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Agenda Item No. 17.

Staff Report
Date: July 14, 2016
To: Mayor Hoertkorn and Council Members
From: Heidi Scoble, Planning Manager

Subject: Karkabi Residence, 24 Redwood Drive, File No. 2016-015

Recommendation

Town Council approval of Resolution 1961 approving a Design Review, a Nonconformity Permit,
and a Tree Removal Permit to allow for the remodel and addition to an existing single family
residence at 24 Redwood Drive.

Property Information:

Owner: Naaim Karkabi

Design Professional: Jeff Kroot

Location: 24 Redwood Drive

A.P. Number: 073-271-07

Zoning: R-1:B-10 (Single Family Residence, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size)

General Plan:

Medium Low Density (3-6 units/acre)

Flood Zone: Zone AE (Inside 1-percent annual chance floodplain)
PROJECT DATA
Zoning Requirements Existing Proposed
Lot Area 10,000 square feet 13,600 square feet No change
Floor Area 20% 1,862 sq. ft. (13.7%) 2,711 sq. ft. (19.9%)
(FAR)
Lot Coverage | 20% 1,285 sq. ft. (9.5%) 1,822 sq. ft. (13.4%)
Impervious i 1,285 sq. ft. (9.5%) 1,676 sq. ft. (12.3%)
Surface
Height 30 Feet 25.5 Feet 29.166 Feet
Front Setback | 25 Feet 20 feet 15 feet
Brookwood
Lane)




Left Side 15 40 No Change
Setback
(Redwood
Drive)
Right Side 15 feet 23 Feet 19.44 feet
Setback
Rear Setback | 40 Feet 99 Feet 63 Feet

Project Description

The applicant is requesting Design Review, a Nonconformity Permit, and a Tree Removal Permit
to allow for a two-story remodel and an 849 square foot floor area addition to the existing
residence, including the construction of a new attached one car garage. The project would add
approximately 359 square feet of new floor area to the first floor for a total of 1,586 square feet.
The applicant is also proposing to add 492 square feet of new floor area to the second floor for a
total of 1,127 square feet. The total floor area for the project would be 2,711 square feet or have
a 19.9% floor area ratio.

The scope of the project would also include raising the height of the single family residence by
approximately 3.66 feet in order to address the FEMA base flood elevation building
requirements. The proposed height of the residence would be 29.166 feet.

The project would maintain a similar architectural style of the existing residence and would
include a dark brown composition shingle roof material, natural stained cedar shingles, and a
dark green paint color for the fascia and trim. Other site improvements would include landscape
and hardscape improvements, in addition to the removal of two protected Coast Live Oak trees.

e Design Review is required pursuant to Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section 18.41.020
because the proposed improvements would result in more than 200 square feet of new floor
area to the existing residence.

e A Non-Conformity Permit is required pursuant to Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section
18.52.030 to allow for the structural alteration to a nonconforming residence relative to
setbacks related to the main residence.

e A Tree Removal Permit is required pursuant to Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section 12-
24.080 to allow for the removal of significant tree (12” in diameter or greater) on improved
land.

Background and Discussion

The project site is comprised of lot 8 of the Cole Tract that was recorded with the County of Marin
in 1899. The project site is relatively flat with a 2.35% slope average. Access to the site is via
Redwood Avenue and Brookwood Lane. A single family residence was constructed on the site
circa 1906. Other than a Residential Building Reports prepared in 2015, the Town has limited
history regarding the project site. The Residential Building report identifies that any
nonconformities are unknown.



Advisory Design Group Review
The Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group have previously reviewed the project on March 22,
2016 and May 22, 2015.

At the March 22, 2016 meeting, the ADR Group reviewed a Design Review application for the
remodel and an approximately 840 square foot addition to the existing residence, including the
new construction of a 300 square foot attached one-car attached garage. The project was
proposed to maintain a similar architectural style, similar materials, and earth tone colors. The
ADR Group concluded its review by suggesting a more symmetrical design and consideration of
a detached one-car garage in order to address design and neighborhood concerns relative to
light, air, view and privacy impacts.

At the May 24, 2016 meeting, the ADR Group reviewed a redesigned 849 square foot two story
addition similar to the project being considered by the Town Council. The project was redesigned
to provide more symmetry in design as previously requested by the ADR Group. The applicant
considered a detached one-car garage, however, due to the 25-foot front yard setback constraint
along Brookwood Lane, a Variance from the setback would have been required for a new
detached structure. Therefore, as the existing residence has a nonconforming setback, the
applicant opted to redesign the project with an attached one-car garage that requires a
Nonconformity Permit, and not a Variance.

The ADR Group recommended the following:

e Consider single pane woods windows to be in keeping with the original architecture of the
building

e The deck on the south elevation should be redesigned to appear as a porch. A foundation
should be wrapped around the base of the “deck”

¢ Double hung windows shall be placed on the South and North Elevation

e The peak of the roof should be brought down to reduce the roof line

e The architect should consider using short hopper windows to break up the building wall

e Submit a landscape plan

At both ADR Group meetings, members from the public spoke both in favor and against the
project. The project opponents stated concern regarding to adverse impacts to the existing
redwood trees that are in close vicinity to the project site, as well as concerns from the adjacent
neighbor at 20 Redwood Drive regarding to adverse impacts on her existing redwood tree, as
well as adverse impacts to the light, air, privacy, and views

Key Issues

R-1:B-10 Zoning District Compliance

The existing residence is found to be in compliance with the R-1:B-10 general development
standards (e.g., height, floor area, lot coverage, and side/rear setbacks) with the exception of the
legal non-conforming front yard setback. The resultant project would also be in compliance with
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all of the R-1:B-10 general development standards with the exception of front yard setback.
However, as provided by the zoning ordinance, the applicant is able to request a Nonconformity
Permit to allow the project to be constructed within the existing legal nonconforming front yard
setback (see the below discussion on the proposed Nonconformity Permit).

Project Impacts on Heritage Redwood Tree

The project site is located approximately 6 feet away from a coastal redwood tree that as a
circumference at breast height of 25 feet and a diameter at breast height of 96 inches. The
canopy height of the tree, as measured by the Town Arborist (with a Nikon Forestry 550 laser
rangefinder) is approximately 140 feet. Pursuant to Section 12.24.020 of the Ross Municipal
Code, the Town’s regulations define the subject redwood tree as “protected” by definition and a
“significant tree.

Pursuant to Section 12.24.020(6) of the Ross Municipal Code certain development related
activities may be restricted or prohibited in order to protect the tree. The regulations also
provide a non-intrusion zone measurement guideline table to identify setbacks from trees during
construction. When applying the trunk diameter of the Coastal Redwood tree, based on the size
of the tree, the minimum non-intrusion zone for a 48 inch or greater diameter tree is 32 feet
from the trunk, however the precise non-intrusion zone is to be determined by the project
arborist and reflect the individual site conditions.

An arborist report was prepared by Dr. Kent Julin on July 5, 2016 for the project (see attachment
number 4). The report addresses the non-intrusion zone issue associated with the redwood tree
located at 20 Redwood Drive, as well as providing tree protection measures, such as using helical
piers and grade beams to minimize grading and impacts on roots, in addition to many tree
protection measures to minimize disturbance of the subject redwood tree’s root system.

Based on the findings and recommendations of the arborist report, the attached geotechnical
report prepared by Dennis Furby stating that the helical piers and grade beams are feasible, and
conditions of approval (8 through 13) that would require review and monitoring of the site during
construction by the project arborist, staff suggests the project is feasible and would be consistent
with the Town’s tree protection regulations.

Architectural Design

The overall purpose of Design Review is to provide excellence in design consistent with the same
quality of the existing development, to preserve and enhance the historical “small town,” low-
density character and identity that is unique to the Town of Ross, to discourage the development
of individual buildings which dominate the townscape or attract attention through color, mass or
inappropriate architectural expression, and to upgrade the appearance, quality and condition of
existing improvements in conjunction with new development or remodeling of a site.
Accordingly, pursuant to Section 18.41.100 of the Ross Municipal Code, a series of Design Review
criteria and standards have been developed to guide development.



In reviewing the project, the following design review criteria and standards are most relevant to
the project:

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.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. Soft and muted colors in the earthtone and woodtone range are preferred and generally
should predominate.

6. 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.

In response to the ADR Groups comments, the applicant has added double hung windows to the
north and south building elevations, enhanced the aesthetics of the new deck as shown on the
south elevation, modified the roof plan, and provided a landscape plan. Counter to the ADR
Groups direction, the applicant has opted not to utilize single pane windows in order to meet the
Title 24 building code requirements. Specifically, the project would be designed to be compatible
with the existing mass, scale, and development pattern of the neighborhood, would be designed
to be compatible with the existing architectural vernacular of the existing residence, and would
utilize high quality building materials and earth tone colors to minimize visual impacts. The
project would also be sufficiently distanced from adjacent properties consistent with the R-1:B-
10 setback regulations. Additionally, the project would neither obstruct any views of hills and
ridgelines from public streets or parks, nor further exacerbate any shading on adjacent properties
beyond the existing shading from trees. Furthermore, due to landscaping constraints of the site



relative to heritage redwood tree roots associated with the redwood tree located at 20 Redwood
Drive, the applicant is proposing to plant vines along the common fence. The purpose of the vines
would be to provide a natural screening between the properties. Therefore, consistent with the
ADR Groups direction to support the project, with the exception of using single pane windows,
staff concurs that the project meets the purpose of Design Review and suggests the requisite
findings to approve the project can be achieved.

Nonconformity Permit

Pursuant to Section 18.54.030(c), a nonconforming structure in a residential zoning district may
be enlarged, extended reconstructed or structurally altered with a nonconformity permit
approved under Section 18.52.040, except that a floor area ratio variance shall be required to
increase the square feet of nonconforming floor area.

The existing residence was constructed prior to the Town’s zoning regulations and is partially
located within the requisite 25-foot front setback along Brookwood Lane. A front yard setback is
defined pursuant to Section 18.12.140 of the Ross Municipal Code as “a yard extending across
the full width of the lot measured between the street line (or the lot line connected to a street
by legal access) and the nearest point of the main building or porch. The front yard of a corner
lot is the yard adjacent to the shorter street frontage.”

As supported by the Findings in Exhibit “A” of the attached Resolution 1961, staff suggest the
project can be supported. Furthermore, although Brookwood Lane is technically considered to
be a front yard setback, the Brookwood Lane frontage acts more like a side yard setback as the
address and visual prominence of the exiting residence is from Redwood Drive. The applicant has
designed the project with a 15-foot setback as required for side yard setbacks in the R-1:B-10
zoning districts.

Public Comment

Public Notices were mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the project site. The property
owner at 20 Redwood Drive, Margaret Francis, has submitted a letter to the Town Council dated
July 5, 2016 (see attachment 7).

Fiscal, resource and timeline impacts

If approved, the project would be subject to one-time fees for a building permit, and associated
impact fees, which are based the reasonable expected cost of providing the associated services
and facilities related to the development. The improved project site may be reassessed at a
higher value by the Marin County Assessor, leading to an increase in the Town’s property tax
revenues. Lastly, there would be no operating or funding impacts associated with the project as
the project applicant would be required to pay the necessary fees for Town staff's review of
future building permit plan check and inspection fees.

Alternative actions
1. Continue the project for modifications; or
2. Make findings to deny the application.



Environmental review (if applicable)

The project is categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of environmental
documents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under CEQA Guideline Section
15301 —additions to existing structures, because it involves an addition to an existing single family
residence, including a detached accessory structure with no potential for impacts as proposed.
No exception set forth in Section 15301.2 of the CEQA Guidelines applies to the project including,
but not limited to, Subsection (a), which relates to impacts on environmental resources; (b),
which relates to cumulative impacts; Subsection (c), which relates to unusual circumstances; or
Subsection (f}, which relates to historical resources.

Attachments

1. Resolution

2. Project History

3. ADR Group Minutes from March 22, 2016 and May 24, 2016

4. Arborist Report prepared by Dr. Kent Julin dated July 5, 2016 for 24 Redwood Drive

5. Geotechnical Report prepared by Dennis Furby date-stamped June 22, 2016

6. Project plans

7. Letter from Margaret Francis dated July 5, 2016

8. Arborist Report prepared by Urban Forestry Associates, Inc., for Margaret Francis, dated May

18, 2016 for the redwood tree located at 20 Redwood Drive.
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TOWN OF ROSS

RESOLUTION NO. 1961
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF ROSS APPROVING A
DESIGN REVEW, A NONCONFORMITY PERMIT, AND A TREE REMOVAL PERMIT
TO ALLOW THE REMODEL AND ADDITION TO AN EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENCE AT 24 REDWOOD DRIVE, APN 073-271-07

WHEREAS, property owners Naaim Karkabi, have submitted an application for Design Review, a
Nonconformity Permit, and a Tree Removal Permit to allow the remodel and an 849 square foot
floor area addition to the existing residence, which includes a 3.66-foot-tall height increase, a
new one car garage, and the removal of two protected coast live oak trees at 24 Redwood Drive
(the “project”); and

WHEREAS, the project was determined to be categorically exempt from further environmental
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guideline Section 15301 —
additions to existing structures, because it involves an addition to an existing single family
residence no potential for impacts as proposed. No exception set forth in Section 15301.2 of the
CEQA Guidelines applies to the project including, but not limited to, Subsection (a), which relates
to impacts on environmental resources; (b), which relates to cumulative impacts; Subsection (c),
which relates to unusual circumstances; or Subsection (f), which relates to historical resources;
and

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2016, the Town Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
proposed project; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council has carefully reviewed and considered the staff reports,
correspondence, and other information contained in the project file, and has received public
comment; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED the Town Council of the Town of Ross hereby incorporates
the recitals above; makes the findings set forth in Exhibit “A” approving a Design Review, a
Nonconformity Permit, and a Tree Removal Permit for the project described herein, subject to
the Conditions of Approval attached as Exhibit “B” at 24 Redwood Drive.

The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Ross Town Council at its regular
meeting held on the 14" day of July 2016, by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:



ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Kathleen Hoertkorn, Mayor

ATTEST:

Linda Lopez, Town Clerk



A.

a)

EXHIBIT “A”
FIDNINGS TO APPROVE
24 REDWOOD DRIVE
APN 073-271-07

Findings

In accordance with Ross Municipal Code Section 18.41.070, Design Review is approved

based on the following findings:

a) The project is consistent with the purpose of the Design Review chapter as outlined in
Ross Municipal Code Section 18.41.010:

The project would meet the purpose of the Design Review chapter through its high quality
design and materials. The project is designed with a similar architectural style and materials
of the existing residence. The project would not impact the “small town” character of the
Town because the project would be consistent with the development patterns within the
neighborhood relative to mass and scale and would be constructed with high quality
materials and earth tone colors. Additionally, the project would not impact any unique
environmental resources due to the location of the project site relative to any sensitive
wildlife habitat, species, and/or creeks. Lastly, the project would be required to address
drainage and stormwater prior to issuance of any building permit to allow for the
construction of the project.

b) The project is in substantial compliance with the design criteria of Ross Municipal Code
Section 18.41.100.

The project would be consistent with the design review criteria and standards relative to
architectural design, materials, colors, and landscaping. Lastly, the project would address
health and safety through the issuance of a building permit to ensure compliance with the
building, public works, and fire code regulations.

c) The project is consistent with the Ross General Plan and zoning ordinance.

The scope of the project would be consistent with the allowed structures and uses that may
be permitted within the Medium Low Density land use designation of the General Plan and
the single family residence chapter of the zoning ordinance.

In accordance with Ross Municipal Code Section 18.52.040, a Nonconformity Permit is
approved based on the following findings:

The nonconforming structure was in existence at the time the ordinance that now prohibits
the structure was passed. The structure must have been lawful when constructed.

The project site is comprised of lot 8 of the Cole Tract that was recorded with the County of Marin
in 1899. The project site is relatively flat with a 2.35% slope average. Access to the site is via
Redwood Avenue and Brookwood Lane. The existing single family residence was constructed on



the site circa 1906 prior to the Town being incorporated and has an existing legal nonconforming
setback along Brookwood Lane.

b) The town council can make the findings required to approve any required demolition
permit for the structure.

The scope of the project would not include the demolition of the existing residence. Existing
structural building walls may be altered to accommodate the addition, however, the extent of
the building wall alterations would not trigger a Demolition Permit pursuant to Section 18.50.020
of the Ross Municipal Code.

c) The project substantially conforms to relevant design review criteria and standards in
Section 18.41.100.

See Design Review Findings above.

d) Total floor area does not exceed the greater of: a) the total floor area of the existing
conforming and/or legal nonconforming structure(s); or b) the maximum floor area
permitted for the lot under current zoning regulations.

The project would not exceed the maximum floor area permitted for the R-1:B-10 zoning district.

e) Granting the permit will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare, or
materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity.

The project would allow for an overall improvement to the building exterior and improvement
to the functionality of the building interior. The project would also be required to comply with
the Town’s Building Code and Fire Code requirements, therefore ensuring the health, safety, and
general welfare of the residence residing or working in the neighborhood.

f) The project will comply with the Flood Damage Prevention regulations in Chapter 15.36.

The project site is designed to comply with the base flood elevation requirements of FEMA as
shown on the project plans date-stamped June 30, 2016.

g) The fire chief has confirmed that the site has adequate access and water supply for
firefighting purposes, or that the project includes alternate measures approved by the fire
chief.

The project has been reviewed by the Ross Valley Fire Department (RVFD). The RVFD has
provided stated that the project can be approved subject to the installation of fire sprinklers,

smoke detectors, and carbon monoxide detectors.

h) The applicant has agreed in writing to the indemnification provision in Section 18.40.180.
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Indemnification requirements have been included as conditions of approval
i) The site has adequate parking.

The project would provide the required two on-site parking spaces, of which at least one parking
space would be covered consistent with the R1:B-10 zoning regulations.

lll. In accordance with Ross Municipal Code Section 12.24.080, a Tree Removal permit is
approved based on the following findings:

1. The alteration or removal is necessary to allow the economic enjoyment of the property,
such as construction of improvements because some of the trees are located over the
most feasible development area;

2. The alteration or removal would not adversely impact the subject property or neighboring
properties because a large number of trees will remain;

3. Tree removal would not result in significant erosion or the diversion of increased flows of
surface water because engineered fill would be placed where stumps are removed,;



EXHIBIT “B”
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
24 REDWOOD DRIVE
APN 073-271-07

This approval authorizes Design Review, a Nonconformity Permit, and a Tree Removal Permit
to allow the remodel and an 849 square foot floor area addition to the existing residence,
which includes a 3.66 foot tall height increase, a new one car garage, and the removal of two
protected coast live oak trees. The project would maintain a similar architectural style of the
existing residence and would include a dark brown composition shingle roof material, natural
stained cedar shingles, and a dark green paint color for the fascia and trim.

The building permit shall substantially conform to the plans entitled, “Addition/Remodel for
Naaim Karkabi” consisting of 11 sheets prepared by Jeff Kroot Architect & Associates.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the following conditions of approval shall be
reproduced on the cover sheet of the plans submitted for a building permit. The property
owner shall certify on the building permit plans that they have read and agree to the following
conditions.

Except as otherwise provided in these conditions, the project shall comply with the plans
submitted for Town Council approval. Plans submitted for the building permit shall reflect
any modifications required by the Town Council and these conditions.

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.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the applicant shall submit proposed exterior lighting
fixtures if any new lighting will be installed as a result of the project. All 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.



7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

The arbor-style entry element as depicted on Sheet L1.0 of the approved plans is approved
in the front yard provided the it is located over a walkway or pathway, does not encroach
into the Redwood Drive public right-of-way, and does not exceed nine feet in height, five feet
in width, and three feet in depth as allowed by Section 18.40.080(3) of the Ross Municipal
Code.

Prior to issuance of any building or grading permit, the applicant shall submit written
evidence that the project arborist has reviewed the final construction-level drawings,
including grading, drainage and utility plans (they should note the dates of the plans
reviewed). All tree protection conditions recommended by the project arborist shall be
included on those plans and are specific to all construction operations to ensure compliance
with the conditions.

Prior to issuance of a building permit or grading permit, the Town Arborist shall peer review
the project landscape plan and tree protection measures to ensure no adverse impacts on
any root systems related to existing trees both on the site and within the project vicinity. The
landscape plan and/or tree protection plan shall be modified to address concerns raised by
the Town Arborist.

Prior to issuance of any building permit or grading permit, tree protection fencing should be
installed prior to permit issuance to minimize damage to root systems of preserved trees.
Spatial distance from tree trunks of protected trees shall be measured in all directions based
on the Town of Ross’ tree regulations pursuant to Chapter 12.24 of the Ross Municipal Code.
Tree Protection fencing shall designate the Non Intrusion Zones and will be constructed of at
least 4-foot high plastic and attached to metal stakes no less than 12 inches into ground and
at 6-foot centers. Signs shall be posted to identify the tree protection fencing.

Prior to issuance of any building permit or grading permit, the project Arborist shall inspect
the site to determine if tree protection fencing has been properly installed. The project
arborist shall notify the Town of Ross when protection fencing inspection is completed.

The project arborist shall be on-site during any project grading associated with the installation
of the foundation or any excavation to occur within any designated “Non Intrusion Zone”.
The project arborist shall submit daily written reports in the form of an arborist check sheet.
The arborist inspection check sheets should include the date and time of the inspection, the
status of compliance with the tree protection measures, any necessary adjustments to the
tree protection plan, and any damages or adverse impacts to trees (on-site and the Redwood
tree located at 20 Redwood Drive). Any damages to trees remaining must be reported the
same day they occur and steps to correct the damage must be submitted to the Town of Ross
and performed.

To insure that all tree protection measures comply with the Town of Ross Tree Ordinance and
the Landscape Architect Tree Protection Notes on the plans date-stamped received June 30,



14.

15.

2016 are accurate, the project arborist shall conduct monthly site inspections and submit in
the form of an arborist check sheet. The monthly arborist inspection check sheets should
include the date and time of the inspection, the status of compliance with the tree protection
measures, any necessary adjustments to the tree protection plan, and any damages or
adverse impacts to trees (on-site and the Redwood tree located at 20 Redwood Drive). Any
damages to trees remaining must be reported the same day they occur and steps to correct
the damage must be submitted to the Town of Ross and performed without delay to prevent
further health effects.

The Town reserves the right to require additional landscape screening prior to project final.
Landscaping shall be installed in substantial conformance with the approved landscape plan
prior to project final. The Town staff reserves the right to require modifications to the
landscape to protect mature trees and to comply with MMWD water conserving landscape
requirements or fire code clearance requirements. The Town Council reserves the right to
require additional landscape screening for up to three (3) years from project final.

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

a. 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.

b. Aregistered Architect or Engineer’s stamp and signature must be placed on all plan pages.

c. 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.

d. 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 signed
statement by the soils engineer that erosion control is in accordance with Marin County
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPP) standards. The erosion control
plan shall demonstrate protection of disturbed soil from rain and surface runoff and
demonstrate sediment controls as a “back-up” system (ie temporary seedin nd mulching
or straw matting).

e. 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.

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 building department prior to project
final.

An encroachment permit is required from the Department of Public Works prior to any
work within a public right-of-way.

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.

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).

A Final construction management plan shall be submitted in time to be incorporated into
the job.

A preconstruction meeting with the property owner, project contractor, project architect,
project arborist, representatives of the Town Planning, Building/Public Works and Ross
Valley Fire Department and the Town building inspector is required prior to issuance of



the building permit to review conditions of approval for the project and the construction
management plan.

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

. 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.

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

. 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).

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.

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.

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
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confirming compliance shall be submitted to the building department prior to project
final.

All electric, communication and television service laterals shall be placed underground
unless otherwise approved by the director of public works pursuant to Ross Municipal
Code Section 15.25.120.

The project shall comply with building permit submittal requirements as determined by
the Building Department and identify such in the plans submitted for building permit.

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

Final inspection and written approval of the applicable work by Town Building, Planning
and Fire Department staff shall mark the date of construction completion.

. The Public Works Department may require submittal of 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.

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).

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.

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

ii.  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
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of Public Works prior to placing any construction materials, debris, debris boxes or
unlicensed equipment in the right-of-way.

iii.  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.

16. 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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409 B Magnolia Avenue
Larkspur, CA 94939
Phone 415 927 11360
. _ = . Fax 415 927 0847
P C LS K ¥ P ERLSTE! N AR CHI T ECTS www polskyarchitects.com

July 7, 2016

Sal Lucido
Building Official
Town of Ross
P.O. Box 320
Ross, CA 94957

Dear Mr, Lucido,

On behalf of Mr. Greenberg, we would like to appeal the penalty assessed on Mr. Greenberg's property at
27 Upper Road. The final sign off of the construction permit was delayed for reasons beyond Mr.
Greenberg’s or his representatives’ control, We want to point out that in fact, the CONSTRUCTION was
completed within 10 '4 months of the start of construction---well before the 18 month period allowed lor
the construction of this project. The only rcason for the late sign off from the building department was the
untimely and ultimately inapplicable requests [or information from the Ross Valley Fire Department,

The following is a timeline for the construction of the Greenberg Amnesty project:

Alier much deliberation [rom 2012 to the end 0of 2013 the planning approval was granted and the building
permit was ready for pick-up on December 12, 2013. The contractor, Mr. Steve Sclover of SASCO took
out his Town license and picked up the building permit on February 18, 2014, Construction started shortly
thereafter.

The first inspection was called on February 24, 2011 and passed on February 27, 2014, The second
inspection passed on March 19,2014. Building inspections passed on March 21, April 4, April 23 and June
13, June 25, July 9, 2014. The lire Department asked for a roll down fire door on the March 20t then
reversed their decision on July 14 realizing it would be unsafe and asked for swinging fire doors instead. It
took almost 5 months to get the fire doors because they had to be custom made o meet the Fire
Department’s requirements.  These doors were installed and the penultiimate final inspection was approved
on December 3, 2014,

T'o be clear, all building items were approved and signed off on December 3, 2014. At this time the only
remaining item for final sign ofl and approval was the Fire Department sign off. On December 4, 2014 the
town manager Mr. Braulik noted that there was no requirement for the town planner 1o sign off on the
work. On February 10, 2015 Mr. Sclover again called Simone, the building inspcctor, and the town
manager asking for a final inspection but could still not get the Fire Department to sign off on the permit.

From December 3, 2014 to the final sign off from the Fire Department on Junc 1, 2016 NO construction
work was performed on the site except for an approximatce 2 day of insulation and weatherstripping as
requested by the Fire Department. The almost 2 'z year delay was caused by Fire Department requests for
more information. ‘I'hroughout this process Mr. Sclover kept Mr. Braulik informed notifying him of further
requests for information from the I'irc Department. Mr. Sclover kept detailed notes and logs and can
demonstrate the nature of the process to finally gain the Fire Department sign off. We will produce
documents to show the requests for information and the responses to these requests.

The following quickly summarizes the information requests from the Fire Department:

1. The contractor received disparate requests for information from the Fire Department throughout
the project. Instead of receiving one comprehensive list of additional information, he would be asked for




bits and pieces of additional items throughout the process. There would be long delays, sometimes as much
as four or five months between requests for information and adequate responses to questions from the
contractor,

2, ‘T'he Fire Department asked for full documentation of the existing CEMCO fire suppression
system-- wet stamped sign ofls from AAA, the company that had supplied and installed the fire suppression
system. 'They also requested complete drawings of the suppression and alarm systems. The company that
installed the system no longer installs this system so Mr, Sclover hired another company to fully document
this process. Ultmatcly the Fire Department agreed that the massive amount of documentation that was
gathered at great expenses-  both time and money-- was not necessary for their sign off. Again Mr. Braulik
was informed ol the stop and start nature of the requests.

3. The Fire Department also delayed their sign off noting that their radio system would not work
throughout the underground building. After much investigation and expense, Mr. Selover found out that a
supplemental radio systern would be complicated and cxtremely expensive. Afier a long delay he noted to
the Fire Department that this requirement seemed more applicable to a commercial or institutional
buildings. Upon further review the Fire Department agreed that they should not have required this radio
upgrade for a residential [acility and that this would no longer be mandatory or delay the final sign ofl’

Again, all these Fire Department requests for information were given piece meal with long delays between
requests for informadion  Ultimately none of the documentation requested was applicable or used for the
final sign ofl. The request for this information caused an almost 2 '/ year delay.

For construction projects of this size, applicants and contractors are allotied 18 months to complete their
prajects, The Town wants construction [inished in a timely manner, Clearly the intent of this ordinance is
to minimize the impact ol construction on ncighbors. It is our strong contention that in this casc the intent
of the ordinance was met.  The construction was entircly interior work with no noisc impacts to the
neighbors. Ultmately all the construction work was performed and signed off within 10 /2 months from
the start of construction. In fact the contractor essentially performed NO construction work for almost 2 '
years from the final building department sign off in carly December, 2014 to the final sign off from the Fire
Department in fate May, 2016. All the delays were for reasons beyond Mr. Greenberg’s or his contractor’s
and representatives’ control,

We are therefore appcaling this penalty and feel that no penalty should be assessed.

Yours truly,

)

L,/ j/;xred Polsky
Polsky Perlstein Architects
CA License 14125
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Town of Ross Report No. 1992-15
- Building Department
T((}{‘V‘l\ Post Office Box 320, Ross, CA 94957

ROSS Telephone (415) 453-1453 ext. 106 Fax (415) 460-9761
s WWW.townofross.org

REPORT OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDING RECORD
Ross Municipal Code Chapter 15.32
Report valid for six months from the date of inspection

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 073-271-07

Street Address: 24 Redwood Dr.

Present Owner: Catherine Ghirarduzze
Realtor: Front Porch Realty Group
Telephone: 415-250-9040, Janelle
Report sent to: call for pick up
Inspection date: 10-27-15

Expiration date: 04-27-16

The Town recommends that sellers provide this report to anyone interested in purchasing the property. This
report shall be delivered by the owner to the buyer or transferee of the property prior to the consummation of the
sale or exchange. The buyer or transferee shall complete and return the receipt back to the Town (R.M.C.
§15.32.050).

Contact the appropriate department for re-inspection after any mandatory corrections are made:
Planning Department (415) 453-1453, Extension 121

Building Department (415) 453-1453, Extension 170

Public Works Department (415) 453-1453, Option 4

Ross Valley Fire Department (415)258-4686

If corrections are required, any corrections must be made in the time periods specified in this report. Except in the
case of emergency, no permits will be issued until all mandatory corrections are made. Permits may be required
for corrections. If the current or future property owner(s) fail to make any corrections required in this report,
additional enforcement options may be used to gain compliance. These options include, but are not limited to,
administrative fines, civil penalties, nuisance abatement, criminal prosecution or civil litigation. If corrections are
not made, no future permits will be issued (except in the case of emergency) until all listed corrections have been
completed. The Town makes no recommendation as to whom, seller or buyer, makes the required corrections.

The preparation and delivery of this report shall not impose any liability upon the Town for any errors or omissions
contained in the report, nor shall the town bear any liability not otherwise imposed by law (R.M.C. §15.32.090). No
statement contained in this report shall authorize the use or occupancy of any building contrary to the provisions of
any law or ordinance. This report does not constitute a full disclosure of all material facts affecting the property or
the desirability of its sale. The scope of the report and inspection is necessarily limited and code deficiencies may
exist which are not identified during the inspection.



Inspection Date: October 27, 2015
ADDRESS: 24 Redwood, Ross, APN 073-271-07

Zoning Information, Ross Municipal Code Title 18
Any available Town Council minute history for the site is attached. Planning files are available for review
at the Planning Department.

There are a number of issues that may arise during a discretionary planning review process that the Town
will not identify in this report. For example, a structure may be considered “historic”, or a site may contain
sensitive archaeological resources, protected wildlife or habitat, or be considered a hillside lot subject to
more restrictive development regulations. The Town does not independently verify the accuracy of any lot
size, lot coverage, setback or floor area information that may be provided with this report.

All non-permitted structures cannot be included in existing floor area ratio unless the property owner can
demonstrate they were built legally or prior to Town permit requirements.

Zoning District: R-1:B-10

Existing Use(s): Single Family Residential

On Site Parking Required: 2 spaces (1 covered)

Existing on site parking: 3+ uncovered 0 covered
L]

Accessory Structures/Use: None

Nonconformities noted: Parking, other nonconformities unconfirmed

Comments on present use: Single family residence

Informational Items:
The building is close to the side yard setback area adjacent to Brookwood Lane but encroachment is
unconfirmed.

Notice of Town Code Violations - Corrections Required by Planning Department:
None.



Flood Hazard Information, Ross Municipal Code Chapter 15.36

The Town of Ross regulates construction and development in the floodplain to ensure that buildings will
be protected from flood damage. Any development in flood hazard areas or the floodway will have to
follow the Town Flood Damage Prevention regulations (R.M.C. Chapter 15.36). Flood insurance from the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is available for any property in the Town of Ross. More
information on flood insurance is attached. The Town of Ross has copies of elevation certificates for some
properties in the floodplain. Questions regarding this report and the Town’s floodplain management
program are welcome by calling (415) 453-1453 ext. 121.

The property located at 24 Redwood Dr has been located on the Town’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).
The following information is provided:

Community ID or NFIP humber: 060179

The property is located on panel number: 0458, Suffix: E

The date of the FIRM index: March 17, 2014

The property is located in FIRM zone: AE

Is the property located in a Floodway? [X] NO [ ] YES

Is the property located in a dam inundation area? [X] NO [ ] YES

The main building on the property:

<] IS located in a Special Flood Hazard Area. The base flood elevation at the property [ ] is ,
NAVD [X] has not been determined. Federal law requires that a flood zone determination be done as
a condition of a federally backed grant or loan to determine if the structure is in an SFHA and if so, to
require flood insurance. This letter is not to be considered a flood zone determination. It is up to the
lender to determine whether flood insurance is required for a property.

[ ]1S NOT located in a Special Flood Hazard Area. However, the property may still be subject to local
drainage problems or other unmapped flood hazard. Flood insurance from the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) is available at non-floodplain rates. A flood insurance policy can still be
required by a lender.

|:| A decision about the building’s exact location cannot be made on the FIRM. A copy of the FIRM is
attached for your information.

NOTE: This information is based on the Flood Insurance Rate Map for the Town. This letter does not imply
that the referenced property will or will not be free from flooding or damage. A property not in a Special
Flood Hazard Area may be damaged by a flood greater than that predicted on the FIRM or from a local
drainage problem not shown on the map.

Flood insurance from the NFIP is available for any property in this Town. The Town maintains copies of
FEMA Elevation Certificates. Questions about this document or about the Town's floodplain management
program are welcome at this office by calling (415) 453-1453 or emailing esemonian@townofross.org. To
find a local insurance agent that writes flood insurance in your area visit www.floodsmart.gov.

Attachments (if available or applicable):
<] About the Mandatory Purchase of Flood Insurance [ ] Historic Flood Information
[ ] Elevation Certificate(s) for property [ ] Floodway Information
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About the Mandatory Purchase of Flood Insurance
The NFIP: The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) is a federal program enabling property owners in
participating communities to purchase flood insurance on eligible buildings and contents, whether they
are in or out of a floodplain. This community participates in the NFIP, making federally backed flood
insurance available to its property owners.

The NFIP insures most walled and roofed buildings that are principally above ground on a permanent
foundation, including mobile homes, and buildings in the course of construction. Property owners can
purchase building and contents coverage from any local property and casualty insurance agent. To find a
local insurance agent that writes flood insurance in your area visit www.floodsmart.gov.

Mandatory Purchase Requirement: Pursuant to the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 and the
National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, the purchase of flood insurance is mandatory for all federal
or federally related financial assistance for the acquisition and/or construction of buildings in Special Flood
Hazard Areas (SFHAs). An SFHA is defined as any A (including AE) or V flood zone on a Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

The mandatory purchase requirement also applies to secured loans from such financial institutions as
commercial lenders, savings and loan associations, savings banks, and credit unions that are regulated,
supervised, or insured by federal agencies, such as the Federal Reserve, the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation, the Comptroller of Currency, the Farm Credit Administration, the Office of Thrift Supervision,
and the National Credit Union Administration. It further applies to all loans purchased by Fannie Mae or
Freddie Mac in the secondary mortgage market.

Federal financial assistance programs affected by the laws include loans and grants from agencies such as
the Department of Veterans Affairs, Farmers Home Administration, Federal Housing Administration, Small
Business Administration, and FEMA disaster assistance.

How it Works: When making, increasing, renewing, or extending any type of federally backed loan,
lenders are required to conduct a flood zone determination using the most current FEMA FIRM to
determine if any part of the building is located in an SFHA. If the building is in an SFHA, the federal agency
or lender is required by law to provide written notification to the borrower that flood insurance is
mandatory as a condition of the loan. Even though a portion of real property on which a building is located
may lie within an SFHA, the purchase and notification requirements do not apply unless the building itself,
or some part of the building, is in the SFHA. However, lenders, on their own initiative, may require the
purchase of flood insurance even if a building is located outside an SFHA. Up to 25% of all NFIP flood losses
arise from outside SFHAs (B, C, and X Zones).

Under federal regulations, the required coverage must equal the amount of the loan (excluding appraised
value of the land) or the maximum amount of insurance available from the NFIP, whichever is less. The
maximum amount of coverage available for a single-family residence is $250,000 and for-non-residential
(commercial) buildings is $500,000. Federal agencies and regulators, including government-sponsored
enterprises, such as Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, may have stricter requirements.



Building Department Inspection Information
See building department file for construction, electrical, plumbing, mechanical permits issued for the site.

|:] The following building, mechanical, plumbing or electrical permits have been issued for work not yet
completed on the premises:

The following corrections must be made within six (6) months of the date of this report. Please contact the
Building Department at (415) 453-1453 ext. 170 to schedule a re-inspection. There is no fee for re-inspection.
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All Edison based fuses must be fitted with type “S” fuses. Maximum 15 Amp for size
14 wire and 20 Amp for size 12 wire.

2. All exposed Romex wiring must be protected from physical contact below eight feet in
height in

3.  All electrical outlet and junction boxes and switches to be covered in

4.  All splices must be within junction boxes in

L

All thee prong outlets that are not grounded to be grounded or original two prong
installed in

6 Ground outlets in

7 Install exterior main disconnect switch for electric service
8. Install Ground-Fault Circuit Interrupter (GFCl) outlets in

9 Label all panels and breakers.

10. Pool/Spa equipment to be grounded.

Furnace

11. Gas supply pipe to be stainless steel, flexible connector

12. Provide a disconnect switch
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13. Repair bad joints or loose connection in flue pipe

General

X
X

14. All stairways, interior and exterior, with more than three risers shall be provided with
handrail at main floor stairs to second floor.

15. Chimney to be swept

[ X
HEN

16. Door from garage to dwelling must be solid core and self-closing



19.

20.
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22.

23.
24.
25.

26.
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29.

30.

31.
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32.
33.—-

Guardrails shall be at least 42 inches high with openings sized so that 4” diameter
sphere ¢annot pass through at

Install carbon monoxide (CO) device(s) in a manner consistent with building standards
applicable to new construction

Install smoke alarms: in each sleeping room IZI outside each separate sleeping
area in the immediate vicinity of the bedrooms on each additional story of the
dwelling, including basements and habitable attics but not including crawl spaces and
uninhabitable attics

Post minimum 4 inch address numbers, contrasting color to background, piainly
visible from street or road fronting property for each unit

Provide safety barriers to code in pool area

Provide sparks arrester at top of chimney(s), screening to be half-inch maximum
square openings

Repair holes in Gypsum board and tape in
Repair and fill in joints in firebricks in fireplace

The required firewall of five eighth gypsum board type x fire taped must be installed
on

Dishwasher, air gap on drain system required

Water Heater

Flue to be brought up to code
Gas supply pipe to be stainless steel flexible connector

Overflow pipe from pressure relief valve to be metallic same size as valve to extend to
the outside or within six inches of the floor

Provide a pressure relief valve to the hot side of the water heater piping or to the
appropriate manufacturer’s connection

Strap to resist earthquake motion

Unpermitted or Non-compliant Items

40. Additional Requirements and Corrections and Additional Informational Items

33. All Exterior hosebids need air gap preventers.

34, Utility room gas line needs cap on ball valve.

35. Utility room opening in walls and ceiling must be fire taped.

36. Water heater vent going through ceiling needs a metal flashing around pipe or fire tap

— > around pipe going through the ceiling.
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ADDRESS: #24 Redwood Dr 10/27/2015

Public Works Department Inspection Information
Does the property front on a Town maintained roadway? X]Yes [ JNo [ ] Unknown

The following corrections must be made within sixty (60) days of the date of this report. Please contact the
Public Works Streets Superintendent at (415) 453-1453, x163 to schedule a re-inspection.

Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention R.M.C. Chapter 12.28 and Stormwater Management
R.M.C. Chapter 15.54

O D ] 40. Pool equipment flushing system shall not be directly connected to storm drain system
or waterway.

[
[

41. Roof runoff and/or area drains directly connected to the Town storm drain system.
Does not comply with current Town code.
No down spouts shall be connected directly to the Town storm drain system or enter
directly into any water course or creek without first going through a treatment area
(such as flowing over a landscaped area, lawn or French drain, or other area that cleans,
filters, slows the speed and amount of water leaving a property), or to an approved
alternate location based on approved geotechnical and engineering designs. (R.M.C.
Section 15.54.010(a))

42. Runoff from pool hardscape shall not flow directly to storm drain system or waterway.

43. The existing drainage system shall be cleaned, repaired or replaced as necessary.

44. Vegetation obstructing creek flow.

0000
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45. Video inspection of on-site culverts required. Contact public works for details and
requirements.

Sidewalk, Etc., Repair and Construction R.M.C. Chapter 12.20

46. All cracked, broken or uplifted sidewalk fronting the property shall be repaired.

0O
O O
OO

47. All cracked, broken or uplifted sidewalk fronting the property shall be replaced. A
-foot wide sidewalk shall be required.

[
l
[

48. Collapsed, broken or damaged driveway culvert or driveway in a state of disrepair
which causes a traffic hazard to exist or impedes the proper flow of roadside drainage.
Culvert and/or driveway shall be repaired/replaced.

49. Curb and gutter shall be repaired/replaced.

0 O
OO
0O

50. Driveway culvert impedes the proper flow of roadside drainage because of its size,
shape or elevation and shall be replaced.

] ] |:| 51. Sidewalk is not ADA compliant.



]

Weeds, Trees and Vegetation R.M.C. Chapter 12.12

52. Flowers, shrubs and other growth (except trees) in the sidewalk area exceed height
limit under.

53. Maintain the right-of-way from the property line to the edge of the pavement.
54. Remove Dutch Eim Disease infected trees. A tree removal permit required.

55. Remove Sudden Oak Death infected trees. A tree removal permit is reguired.

I I I Y

56. Trim branches of trees and vegetation that extend lower than seven feet above the
surface of the sidewalk area or lower than thirteen feet six inches above the street used
for vehicular traffic, whether planted in the sidewalk area or upon private property.

[

57. Trim trees, hedges, plants, shrubs or vegetation, obstructing or impairing the free full
public use of the sidewalk area or street.

Encroachments

l:] 58. A Revocable Encroachment Permit is required from the Public Works Department for all
work within the right-of-way.

Noted encroachments in accepted right-of-way:

X Unknown
] Landscaping
] Fence or wall

] Driveway

[l Other:

Public Works Informational Items

X

O X 0O

Property owner required to maintain the section of right-of-way from the property line to the edge of the
road pavement. Maintenance shall include removal of leaves and weeds. All landscaping shall be
approved by the Town Manager or their designee. Maintenance of all landscaping shall be the respon-
sibility of the property owners. (R.M.C. §12.12.015)

Any person ownihg real property in the town shall repair any defective sidewalk, curb, park or parking
strip lying in front of or along the side of the property. (R.M.C. §12.20.010)

Owner of property shall, at all times, keep all creeks, channels or watercourses or portions thereof which
flow upon, over, c}r across, the property free and clear of obstructions. (R.M.C. §13.16.010-13.16.020)

Other:
See attached XXX
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#24 Redwood Dr. Resale Report 10/27/2015

Please see attached picture to clarify the foliowing corrections necessary.

1

There is a watercourse at the back yard of the property. Homeowners are responsible to maintain all
waterways running over and under their property. This femoral creek can carry large volumes of water
during rain events. Please keep the channel clean and free of debris that can clog the culvert that runs under
Brookwood Dr. Please check the culvert entrance before; during and after rain events to be sure that debris
is not obstructing the natural flow of water passing into the culvert.

There is a pile of cut up wood near the top of the creek bank this must be removed.
The trees and brush hanging out over the roadway on Brookwood Ave must be cut back a minimum of 4’
behind the paved roadway and 13'3” above the road surface. The drainage ditch along the side of the road

must be cleaned of debris, ivy and blockages removed.

The Oak tree on the Corner of Brookwood is too low over the roadway and it appears that trucks have been
hitting it. The tree must be trimmed up so that there is 13’6” of clearance above the roadway surface.

The Oak tree on Redwood Dr must be trimmed up to 13’6” above the roadway surface.
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Ross Valley Fire Department
777 San Anselmo Avenue, San Anselmo, CA 94960

; ':L\ddress: ZH ?E—'D [/:)O('_jbjg %S Date of Inspection: /O "?/7‘"/ 6 Agka‘gkcl\"/"'é”:
Applicant Name: . Fee paid: Int.: Date:
Contact Phone Number: Occupancy Number:
Email address: Fax Number:

RESALE INSPECTION FORM

Each seller must disclose that the property is required to meet the flammable vegetation clearance requirements of PRC 4291and Ca Gov Code 51189. Section 4291
of the Public Resources Code, State of California, and Section 104.3 of the California Fire Code, authorizes the depariment to Inspect properties for the purposes of

ascertaining compliance with State and local Forest and Fire Laws.

Praperty located within the Wildland-Urban Interface Zone DY L l E I such abatement without further notice to the property owner, the cost
of such abatement will be assessed as a lien against the property.

General:, Persons owning, leasing, controlling, operating or maintaining
buildings or structures in, upon or adjoining hazardous fire areas, and Notes:
persons owning, leasing or controlling land adjacent to such buildings, shall
at alltimes do all of the following:
CFC Section 4907.2 Fire Hazard Reduction
___ Maintain a 30 foot firebreak around and adjacent to the
building or structures by removing and clearing away all
flammable vegetation or other combustible growth.
I Maintain a 100 foot firebreak around and adjacent to the
building or structure by removing all brush, flammable
vegetation, or combustible growth.
R Remove portlons of trees which extend within 10 feet of the
autlet of a chimney, or overhanging roofs or decks.
Maintain vegetation adjacent to or overhanging a building free of
deadwood.
Maintain the roof of a structure free of leaves, needles or other
dead vegetative growth.
____ Minimum 4 inch address numbers shall be placed in such a
position as to be plainly visible and legible from the street or road WARNING: Section 51185 of Government Code Title 5 states violations are
fronting the property. Said numbers shall contrast with their infractions: first offense, $100 - $500; second offense within 5 years, $250 -
background. . $500; third offense within five years, misdemeanor (not less than $500).
CFC Section 4907.3 Fire Hazard Reduction from Roadways Any required corrections must be made within 30 days. Contact the Ross
Valley Fire Department at 258-4686 to schedule a re-nspection, There is no
)‘K Clear flammable or other combustible growth within 10 feet of fee for the 12 re-inspection. However, should uncorrected items be found
road or driveway. at the scheduled 2 visit, a fee of $50.00 will be charged for each additional
re-Inspection.
CBC Section 2802.1 Chimneys used with fireplaces or heating .
Compliance Verified D Int.z

- appliances in which solid or fiquid fuel is used shall be maintained
with an approved spark arrester.

CFC Section 4907.4 Notice to Abate. The Fire Chief is hereby

authorized to require the abatement of any nuisance condition . i

described in Section 4907.2 and 4907.3. Should the abatement of the Inspector Signature:

auisance not be accomplished by the owner of the affected property

within the period set forth, the Fire Chief is authorized to perform

Committed to the protection of life, property, and environment.
SAN ANSELMO °* FAIRFAX ® ROSS ® SLEEPY HOLLOW
"HEADQUARTERS: 777 San Anselmo Avenue, San Anselmo, CA 94960 TEL: (415) 258-4686 FAX: (415) 258-4689 www.rossvalleyfire.org

VLA

Inspector Names:
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MINUTES
Meeting of the
Ross Advisory Design Review Group
*EXEXCERPT***

Tuesday, March 22, 2016

2. Karkabi Residence (Application No. 2016-15) — 24 Redwood Avenue
Planning Manager Scoble provided a summary of the project. Project architect Jeff Kroot and
property owner Naaim Karkabi provided a presentation to the ADR.

Margaret Francis, 20 Redwood Avenue expressed concerns regarding the design negatively
impacting the light, air, view, and privacy relative of the project to her residence. Ms. Francis
also expressed concern regarding impacts of the project on the creek as well as any adverse
impacts to the adjacent redwood trees.

Barbara Call, 8 Redwood Avenue expressed concern regarding the project’s impacts on the
surrounding redwood trees.

Richard Tahlheimer, 30 Redwood Avenue suggested moving the addition to the back of the lot.
Laura London, Sue Dale, and Judy ? also commented on the project.

The ADR suggested that the project should be designed to make the addition more symmetrical
with the existing architectural design of the residence. The ADR also suggested that the applicant

consider breaking up the massing of the addition and consider a detached one car garage to
address the concerns of the neighbors.



MINUTES
Meeting of the
Ross Advisory Design Review Group
*FEXEXCERPT***

Tuesday, May 24, 2016

2. Karkabi Residence (Application No. 2016-15) — 24 Redwood Avenue
Planning Manager Scoble provided a summary of the project. Project architect Jeff Kroot and
property owner Naaim Karkabi provided a presentation to the ADR.

Margaret Francis, 20 Redwood Avenue again expressed concerns regarding the “blank wall” that
faces her property and that the design negatively impacting the light, air, view, and privacy
relative of the project to her residence.

Barbara Call, 8 Redwood Avenue expressed concern regarding the project’s impacts on the
surrounding redwood trees.

The ADR recommended the following:

e Consider single pane woods windows to be in keeping with the original architecture of the
building

e The deck on the south elevation should be redesigned to appear as a porch. A foundation

should be wrapped around the base of the “deck”

Double hung windows shall be placed on the South and North Elevation

The peak of the roof should be brought down to reduce the roof line

The architect should consider using short hopper windows to break up the building wall

Submit a landscape plan
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ARBORIST REPORT

Tree Protection Plan
24 Redwood Drive
Ross, California
(APN: 073-271-07)

Prepared for:
Naaim Karkabi
karkabi3@gmail.com

Prepared by:

Dr. Kent Julin

ISA Certified Arborist

California Professional Forester
ARBORSCIENCE

July 5, 2016

AR
Office: 415.419. 5197 Field: 415.419. 6960 PayPaI kentJuI| 'ggmall com
Web: http://arborscientist.com



ASSIGNMENT

Naaim Karkabi hired ARBORSCIENCE to prepare a tree protection plan in relation
to his proposed home remodeling project. | conducted my inspections of the trees on
April 1, 2016 and June 9, 2016. In addition, | reviewed the Geotechnical Feasibility
Evaluation (June 20, 2016) by consulting geotechnical engineer Dennis Furby, the Peer
Arborist Review (June 29, 2016) by consulting arborist Ed Gerka, the Arborist Report for
20 Redwood Drive (May 18, 2016) by Urban Forestry Associates, and landscaping
project plans (July 5, 2016) by Roth LaMotte Landscape Architecture.

SCOPE OF WORK AND LIMITATIONS

Information regarding property boundaries, land and tree ownership was obtained
from Marin County Assessor Parcel records. | have neither personal nor monetary
interest in the outcome of this matter. All determinations reflected in this report are
objective and to the best of my ability. | made observations and conclusions regarding
the subject trees and site conditions, independently, based on my education,
experience, and inspection of the site. Unless expressed otherwise, information
contained in this report covers only those items examined and reflects the condition of
those items at the time of inspection. My inspection was limited to visual examination of
accessible tree components from the ground without trunk dissection, coring, or root
crown excavation. There is no warranty o
or guarantee, expressed or implied, that £~ '}fﬂr '
problems or deficiencies of the trees in [+ '
question may not arise in the future.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND CONTEXT

The home at 24 Redwood Drive in
Ross (APN: 073-271-07) was
constructed in 1906 then remodeled in
1936 on a level 0.31-acre corner lot.
Landscaping consists of mature trees,
shrubs, and perennial flowers.

SUBJECT TREE DESCRIPTIONS

Thirty-four (34) trees grow at 24 Redwood Drive (Table 1, Arborist Map). They
include both native and introduced trees that range in diameter from 5” to 55” in
diameter at breast height. In addition, there is a large coast redwood growing at 20
Redwood Drive that is addressed in this tree protection plan. The subject coast
redwood (Tree 35) is an established tree that | estimate is about 120 years old, having
probably been planted soon after the home at 20 Redwood Drive was constructed.
This tree has a well-tapered trunk measuring 96” in diameter at breast height,
supporting a balanced crown of healthy, dense foliage, and standing 140’ tall. Overall
tree health is excellent and hazard is low; large branches typically fail on large
redwoods during strong winter storms.

ARBORSCIENCE — 24 Redwood Drive, Ross July 5, 2016 Page 2



PROPOSED PROJECT AND ATTENDANT IMPACTS

Proposed remodeling work at 24 Redwood Drive includes lifting the existing
structure, replacing the perimeter foundation, adding stone steps with stone landing
and a decomposed granite pathway on the north side of the house, and adding a
gravel driveway with two parking spaces. This work is expected to cause minor soil
compaction and root loss. Impacts associated with this work will not significantly
affect tree health.

The greatest potential impact to the coast redwood at 20 Redwood Drive would be
related to excavation for the new foundation. To minimize root impacts within the 32-
foot non-intrusion zone near the tree Heilcal piers and grade beams will be used. |
estimate that less than 5% of the coast redwood'’s root system will be affected by the
proposed project. Redwoods are highly tolerant to construction impacts. The Urban
Forestry Associates’ report (page 1) states “redwoods can tolerate the loss of major
portions (30 to 50%) of the root system through...mechanical removal and suffer no
significant threat to the over-all health of the tree.” Planned landscaping near the
redwood tree will be 1-gallon planted vines; planting hole excavation and irrigation will
not affect the health of the redwood tree.

Four trees are planned for removal to enhance sunlight to the property including
Trees 22, 27, 28, and 29. All of these trees are non-native trees in relatively poor
health.

TREE PROTECTION MEASURES

All measures noted herein comply with the Town of Ross Municipal Code Section
12.24 Maintenance of Trees. Development of the project infrastructure, including roads,
utilities, drainage facilities will alter the natural terrain and affect existing trees growing
close to the construction areas. All applicable project design and construction
requirements related to the protection of trees shall be implemented in accordance with
International Society of Arboriculture guidelines. Impacts will primarily occur as a result
of the site grading requirements. The following guidelines are intended to minimize
grading impacts and maximize tree health.

TREE PROTECTION ZONES.

There are two primary types of tree protection zones (TPZs): 1) ‘Non-Intrusion
Zone', which shall be a designated area that is properly fenced off from construction
activities, and 2) ‘Tree Preservation Zone’, which is a specified area where the soil
and tree(s) are armored to prevent damage to the root zone soils, roots, and aerial
structure of the tree. All construction activity (grading, filling, paving, landscaping) will
respect the TPZs around trees to be protected. The TPZs will be a distance of one-
foot radial distance from the trunk for each one-inch of trunk diameter. Exceptions to
this standard may occur depending upon the age and condition of individual trees.
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CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATION AND SUPERVISION

1.

All arboricultural and related soil work will be performed under the supervision
of an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist, or City
designated representative.

. Before the start of any clearing, excavation, construction, or other work on the

site, or the issuance of a building or demolition permit, every Protected tree shall
be securely fenced-off at the non-intrusion zone, or other limit as may be
delineated in approved plans. Such fences shall remain continuously in place for
the duration of the work undertaken in connection with the development.

All specified arboricultural work should be completed prior to site grading (root
pruning, canopy pruning, fencing, etc.)

. The contractor is required to meet with the Project Arborist or Town-designated

representative to review all the tree protection requirements.

If the proposed development, including any site work, will encroach upon the
TPZ, special measures shall be utilized, as approved by the project arborist, to
allow the roots to obtain necessary oxygen, water, and nutrients.

TREE PROTECTION FENCING (For Non-Intrusion Zones)

1.

Fencing will be at a minimum of four feet in height (orange polypropylene) and
clearly marked to prevent inadvertent encroachment by heavy machinery will
be installed either at the edge of the TPZ, crown drip line (whichever is further
from the trunk), or at the edge of the construction zone if the construction zone
protrudes into the TPZ. The Project Arborist, or Town-designated
representative, will approve location of fencing. All fencing should be in place
prior to any site grading. Exact location of the fencing to be determined by
Project Arborist, Owner, Landscape Architect, and Contractor to maintain
maximum TPZ while allowing access to the jobsite. For this project, it is
impossible to fence all of the TPZ and as such, mulch and plywood will be
employed for root zone protection.

Contractor will maintain the protection fencing and prohibit all access to fenced
areas by construction personnel or equipment until all site work is completed.
All structures including construction trailers, equipment storage areas and any
other construction traffic are prohibited within fenced areas. Burning or debris
piles are prohibited within fenced areas. Oil, gas, paint, cement, chemicals, or
other substances that may be harmful to trees shall not be stored or dumped
within the fenced areas.

If temporary access within a fenced area is determined to be necessary, then a
6-inch layer of bark mulch should be placed in all areas requiring access. This
requirement for mulching should apply to all areas within the fenced area and
subject to access. If equipment access is required, then the mulch should be
overlaid with a material of sufficient thickness to adequately distribute bearing
load. 3/4" Plywood is sufficient for foot traffic.

Construction materials will not be stored within the non-intrusion zone of a
Significant and/or Protected tree. On-site parking shall be kept outside non-
intrusion zones.

Fences may not be moved without written permission of the Project Arborist or
Town-designated representative.
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DEMOLITION/ SITE CLEARING

1.

B w

The Project Arborist will review any tree removal work within 50 feet of a TPZ.
Trees requiring removal should be felled away from protected trees. Roots of
trees to be removed may require pruning with approved root cutting equipment
prior to felling if intermingled with roots of retained trees.

Excavation equipment should operate from outside the TPZ. Brush and wood
chips generated from tree and brush removal should be placed in the TPZ to a
maximum depth of six inches. Where equipment access is necessary within
the TPZ, the equipment should operate on a prepared pad with steel plates
over 6" of mulch to prevent soil compaction and root disturbance.

All required pruning should conform to the pruning section of these guidelines.
All brush removal should be performed with hand equipment when within a
TPZ.

SITE GRADING/ TRENCHING ROOT PRUNING / CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES

1.

Keep site grading within designated construction zones. Grading cuts, pier
holes or trenching within the TPZ of a retained tree trunk requires special
trenching procedures. Trenches, pier holes and other site excavations should
be dug manually or with the use of a root cutting machine, rock cutter, or other
approved root-pruning equipment. A root-pruning trench should be placed one
foot inside the edge of the grading cut or trench edge. The depth of the trench
should equal the depth of the grading cut to a maximum depth of 40 inches.

A trench may be mechanically dug toward a tree until the edge of the TPZ is
reached. From the edge of the TPZ, the special trenching procedures should
apply, such as air spade use.

Underground trenching shall avoid the major support and absorbing tree roots
of Protected trees. If avoidance is impractical, hand excavation undertaken
under the supervision of the project arborist may be required.

. Underground utilities, drain, and irrigation lines should be routed outside the

TPZs. When lines must cross the TPZ, the lines should be bored or tunneled
through the area at a depth approved by the Project Arborist. In these
instances, a single shared utility conduit should be used to reduce impacts to
trees. Where tunneling is impractical, use of an air-spade by a certified
operator is required.

Any roots one inch in diameter or larger requiring removal should be cut cleanly
in sound tissue. The roots and surrounding soil should be moistened and
covered with a thick mulch (4”) to prevent desiccation. No pruning seals or
paints should be used on wounds. Cut and exposed roots should be protected
from drying. A water absorbent material (i.e. burlap) should be secured at the
top of the trench and should be draped over the exposed roots. This material
should be kept moistened and soil should be replaced as soon as practicable.
Porous pavements are recommended for use within the TPZ. Construction of
the pavement sub-base should avoid grading cuts where possible. Where
grading cuts are necessary within the TPZ, special trenching procedures shall

apply.
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7. Concrete or asphalt paving shall not be placed over the root zones of Protected
trees, unless otherwise permitted by the project arborist.

8. Compaction of the soil within the non-intrusion zone of Protected trees shall be
avoided. Use of bridging/protective materials such as layered mulch, trench
plates, plywood or rubber mats is encouraged within non-intrusion zones.

9. Any excavation, cutting, or filling of the existing ground surface within the non-
intrusion zone shall be minimized and subject to such conditions as the project
arborist may impose.

PRUNING AND CABLNG

1. Any tree pruning, cabling, or other similar activity which may be proposed as
part of site construction will be included on Planting Plan notes and be
reviewed by a qualified arborist or Town representative.

2. Pruning methods shall conform to the ANSI A300-1995 Pruning Standard
Practices and be performed by an ISA Certified Arborist or Certified Tree
Worker. Cabling or other support systems shall conform to the ANSI A300
(part 3)-2000 Standard Practices.

TRUNK AND LIMB PROTECTION

1. Extent and method of trunk and branch protection to be reviewed and approved
by Project Arborist.

2. Fully protect potentially impacted circumference of tree (min. 48" above base of
trunk) with coir log(s) wrapped around trunk. Place 2x4 slats with 6" max. space
between and min. 3 slats per trunk. Nail slats to coir log, ensuring that nails do
not contact tree. Wrap plastic orange polypropylene fencing around trunk with
12" min. overlap. Secure with wire ties, Slats to be placed so as not to rest on
exposed roots. Top of slats to be match top of coir log.

3. For limb protection, use one wrap of coir log, or three wraps of polypropylene
fencing, around length of limb intended for protection.

CERTIFICATION

| certify that tree protection measures described herein will protect the systemic
health and structural stability of the subject trees.

Sincerely,

ARBORSCIENCE

, 2

74577
"Dr. Kent R. Julin

ISA Certified Arborist #WE-8733A

ISA Tree Risk Assessor Qualified

California Registered Professional Forester #2648
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ARBORIST MAP

24 Redwood Drive
100 Feet Ross, California
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Table 1. Subject trees at 24 Redwood Drive, Ross. Tree locations are plotted on the

Arborist Map.

Tree # Botanical Name Common Name DBH Action - notes
1 Umbeliularia californica California Bay 36" PROTECT
2 Juglans nigra Black Walnut 3".6" PROTECT
3 Ulmus pumila Siberian Eim 8" PROTECT
4 Pinus radiata Monterey Pine 14" PROTECT
5 Calocedrus decurrens Incense Cedar 36" PROTECT
6 Ulmus pumila Siberian ElIm 2" 4" 4" PROTECT
7 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm 7" PROTECT
8 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm 6" 7" PROTECT
9 Ulmus pumila Siberian EIm 56" PROTECT
10 Picea abies Norway Spruce 24" PROTECT
1 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm 3".5" PROTECT
12 Umbellularia californica California Bay 5",6"7" PROTECT
13 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm 5" PROTECT
14 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Date Paim 32" PROTECT
15 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak 1 PROTECT**
16 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak mn" PROTECT**
17 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak 16" PROTECT**
18 Pinus radiata Monterey Pine 46" PROTECT*
19 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Date Palm Cluster PROTECT
20 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Date Palm Cluster PROTECT
21 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Date Palm Cluster PROTECT
22 Fraxinus americana American Ash 47" REMOVE
23 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak 10",10" PROTECT**
24 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak 6" PROTECT**
25 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Date Palm 42" PROTECT
26 Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak 12" PROTECT**
27 Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm 10" REMOVE
28 Crataegus laevigata English Hawthorne 5" REMOVE
29 Crataegus laevigata English Hawthorne 5" REMOVE
30 Umbellularia californica California Bay 8",14",60" PROTECT*
31 Umbellularia californica California Bay 23" PROTECT
32 Umbellularia californica California Bay 48",55" PROTECT
33 Umbellularia californica Cadlifornia Bay 24" PROTECT
34 Phoenix canariensis Canary island Date Palm 20" PROTECT
35 Sequoia sempervirens Coast Redwood 96" PROTECT

*Prune & clear hazards.

**Irrigation shall not occur within root zone, unless deemed appropriate by project arborist,

ARBORSCIENCE — 24 Redwood Drive, Ross

July 5, 2016
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RECEIVED

Planning Department

DENNIS H. FURBY, PE JUN 22 2016
CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER

Town of Ross

June 20, 2016
Job No. 1225-1

Naaim Karkabi
PO Box 308
San Anselmo, CA 94979

Subject:  Geotechnical Feasibility Evaluation
Proposed Residential Renovations & Addition
24 Redwood Drive, Ross, CA
(APN 073-271-07)

Dear Mr. Karkabi:

Introduction
This letter summarizes my geotechnical engineering evaluations of your property at 24 Redwood Drive, Ross, CA
regarding the feasibility of the proposed renovations and additions. I am providing services for this project in
accordance with my Professional Services Agreement dated June 15, 2016. To date, these services have included
the following:
e Evaluation of the site conditions based on observations conducted on June 10, 2016, research of available
geologic data, and my previous experience with other projects in the site vicinity;
e Consultation with Jeff Kroot and Paul Pieri, the project Architect and Structural Engineer, respectively; and
e Preparation of this letter for the Planning submittal and Hearing.

Following the planning approval, I will be providing the required soil engineering design criteria for foundations and
drainage guidelines, and reviewing the completed plans for conformance with the intent of my recommendations.
The results of these additional evaluations and review will then be presented in a formal letter for the Permit
submittal. I will also be providing intermittent observations during construction to check that the exposed soil
conditions are as anticipated, and that the work if performed in accordance with the intent of my recommendations
and the approved plans. The results of these construction-related services will be documented in a short letter upon
satisfactory completion of the work.

Site & Project Description

The site at 24 Redwood Drive is within the Ross Valley alluvial plain which consists of interbedded gravels, sands,
silts and clays. Due to the close proximity of the site to Ross Creek, which lies approximately 200 to 300 feet to the
northeast, the natural groundwater occurs within 6 to 10 below grade, with seasonal variations due to rain water
infiltration during and shortly following periods of extended rainfall. While the alluvial soils can be soft and
moderately compressible, I anticipate that the soils underlying the existing residence have been consolidated under
the existing foundation loads such that the underlying soils are now medium stiff silt & clay and medium dense sand
& gravel. Vegetation consists of sparse grass and small shrubs surrounding the residence, but a very large redwood
tree on the adjacent property lies approximately 25 to 30 feet north of the residence.

30 Via Holon, #18
Greenbrae, CA 94904



Naaim Karkabi June 20, 2016
Page 2

The existing residence is a two-story wood-frame building sited near the center of the triangular-shaped property at
the northwest corner of the intersection of Redwood Drive and Brookwood Road; vehicle access to the property is
off of Brookwood. The structure is supported above grade on a post & pier foundation, while the upper level is only
partially developed beneath the high-pitched roof. The proposed renovations include temporarily supporting the
existing residence above grade on timber cribbing to permit construction of a new foundation, and to raise the
finished floor for the lower level to above the flood elevation. The new addition will be two stories along the west
side and the northwest corner of the house to extend the upper level and provide an enclosed attached garage. The
completed renovations will have wood floors supported above grade on a new foundation, but the garage will have
a concrete slab-on-grade.

Conclusions and Discussion

From a geotechnical engineering standpoint, it is feasible to support the relatively light loads of the renovated
residence and addition on reinforced concrete spread footings. The primary geotechnical concerns are the moderate
compressibility of the underlying alluvial soils and the anticipated roots of the near-by redwood tree. Therefore, the
spread footing designs should utilize lower-than-normal bearing pressures in the weaker near-surface soils, and be
interconnected with reinforced concrete gradebeams to resist any potential differential settlement between the
existing and the new foundation loads. Further, where large tree roots are encountered in new footing excavations,
small diameter drilled helical piers can be easily installed to provide deeper foundation support for the footings
and/or gradebeams to bridge over the tree roots and prevent damage to the tree.

Helical piers are a proprietary system of Chance Corporation, and consist of bolted steel shafts of various lengths
that are drilled into the ground using a hydraulically-operated drive head, and with a lead shaft fitted with various
diameter steel flights. The shafts are drilled into the ground until the desired depth and/or load capacity is achieved
as indicated by either a pressure gauge on the hydraulic line or shear pins fitted into the drive head. Varying load
capacities can be achieved by increasing both the number and diameters of the flights on individual piers. The
completed pier is then attached to the new concrete footing or gradebeam using a steel bracket that is encased in the
concrete.

Depending on the actual soil conditions encountered during footing excavations, it may also be necessary to install
additional helical piers to resist differential movement, particularly at the foundation connections between the
existing and new structure. Again, this can be determined during construction based on my observations of the actual
soil conditions, with the results being documented in the summary report following completion.

In addition to providing adequate foundation support, it will be necessary to install surface drainage improvements
to reduce the risk of surface water infiltration adjacent to or near foundation bearing soils. These improvements can
consist of providing proper roof gutters and downspouts, along with area drains, and having the discharge be into
gravel-filled sumps located at the back of the site well away from the structure. These are standard procedures that
have been successfully implemented on other near-by sites.

Following planning approvals, I will provide specific soil design criteria for the new foundations (both spread
footings and helical piers) along with drainage guidelines. These additional evaluations and specific
recommendations, along with my review of the completed plans, will be presented in a formal letter to be submitted
for the Permit application.

30 Via Holon, #18
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I trust this provides the information required at this time. Should you or others have further questions regarding the
soil engineering aspects of this project, please call me.

Yours very truly,

D. H. FURBY, PE
ENGINEERING CONSULTANT

Dennis H. Furby

Geotechnical Engineer-326
(Expires 12/31/17)

DHF/dhf

1 copy submitted (Karkabi2401@gmail.com)

cc: Jeff Kroot, Architect (jkarch2(@comecast.net)
BHW Engineers, Inc. Attn: Paul Pieri (bhwengineers(@sbcglobal.net)
(additional copies may be printed as required for the Planning submittal)

30 Via Holon, #18
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FIRE HAZARD ASSESSMENT

PER RVFD VFMP - DEFENSIBLE SPACE ON NEIGHBORING PROPERTY - TYPICAL:
THE MINIMUM REQUIRED OEFENSIBLE SPACE IS DETERMINED WITHOUF REFERENCE
TQ PROPERTY LINES, THE PROPERTY OWNER WILL OBTAIN A “DEFENSIBLE SPACE
EASEMENT FROM THE ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNER. IF THIS CANNOT BE
OBTAINED. ADDITIONAL FIRE PROTECTION MEASURES MAY BE REQUIRED TO
MITIGATE A REDUCTION IN THE REQUIRED DEFENSIBLE SPACE. PER DIRECTION OF

NEIGHBOR'S REDWOOD -

APPROX, LOCATION

NEIGHBOR'S
STUDIO

RVFD ARE MARSHALL.
AND TREATMENT GUIDELINES |, ,p0
PROJECT NOTE:
FIRE HAZARD EVALUATION POINTS. BECAUSE NEIGHBORING HOUSE IS REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN DEFENS(BLE SPACE IN
¢ THIS AREA FOR THEIR OWN HOME, AN EASEMENT MAY NOT BE REQUIRED, AND
ASPECT SOUTHEAST E L CLEARING SHALL BE DONE BY NBGHBOR
SLOPE (%) 010% 2 \ iy T e =t e
VEGETATION '\ v
FUEL TYPE SPECIMEN ] <
0'-30' FROM GARDEN \
STRUCTURE N
VEGETATION { \
FUEL TYPE GRASS, MOSTLY "
3t-100 FROM GRASS 1 \
STRUCTURE
Bl Ll L SRS A
RECOMMENDED DEFENSIBLE SPACE X30 X 30 \
CLEAR ZONE PER RVFD VMP STANDARDS.  FEET 3\
Y
VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN - Em——-Y
EXISTING FUEL TYPE NOTES: "\
FUELTYPES | These fuels types exisl on the properly. They are descabed .
oN by RVFD VNP as X
PROPERTY. . N
SPECIMEN GARDEN ™ \ b
A walkmarn(ained omamenal garen, usually mgated, Trees — 0 3
and shrubs are well spaced or cluslered, thinmed and fre¢ of b —

deadwaod. No pyrophytic planis sathm 10 of house

MOSTLY GRASS {MODEL 2)
Brush and tree reproduction accupy more thian 113 and less
than 213 of the area

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN GENERAL NOTES:

PLANTLIST | A The eniire defensible space zone shall be managed as necessary.
AND Annual grasses are nol allowed within the zone. Cuthng of cured annual
SELECTION grasses 10 4" or less o be done by June 1st or at direction of fire depL.
WITHIN THE B. Plan! selections Lo be fire resistant, nen-pyrophytic nalive, domestic

ZONE: or combinalion thereof that best suits the project site. Slope, sail type,
droughl resistance have been considered.

C. Piant species. if used 1o be selected from FireScape Plant selection
list from Universtty of Calfomia Gooperative: Extension Pyrophybic vs
Fire Resislanl Plans brochure or other approved plant lists per Frre
Marshal

& Regardiess of plant selection, shrubs should be spaced sa that no
conlinuty exsls between the ground (Lels and iree cTowNS

B Trees 10 be planted sugh thal when mature. their crowns will be
separaled by at least 10 feel, Add an additonal five feel for every len
{10%) percent inereases n slope. Exisng trees may be required lo be
twnned andfor removed depending on thelr cotfigurabon and
disturbance from structure(s). Limb up existing trees and remove:
ladder Tuels wthin 10' of the ground,

. Chipped plzning wood mulch is assumed Io prowide a hermal
barier, which wil help prevent maisture loss in ground fuels. Shredded
bark, refemed 10 as “monkey hair', s prohibiled from use because its
hugh flammabiity and fire spread charactenstic

D. Separate indwidual shrub crowns by al least two limes their height or
dump shrubs inlo slands no grealer than 18 feel in diameler. Separate
islands by no less than two bmes the canogy heighL.

BLOPE Separation distances between lrees and shrubs per standard VMP
|NFLUENCE ON | practices may increase due Lo steep slopes al request of Ross Valiey
MINIMUM Fire Marshal,

DEFENSIBLE
SPACE
CLEARANCES

PLANT
SPACING AND

CROWN
SEPARATION

Upslope, cross slope, and down slope clearances around each
‘siruclure may be Increased as percentage of slope increases when

DRIVEWAY NGTE— |

=TRIM AND MAINTAIN VEGETATION WITHIN 10
FEET OF ROADWAYS AS FOR DEFENSIBLE SPACE
*TRIM TREES SO THAT THEY DO NOT HANG
LOWER THAN 15 FEET ABOVE ROADWAY,

compared o level terrain.if required by Ross Valley Fire Marshal

NOTE:This Standard has been developed pursuant to Appendis Il A of the Uniform Fire Code,
adopled by focal Ordinance, and Secton 4290 and 4291 of e Public Resouross Cade, Fuel
modication distances, type of vegelaton and Iopagraphi fealures are factors in delermining
adequale green behs and fire fuel modrication around structures. This methodology is
implemenled for the primary purpose of providing Ume for fire sippression persennal and
equipment 1o respond and establish eHective operatonal taclcs and strategies durmg an
ensuing widland fre,

This standard wil determine Ihe mmmum requred defensibie space without reference lo
property lines. I the minumum requred defensible space crasses property lnes, the
property owner will be required Lo oblain 2 “delensible space easement from the adioming
property owner. I s cannot be obtained, the propased suclure may be reguired lo be
resited. For existing siruetures, additional fire proteclion measures may be required to
miligate a reducon in the required delensible space

FOR PLANTING NOTES

xXE 0

DEFENSIBLE SPACE ZONE 0-307
AS PER RVFD VMP - SEE PLAN

DEFENSIBLE SPACE IONE ON NBGHBORING PROPERTY
AL PES RVID VMP - 355 FLAN

TREE LOCATION

PER SURVEY - VK

TEEE NUMBLE
SEE TREE PROTECTION PLAN

TREES TO AE REMOVED

/ 1"\ TREE PROTECTION PLAN

DRIVEWAY

RESIDENCE

L

SAD.

0

* CLEAR AND REMOVE ALL UNDERBSRUIH.
= PRUNE NON-MATURE UNDERSTORY TREES TO
REDUCE POTENTIAL LADDER FLIELS,
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PLANTING NOTES
1. EXCAVATE ALL PLANTING AREAS TO EXPOSE SUBSOR.

2. SCARIFY NATIVE SOIL / SUBSOL FOR UNFORM ROOT IONE TO
ANTICIPATED DEFTHS FOR ROO? BOX DEPTHS. KEEFING IN MINF ROOT
ZONE PROTECTION FOR EXISTING TREES

3. IMPORT FILL FOR ENTRE PLANTING AREA WITH LOCAL BLEND OF
ORGANIC COMPOSTED GREFNWASTE MATERIAL AND OTHER
SPECHIED ORGANIC AMENDMENTS AND FERTLIZERS  PER RATES.
DETERMINED 8Y APPROVED SO TESTNG LABORATORT FEOM SITE
SO SAMPLES,

4. COORDINATE WITH LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR ANAL SELECTION.
APPROVAL AND PURCHASING OF ALL PLANT MATERIAL

1 LAMESSARY ARTHTRCT IO VIEFT FLANT L OCANONG AL FLs
N FIELD BY LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO DIGGING OF
PLANTING HOLES

4. DIG PLANTING, HOLES 2 TMES WIDER THAN DIAMETER OF
CONTAINER, BACKFILL PLANTING HOLE WITH AMENDED SOIL MIXTURE
AS RECOMMENDED BY SOIL TESTING ANALYSES. TEST ALL PLANTING
PITS FOR DRANAGE.

7. PRIOR TO PLANTING ALL SPECIRED PLANTS, TEST DRAN ALL
PLANTING AREAS AS FOLLOWS:

. P AT T TR P TR M T3NS O TR TR
L DA CORITRT N 6 wOuNs.

D PLANT BEDS: IRRIGATE UNTL SOIL IS SATURATED . SATURATED
'CONDMON SHALL NOT REMAIN AFTER 24 ROURS.

& D08 B T CROw OF el FLART], 58 508, UIVEL OF B
3" MG

FOLLOWING PLANTING . DO NOT BURY CROWN OF FLANT WTTH

BACKAILL MATERIAL

5. MULCH TO BE HAROUS SHREDDED OR CHPPED BARK. SAMPLE 10
E APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. APPLY TO ALL PLANTED
AREAS FOLLOWING PLANTING TO A MINIMUM DEFTH OF 37, DO NOT
PLACE MULCH AGARST THE CROWN OR BASE OF PLANT. LEAVE A 4%
GAP BETWEEN BASE OF PLANT AND MULCH

10 PLANTING 1S SCHEMAILC . ANAL FLANT PLACEMENT AND LAYOLT
TO BF DONE IN THE FIELD WITH LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

11, STAKE ALL TREES PER THE FOLLOWING GUDRLINES:
. 13) STAXES PER THEE WITH 2 ON THE WINDWARD SIDE OF THE TREE
b, PLACE STAKES AS LOW AS POSSBLE BUT NO HIGHER THAN 2/3

FLEXIBLE AND ALLOW FOR MOVEMENT ALL THE WY, DOWN 10 THE
GROUND,

@, REMOVE ALL STAKING MATERIAL AFTER ROOTS HAVE
ESTABLISMED THIS SHOULD 68 NO LONGER THAN ONE GROWING.
SFASON

12 INCORPORATE COMPOST OR NATURAL FERTILIZER INTO THE SOIL
TO A MINIMUM DFFTH OF B AT A MINIMUM RATE OF 8 CUBIC. YARDS
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July 5, 2016
Dear Ross Town Council:

My name is Margaret Francis. | am the homeowner at 20 Redwood Drive in Ross, and have
been since 2004. My daughters Julia and Jane attend Ross School, most recently third and
fourth grade. | am familiar with the project proposed by Mr. Naim Karkabi for 24 Redwood
Drive, per the current plans on file with the Town as of June 2016.

As the homeowner next door to the project and most physically proximate to the proposed
expansions, | have deep concerns about the design coming before you at the Council next
Tuesday July 12 because of the negative effects the project will have on our enjoyment of our
home and the value of our property. | would like the Council to have Mr. Naim Karkabi address
these concerns with a revised design before granting any permits to proceed.

Negative impacts to 20 Redwood Drive from Proposed Project at 24 Redwood:

1) The increased mass and height of the proposed project at 24 Redwood would
significantly and negatively impact the light, air flow and views for the property at
20 Redwood. This impact has not been sufficiently taken into account in the design
proposed for 24 Redwood. Here are examples of what the design actually looks like
from my windows:

Reduced Light, Air and View from Living Room

This is the proposed new
addition protruding
towards my house

This Is the
view lost




Reduced Light, Air and View from Bedroom

2)

3)

Story poles
are into the

trees, so
not totally
visible in
photo

The proposed design for the house at 24 Redwood is a negative change to the
current prospect as seen from 20 Redwood. It extends the footprint of the house
towards my house at 20 Redwood and presents several high, blank, shingled walls with
few windows on that side. Only walls without windows will be visible from the entire back
half of the property at 20 Redwood, including the master bedroom. No other aspect of
the proposed design is so institutional and severe. The mass of house is really
concentrated towards my lot and not visually centered or distributed on the property in a
way that makes it loom over my lot and shade all my South facing windows.

The proposed design significantly reduces neighborhood greenspace. The house
at 24 Redwood has an unusually deep setback relative to all other houses in that block
of Redwood Drive. The proposed new footprint would maintain that front setback and
locate new mass in the backyard, making that house further out of alignment with the
rest of the block. The back yard would be converted to attached garage, two open air
parking spots and a driveway, reducing overall backyard greenspace. This is
inconsistent with the overall character of the neighborhood around 24 Redwood: homes
that are traditional in character, with mass centered on their lots, conservative in design,
surrounded by gardens. The new house would have a parking lot for a back yard.

| have one additional concern that may be addressed in the Staff Report, which is not complete/
available to me as of the time of this letter: the impact of the proposed design (and the



construction process) on the health and longevity of the 100 foot redwood tree located on my lot
at 20 Redwood, 10 feet from the property line with 24 Redwood.

This issue was not scoped into the ADR process, so is part of the Town Council scope from
what | understand of the Town laws. The report | have seen commissioned by the homeowner
at 24 Redwood, from Kent Julin, says that the project will not endanger the tree. The report |
have commissioned from Urban Forestry, says that the project will endanger the tree because
cars should not be parked directly on the root system of the tree, and it lays out tree protections
for the construction process, such as not stacking materials on the critical roots underneath the
dripline. These protections have already been ignored by the crews working at 24 Redwood.

The Urban Forestry report also recommends creative design implementations that would
support the design of parking 3 cars on the root system of the tree, which the current
landscaping plan does not take into account. In the current plan, the proposed driveway and 2
car parking in the backyard will be directly on the root system of the tree.

| hope the Town can independently settle this question, because construction at 24 Redwood
may negatively impact a tree that is my responsibility. | see the redwood tree as a feature of my
property and of the Town, and if the tree is not healthy, | will be the homeowner responsible for
improving its health or removing it to prevent threat to adjacent properties and other Ross
residents, not Mr. Naim Karkabi. '

| will be attending the Town Council meeting on Tuesday, July 12 2016. | would appreciate your
attention to these concerns in reviewing the project proposed for 24 Redwood by Mr Naim
Karkabi. Please feel free to visit the project site in advance of the meeting; the magnetic gate at
20 Redwood opens with a simple pull. You can walk down the driveway and see the story poles
for the proposed project from the 20 Redwood Drive perspective. What looks aesthetic on
paper without neighborhood context, looks very different from the viewpoint of the house next
door. Please also feel free to contact me by phone or email at any time.

| am confident that with revision, the plan for 24 Redwood can be improved and the property
re-developed in a manner more consistent with and respectful of the current character of the
neighborhood- and less damaging to the views, the air flow, and the light at 20 Redwood Drive.

Sincerely,

Margaret Francis

20 Redwood Drive/ PO Box 645

Vice President, Product Management, Heroku/ Salesforce.com
margaretfrancis@gmail.com

415 260 8476
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Margaret Francis

!

URBAN FORESTRYZASSOCIATES, INC.

3 4Villow Strect San Rafael, CA 94901

CLESY A54-421 2 info@urbanforestrvassociates.com
ARBORIST REPORT
For
20 Redwood Drive

PURPOSE

Urban Forestry Associates (UFA) was hired to assess the health of a mature coast redwood and to assess
impacts from proposed construction on the neighboring property to the south. The inspection occurred

SCOPE OF WORK AND LIMITATIONS

Urban Forestry Associates has no personal or monetary interest in the outcome of this investigation. All
observations regarding trees in this report were made by UFA, independently, based on our education and
experience. All determinations of health condition, structural condition, or hazard potential of a tree or trees at
issue are based on our best professional judgment. The health and hazard assessments in this report are
limited by the visual nature of the assessment. Defects may be obscured by soil, brush, vines, aerial foliage,
branches, multiple trunks or other trees. Even structurally sound, healthy trees are wind thrown during severe
storms. Consequently, a conclusion that a tree does not require corrective surgery or removal is not a
guarantee of no risk, hazard, or sound health.

OBSERVATION

Species Sequoia sempervirens (coast redwood)
Size 97.8” DBH'
Approximately 110’ tall as measured with a hypsometer
Location 5' from the southeast corner of the home at 20 Redwood Drive,
Approximately 10’ to the property fence with the south neighbor.
Condition Excellent health and structural condition.

The roots were not causing easily observable damage to any of the adjacent structures or
hardscape.

No signs or symptoms of significant pest or disease were observed in the roots, on the main
stem, or in what was observable of the canopy.

The tree is growing in close proximity to a drainage, likely contributing to its good condition.

SPECIES CHARACTERISTICS

Coast Redwood, Sequoia sempervirens, has few enemies that affect tree stability other than fire, Brown
Cubicle Rot, Paria sequoiae, white ring rot, P. albipeliucida, and logging / edge effects (irees newly exposed to
winds due to clear cutting or extensive thinning). Redwood does not have tap roots but where it develops
large, wide-spreading lateral roots, it is considered to have better than average windfirmness. Second growth
from stumps are generally less wind firm and prone to whole tree failure than first growth from a seed.

Redwoods can tolerate the loss of major portions (30 to 50%) of the root system through stream cutting,
sedimentation or mechanical removal and suffer no significant threat to the over-all health of the tree. It
sprouts a new system quickly from adventitious buds. The same is true of the crown of this species. It can lose

' DBH is Diameter at Breast Height, measured at 4.5’ above grade.
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most or even all of its crown (a “fire column”) and suffer no permanent damage. It quickly forms a new crown
from dormant buds.

Multiple-stemmed and multiple topped trees are more subject to wind breakage than single stem/leader trees.
However, old growth seldom has a single leader. Over time most trees dieback due to drought, rodent
damage or wind breakage, and form a new leader or leaders from dormant buds or small branches.

Coast redwood requires ample growing space as it's expansive, aggressive root systems is well known for
causing havoc to infrastructure. Consequently, the species is poorly suited for urban environments where soils
are often compacted and growing spaces are inadequate, significantly increasing the potential for damage.

CONCLUSIONS

This is an open grown tree, known as a “wolf tree” that has a high percentage of its height covered in live
foliage (high live crown ratio) which leads to the development of a shorter tree with a large base. In a forest
setting, a redwood with this size base could easily top 200°. Having such a high degree of taper in the main
stem greatly increases the tree's stability in terms of whole tree failure from the root system.

A general rule for determining what is sometimes called the structural root zone is 3-5 times the diameter away
from the base of the tree, depending on species characteristics. For redwoods, generally three is sufficient. For
a tree of this size, three times the diameter of the tree is equal to 25’. As it is only 10’ to the property fence, this
would require a work exclusion zone of 15’ onto the neighboring property during design and development. That
is not to say nothing can occur within that zone, only that it should be protected from compaction and cutting
major roots. Protecting this area is in the interest of keeping the tree structurally stable. The health of the tree
is a separate issue.

The smaller diameter roots are those doing the bulk of the absorbing of water and nutrients and these are
generally found further from the tree. These are also ephemeral, meaning they are continually dying and
regenerating. These are also more prone to damage from soil compaction during construction. Redwood roots
have been documented as far as 250 feet from the base of the tree. Even if we state conservatively that the
majority of the fine roots are within 80’ of the base, that gives an area of greater than 20,000ft>. Approximately
8,800ft” or approximately 44% of the root system lies on the neighboring property. While redwood is highly
tolerant of root damage, this is a high percentage of the roots potentially affected by the development.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations are for optimal treatment of the tree and not necessarily required for the tree’s
survival. They are loosely listed in terms of priority.

1. The area within 20’ of the base of the tree should be fenced off with at least 4’ high metal deer fencing
and filled with 2-4' of wood chips to avoid damage to the structural roots of the tree. No work should be
permitted in this area without prior consent from either the tree owner or the Town Arborist.

2. Any necessary irrigation or planting in this fenced area shall be installed by hand and repositioned as
necessary to avoid cutting any roots larger than approximately 2' in diameter.

3. The jobsite toilet should be stored on the opposite side of the site to avoid potentially hazardous
chemicals in the root system during cleaning. The same is true for any potentially toxic materials stored
on the site.

4. The foundation of the new hame should utilize pier and grade beam with either raised floor joists or no
compaction of native grade beneath the slab if at all possible.

5. The proposed parking deck near the tree could either be a raised deck as in the appended photos or
utilize soil cells (h:tp:.//www.deeproot.com/products/silva-cell/overview or equivalent) to mitigate the
potential for future root damage to the deck and allow for greater access to the area beneath the pad
for roots.
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6. The area under the entire canopy should be maintained with a 2-4" deep layer of wood chips (muich) to
maintain soil moisture and temperature.

7. The tree may require some supplemental deep irrigation to help it to recover from root damage during
construction if the canopy begins to show scattered dieback.

4

Figure 1. Raised parking deck with perforated pipe runnin beneath to disperse water from drains in the deck.

o~

z

Benjamin Anderson, Urban Forester
ISA Certified Arborist & TRAQ
WE:10160A
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