEW. ‘

Herbert and Nancy Tully, 19 Wocdside Way, AP 73-252-03, R-
1:B~6 (8ingle Family Residence, 6,000 sq. ft. minimum.)
Variance and design review to allow the removal of an
existing deck and construction of an expanded deck with
built-in benches and a pool patio expansion with.a built-in
bench within the rear yard setback from Spring Road (40 feet
required, 2 feet proposed.) An existing storage shed will be
removed. An existing fence that extends beyond the property
line into the 4 feet into the 8pring Road right-of-way will
be rebuilt at a height of 6 feet.

Lot Area 23,516 sq. ft.

Present Lot Coverage 16.9%

Proposed Lot Coverage 18.2% (20% permitted)
Present Floor Area Ratio 16.9%

Proposed Floor Area Ratio 18.2% (20% permitted)

The existing residence, pool and patio are nonconforming in

setbacks.

The Council heard from Mr. Tully who introduced his
architect, James McDonald. Mr. McDonald noted the irreqular
shape of the parcel and the limitations of sunlight on the
site. He said they planned to remove the playhouse.

Mr. Broad noted the letter received from Mr. and Mrs.
Leonard Stafford expressing concerns regarding the '
projections of the patio above Spring Road, opposite their
property.

Councilmember Brown was concerned that this would be
visually intrusive to the Stafford property.

Councilmember Scott felt that it would have a visual effect
from Spring Road and asked that the deck be pulled back.

Mr. James Wilcox of Woodside Way spoke in favor of the
plans, adding that any visual impact could be landscaped
with trees,

Mr. Stafford said that he objected to the triangle
projection, only. He asked that he be shown any proposed
landscaping plans.

Mrs. Wilcox said that all the other neighbors had approved
the plans and spoke in favor of the project.

Councilmembers Reid was concerned about the bulk and mass of
the project and the invasion of privacy on Mr. Stafford’s
property. _

Architect McDonald asked for a continuance so that the
contractor could re-stake the storey poles and pull the deck
directly behind the landscaping.

Mayor Goodman asked that the contractor re-stake the area in
different colors to show the project with the elimination of
the triangular area. He further asked that the dimensions
be shown on the drawings.

Councilmember Brown moved to continue the matter, displaying
the two different plans as ocutlined by Mayor Goodman. This
was seconded by Councilmember Reid and passed unanimously.

VARIANCE.

Zach and Alexandra McReynolds, 34 Poplar Avenue, AP 73-272-
05, R-1:B-10 (8ingle Family Residence, 10,000 sq. ft.
minimum). Variance to allow the construction of a wall
above 6 feet in height along the side property line
contiguous with the commercially developed parcel at 32
Poplar Avenue. The 99 foot long concrete block wall will
have brick pilasters and a brick cap. It will be 6 feet tall
for the first 19 feet extending back from the property line
on Redwood Drive, increasing to 8 feet tall for the next 9
feet of length, anda 10 feet 4 inches tall for a length of 70
feet. ‘
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Architect Kathy Strauss presented the plans including a
sample of the concrete blocks and bricks. She noted that all
neighbors supported the plans.

Councilmember Scott expressed concern as to ‘whether the
fence would accommodate the water flow during heavy storms.

Public Works Director Elias said that building codes and
ordinances regulate construction in flood areas.
Councilmember Scott moved approval with the findings in the
staff report and the following conditions:

1. That the lower portion of the fence be constructed as
per the Public Works Director.

2. Landscaping shall be provided along the wall on the 34
Poplar side. The Town Council reserves the right to require
landscape screening for up to two years from project final.
3. Drainage shall be reviewed and approved by the Town
Public Works Director prior to wall construction.

4. A certified arborist shall review and approve of final
wall design proximate to the trees at the edge of the
parking lot on 32 Poplar Avenue.

This was seconded by Councilmember Brown and passed
unanimously.

DESIGN REVIEW AND VARIANCE AMENDMENT.

Stephen Cooper and Ildiki Oberhammer-Cooper, 41 Willow
Avenue, AP 73-261-28, R-1:B-7.5 (8ingle Family Residence,
7,500 sqg. ft. minimum). Request for Variance and design

review approval to allow the following amendments to Council
approved plans:

1. A 24 square foot bay and a 24 square foot balcony were
approved within the north side yard setback (15 feet
required, 14 feet proposed.) An amendment to instead
permit a 44 square foot addition with a 44 square foot
balcony within the side yard setback (15 feet requlred,
11 feet proposed) is requested.

2. A 2 X 6 foot fireplace was approved. An amendment to
instead permit a 3 X 9 foot fireplace/water heater
closet is requested.

3. Elimination of steps from the guest bedroom to the rear
deck is proposed, reducing floor area by 40 square

faet.
Lot Area 11,250 sqg. ft.
Present Lot Coverage 19.7%
Proposed Lot Coverage 18.3% (20% permitted)
Present Floor Area Ratio 19.7%
Proposed Floor Area Ratio 18.3% (20% permitted)

Items 1 and 2 would increase the approved floor area by 52
square feet. The net floor area increase from the three
requested modifications is a 12 square feet, increasing
previously approved lot coverage and floor area ratios by
.1%'

Mayor Goodman said that this application is a situation
where the construction did not conform to the plans approved
by the Council. He said that he made it very clear to the
applicants that any changes would have to come back before
the Council. The neighbors informed the Town of the
nonconformities and the project was red tagged.

The applicants’ contractor explained that the architect made
a mistake in the elevation and he had to alter the plans to

allow for this error.
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ii- The applicant shall provide a hard copy and a CD of an as-built set of drawings,
and a certification from all the design professionals to the building department certifying that
all construction was in accordance with the as-built plans and his/her recommendations.

18. The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town
harmless along with the Town Council and Town boards, commissions, agents, officers,
employees, and consultants from any claim, action, or proceeding (“action”) 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 alleging any other liability or
damages based upon, caused by, or related to the approval of the project. The Town shall
promptly notify the applicants and/or owners of any action. The Town, in its sole discretion,
may tender the defense of the action to the applicants and/or owners or the Town may defend
the action with its attorneys with all attorneys fees and litigation costs incurred by the Town in
either case paid for by the applicant and/or owners.

Council Member Hoertkorn reconvened her position on the Town Council.

16. 34 Poplar Avenue, Variance and Design Review No. 1933
Dante and Mouna Ghilotti, 34 Poplar Avenue, A.P. No. 73-272-05, R-1:B-7.5 (Single
Family Residence, 7,500 sq. ft. min lot size), Medium Low Density (3-6 units per acre),
Zone A (High Risk Area with a 1% annual chance of flooding and a 26% chance of
flooding over the life of a 30 year mortgage). Continued public hearing to consider a
revised application for design review and variances for the following: 1.) demolition of
shed along the south property line; 2.) 254 square foot addition to the residence,
including a new bedroom within the required north side yard setback (15 feet required,
2.5 feet proposed) and master bedroom extension partially within the required south
side yard setback (15 feet required, 10.5 feet proposed); and 3.) 128 square foot deck
and stairs to grade. One new tandem parking space is proposed behind the garage,
within the north side yard setback.

Lot Area 7,500 square feet

Existing Floor Area Ratio 2,092 sq. ft. 27.9%

Proposed Floor Area Ratio 2,091sq.ft. 27.9% (20% permitted)
Existing Lot Coverage 2,545sq. ft. 33.9%

Proposed Lot Coverage 2,616sq. ft. 34.9% (20% permitted)

Existing Impervious Surfaces 2,362sq. ft. 31.5%
Proposed Impervious Surfaces 2,362 sq. ft. 31.5%

Existing residence is nonconforming in setbacks and parking.

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.

Jared Polsky, architect, believed it is better to leave the historic garage with tandem parking in
back. It is better for the site. Widening the garage would take away one on-street parking, so
this proposal seems the least obtrusive solution to the parking problem.

Mayor Kuhl opened the public hearing on this item.
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Charlotte Levin, Poplar Ave. resident, expressed concern for the impact on the potential higher
density, noise and quality of life. She further appreciated the Council’s consideration on such
matters in the future.

There being no further public testimony on this item, the Mayor closed the public portion and
brought the matter back to the Council for discussion and action.

Council Member Small supported the project, but believed it is important to try and make the
garage as functional as possible. These small garages end up being used for storage rather than
parking. The current garage is not functional. If the door is not widened, the garage will never
be used as a garage. Architect Polsky stated to widen the garage they must add a steel frame,
which is not very simple. It is not just the door, but the header must be widened as well.

Council Member Hoertkorn noted support for the project, but agreed with Council Member

VI g ——

Small’s comments in regard to the garage.
Mayor Pro Tempore Brekhus supported the project.
Mayor Kuhl asked for a motion.

Councii Member Smaii moved and Councii Miember Hoertkorn seconded, to approve 34
Poplar Avenue, Variance and Deign Review No. 1933 subject to the findings and conditions
outlined in the staff report, including widening the garage door opening as deemed
appropriate by staff for an average size vehicle. Motion carried 4:1. Mayor Kuhl opposed.

34 Poplar Avenue Conditions:
The following conditions of approval shall be reproduced on the cover sheet of the plans
submitted for a building permit:

1. The project shall substantially comply with the plans approved by the
Town Council dated 10/28/13.

2. The property owner shall maintain existing perimeter screening.

3. Plans submitted for the building permit shall reflect any modifications
required by the Town Council and these conditions.

4. All garage doors shall be automatic and one additional onsite parking

space shall be created prior to project final. The garage door openings shall be widened as
deemed appropriate by staff for an average sized vehicle.

5. Impervious surfaces shall be limited to existing conditions. Pervious
surfaces shall not be converted to impervious surfaces, even after project final, without prior
Town Council approval.

6. The Town Council reserves the right to require additional landscape
screening for up to three (3) years from project final.
7. No changes from the approved plans, before or after project final,

including changes to the materials and material colors, shall be permitted without prior Town
approval. Red-lined plans showing any proposed changes shall be submitted to the Town for
review and approval prior to any change. The applicant is advised that changes made to the
design during construction may delay the completion of the project and will not extend the
permitted construction period.
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8. Any exterior lighting shall be included on plans submitted for the building

permit and is subject to the review and approval of the town planner. Lighting shall be shielded
(no bare bulb light fixtures or down lights that may be visible from down-slope sites). Exterior
lighting of landscaping by any means shall not be permitted if it creates glare, hazard or
annoyance for adjacent property owners. Lighting expressly designed to light exterior walls or
fences that is visible from adjacent properties or public right-of-ways is prohibited. No up
lighting is permitted. Interior and exterior lighting fixtures shall be selected to enable maximum
“cut-off” appropriate for the light source so as to strictly control the direction and pattern of
light and eliminate spill light to neighboring properties or a glowing night time character.

9. Applicants shall comply with all requirements of PG&E prior to project
final. Letter or email confirming compliance shall be submitted to the building department prior
to project final.

10. The applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Marin Municipal
Water District (MMWD) for water service prior to project final including compliance with all
indoor and outdoor requirements of District Code Title 13 — Water Conservation. Indoor
plumbing fixtures must meet specific efficiency requirements. Landscape plans shall be
submitted, and reviewed to confirm compliance or exemption. The Code requires a landscape
plan, an irrigation plan, and a grading plan. Any questions regarding District Code Title 13 -
Water Conservation should be directed to the Water Conservation Department at (415) 945-
1497. Should backflow protection be required, said protection shall be installed as a condition
of water service. Questions regarding backflow requirements should be directed to the
Backflow Prevention Program Coordinator at (415) 945-1559. For questions contact Joseph
Eischens, Engineering Technician, at (415) 945-1531. Letter or email confirming compliance
shall be submitted to the building department prior to project final.

11. Applicants shall comply with the requirements of the Ross Valley Sanitary
District No. 1 letter dated September 25, 2013, prior to project final.

12. The project shall comply with the Fire Code and comments of the Ross
Valley Fire Department (RVFD) in the memo dated September 24, 2013.

13. The project shall comply with the following conditions of the Town of
Ross Building Department and Public Works Department:

kk. Applicants may be required to return for additional Town Council review, which
requires payment of additional application fees, for any roof projections that are not identified
on the plans submitted for Town Council review. Where a roof area is visible from off site, roof
projections shall be located to minimize their appearance. Exposed galvanized material is
discouraged. All vents and flue pipes shall utilize a finish to blend into adjacent surfaces. If
possible, vents may be concealed from view in forms compatible with the structure. Vents for
cooking appliances should be located or directed to avoid noise and odor impacts to adjacent
sites and shall be located out of required setback areas.

Il. The plans submitted for the building permit shall detail the gutter and
downspout design and location for review and approval by the Town. Applicants may be
required to return for additional Town Council review, which requires payment of additional
application fees, for any gutters or downspouts that are not identified on the plans submitted
for Town Council review. A specification sheet shall be provided and the proposed color and
finish material shall be specified. Downspouts should be located to minimize their appearance
from off site locations. Gutters and downspouts should have a finish to blend into adjacent
surfaces or underlying trim. Exposed galvanized material is not permitted. '
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mm. Exterior plumbing shall be removed and replaced with plumbing within the walls
of the structure.

nn. 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. Applicant shall provide the
names of the owner, architects, engineers and any other people providing project services
within the Town, including names, addresses, e-mail, and phone numbers. All such people shall
file for a business license. A final list shall be submitted to the Town prior to project final.

00. A registered Architect or Engineer’s stamp and signature must be placed on all
plan pages.

pp. The building department may require the applicant to submit a deposit prior to
building permit issuance to cover the anticipated cost for any Town consultants, such as the
town hydrologist, review of the project. Any additional costs incurred by the Town, including
costs to inspect or review the project, shall be paid as incurred and prior to project final.

qqg. No grading shall be permitted during the rainy season between October 15 and
April 15 unless permitted in writing by the Building Official/Director of Public Works. Grading is
considered to be any movement of earthen materials necessary for the completion of the
project. This includes, but is not limited to cutting, filling, excavation for foundations, and the
drilling of pier holes. It does not include the boring or test excavations necessary for a soils
engineering investigation. All temporary and permanent erosion control measures shall be in
place prior to October 1.

rr. Prior to any demoiition or issuance of a building permit for the new structure,
which was constructed prior to 1985, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey shall be provided
to the Town building department for review by the Building Official. If asbestos-containing
materials are determined to be present, the materials should be abated by a certified asbestos
abatement contractor in accordance with the regulations and notification requirements of the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District. If lead-based paint is identified, then federal and
state construction worker health and safety regulations should be followed during renovation
or demolition activities. If loose or peeling lead-based paint is identified, it should be removed
by a qualified lead abatement contractor and disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous
waste regulations.

Ss. The drainage design shall comply with the Town’s stormwater ordinance (Ross
Municipal Code Chapter 15.54). A drainage plan and hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be
submitted with the building permit application for review and approval by the building
official/public works director, who may consult with the town hydrologist at the applicants’
expense (a deposit may be required). The plan shall be designed, at a minimum, to produce no
net increase in peak runoff from the site compared to pre-project conditions (no net increase
standard). As far as practically feasible, the plan shall be designed to produce a net decrease in
peak runoff from the site compared to pre-project conditions. Applicants are encouraged to
submit a drainage plan designed to produce peak runoff from the site that is the same or less
than estimated natural, predevelopment conditions which existed at the site prior to
installation of impermeable surfaces and other landscape changes (natural predevelopment
rate standard). Construction of the drainage system shall be supervised, inspected and
accepted by a professional engineer and certified as-built drawings of the constructed facilities
and a letter of certification shall be provided to the Town buiiding department prior to project
final.

i. The property owner shall repair the driveway approach over the gutter pan on
Redwood Avenue prior to project final.
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tt. An encroachment permit is required from the Department of Public Works prior
to any work within a public right-of-way.
uu. The plans submitted for a building permit shall include a detailed construction

and traffic management plan for review and approval of the building official, in consultation
with the town planner and police chief. The plan shall include as a minimum: tree protection,
management of worker vehicle parking, location of portable toilets, areas for material storage,
traffic control, method of hauling and haul routes, size of vehicles, and washout areas.

vV, The applicant shall submit a schedule that outlines the scheduling of the site
development to the building official. The schedule should clearly show completion of all site
grading activities prior to the winter storm season and include implementation of an erosion
control plan. The construction schedule shall detail how the project will be completed within
the construction completion date provided for in the construction completion chapter of the
Ross Municipal Code (Chapter 15.50).

ww. A copy of the building permit shall be posted at the site and emergency contact
information shall be up to date at all times.

XX. The Building Official and other Town staff shall have the right to enter the
property at all times during construction to review or inspect construction, progress,
compliance with the approved plans and applicable codes.

yy- Inspections shall not be provided unless the Town-approved building permit
plans are available on site.

zz. Working Hours are limited to Monday to Friday 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Construction is not permitted at any time on Saturday and Sunday or the following holidays:
New Year's Day, Martin Luther King Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day,
Labor Day, Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. If the holiday falls on a Sunday,
the following Monday shall be considered the holiday. If the holiday falls on a Saturday, the
Friday immediately preceding shall be considered the holiday. Exceptions: 1.) Work done solely
in the interior of a building or structure which does not create any noise which is audible from
the exterior; or 2.) Work actually physically performed solely by the owner of the property, on
Saturday between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. and not at any time on Sundays or the
holidays listed above. (RMC Sec. 9.20.035 and 9.20.060).

aaa. Failure to comply in any respect with the conditions or approved plans
constitutes grounds for Town staff to immediately stop work related to the noncompliance until
the matter is resolved. (Ross Municipal Code Section 18.39.100). The violations may be subject
to additional penalties as provided in the Ross Municipal Code and State law. If a stop work
order is issued, the Town may retain an independent site monitor at the expense of the
property owner prior to allowing any further grading and/or construction activities at the site.

bbb. A single geotechnical engineering report, containing all recommended
geotechnical design criteria for the project, shall be submitted with the building permit plans
for review by the building official. All geotechnical aspects of the proposed project and
preliminary development of plans shall continue to be evaluated by the project geotechnical
consultant. A letter from the project geotechnical consultant shall be prepared that approves
all geotechnical aspects of the proposed site development layout, verifies project geotechnical
feasibility, and verifies conformance with the geotechnical consultant’s design
recommendations.

ccc.  Materials shall not be stored in the public right-of-way. The project owners and
contractors shall be responsible for maintaining all roadways and right-of-ways free of their
construction-related debris. All construction debris, including dirt and mud, shall be cleaned
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and cleared immediately. All loads carried to and from the site shall be securely covered, and
the public right-of-way must be kept free of dirt and debris at all times. Dust control using
reclaimed water shall be required as necessary on the site or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on
all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at site. Cover stockpiles of debris, soil,
sand or other materials that can be blown by the wind.

ddd. Applicants shall comply with all requirements of all utilities including, the Marin
Municipal Water District, Ross Valley Sanitary District, and PG&E prior to project final. Letters
confirming compliance shall be submitted to the building department prior to project final.

eee. The director of public works may require all electricc communication and
television service laterals to be placed underground.

fff. All smoke detectors in the residence shall be provided with AC power and be
interconnected for simultaneous alarm. Detectors shall be located in each sleeping room,
outside of sleeping rooms centrally located in the corridor and over the center of all
stairways with a minimum of one detector per story of the occupied portion of the

ggg. Carbon monoxide alarms shall be provided outside of each dwelling unit
sleeping area in the immediate vicinity of the bedroom(s) and on every level of a dwelling
unit.

hhh. Address numbers at least 4" tall shall be in place adjacent to the front
door. If not clearly visible from the street, additional numbers are required. The address numbers
shall be internally iluminated or illuminated by an adjacent light controlled by a photocell
and switched only by a breaker so the numbers will remain iluminated all night.

iii. The applicant shall work with the Public Works Department to repair any road
damage caused by the construction. Applicant is advised that, absent clear video evidence to
the contrary, road damage must be repaired to the satisfaction of the Town prior to project
final. Damage assessment will be at the sole discretion of the Town, and neighborhood input
will be considered in making that assessment.

ili- This project is subject to the conditions of the Town of Ross Construction
Completion Ordinance (copies available at www.townofross.org). If 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 the Town of Ross
Municipal Code Section 15.50.040, 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
cleaning of all construction-related materials 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.

kkk.  Flood resistant materials shall be used below the finished floor. All structural and
non-structural building materials at or below the base flood elevation must be flood resistant. A
flood-resistant material is defined as any building material capable of withstanding direct and
prolonged contact with floodwaters without sustaining significant damage. Flood-resistant
materials must be used for all building elements subject to exposure to floodwaters, including
floar joists, insulation, and ductwark. Any building utility systems within the crawlspace must
be eievated above the base flood elevation or designed so that floodwaters cannot enter or
accumulate within the system components during flood conditions. Ductwork, in particular,
must either be placed above the base flood elevation or sealed from floodwaters. (See FEMA
Technical Bulletins 2-93 and 11-01 at http://www.fema.gov/ for more information)
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. A FEMA elevation certificate shall be submitted to the Town with the building
permit plans and prior to project final.

mmm. The Department of Public Works may require a grading security in the form of a
Certificate of Deposit (CD) or cash to cover grading, drainage, and erosion control. Contact the
Department of Public Works for details.

nnn. The applicant shall submit an erosion control plan with the building permit
application for review by the building official/director of public works. The plan shall include a
signed statement by the soils engineer that erosion control is in accordance with Marin County
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPPP) standards. The erosion control plan
shall demonstrate protection of disturbed soil from rain and surface runoff and demonstrate
sediments controls as a “back-up” system. (Temporary seeding and mulching or straw matting
are effective controls.).

ooo. The Soils Engineer shall provide a letter to the Department of Public Works
certifying that all grading and drainage has been constructed according to plans filed with the
grading permit and his/her recommendations. Any changes in the approved grading and
drainage plans shall be certified by the Soils Engineer and approved by the Department of
Public Works. No modifications to the approved plans shall be made without approval of the
Soils Engineer and the Department of Public Works.

ppp. The existing vegetation shall not be disturbed until landscaping is installed or
erosion control measures, such as straw matting, hydroseeding, etc, are implemented

qaq. All cracked, broken or uplifted sidewalk fronting the property shall be replaced.

rer. . The construction management plan shall be submitted in time to be
incorporated into the job set of plans. The construction management plan shall become a
binding document, and failure to adhere to the plan may result in stoppage of the project.

sss.  Trees and vegetation shall be trimmed according to the Ross Municipal Code.
Trees and shrubs shall be kept trimmed so that the lowest branches projecting over public
properties provide clearance required by the Department of Public Works. Bushes and other
vegetation shall be trimmed so no portion hangs over the sidewalk, or the road if no sidewalk is
present.

ttt. All construction materials, debris and equipment shall be stored on site. If that is
not physically possible, an encroachment permit shall be obtained from the Department of
Public Works prior to placing any construction materials, debris, debris boxes or unlicensed
equipment in the right-of-way.

uuu. The applicant shall provide a hard copy and a CD of an as-built set of drawings,
and a certification from all the design professionals to the building department certifying that
all construction was in accordance with the as-built plans and his/her recommendations.

14. The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town
harmless along with the Town Council and Town boards, commissions, agents, officers,
employees, and consultants from any claim, action, or proceeding (“action”) 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 alleging any other liability or
damages based upon, caused by, or related to the approval of the project. The Town shall
promptly notify the applicants and/or owners of any action. The Town, in its sole discretion,
may tender the defense of the action to the applicants and/or owners or the Town may defend
the action with its attorneys with all attorneys fees and litigation costs incurred by the Town in
either case paid for by the applicant and/or owners.
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variance to permit the walls to exceed the six foot height limit, approve a floor area variance to
permit the pool equipment room to have a ceiling height over 7 feet, and approve other site
wall modifications, based on the findings submitted by the applicant, the findings in Resolution
1832, and subject to the following conditions:

1. The venting for all pool equipment shall be permanently relocated to the
area northwest of the pool and shall be constructed in a manner to minimize the direction of
noise towards the property at 10 Canyon Road including, but not limited to, doubling the vent
output size as compared to the original location in the pool room. Furthermore, any and all
venting from the existing pool room that exits the west wall shall be permanently
decommissioned and removed via a masonry seal over the existing vent hole.

2. Prior to project final, the applicant shall remove the stone and concrete
stairs and railings to Winding Way, located in the north corner of the site and partially within
the right-of-way, and shall restore the area to a natural and unimproved state.

3. The pool equipment room is permitted to have a ceiling height in excess
of 7 feet but shall not be used for habitable space and cannot be traded off for other floor area
in the future.

4. The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town
harmless along with the Town Council and Town boards, commissions, agents, officers,
employees, and consultants from any claim, action, or proceeding (“action”) 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 alleging any other liability or
damages based upon, caused by, or related to the approval of the project. The Town shall
promptly notify the applicants and/or owners of any action. The Town, in its sole discretion,
may tender the defense of the action to the applicants and/or owners or the Town may defend
the action with its attorneys with all attorneys fees and litigation costs incurred by the Town in
either case paid for by the applicant and/or owners.

21, 34 Poplar Avenue, Amendment to Variance and Design Review Permit No. 1933

Dante and Mouna Ghilotti, 34 Poplar Avenue, A.P. No. 73-272-05, R-1:B-7.5 (Single
Family Residence, 7,500 sq. ft. min lot size), Medium Low Density (3-6 units per acre),
Zone AE (High Risk Area with a 1% annual chance of flooding and a 26% chance of
flooding over the life of a 30 year mortgage) and within Floodway. Public hearing to
consider amendments to an application for design review and variances approved
November 14, 2013. The proposed project includes the following: 1.) demolition of
shed along the south property line; 2.) 189 square foot addition to the first floor of the
residence, including a new den within the required north side yard setback (15 feet
required, 2.5t feet proposed) and master bedroom extension partially within the
required south side yard setback (15 feet required, 10.5 feet proposed); 3.) interior
remodel; 4.) rear deck and stairs to grade; and 4.) new dormer on west facing roof and
improvement of 439 square feet of attic area for a bedroom. A nonconformity permit is
requested to relocate the garage, which is nonconforming in setbacks, approximately
11.5’ to the east to permit development of two uncovered parking spaces between the
garage and Redwood Avenue. If the dormer addition is not supported, the applicants
request an Attic Exception to permit improvement of 390 square feet of the attic area as
floor area, without the 49 sq. ft. dormer addition.
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Lot Area 7,500 square feet

Approved Floor Area Ratio 2,092 sq. ft. 27.9%

Proposed Floor Area Ratio 2,482 sq. ft. 33.1%* (20% permitted)
Approved Lot Coverage 2,616sq. ft. 34.9%

Proposed Lot Coverage 2,616sq. ft. 34.9% (20% permitted)

Approved Impervious Surfaces 2,362 sq. ft. 31.5%
Proposed Impervious Surfaces 2,362 sq. ft. 31.5%

*Additional 390 floor area is for improvement of existing attic space
The existing residence is nonconforming in setbacks and parking.

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.

Jared Polsky, architect, explained that if they keep the same depth size with the smaller
addition they will have less lot coverage than previously approved. The master bedroom Is
actually narrow. He wanted to keep the 10 ft., but it will be slightly more than 128 sq. ft.
because the deck is wider. He wanted to have a deep enough deck to provide a table and
chairs. Senior Planner Semonian had no objection because it will be essentially the same.

Mayor Brekhus pointed out that the staff report states, “approved floor area ratio 2092.”
Senior Planner Semonian noted that it included the garage space (1785 for living space, plus the
garage. 390 sq. ft. of additional living space is in the attic). Prior approval for all that space was
at the lower level because the garage is the same size on both. The difference is the 390 sq. ft.
of attic area.

Council Member Robbins felt the decks should remain as approved. It is above grade. A large
elevated deck is not appropriate. She did not support a curb cutout, which takes away
neighborhood property.

Mayor Brekhus opened the public hearing on this item, and seeing no one wishing to speak, the
Viayor closed ihe pubiic portion and brought the matier back to the Councii for discussion aind
action.

Mayor Brekhus noted that it is 128 sq. ft. vs. 140 sq. ft. , it is next to the commercial district and
houses all along that street are over built. She felt being able to have a usable deck with a table
and chairs is reasonable. She had no objection because the neighbors are getting such an
improved condition.

Council Member Small agreed with the 128 sq. ft. The shed structure has been a buffer and
when that is gone it will open the area up. This is turning a very small home into a four-
bedroom home. This will be an impact.

Council Member Robbins did not understand why story poles were not erected because it is a
larger deck and they have no idea of the appearance. She felt an elevated deck will be impactful
when the homes are so close together. She reiterated that the deck should remain as approved.
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Mayor Brekhus asked for a motion.

Council Member Robbins moved and Mayor Pro Tempore Hoertkorn seconded, to approve 34
Poplar Avenue, Amendment to Variance and Design Review Permit No. 1933 subject to the
findings and conditions outlined in the staff report; with the deck to remain as approved at
128 sq. ft.; with no curb cut; and the driveway to remain as sited.

34 Poplar Avenue Conditions of Approval:
Underline and strikethrough indicate modifications made to the conditions recommended by
staff by the Town Council at the public meeting.

The following conditions of approval shall be reproduced on the cover sheet of the plans
submitted for a building permit:

1. The project shall substantially comply with the plans approved by the Town
Council on April 9, 2015, except otherwise approved by the Town Council.
2. The lot coverage of the site shall be maintained at the existing level by reduction

of the proposed rear deck area. No increase in lot coverage is permitted, even if roof eaves
were counted in 2013.

3. An encroachment permit is required from public works for any modification to
the curb and curb drainage. The property owner shall repair the driveway approach over the
gutter pan on Redwood Avenue prior to project final. The width of the curb cut on Redwood
Drive and garage approach shall be minimized maintained as-necessary-toprevent-theloss-of
any-streetparking.

4. The property owner shall maintain existing perimeter screening. Additional
landscape screening shall be required to replace cypress trees removed for fire clearance.

5. The garage doors shall be automatic and two additional onsite parking space
shall be created prior to project final. The garage door openings shall be widened as far as
practically feasible for an average sized vehicle.

6. Impervious surfaces shall be limited to existing conditions. Pervious surfaces
shall not be converted to impervious surfaces, even after project final, without prior Town
Council approval.

7. The Town Council reserves the right to require additional landscape screening
for up to three (3) years from project final.
8. No changes from the approved plans, including changes to the materials and

material colors, shall be permitted without prior Town approval. Red-lined plans showing any
proposed changes shall be submitted to the Town for review and approval prior to any change.
The applicant is advised that changes made to the design during construction may delay the
completion of the project and will not extend the permitted construction period.

9. Any exterior lighting shall be included on plans submitted for the building permit
and is subject to the review and approval of the town planner. Lighting shall be shielded (no
bare bulb light fixtures or down lights that may be visible from down-slope sites). Exterior
lighting of landscaping by any means shall not be permitted if it creates glare, hazard or
annoyance for adjacent property owners. Lighting expressly designed to light exterior walls or
fences that is visible from adjacent properties or public right-of-ways is prohibited. No up
lighting is permitted. Interior and exterior lighting fixtures shall be selected to enable maximum
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“cut-off” appropriate for the light source so as to strictly control the direction and pattern of
light and eliminate spill light to neighboring properties or a glowing night time character.

10. Applicants shall comply with all requirements of PG&E prior to project final.
Letter or email confirming compliance shall be submitted to the building department prior to
project final.

11. The applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Marin Municipal Water
District (MMWD) for water service prior to project final including compliance with all indoor
and outdoor requirements of District Code Title 13 — Water Conservation. Indoor plumbing
fixtures must meet specific efficiency requirements. Landscape plans shall be submitted, and
reviewed to confirm compliance or exemption. The Code requires a landscape plan, an
irrigation plan, and a grading plan. Any questions regarding District Code Title 13 - Water
Conservation should be directed to the Water Conservation Department at (415) 945-1497.
Should backflow protection be required, said protection shall be installed as a condition of
water service. Questions regarding backflow requirements should be directed to the Backflow
Prevention Program Coordinator at (415) 945-1559. For questions contact Joseph Eischens,
Engineering Technician, at (415) 945-1531. Letter or email confirming compliance shall be
submitted to the building department prior to project final.

12. Applicants shall comply with the requirements of the Ross Valley Sanitary District
No. 1 prior to project final. The applicants are responsible for contacting the District and
ensuring that all conditions are met prior to project final.

13. The project shall comply with the Fire Code and comments of the Ross Valley
Fire Department during their review of the building permit plans.

14. The project shall comply with the following conditions of the Town of Ross
Building Department and Public Works Department:

a. The building department may require the applicant to submit a deposit
prior to building permit issuance to cover the anticipated cost for any Town consultants, such as
the town hydrologist, review of the project. Any additional costs incurred by the Town,
including costs to inspect or review the project, shall be paid as incurred and prior to project
final.

b. Prior to any demolition or issuance of a building permit, which was
constructed prior to 1985, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey shall be provided to the
Town building department for review by the Building Official. If asbestos-containing materials
are determined to be present, the materials should be abated by a certified asbestos
abatement contractor in accordance with the regulations and notification requirements of the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District. If lead-based paint is identified, then federal and
state construction worker health and safety regulations should be followed during renovation
or demolition activities. If loose or peeling lead-based paint is identified, it should be removed
by a qualified lead abatement contractor and disposed of in accordance with existing hazardous
waste regulations.

c. The drainage design shall comply with the Town's stormwater ordinances
(Ross Municipal Code Chapters 15.54 and 12.28).
d. The plans submitted for a building permit shall include a detailed

construction and traffic management plan for review and approval of the building official, in
consultation with the town planner and police chief. The plan shall include as a minimum: tree
protection, management of worker vehicle parking, location of portable toilets, areas for
material storage, traffic control, method of hauling and haul routes, size of vehicles, and
washout areas.
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e. The applicant shall submit a schedule that outlines the scheduling of the
site development to the building official. The schedule should clearly show completion of all
site grading activities prior to the winter storm season and include implementation of an
erosion control plan. The construction schedule shall detail how the project will be completed
within the construction completion date provided for in the construction completion chapter of
the Ross Municipal Code (Chapter 15.50).

f. A copy of the building permit shall be posted at the site and emergency
contact information shall be up to date at all times.
g. The Building Official and other Town staff shall have the right to enter the

property at all times during construction to review or inspect construction, progress,
compliance with the approved plans and applicable codes.

h. Inspections shall not be provided unless the Town-approved building
permit plans are available on site.

i Working Hours are limited to Monday to Friday 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Construction is not permitted at any time on Saturday and Sunday or the following holidays:
New Year's Day, Martin Luther King Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day,
Labor Day, Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. If the holiday falls on a Sunday,
the following Monday shall be considered the holiday. If the holiday falls on a Saturday, the
Friday immediately preceding shall be considered the holiday. Exceptions: 1.) Work done solely
in the interior of a building or structure which does not create any noise which is audible from
the exterior; or 2.) Work actually physically performed solely by the owner of the property, on
Saturday between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. and not at any time on Sundays or the
holidays listed above. (RMC Sec. 9.20.035 and 9.20.060).

j- Materials shall not be stored in the public right-of-way. The project
owners and contractors shall be responsible for maintaining all 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 loads carried to and from the site shall be securely
covered, and the public right-of-way must be kept free of dirt and debris at all times. Dust
control using reclaimed water shall be required as necessary on the site or apply (non-toxic) soil
stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at site. Cover stockpiles
of debris, soil, sand or other materials that can be blown by the wind.

k. Flood resistant materials shall be used below the finished floor. All
structural and non-structural building materials at or below the base flood elevation must be
flood resistant. A flood-resistant material is defined as any building material capable of
withstanding direct and prolonged contact with floodwaters without sustaining significant
damage. Flood-resistant materials must be used for all building elements subject to exposure to
floodwaters, including floor joists, insulation, and ductwork. Any building utility systems within
the crawlspace must be elevated above the base flood elevation or designed so that
floodwaters cannot enter or accumulate within the system components during flood
conditions. Ductwork, in particular, must either be placed above the base flood elevation or
sealed from floodwaters. (See FEMA Technical Bulletins 2-93 and 11-01 at
http://www.fema.gov/ for more information)

l. A FEMA elevation certificate shall be submitted to the Town with the
building permit plans and prior to project final.

m. The Building Department may require a No Rise Certification prior to
issuance of a building permit.
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n. All cracked, broken or uplifted sidewalk fronting the property shall be
replaced.

0. Trees and vegetation shall be trimmed according to the Ross Municipal
Code. Trees and shrubs shall be kept trimmed so that the lowest branches projecting over
public properties provide clearance required by the Department of Public Works. Bushes and
other vegetation shall be trimmed so no portion hangs over the sidewalk, or the road if no
sidewalk is present.

p. All construction materials, debris and equipment shall be stored on site.
If that is not physically possible, an encroachment permit shall be obtained from the
Department of Public Works prior to placing any construction materials, debris, debris boxes or
unlicensed equipment in the right-of-way.

15. The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town
harmless along with the Town Council and Town boards, commissions, agents, officers,
employees, and consultants from any claim, action, or proceeding (“action”) against the Town,
its boards, commissicns, agents, officers, employees, and consultants attacking or seeking to
set aside, declare void, or annul the approval(s) of the project or alleging any other liability or
damages based upon, caused by, or related to the approval of the project. The Town shall
promptly notify the applicants and/or owners of any action. The Town, in its sole discretion,
may tender the defense of the action to the applicants and/or owners or the Town may defend
the action with its attorneys with all attorneys fees and litigation costs incurred by the Town in
either case paid for by the applicant and/or owners.

22, 32 Allen Avenue, Variance, Design Review and Demolition Permit No. 1982

Courtney Lynch, 32 Allen Avenue, A.P. No. 73-261-39, R-1:B-7.5 (Single Family
Residence, 7,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size), Medium Low Density (3-6 units per acre),
Zone AE (High Risk Area with a 1% annual chance of flooding and a 26% chance of
flooding over the life of a 30-year mortgage) and Zone X (west side outside of High Risk
Area). Review of application for demolition permit, design review, variance and
nonconformity permit. The proposed project involves a significant remodel (potentially
full demolition) and addition to the existing residence and modifications to the
landscaping including: 1.) replacement of windows and doors on each elevation; 2.)
madification of siding from painted horizontal siding to cedar shingles with a semi-
transparent grey stain; 3.) elevating the residence 9” to prevent flooding; 4.)
modification to the roof form, including an increase in the maximum ridge height; 5.)
demolition of structures at the rear of the property (carport, covered patio, shed and
cottage); 6.) new landscaping including a new pool within the rear yard setback, patios,
arbors, fencing, gates, lighting ahd planting; and 7.) removal of four trees.

Lot Area 11,071 square feet

Existing Floor Area Ratio 2,596 sq. ft. 23.4%

Proposed Floor Area Ratio 2,595 sq. ft. 23.4% (20% permitted)
Existing Lot Coverage 2,573 sq.ft. 23.2%

Proposed Lot Coverage 2,209 sq. ft. 20.0% (20% permitted)

Existing Impervious Surfaces 4,775 sq. ft. 43.1%
Proposed Impervious Surfaces 4,035 sq. ft. 36.5%
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From: Cate Babcock

To: ADRGroup
Subject: 34 Poplar Ave.
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 3:30:52 PM

Good afternoon, Group,

As neighbors of the residents at 34 Poplar Ave. we oppose the proposed construction. The
extensive project, particularly the pool, will either severely impact the next residence or, if
moved closer to Redwood Drive, will create more noise for the neighborhood. The issues of
setbacks and parking for guests are also salient variables we hope you will consider in your
decision.

Sincerely,
Jeff and Catherine Babcock
14 Redwood Dr, Ross, CA 94957


mailto:catebabcock@gmail.com
mailto:ADRGroup@townofross.org

Ann C. Morrissey
P.O. Box 1427
36 Poplar Ave.
Ross, CA 94957
June 14, 2020

Town of Ross
Planning Department
P.O. Box 320

Ross, CA 94957

Shougar Residence Application for Landscape Improvement
34 Poplar Ave.

Attn: Planner Matthew Weintraub via mweintraub@townofross.org

Dear Mr. Weintraub and Members of the Advisory Design Review Group,

As one of the three adjacent neighbors to the Shougar residence at 34 Poplar,
I have the following comments on the plans prepared and submitted by Imprints
Landscape Architects and the approvals they are requesting:

The plans reference a “professionally survey” and their landscape architect told me and
emailed he has a survey and he would send but has not done so. He later stated his
dimensions were based on previous measurements by someone else. The south side
boundary needs to be surveyed and marked before new fences are built.

The planting material along the fence between 34 Poplar and 36 Poplar needs to be tall
enough to serve as a privacy barrier now, not in 10 years from now, as per the condition
of approval for the remodel of 34 Poplar.

| don't believe the side setback between 36 Poplar and the house at 34 Poplar is 15'.
Their house is sited at an angle on their lot and the house no overhang as the drawings
suggest. Their dimensions need to be verified as does the side boundary line.

The plan disclaimers state these plans are not in detail and not suitable for permits. That
is indeed true; they are not accurate in many respects and, in fact, distort the actual size
of existing and proposed improvements. Please see 2 photos attached which will show
you just how close the surrounding properties are.

The proposed gas firepits are a fire hazard

The small outbuilding on my property at 36 Poplar which their plans describe as a shed
is not a shed; it is a laundry/sewing room rebuilt several years ago with permits.

The proposed pool/spa is unacceptably close to the side boundary and on that basis
alone, | object to the granting of a variance. Again, the surrounding properties, mine
included, are far too close in proximity to one another to accommodate such an amenity


mailto:mweintraub@townofross.org

without unfairly robbing the peace and enjoyment of the surrounding properties. A pool,
firepits, even the outdoor kitchen do not qualify as necessary or essential to justify the
granting of a variance as the mandatory findings require.

Ann Morrissey

4 properties. Taken from 36 Poplar. White house is 34 Poplar.



34 Poplar (white house) taken from 36 Poplar. 3 windows at 34 Poplar overlooking 36
Poplar. Plant materials need to be tall enough to serve as privacy barrier. Shougars’
landscape architecht agreed but plans do not reflect his agreement. Note: windows,
skylights and chimney flue were not part of initial 34 Poplar remodel approval.



From: Sue Taylor LAST_NAME

To: Matthew Weintraub
Subject: Proposal at 34 Popular, Ross
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 6:06:56 PM

Today, July 6, 2020 | received a "courtesy notice of public hearing” for the above-
mentioned property. Therefore the hearing is less than two weeks away? | live at 25
Redwood Drive, two houses away from the property, and would appreciate your
distributing this late latter to the ADR.

| object to a pool for the following reasons:

N oise. For example, Across the street (18 Redwood Dr) is a pool that is extremely
noisy, late at night and during the day. The owners of 18 Redwood Dr. put their
house on airbnb and those people also have no regard for the neighborhood. Parties
go on late into the night.

Parking. The party goers crowd the street. The Shougers have a one car garage that
they do not use for parking, but park in front of the garage with one car. Other car is
in the street..

Flood Zone. We are in a flood zone and having ground that does not absorb water is
not helpful.

Our quiet neighborhood would be impacted with more noise (we already have the
noise from 18 Redwood Dr), and possibly rental with airbnb? More cars in the
neighborhood and no help with flooding.

Sincerely.

Sue and Ken Dale


mailto:suejohnsondale@comcast.net
mailto:Mweintraub@townofross.org

From: dickbobo

To: ADRGroup
Subject: Pool, spa, kitchen, etc. at 34 Poplar Avenue
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 9:37:58 PM

A pool and other elements proposed by the Shougers at 34 Poplar Avenue wouldn’t be much of a problem for me,
but I’d pity poor Barbara Gately (19 Redwood Drive) if they put in a pool.

Our experience with a pool has been with Mike and Lisa Gorham family’s pool (18 Redwood Drive). Their pool is
at the rear of their lot, and ~120' from my house.

When their girls were younger, they’ d have 6-8 or more girls back there yelling and screaming, which is what that
age does when they’re ages 10-12. Since we mostly live in the back part of our house, with the family room
downstairs, and the bedroom upstairs, we heard everything. We found it to be a bit annoying, but just accepted it.
However, Cate Babcock (14 Redwood Drive) found the noise caused her problems with her vertigo.

| realize that the Shougers don’t have teenage children, but friends there for party can bring them. That's currently
the case with the Gorhams when they have parties with several families who have young children, as the noise
sometimes gets a bit loud.

My principle concern about the proposed pool is that it would be alongside Barbara Gately’ s front room, kitchen,
and ground floor bedroom, all of which are along the wall adjacent to the Shouger property. From Barbara's
standpoint, that’s aterrible place to locate a pool.

I’m pretty sure that having a pool that close to Barbara's house would certainly negatively affect her property’s
value.

Going back to the Gorham'’ s pool as an example, if their house were at the back of their lot, and they wanted to put a
pool next to our house, we would have strenuously objected to it. This example parallels the problem with a pool
being proposed right alongside Barbara Gately's house.

It'simportant to also look ahead as to what the situation might be. I’ ve lived at 16 Redwood Drive for over 40 years,
and during that time, the Shougers are the 6th family that has lived in their house. It's thus a possibility that within a
couple years, another family with two or three young teenagers would live there, and the dynamics of living next to
them would change greatly as they had their young friends over for pool parties.

Dick Bobo

16 Redwood Drive
Mobile; 415-722-3214


mailto:dickbobo@comcast.net
mailto:ADRGroup@townofross.org

From: Charlotte Levin

To: Matthew Weintraub
Subject: 34 Poplar Avenue
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 9:58:36 PM

My name is Charlotte Levin and | am the owner of 38 Poplar Avenue, Ross, CA.

| am writing in regard to the Planning Design | received in the mail today. | understand from several of my
neighbors that the notice postmarked 7/10 San Francisco arrived in their mailboxes on Monday. Because of Covid
19, | only go to the Post Office every other day, and it was only today that | received the notice. Because the notice
came so late, | was unable to review the Project Plans of 34 Poplar Avenue. Fortunately, several of our neighbors
informed my husband and me of the Project Plans and we were able to review them.

Following are some of our main concerns:

1) “medium low density”: Medium low density is not an accurate description of this area of Ross. Medium to
high density would be a more accurate description.

2) swimming pool: We oppose theinstallation of a pool because its close proximity to surrounding neighbors
would negatively impact our quality of life.

3) firepit: We oppose the construction of afire pit because of the severe fire danger in the area.
Thank you for your consideration of our main concerns.

Respectfully,

Charlotte Levin

38 Poplar Avenue

P.O. Box 631
Ross, CA 94957


mailto:clret@comcast.net
mailto:Mweintraub@townofross.org

From: Lisa Gorham

To: ADRGroup
Subject: Shouger pool proposal
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 2:40:30 PM

> Tothetown of Ross,

> Welive across the street from the Shouger’s at 18 Redwood. We are thrilled to see young

> Families moving on to our street. We fully support their desire to put apool in their yard. We love to hear kids &
families playing outside and enjoying their yards. It’s very important that we keep young families wanting to move
to our town. | know some of the older neighbors do not like change or any noise what so ever (even kidstalking in
theyard at 1pm on a Sunday)

> | know Ross is getting a reputation of the “older” population dictating what is allowed. | hear over & over that
families do not move to our town because of it. | think it'simportant for the town to alow familiesto utilize their
yards how they seefit. We have apool and our property would not be the same with out it. It is only used for about
3-4 months out of the year. It is never used daily. The amount of noise from apool isjust not abig deal. It sounds
like happiness, joy & fun. Why shouldn’t we all be able to have that?

L I SA Gorham
18 Redwood Dr


mailto:leesmiles2@aol.com
mailto:ADRGroup@townofross.org

Barbara L. GATELY
ATTORNEY AT LAW
P. O. BOX 1772
RoOss, CALIFORNIA 94957

(415) 464-7874 barbgately@gmail.com
July 15, 2020

Matthew Weintraub, Planner
Planning Division

Town of Ross

31 Sir Francis Drake Blvd.
Ross, CA 94957

Re:  July 21, 2020 Advisory Design Review Meeting re Shougar Residence
(34 Poplar Avenue) Application for Approval to Construct Pool/Spa

Dear Mr. Weintraub and Advisory Design Review Members:

[ have lived at 19 Redwood Drive, the property directly contiguous to the
Shougars’ proposed pool/spa, for almost 40 years. During that time, [ have never
opposed my neighbors’ plans to improve their property. When Cassie and Jeff
Shougar recently sent me their design plans for developing the lot next to mine,
however, I explained that I could not support the installation of a pool that was
approximately three feet from my living room, kitchen and bedroom. The Shougars
offered to propose alternative plans but it appears that the original plans are those
presently before the Advisory Design Review (ADR) members. Given the
configuration of their lot, [ do not see a sustainable alternative in any event.

As the members undoubtedly know, Redwood Drive is a community of
houses on generally undersized lots that are unusually close to their neighbors.
Those of us who have lived here for many years treasure the intimacy and sense of
community that this historical anomaly invites. It nevertheless should be an
essential consideration when a landscaping project with potentially profound
implications is proposed. To make the point, | invite the ADR members to look at the
Shougars’ Slide 2. It clearly depicts the two houses bordering the southern boundary
of their property—my house on the left and Ann Morrisey’s house on the right. The
wire fence depicted on Slide 2 is just two feet from our houses. The Shougars’ Slide
3 is a drawing of the proposed pool, which runs almost the entire length of my
house, and is located about a foot away on the other side of the wire fence. I am not
aware of another lot in the neighborhood where the “backyard” butts up against a
house rather than another backyard—a circumstance that leads to the current
friction between the interests of our respective properties.



In order to construct the pool, the Shougars would require a variance. |
understand that it is not the province of the ADR to determine whether or not the
proposed plan meets the requirements needed for a variance. But it is impossible to
evaluate these plans in a vacuum and, if the pool project seems unlikely to meet
those requirements, I believe the members should look at the plans with a more
critical eye. Itherefore offer a brief analysis of the criteria for a variance.

Under the Ross Municipal Code, a variance will only be granted if four
findings can be made. First, the applicant must establish that “special
circumstances ... deprive|[] the property of privileges enjoyed by other properties
in the vicinity.” The only pool in the vicinity that I am aware of (with the exception
of two very old, unused structures) is across the street from the Shougars, at 18
Redwood Drive, and is located in the far rear of that substantial lot where the closest
house is approximately 120 feet away—unlike the 3-foot “buffer” being proposed
here. As Dick Bobo, my neighbor at 16 Redwood Drive, pointed out in his letter to
the members, even the 120-foot distancing has not prevented pool-related noise
that detracts from the enjoyment of his property.

Second, the variance must be necessary to preserve “substantial property
rights.” As far as [ know, there is no inherent “right” to construct a pool on one’s
property. As stated, | am not aware of any pools (other than the one at 18 Redwood
Drive) in the vicinity, possibly because there has been a general recognition of the
intimate character of this neighborhood.

Third, it must be shown that the granting of a variance “would not be
detrimental to the public or injurious to other property in the area.” It does not
take an expert to conclude that the installation of a pool approximately three feet
from my living room, kitchen and bedroom would be “injurious” to my property as it
would negatively affect the enjoyment of my property. Furthermore, [ have
consulted with two real estate agents who confirm that the proposed pool/spa
would also negatively affect my property’s value. [ am 71 years old. My house is not
only my home but is a substantial investment that I look to protect and grow.

Fourth, the applicant must show that the granting of a variance would not
represent a “special privilege” inconsistent with the limitations upon other
properties in the area. I do not believe that the Shougars could overcome this, or any
of the other three requirements needed to obtain a variance.

[ maintain a friendly relationship with the Shougars and I do not offer these
comments in a personally negative way. Indeed, [ welcome the Shougars as new
neighbors and do not take specific issue with any of their proposed landscaping but
[ cannot responsibly sign off on the pool.

Sincerely,

/s/
Barbara L. Gately
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