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Agenda Item No. 15.
Staff Report
Date: May 14, 2020
To: Mayor McMillan and Council Members
From: Matthew Weintraub, Planner

Subject: Zelaya Residence, 49 Glenwood Avenue, File No. NCP19-0007

Recommendation

Town Council approval of Resolution No. 2158 approving a Nonconformity Permit and Design
Review to allow for enlargement, extension, reconstruction, and structural alteration of an
existing legal nonconforming single-family residence and accessory building, redevelopment of
existing pool deck, driveway, vehicular parking area, and new fences and walls.

Property information

Owner:

Design Professional:
Location:

A.P. Number:
Zoning:

General Plan:

Miguel & Briana Zelaya

Stewart Summers, SKS Architects

49 Glenwood Avenue

073-071-05

Single Family Residence/Special Building Site, 1-Acre Minimum Lot
Size (R-1:B-A)

Very Low Density — 0.1-1 Unit/Acre (VL)

Flood Zone: X (Minimal risk area outside the 1% and 0.2%-annual-chance
floodplains)
Project Summary
PROIJECT ITEM ALLOWED BY CODE EXISTING PROPOSED
Lot Area 1 Acre min. 47,400 sq. ft. No change
Floor Area 7,110 sq. ft. (15%) max. 8,332 sq. ft. (17.6%) 7,779 sq. ft. (16.4%)

Building Coverage

7,110 sq. ft. (15%) max. 6,381 sq. ft. (13.4%) 5,810 sq. ft. (12.2%)

Impervious Surfaces

Not specified 20,127 sq. ft. (42.5%) 16,773 sq. ft. (35.4%)

Front Setback

25 feet min. 25 feet No change




PROJECT ITEM ALLOWED BY CODE EXISTING PROPOSED
North Side Setback 25 feet min. 10 feet 6 feet
South Side Setback 25 feet min. . 16 feet No change

Rear Setback 40 feet min. 0 feet No change

Building Height 30 feet/2 stories max. 39 feet/2 stories No change

Parking Spaces 4 (2 covered) min. 4 (2 covered) 6 (2 covered)

Project Description

The applicant is requesting approval of a proposed rear addition to the existing legal
nonconforming residence, relocation/reconstruction of an existing legal nonconforming
accessory structure, and redevelopment of the area around an existing pool including the
removal of two existing accessory structures, new pool deck, new fencing and retaining walls,
and new partial driveway and uncovered vehicular parking area at 49 Glenwood Avenue. A
Nonconformity Permit is requested in order to allow for the existing residence and accessory
structure which are nonconforming with regards to maximum allowed floor area and minimum
required side and rear yard setbacks to be enlarged, extended, reconstructed and structurally
altered, without increasing the square feet of nonconforming floor area. Design Review is
requested in order to allow for additions exceeding a total of 200 square feet of new floor area,
the relocation/reconstruction of an accessory structure, and grading (excavation) of more than
50 cubic yards

The proposed project includes: a net reduction in existing nonconforming floor area of 553
square feet; the removal of an existing 201-square-foot pool cabana building and an existing
235-square-foot storage building located in front of the residence; the removal of 260 square
feet of existing upper floor and loft space by remodeling at the interior of the residence; the
construction of a new 64-square-foot rear addition at the main level of the residence for a new
laundry room under the existing second story, the reconfiguration of an existing rear upper level
hipped-roof dormer containing a walk-in closet to a box dormer with a higher roof resulting in no
new floor area, and a 79-square-foot conversion of existing crawlspace to new stairs and storage
at the basement level, all within the existing building footprint which is legal nonconforming with
respect to the minimum required side yard and rear yard setbacks; the relocation/reconstruction
of an existing 102-square-foot accessory shed building in back of the residence, which is currently
legal nonconforming with respect to the minimum required side yard and rear yard setbacks, the
reconfiguration of the existing pool deck; the replacement and reconfiguration of the entry drive
and the construction of a new four-vehicle parking pad; and the installation of new pathways.

The proposed project materials and colors would include the following:

* Composition shingle roofing, “re-sawn shake”
®  Stucco siding, smooth finish, off-white

= Patina copper gutters, brown

= Metal-clad wood windows, double-glazed, clay
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= Composite wood trim, light gray
® Bluestone boulder base and chimneys
* Bronze lantern fixtures

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

The proposed project is subject to the following permit approvals:

e Nonconformity Permit is required pursuant to Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section
18.52.030 (c) because the proposed improvements would enlarge, extend, reconstruct, or
structurally alter an existing residential structure and accessory building which are legal
nonconforming with respect to the maximum allowed floor area, minimum required side and
rear yard setbacks, and maximum allowed building height, without increasing nonconforming
building height or floor area.

o Design Review is required pursuant to Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section 18.41.020
because the proposed improvements would involve exterior remodeling resulting in
additions, extensions, and enlargements to existing buildings exceeding 200 square feet of
new floor area, new fences greater than 48 inches in height in a yard adjacent to the street
or right-of-way, and excavation of more than 50 cubic yards.

Background

The project site is a 47,400-square-foot lot with an irregular shape. It has frontage on and direct
access to Glenwood Avenue. The property rises upward from east to west with an average slope
of approximately 19%. The existing residence and improvements are legal nonconforming
relative to the maximum allowed floor area and floor area ratio (FAR), maximum allowed building
height, and minimum required yard setbacks. The Project History is included as Attachment 4.

Advisory Design Review

The Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group reviewed the project on February 25, 2020 (see
Attachment 7). The scope of the ADR Group review entailed the proposed new building mass,
rooflines, architectural elevations including exterior materials and fenestration, accessory
building relocation, and landscape/hardscape renovation. At the February 25, 2020 meeting, the
ADR Group Members recommended minor design revisions that included: revising the proposed
new fenestration at the rear elevation to better match the existing, original front elevation;
enclosing the proposed new pool equipment; adjusting the boundary between the proposed new
driveway paving and off-street parking pavers; and not increasing the size of the existing rear
accessory building proposed to be relocated/reconstructed. In response, the applicant revised
the project design to address the comments of the ADR Group Members by: revising the
proposed rear fenestration to better match the existing, original front elevation; providing a new
pool equipment enclosure; adjusting the driveway paving boundary; and maintaining the size of
the existing rear accessory building. The ADR Group Members recommended that the project



design was consistent with the Design Review Criteria and Standards per RMC Section 18.41.100
and the Town of Ross Design Guidelines including the following specific guidelines:

4.1

4.6

4.7

4.9

4.10

5.6

5.22

Design a project to integrate with and take advantage of existing topography.
® Where grading is utilized, the design should retain water on site, enhance
percolation into soils and minimize runoff onto adjacent properties.

Minimize the visibility of a secondary structure or ADU.
* Locate a secondary structure or ADU to the rear of a property, where feasible.

Screen a garage and off-street parking at the street edge with plantings, fences or
walls.

Select materials for the driveway and off-street parking that contribute to the
overall site design.

Design off-street parking on the site to be a part of a coordinated site plan.
* Consider the parking layout, parking area materials and screening when
designing the front yard.

Design a roof to be consistent with the overall architectural design and detailing

of the structure.

® Use angles, pitches and materials that coordinate with a building’s overall
design.

Use detailing to create interest and provide a sense of scale. Appropriate
techniques include:

= Accent lines

=  Ornamentation

® Color/material change

*  Minor wall offsets

= Eaves and overhangs

* Window and door framing details

= Exterior or building lighting

The project design presented to the Town Council implements the recommendations made by
the ADR Group, including the revisions recommended at the February 25, 2020 meeting.

Key Issues

Design Review

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

Consistent with the ADR Group discussion and support, staff suggests the requisite findings can
be achieved. The project is in keeping with Design Review criteria and standards including those
related to mass and bulk, rooflines, materials, site layout, neighborhood compatibility, and
environmental sensitivity. The project’s size and design are consistent with the existing residence
and with the development pattern of existing homes located within the vicinity of the project
site. The project would be sufficiently distanced from the adjacent neighbor’s properties and
would not adversely impact any light, air, and/or privacy associated with the surrounding
properties due to the project design and site orientation. The project would not impact any
unique environmental resources.

Nonconforming Floor Area, Building Height, and Yard Setbacks

The overall purpose of a Nonconformity Permit is to allow for the continued existence,
reconstruction and modification of nonconforming residential structures. The intent is to protect
those buildings that contribute to the Town’s small town character; to permit floor area
nonconformities to be retained on site redevelopment where the design is appropriate; and to
allow other nonconformities to be maintained when reasonable and where they create the same
or fewer impacts than strict conformance with Town regulations. Nonconforming structures in
aresidential zoning district may be enlarged, extended, reconstructed or structurally altered with
a Nonconformity Permit, except that a floor area ratio variance shall be required to increase the
square feet of nonconforming floor area.

Staff suggests the project is in keeping with the purpose and mandatory findings for a
Nonconformity Permit related to the existing nonconforming floor area, building height, and yard
setbacks. The project would result in a net decrease in nonconforming floor area of 553 square
feet, and it would maintain the existing nonconforming building height of 39 feet. The residence
is currently nonconforming with regard to the minimum required north side yard setback of 25
feet and rear yard setback of 40 feet. At the rear elevation of the residence, the Nonconformity
Permit would allow for further minor improvements within minimum required yard setbacks,
consisting of a new 64-square-foot “infill” addition at the first floor entirely under the existing
second floor, and the reconfiguration of an existing dormer from hipped to boxed at the second
floor, all within the existing building footprint. These proposed improvements at the back of the
existing residence would maintain the existing nonconforming rear yard building setback of
approximately 12 feet (10 feet at the dormer) and would comply with the minimum required
north side building setback. In order to facilitate the proposed improvements at the back of the



residence, the Nonconformity Permit would also allow for the relocation/reconstruction of an
existing 102-square-foot accessory shed building within minimum required yard setbacks so that
it does not obstruct the proposed new additions, reconfigurations, and access ways at the back
of the residence. The proposed relocation of the existing accessory building slightly to the north
would maintain the existing nonconforming zero setback at the rear and it would reduce the
existing nonconforming north side yard setback from approximately 10 feet to 6 feet. While the
project would reduce the distance between the accessory building and the north side property
line by approximately 4 feet, this new nonconforming condition would create the same or fewer
impacts than the existing condition because the relocated accessory building would still be
located a minimum of 130 feet from the nearest neighboring structure and a minimum of 170
feet from the nearest neighboring primary residence. This proposed relocation, retention, and
reuse of the existing accessory structure also creates the same or fewer impacts than removal of
the nonconforming structure in strict conformance with Town regulations. The Nonconformity
Permit would also allow for the reconfiguration of the existing rear patio paving within the
minimum required yard setbacks, also to facilitate the proposed improvements at the back of the
residence.

Public Comment
Public Notices were mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the project site. As of the
writing of the staff report, no public comments have been received.

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 on 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 net funding impacts associated with the project.

Alternative actions

1. Continue the item to gather further information, conduct further analysis, or revise the
project; or

2. Make findings to deny the application.

Environmental Review

The project is categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of environmental
documents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15301 (Existing Facilities), because it consists of minor alteration to an existing private
structure involving negligible or no expansion of use. Specifically, the project is exempt under
subsection (e) (1) as an addition to an existing structure that is no more than 50% of the floor
area of the structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. No exception
set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies to the project including, but not limited to,
Subsection (a), which relates to impacts on environmental resources; Subsection (b), which
relates to cumulative impacts; Subsection (c), which relates to unusual circumstances; or
Subsection (f), which relates to historical resources.
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TOWN OF ROSS

RESOLUTION NO. 2158
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF ROSS APPROVING A NONCONFORMITY
PERMIT AND DESIGN REVIEW TO ALLOW FOR A REAR ADDITION TO THE
EXISTING RESIDENCE, THE RELOCATION/RECONSTRUCTION OF AN EXISTING
ACCESSORY SHED BUILDING, THE REMOVAL OF TWO EXISTING POOL
BUILDINGS, AND LANDSCAPE/HARDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS AT
49 GLENWOOD AVENUE, APN 073-071-05

WHEREAS, property owners Miguel and Briana Zelaya have submitted an application requesting
approval of a Nonconformity Permit and Design Review to allow for a rear addition to the existing
residence, the relocation/reconstruction of an existing accessory shed building, the removal of
two existing pool buildings, and landscape/hardscape improvements (herein referred to as “the
project”) at 49 Glenwood Avenue, APN 073-071-05.

WHEREAS, the project was determined to be categorically exempt from the requirement for the
preparation of environmental documents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 (Existing Facilities), because it consists of minor alteration
to an existing private structure involving negligible or no expansion of use. Specifically, the
project is exempt under subsection (e) (1) as an addition to an existing structure that is no more
than 50% of the floor area of the structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever
is less. No exception set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies to the project
including, but not limited to, Subsection (a), which relates to impacts on environmental
resources; Subsection (b), which relates to cumulative impacts; Subsection (c), which relates to
unusual circumstances; or Subsection (f), which relates to historical resources; and

WHEREAS, on May 14, 2020, the Town Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the
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”, and approves a Nonconformity
Permit and Design Review to allow the project, subject to the Conditions of Approval attached as
Exhibit “B”.

The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Ross Town Council at its regular
meeting held on the 14 day of May 2020, by the following vote:

AYES:



NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

Julie McMillan, Mayor

ATTEST:

Linda Lopez, Town Clerk



A.

EXHIBIT “A”
FINDINGS
49 GLENWOOD AVENUE
APN 073-071-05

Findings

In accordance with Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section 18.52.040 (f), Nonconformity Permit
is approved based on the following mandatory findings:

a) 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 property owner has the burden to prove by substantial evidence the
nonconforming and legal status of the structure.

Based on County Assessor data, the subject nonconforming structure was constructed in
approximately 1906, which is prior to the adoption of the R-1:B-A District in 1977, which
introduced the regulations regarding floor area, building height, and yard setbacks, to which
the existing structure is nonconforming.

b) The town council can make the findings required to approve any required demolition
permit for the structure: The demolition will not remove from the neighborhood or
town, nor adversely affect, a building of historical, architectural, cultural or aesthetic
value. The demolition will not adversely affect nor diminish the character or qualities
of the site, the neighborhood or the community.

A demolition permit is not required pursuant to per RMC Chapter 18.50.

c) The project substantially conforms to relevant design review criteria and standards in
Section 18.41.100, even if design review is not required.

As described in the Design Review findings in Section Il below, the project is consistent with
the Design Review criteria and standards per RMC Section 18.41.100.

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 town shall apply the
definition of floor area in effect at the time of the application for a nonconformity
permit.

The project would result in a net decrease to nonconforming floor area on the property from
8,332 square feet (17.6% FAR) to 7,779 square feet (16.4% FAR), such that the project would
not exceed, and would be less than, the total floor area of the existing conforming and/or
legal nonconforming structures.



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 be sufficiently distanced from the adjacent neighbor’s properties and
would not adversely impact any light, air, and/or privacy associated with the surrounding
properties due to the project design and site orientation. The proposed buildings would be
located a minimum of 130 feet from the nearest neighboring structure and a minimum of 170
feet from the nearest neighboring primary residence. The project would not impact any
unique environmental resources.

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

The property is not located within a special flood hazard area (SFHA) which would be subject
to the Flood Damage Prevention regulations in RMC Chapter 15.36, and therefore it complies.

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 Marin County Fire District has reviewed and approved the project, including with respect
to adequate access and water supply for firefighting purposes.

h) The applicant has agreed in writing to the indemnification provision in Section
18.40.180.

Condition of Approval No. 10 requires indemnification pursuant to RMC Section 18.40.180.
At the time that the applicant submits a building permit application with authorizing
signatures subject to this Resolution and attached Conditions of Approval, the applicant will
have agreed in writing to being subject to the indemnification provision.

i} The site has adequate parking. For purposes of this section, adequate parking shall
mean that the site complies with at least the minimum number of parking spaces
required for the zoning district (covered or not covered). If the site does not comply
with the covered parking requirement, the Town Council may require covered parking
to be provided. The Town Council may consider the size of the residence and number
of bedrooms and may require additional parking up to the following:

Total site floor area (excluding covered parking) Required off street parking
1,300 square feet to 3,300 square feet 3 spaces
Over 3,300 square feet 4 spaces

The project would increase the off-street parking capacity from four off-street parking spaces
including two covered spaces, which currently meets the minimum required by the Zoning,
to six off-street parking spaces including two covered spaces, which would exceed the



minimum required by the Zoning.

In accordance with Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section 18.41.070, Design Review is
approved based on the following special conditions and 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 provides excellence of design consistent with the scale and quality of existing
development; preserves and enhances the historical “small town,” low-density character and
identity that is unique to the Town of Ross; preserve lands which are unique environmental
resources; enhances the area in which the project is located; and promotes and implements
the design goals, policies and criteria of the Ross general plan.

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

The project provides an architectural design that is consistent with the architecture,
materials, and colors of the existing residence and that is compatible with nearby residences
in the vicinity of the project. The project is also compatible in mass, bulk, rooflines, and site
layout to existing development patterns in the neighborhood. The project would be
sufficiently distanced from the adjacent neighbor’s properties and would not adversely
impact any light, air, and/or privacy associated with the surrounding properties due to the
project design and site orientation. 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 project is consistent with the allowed uses and general development standards
associated with the Very Low Density land use designation of the General Plan and the zoning
regulations, therefore the project is found to be consistent with the Ross General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance.



EXHIBIT “B”
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
49 GLENWOOD AVENUE
APN 073-071-05

This approval authorizes a Nonconformity Permit and Design Review to allow for the
enlargement, extension, reconstruction, and structural alteration of an existing legal
nonconforming single-family residence and accessory building, redevelopment of existing
pool deck, driveway, vehicular parking area, and new fences and walls at 49 Glenwood
Avenue, APN 073-071-05.

The building permit shall substantially conform to the plans entitled, “Zelaya Residence, 49
Glenwood Avenue, Ross, CA 94957”, consisting of 33 sheets prepared by Stewart Summers,
SKS Architects and dated March 30, 2020.

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.

The project shall comply with the Fire Code and all requirement of the Ross Valley Fire
Department (RVFD).

The Town staff reserves the right to require additional landscape screening for up to three
(3) years from project final to ensure adequate screening for the properties that are directly
contiguous to the project site. The Town staff will only require additional landscape screening
if the contiguous neighbor can demonstrate through pre-project existing condition pictures
that their privacy is being negatively impacted as a result of the project.

BEFORE FINAL INSPECTION, the applicant shall call for a Planning staff inspection of approved
landscaping, building materials and colors, lighting and compliance with conditions of project
approval at least five business days before the anticipated completion of the project. Failure
to pass inspection will result in withholding of the Final Inspection approval and imposition
of hourly fees for subsequent re-inspections.

A Tree Permit shall not be issued until the project grading or building permit is issued.



9. 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 (i.e., temporary seeding and
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.

f.  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.

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

h. 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
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areas. The plan shall demonstrate that on-street parking associated with construction
workers and deliveries are prohibited and that all project deliveries shall occur during the
allowable working hours as identified in the below condition 10n.

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 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 rights-of-way 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
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.

. BEFORE FINAL INSPECTION, 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.

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
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.

10. 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 attorney fees and litigation costs incurred by the Town
in either case paid for by the applicant and/or owners.
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EXPOSED BARE SOIL. THE PLAN MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE TOWN
T UTILITIES OR IMPROVEMENTS HAS
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SREEN BUILDING STANDARDS

BUILDING FOOTING, GRADE BEAM AND FOUNDATION WALL
ELEVATIONS ARE SHOWN ON THE ARCHITECTURAL AND STRUCTURAL
DRARINGS. RETAINING WALL ELEVATIONS SHOMN ON THIS GRADING
PLAN ARE BASED ON SURVEYED SITE TOPOGRAPHY. CONTACT THE
ENSINEER IF ACTUAL SITE ELEVATIONS DIFFER FROM THE
TOPOGRAPHY SHOAN ON THE GRADING PLAN. CONTRACTOR IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING ALL FOUNDATION AND RETAINING
HALL ELEVATIONS WITH THE 6RADING PLAN, ARCHITECTURAL PLANS,
STRUCTURAL PLANS AND LANDSCAFPE PLANS. CONTACT THE
ENSINEER AND ARCHITECT TO RESOLVE ANY CONFLICTS BETWEEN
WALL ELEVATIONS, FOUINDATION ELEVATIONS OR THE SITE
TOPOGRAPHY.

THE GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS
COMPLIES WITH CALIFORNIA SREEN BUILDING CODE
STANDARDS SECTION 4.1063 REQUIRING MANAGEMENT OF
SURFACE WATER FLOWS TO KEEP HATER FROM ENTERING
BUILDINGS.

THE CONTRACTOR 1S RESPONSIELE FOR MANAGING
STORMAATER DRAINASE DURING CONSTRUCTION TO PREVENT
FLOODING OF ADIACENT PROPERTY, PREVENT EROSION AND
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CA\CAD\Zelaya Res Ross {587 0010) Grading and

DESISN REVIEN NOTES

T AN

|. THE CONCEPTUAL STORMAATER DRAINAGE PLAN IS DESIGNED TO COMPLY WITH THE TOWN OF
(TE AND CONTROL OF STORMAATER
RINOFF TO MINIMIZE OFF-SITE IMPACTS AND IMPROVE STORMAATER QUALITY.

2, THE ING DEVILOPMENT ON THE SITE TOTALS 20,127 SGUARE FEET (5@ FT) OF MPERVIOUS
ARFA. THIS INCLUDES ROGF AREA, IMPERVIOUS PATIOS, IMPERVIOUS WALKWAYS AND THE
DRIVEWAY. THE TOTAL LOT AREA (S 41400 5Q FT. THE EXISTING IMPERVIUS AREA AMOINTS.
TO 42 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL LOT AREA.

3, THE PROFOSED REMOUEL/ADU/LANDSCAFE PLAN CREATES OR REPLACES 381 5G FT OF
MPERVIOUS AREA. THIS AREA IS LESS THAN THE 2500 SR FT THRESHOLD FOR RESIDENTIAL
STORMAATER FRO.ECTS, AND THEREFORE, THE PROPOSED FLAN 1S NOT SUBECT TO
REGURMENTS OF THE BASMAA POS! MANUAL FOR TMENT AND

4. THE PRWOEE?DBIE.M‘B{TPLANHINIHIZET‘EIEET IMPERVIOUS HARDSCAFE
PAVING HLL BE USED TO REPLACE THE TING POOL. DECK. AND FART(FT!’EEXISTIM
ASPHALT, WH.DCKNILLEIEE?TO&EATET}EWFWIIEAREA

5 THE mmmma&mwmmmu&lmaﬁm
BIVING A TOTAL OF 16,TT3 5@ FT OF
AREA AMONTS TO 36 OF THE LOT AREA.

6. THE DECREASE (N IMPERVIOUS AREA NILL REDUCE THE STORMWATER RUNOFF FROM THE SITE

7. AREA DRAINS IN LANDSCAFE AND HARDSCAPE AREAS ARE LIMITED TO LOCATIONS WHERE THEY
ARE NECESSARY TO PREVENT WATER FONDING THAT COULD DAMASE RUNOFF FROM
MOST OF THE BE ALLOWED TO SHEET FLOW TOWARD

HARDSCAPE AREAS HILL LANDSCAPED
AREAS WHERE IT CAN INFILTRATE OR SLOWLY RINOFF TOWARD THE STREET DRANAGE SYSTEM.

8. A FONDATION DRAINASE AND RETAINING WALL BACK DRAINAGE SYSTEM WILL BE CONSTRUICTED
PERFORATED PVC PIPE. THE SYSTEM WILL QUTLET TO THE GROWND SURFACE AT A
SUTABLE LOCATION. PERMANENT EROSION CONTROL WILL BE INSTALLED AT THE OUTLET

EXCAVATION & GRADING PLAN

1. SITE GRADING WILL BE COMPLETED IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE PROECT GEOTECHNICAL REFORT
AND THE APPROVED SITE GRADING PLAN. SITE GRADING WILL ELIMITE? TO F)‘OAVATIW
WTHIN THE FOOTPRINT OF THE ADU AND ADJACENT LANDSCAFE AREAS

2, EXCESS5 EXCAVATED MATERIAL WILL BE LESALLY DISPOSED OF AT AN OFF-SITE LOCATION TO
BE BY THE

EROSION CONTROL

| EROSION CONTROL MEASURES HILL BE INCORPORATED INTO THE PROECT DURING CONSTRUCTION
ANDII‘H.EYEH’EJB(“EWEWTWWTG. STRAIH WATTLES WILL BE PLACED

DURINS CONSTRUCTION WILL BE RESTORED BY SEEDING AND INSTALLATION OF EROSION
CONTROL BLANKET AND STRAI WATTLES.

2 PERMANENT EROSION GONTROL WILL BE PROVIDED BY LANDSCAPING THE ENTIRE DISTUREED
AREA AT THE COMPLEITON OF THE NORK IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LANDSCAPING PLANS,

STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION

1. SPECIRCATIONS WILL BE INCLUDED ON THE PROECT DRAWINGS QUTLINING cousmrm
PRACTICES THAT MUST BE FOLLOWED TO PREVENT 51
WORKERS HILL BE ADVISED OF REQUIRED CONSTRUCTION MEASURES FOR. AVOIDI}E
STORMAATER POLLIMION. THESE MEASURES WILL INCLUDE PROCETIRES FOR MATERIAL
STORASE. USE AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (PAINT, SG.VEHS, ADHESIVES, ETCJ,
WASTE DlSPOSAL PROCEDIRES, WASHOUT REGUIREMENTS AND OTHER CONSTRUCTION

PRACTICES.
UTILITY PLAN
|- ALL UNLITY SERVICES NILL BE PROVIDED BY EXTENSION FROM THE EXISTING HOUSE AND POOL
HOUSE. NO NEN CONNECTIONS TO SERVICE MAING ARE PLANNED.
(. ALL RETAINING WALLS HILL BE REMNFORCED CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION SUPFORTED BY SPREAD
OR DRILLED PIERS AS BY THE FROECT ENGINEER AND
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

LTD Engineering, Inc.
1050 Narthgate Drwve, Surte 315
San CAMS03
TeL 4154461402 Fn 4154407415
‘gekcanmi Terginerving cam
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LANDSCAPE/ DEFENSIBLE SPACE NOTES

1.

Refer to Fire Hozard Mitigation and Defensible Space Report
Management Report (August 4, 2019) for more infarmation about
defensible space areas, additional plonting options, maintenance
procedures, efc.

All new landscape areas shall receive a uniform 3" layer of organic
mulch. Shredded bark (Guerilla hair) is hot an acceptable muich.

Refer to Londscape Plans by San Francisco Green Spaces for
planting and irMigation plans.

AP 073-071-11

AP 073-071-06

FIRE /HAZARD ASSESSMENT MATRIX

Aspect: West 3
Slope: 13% (11-20%) 4
Fuel Type (0-30 ft.): Specimen Garden 1
Fuel Type {31-100 ft.}: Mostly Brush 2
Total Hazard Points: 10

Minimum Horizontal Clearance Requirement in feet is 30 x 30 x 50.

WTYTH TE) AP Poknd 9 =
B RAMCELE SHTn LALTE

48l

ROD SCACCALOSI z Ross
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
P.O. box 2083

Peloluma CA 94952

Ph: 707-280-8990
OliveStreetLandscape.com
rod@olvestreetiandscope.com
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California
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49 GLENWOOD AVE.

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN
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COLOR BOARD - MAIN RESIDENCE ALTERATION

Zelaya Residence - November I, 2019 &KS Architects
43 Glenwood Ave, Ross, CA 1852 4th 5t., San Rafael, CA
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ARCHITECTS

RECEIVED
lanning Department

September 9, 2019
SEP 11 2019

Town of Ross

Planning Department

31 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard Town of Ross
Ross, CA 94957

Re: Zelaya Residence
49 Glenwood Avenue
Ross, CA 94904
AP# 073-071-05

Project Description

1. Alteration to existing main residence as follows: remodel kitchen, hallway, stairs, & laundry at
rear of house on main level. Alter sitting room, master bedroom, master bath, and master closet
at rear of house on upper level. Minor roof change at a rear dormer. The existing dormers roof
will be raised approximately 18 inches and incorporate an extension of the existing flat roof at the
rear of the house.

2. Remove two existing buildings in area of swimming pool. Construct new pool cabana/adu per
plans; install new pool equipment, new pool deck, & associated retaining walls, & stairs.
Reconfigure existing pool area parking to add one parking space & provide sidewalk circulation
and pool security fencing. '

i /
L=
Stéwart K. Summers, Architect
SKS Architects

415382 1656 « 1852 Fourth Street, San Rafael CA 94901 = sksarch.com
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0. 63% Mr. and Mrs. John Scully, 49 Glenwood Ave.
E?B-OTE-O?F Acre Zone

Request to add 8' x 14' to breakfast room. Non-
conrorming house 26! from rear property line (o'
required) 16' from side property line ?25' required)
Lot Area 43,560 sq. ft.
Present lot coverage
Proposed " 't 9 1/8%
Present floor area ratio 13%
Proposed " L. 13 1/8%
(15% allowed)
It was explained tnat the extensive damage dis-
covered during repalr of the outdoor fireplace
would pest be solved oy enclosing the area and
inereasing the size of the oreakfast room. The
addition 1s not visible to any neighbor. on
motion by Mr. Chase, seconded by Mr, Poore,
the variance was unanimously granted.

No., 636 Thomas W. Kemp, 18 Redwood Drive (73-~272-04
7,500 sq. ft. zone

Request to add hallway on rear of nouse and complete¢
trellis at entrance to front driveway, requiring
enoroachment permit.
i - " Lot Aresa - 145,200 sg. ft.
Present lof coverage ki
Proposed " " L1.9%
Present floor area ratto}%%
n n ] 3 %
(20¢ allowed)
Mr., Kemp explained the variance for the hallway
was granted in April 1980 but not completed. The
meight of the trellis 1s 8', the posts are 116"
into the street. The haight 1s necessary %o
permit access to the nouse oy emergency vehicles.
The trellis will be part of the fence.
Mr. Poore moved granting the verlance end the
1gsuance of an encroachment permit for post which
should not exceed 24" into the roadway. Mr.
Chase ssconded the motion, which was unanimously
passed,

No. 6%1 Mp. and Mrs. Larpy P, Weingarth, 55 Bridge
oad (73-261-22) 10,000 3q. . zone
Request to add 153 sq. ft. to living room 11' from
front property 1ine (25' required). Non-conforming
house 9'8" from sideline, 7'6" from sideline (15'
required) 19'6" from front.
Lot Ares 9,360 sq. ft.
Pressnt lot coverage 1
Proposed " N 20%
Present floor area rati1025%
Proposed n i 6

Proposed

(20% nllowed)
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7.

2/4/%4

[y 1.

He also made the procedure fop obtaining the use
permit comply exactly with the Town's procedures
under the present Use Permit Chapter, adding a
requirement that the owner should continue to 1live
on the premises.
Mr. Lunding recommended reference to 1llegal second
units be deleted because those unlts will have to
comply with. the same requirements as anyone who will
co nvert part of his exlsting structure into a second
unilt.,
Mr. Stafford and Mr. Brekhus indicated they probably
will not vote for & second unit ordinance. Mr,
Stafford asked the audience to consilder three
questions:
1. Do you want a second it on your property?
2. Do you want one on your nelghbor's property?
3. Do you want your mother-in-iaw living in
your beackyard?
Within a couple of weoks, the redrafted ordinance will
be available in the Clerk's office for property owners
to read.

Setting Hearin berorqhggghgggg_ﬁbwg Council sitting

s a Planning Commission to_Hesr a Provosed Amendment

to the Zoning Ordinance.

he Counoll unanimously set March 8, 1984 at 8300
P.M. for a hearing on a proposed amendment which will
incorporate provisions of the State law and provide a

procedure for the establishment of Second units within
the Town.

Use Permit to Bulld in Hazerd Zone No. 1.
Scot Hunter, 97 Chestnut Ave. (73-291-09) 10,000 saq.
ft. zone

Request to add bedroom to exlsting houss,
At the applicant's request, the application wss
continued to the March meeting.

Variances. 6

1. ©No. ). _Irene and John Scully, L9 Glenwood
»

Ave. (73-071-05) Acre Zone
Request to add ' wide sectlion to north side of
existing house, for a total of 92 sq. a2 -
17! from north side property line, 2l' from
rear property line.

Lot Area 43,560 sq. rt.
Present lot coverage 9.125%
Proposed " . 9.250%
Present floor ares ratio 13,5 %
Proposed " " " .6 2

(155 allowed)
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Mr., Scully explained his deslre to construct a family

room over an unused exlating deck.

He agreed to tle

a fire alarm system into hls existing burglar alarm,
as recommended by the Fublic Safety Dept,
On motion by Mr., Chase, seconded by Mr. Poore, the

variance was unanimously granted.

2, No. 692 Roberbt and Gall Cooney, 35 Leurel Grove
Ave. (72-1B1-0 Acre Zone

Request to allow dining room and kitehen addltions of

257 sq. ft,, 16' from side yard property line and

270 sq. ft. deck and hot tub 8' from side property line,
Lot A4rea 30,938 aq. ft.

Present lot coverage
Proposed " L
Present floor area ratlo
Proposed " i

(15% allowed)

12
13%
114
13%

Architect Ellte Schujman explalned the applicants ara
able to enjoy only about % of their property bscause
of' the steep terrsinr., Landscaping !s planned on the
nerthesst side of the deck. The kitchen bay will
afford better circulation. The hot tub will be in-
stalled underneath the deck., Mr. Poore moved approval
of the requests. Mr. Chase seconded the motion and
added a condition that landscaping be included on the
downhill side. Mr. Poore amended his motion to
Include landsceping and also a reuuest by Mr. Lunding
to separate the hot tub and deck and provlde sound

Insulatlon for the equipment. Mr.

Chase seconded the

amended motion, which was unanimously passed.

3. No. 693 Mr, and Mrs. John R. Farmer, 160 Laurel

Grove Avenue (/2-211-05) Aere Zone
Request to add 255 sq. ft. to existing non-conforming
house. '
Lot Area 29,000 sqg. ft.

Present lot coverage 8.5%

Proposed " " 9 &

Present floor area ratlo 16 %

Proposed " 4 4 5%

17,
(154 allowed)

The archlitect explained plans have been dropped to

convert the garsge into a playroom.

addition will make the house more res

The 255 sg. ft.
ponsive te the

needs of the aprpllicants, On motion by Mr. Poore,
soconded by Mr. Stafford, the verlance was unanimously
granted. The applicants elected not to provide a
2lj-hour monitored fire alarm or sprinkler system.
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14.

15.

December 11, 1986

Mr. Wiener return for the January meeting after the Town Engineer
and the Council had studied the soils report.

Lot Line Adjustment.

Navid Napier, 652 Goodhill Road, Kentfield, (AP 74-271-27) Acre
Zone. Request is to allow lot line adjustment transfer of one acre
from lands of Busalacchi to lands of Napier with the intent of
maintaining the added acre as green space. Proposed change to
result in lot size of 2 acres for the Napier property, and the
Busalacchi property would decrease to approximately 2.7 acres.

There being no comments from the audience, Councilman Dirkes

moved approval of the application with the condition that the %
parcels be merged and that this be recorded simultaneously

within 90 days, or be reviewed at the March meeting. This

was seconded by Councilwoman Flemming and passed unanimously.

VARIANCES

a. Loraine and Robert Berry, 4 Ames Ave. (AP 73-181-05) 2¢,000
sq. ft. zone. Request is to allow construction of a garage
and a new entry; proposed garage toc be 14 ft. from front
property line (25 ft. required). Non-conforming house with
9 ft. on side yard (20 ft. required); 8 ft. from rear (40 ft.

required) . Total addition of 649 sg. ft.

Lot Area 17,938 sq. ft.
Present Lot Coverage 24%
Proposed Lot Coverage 28%
Present Floor Area Ratio 18.5%
Proposed Floor Area Ratio 22%

(15% allowed)

VARIANCE NO. 804. William T. Bullard, Jr., Attorney for
Mr. & Mrs. Berry,presented the plans. He stated that the
new construction would not cause a traffic hazard and would
present no visual impact. He also said that this client would
be taping this portion of the meeting.

Mrs. Berry's Architect addressed the Council and said that
the area indicated on the plans for the garage was the only
logical place to put the garage.

Councilman Brekhus said he was not in favor of structures
in front yards and that there was an existing garage which
had been turned into living space.

After some discussion, Councilman Dirkes moved approval of
the variance request with the condition that the applicant
make maximum use of the off-street parking to minimize the
the parking on the street, and that the Council reserve the
right to request additional landscaping, if needed. This
was seconded by Councilman Poore, but failed to pass with

2 ayes and 3 nayes.

Mrs. Robert Berry asked the Council if they would consider
allowing her to build the new entry only. Since all neighbors
had recesived notices, Councilman Dirkes moved approval of
construction of the new entry, this was seconded by
Councilman Poore and passed with four affirmative votes,
Councilman Brekhus dissenting.

Town Attorney Roth was requested to present proposed
findings re denial of the variance request at the next
meeting.

b. VARIANCSE NO. 805. John Scully, 49 Glenwood Ave, (AP 73-071-05)
Acre Zone. Request 1s to allow addition of a new master
bedroom suite over an existing family room, creating a 3rd
storey and exceeding the height limits of 30 ft. Non con-
forming house 22 ft. frowm rear property line (40 ft. required)
17 ft. from side yard (25 ft. required).

Lot Area 43,560 sq. ft.
Present Lot Coverage 13.0%
Proposed lot Coverage 13.3%

Present Floor Area Ratio 14.6%
Proposed Floor Area Ratio 15.6%

(15% allowed)
There being no comments from the audience, Councilman Poore
moved approval, subject to drainage approval by the Town
Engineer, and the Council has the right to request further
landscaping, if needed. This was seconded by Councilman
Dirkes and passed with three affirmative votes, Mayor Julien
and Councilwoman Flemming dissenting.
Councilman Dirkes said he voted for the application because
it was &n addition to an existing third storey, and not the
addition of a new third storey.



September 12, 1991 -4~

school for years. He was most satisfied with their
cooparation and he felt this was a good plan for the
neighborhood.

Mr. Gallagher said he felt the school had been magnificent
in negotiating with him.

Mr. Peter Lillevand said he is on the Board for the School
and it is their intention to cooperate with the neighbors
and be in full compliance with the law.

Ms. Lisa Sullivan, architect, said that she planned to meet
with Mr., Wilsey next week.

The matter was continued to the next meeting.

17. iscussio t i Plan ns.
This matter was continued.

18. v

VARIANCES & USE PERMITS.
,___a,- a. Irene and John Scully. 49 Glenwood Avenue, AP 73-071-

05, Single Family Residence, One Acre Minimum (R-1:B-A)
Request is to allow: Addition/remodel of an existing
garage to create a two car garage through a 6 X 23 foot
expansion of the existing garage and a 10 foot wide
driveway extension.
The existing house has a nonconforming side yard
setback (25 feet required, 17 feet existing) and rear
yard setback (40 feet required, 23 feet existing.) The
lot contains other nonconforming structures including a
swimming pool, changing rooms and storage building.

Lot Area 49,078 sq. ft.
Present Lot Coverage 9.1%
Proposed Lot Coverage 9.4% (15% allowed)
Present Floor Area Ratio 13.8%
Proposed Floor Area Ratio 14.0% (15% allowed)

This application has been revised from the original
submittal, .

JLLES VARIANCE NO. ._+ Mr, Scully presented the plans as
shown at the last meeting and stated that all

neighbors had now seen the new plans.
Town Planner Broad felt this was a great improvement
over the original submittal. He referred to his
recommendations in his report.
Mayor Goodman pointed out that the garage is conforming
and it is only because of the nonconformity on the
other side of the property that the applicant needed to
apply for a variance.
Mr. Scully said his neighbor, Huey Lewis, had looked at
the plans and he felt that this plan was a significant
improvement.
In response to a question, Mr. Broad stated that the
information submitted satisfied his requirements for
the driveway.
Councilman Barry moved approval with the following
conditions:
- The applicant must accept the recommendations made
ra by staff and that any native trees that are
removed should be replaced species by specles.
This is to be deone with the advice of the Town
arborist. He clarified that these must be the
same species, not necessarily the same height.
b. The attic area must not be finished and used for
storage only.
c. The attic windows much be fixed pane.

Councilman Barry did not feel it was necessary to
include the deed restrictions as mentioned in staff's
report. He said a variance should be granted for the
43 inch high fence because of the safety issue.

This was seconded by Councilman Reid and passed
unanimously.



December 9, 2010 Minutes

with the pensions. Whoever is hired is in perpetuity with benefits. They must start thinking
differently. They are not what they were. Also, she recommended doing projections on long-
term projects and the impacts. Then look at the cost benefit for hiring out or having someone
in-house.

Police Chief Jim Reis suggested bringing back Public Works Director Jarjoura during the
transition period to help bring this new person up to speed. The Council believed that is an
excellent idea.

Peter Nelson, Circle Drive resident, believed this matter was placed before the Council very
clearly, hiring an individual for both positions. The discussion of overlap was discussed.
Observation of the Council is to think this through when taking actions.

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

Mayor Pro Tempore Small noted that $35,000 was the enginecring part of the overlay. The
Town Manager has the ability to hire staff, but there are some thoughts and concerns within
staff and she would feel more comfortable with staff having a conversation. Inner working of
planning and building was discussed at the retreat and desired one more conversation with
staff on how they see all of this working, She further noted that staff requested more input,
which would have happened with a general government meeting.

Council Member Strauss agreed they must discuss organization within the Town. He was
involved in interviewing the top candidate. This is an excellent candidate that will benefit
the community. He reviewed conception items that will help improve their relationship with
the community. Members of the community interviewed this particular candidate and all
felt this candidate is qualified.

Some Council members and staff expressed concern that the candidate is not experienced
with the building codes and would not be ready to take on the duties of the building official.
In response, Public Works Director Jarjoura would be available to work on a contract basis
to process building permits and plan checks and train the new public works director. Town
Manager Broad offered to discuss the matter further with staff and then bring the item back
to a special Town Council meeting on December 13, Mayor Martin asked staff to notice the
closed session and Monday meeting.

The Council took a short recess at 1012 pm. and then reconvened with the next agenda item at 10:21 p.m. The
Council had a request to take an agenda item out of order. The Council had no objection to moving up Item
No. 24 concerning 49 Glenwood.

24. 49 Glenwood Avenue, Variance and Design Review No. 1781
John and Michelle Battelle, 45 Glenwood Avenue, A.P. No. 73-071-05, R-1:B-A (Single
Family Residential, 1-acre min. lot size), Very Low Density (.1-1 Unit/Acre).
Variances and design review to allow the following: 1.) deck extension at the upper
level master bedroom; 2.) reconstruction of the main level terrace and addition of
new entry stairs, 3.) new lawn terrace and associated retaining walls up to 30” tall;
4.) reconstructed driveway and related retaining walls; 5.) new 6 foot tall entry gate
and stone columns, to be located 10 feet further south on Glenwood Avenue; 6.)
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demolition of the pool cabana and pool equipment buildings and construction of a
new 1,038 square foot, single story, pool cabana/office with a roof deck; 7.) pool area
improvements including reconstruction of the pool, pool patio, and a new spa area
partially within the north side yard setback (25 feet required, 12 feet propesed!); 8.)
areas of solid fencing near the pool area (4 feet permitted, 6 feet proposed); 9.) 228
cubic yards of cut and 194 cubic yards of fill associated with the project; and 10.)
after-the-fact request for a floor area ratio variance to allow a 248 square foot attic
area with a 6-foot maximum ceiling height, installed by a prior owner, to remain
finished, Total floor area of 8,390 square feet is proposed.

Lot area 47,400 sq. ft.

Existing Floor Area 17.7%

Proposed Floor Area 17.7% (15% permitted)
Existing Lot Coverage 12.7%

Proposed Lot Coverage 12.6% (15% permitted)
Existing Impervious Areas 41.8%

Proposed Impervious Areas 311%

The existing residence and pool area are nonconforming in setbacks.

Senior Planner Flise Semonian summarized the staff report and recommended that the
Council careflully consider potential privacy impacts created by the roof deck above the
proposed pool house and, if appropriate, the Council should approve the project subject to
the findings and conditions outlined in the staff report,

Michelle Battelle, owner, thanked the Council for moving the item up on the agenda and
appreciated their consideration on her project.

Fd Blankenship, architect, explained that the project started by reviewing the 1907 hoine, in
particular the deck terrace arcas. They realized that the master deck has structural and
support issues. They propose to extend the master deck area and reconfigure some of the

oo vont remey Tlaner s - . i in - 1F1
[rotit avea, They want to tie the two areas of the sitc together in a more unified theme to have

a destination spot. He thanked the neighbors for all their help as well as the ADR Group.
This has been a sensitive project as [ar us view corridors between neighbors. The driveway is
inferior and requires a lot of work. It is an old driveway and there is a lot of failure from
rotten wood, so they are removing the asphalt paving and turning it into a pervious paving
area. The existing lawn area flows up to the small driveway, and they want to develop more
usable area since it is a steep lawn. Lt was suggested at the ADR Group meeting that those
driving by should still view the lawn, so they want to incorporate the lawn and one terrace.
They are trying to develop a drop off area as well as saving the mature trees with the
driveway configuration. He then submitted a materials board outlining the colors for the
Council's consideration. They are trying to connect the pool area with the home so they
developed a pathway and different transition zones. The existing pool will be moved away
from the property line in order plant hedges to provide a good solid screen. One requirement
in programming is the cabana that has a small office along with a small roof deck. They
propose developing an extensive roof deck system so it is a green roof. There is a series of
hedlges to stop the visual. Also, they are taking all the old tailing stone and hard surface out
and replacing with a herringbone pattern. The existing icehouse is being removed and they
are rechucing the back end of the existing garage and moving that square-footage into the
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cabana. Since square-footage is being moved around, they do not have to ask for more. One
requirement from his client is moving the gate over in order to have the ability to look down
through the lawn and view visitors at the gate. In terms of the cabana, presently there is a
small cabana, which will be removed and they will provide a split area. The cabana will be
open to the pool area. There is 5 ft. between the two components. There is a new concrete
pool deck with barbeque, shower area and spa that overlooks the pool. In rerms of the roof
deck, they propose a voof garden. The planting area wraps around the roof. The existing
driveway was very close to the front of the building, so by moving the entry gate down it
takes away any visual from those walking along Glenwood. The roof deck is for the owner to
come from his office, sit and write as he looks at Mt. Tam. They propose the cedar siding
with the cabana and an introduction of the stone element. Also, as individuals drive by the
home, they can look all the way through and view the pool, which connects the pool to the

property.

Mayor Martin desired an explanation of the cobblestone being used on the driveway.
Architect Blankenship noted that the idea is to have pavers set in sand to improve the
pervious surface, which will reduce drainage. In terms of elfectiveness of the pavers, it
handles the rainfall due to the gaps. He further noted that it is their intention to reduce the
amount of hard surface.

Mayor Martin opened the public hearing on this item.

Bob Dickinson, Glenwood Avenue resident, supports the project and believed the Battelle's
and project architect have been very accommodating, They are comfortable with the revised
story poles. He is very thanklul for what they have done to move the leveled terraced lawn
up and away from their master bedroom window. He underscored a few conditions in the
staff report and one correction to the report that does not change their position. Drainage is
a major concern. His home sits below the Battelle's and in the winter there is a significant
amount of water. He shared options with the ADR Group. He wanted to make sure that the
hydrology report required will show that there is an equivalent or less amount of water that
will drain off his property. In terms of lighting, he is completely comfortable with the
Battelle's and how they will use their deck, but he might be concerned about the next owner,
so that entire area should not become a beacon at night of light shining out. In terms of
Section 4 under Item No. 5, he corrected for the record, and advised the applicant and the
Council that the excavation at the construction property across the street caused cracks in
drywall in six rooms in his home. He is not sure what will happen if there is excavation of
the lawn area next to his property. The job site rules arc very important and helpful to
everyone on the job site. In terms of duration, he wanted to make sure the Council is aware
that project duration is not to exceed 18-months. Construction noise at 36 Glenwood started
in Fehruary-of 2008. It was permitted on September 15% 2008, According o the minutes of
the March 2008 Town Council meeting, the contractor assured the Council and public that
all outside work and noise would be completed within 18-months. It has been 36-months
since noise started anc 28-months and four days since the project was permicted. The
outside work is nowhere near completion. The Town ordinance governing construction does
not limit the project to 18-months as long as the owner pays fines. The cwner at 36
Glenwood has paid $200,000 in fines. He encouraged the Council to in line their interest
with affected neighbors and amend the ordinance. Now, he is facing five consecutive years of
construction on adjacent lots and that is why the total project duration is placed as a
condition of approval, He further wished the Battelle's well on this project.
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There being no further public testimony on this item, the Mayor closed the public portion
and brought the matter back to the Council for discussion and action.

Council Member Hunter loved the project, bur expressed concern for the roof deck. He felt
the project is tastefully done and attractive. This is a grand house in Town, and generally the
Council does not approve second story roof decks. They do not approve or deny based on the
current occupant, but what is good for the property. He further would approve the project,
less the roof deck.

Mayor Pro Tempore Small believed the project is beautiful. She also expressed concern for
the roof deck in regard to controlling the amount of lighting, and wanted to hear from the
rest of the Council on that matter.

Mayor Martin noted an interesting quote from Council Member Arthur Kanzee, Jr. in 1958
as follows: “That the high value of property in Ross was due to the strict inherence to zoning regulations.”
He liked the project, and did not believe it is comparable to the Pritzker project, which
broke every rule in the Town's municipal code as far as size, structure and duration of
construction. He also has concerns about the second level roof, but given the location it
works. It is not adjacent to any houses and it is closer to the street, so he had no objection
with this location, but it may however open a door and be more of a concern in the furure on
ather properties.

Council Member Russell completely endorsed this project. It is beautifully landscaped and
will add value to all homes in the surrounding area. He then congratulated the owners on
this project. Mayor Martin agreed they did an extraordinary job preserving the trees and
vegetation on the property. He also appreciated the clear plans presented. Council Member
Russell believed this is clear example of where there is space entirely within the structure
with no impact to anyone else, so this is a good example of an acceptable project in the
future in terms of attics and basements,

Mayor Pro Tempore Small appreciated the Battelle’s going to the ADR Group twice as well
as working with the neighbors, which made their job as Town Council easy.

Mayor Pro Tempore Small and Council Member Hunter agreed with the roof deck after
hearing the discussion from rhe Council.

Mayor Martin asked for a motion. /

Council Member Strauss moved and Council Member Russell seconded, to approve the
project at 49 Glenwood Avenue subject to the findings and conditions outlined in the
staff report. Motion carried unanimously.

Conditions of Approval - 49 Glenwood Avenue:
The following conditions shall be reproduced on the first page(s) of the project plans:
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10,

11.

The project shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the plans dated
11/15/10, on file with the Planning Department.

An encroachment permit shall be required prior to any work within the Town righe-
of-way. The owner must maintain the culvert under the driveway and shall replace
and enlarge it if necessary.

The project shall comply with the Town stormwater ordinance (Chapter 15.54) and a
drainage plan.and hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be submitted with the building
permit application that results in, at a minimum, no net increase in the rate and
volume of peak runoff at the site compared to pre-project conditions. The applicant
is encouraged to use low impact development techniques such as sloping the
driveway to drain towards landscaped areas, to minimize site runoff. The Town will
provide a minimum 2-week comment period for interested neighbors and shall
consider neighbor comments in its review and approval of the drainage plan.

The new landscaping shown on the pool house/office roof deck, as well as the
screening landscaping proposed between the pool and north property line, shall be
maintained to screen the pool house/office structure and the roof deck, but at a level
that does not obstruct neighbor views of Mt. Tamalpais, for the life of the structure,
unless otherwise approved by the Town Council or agreed to by the owners of 51
Glenwood Avenue.

The finishes in the attic room in the main residence are approved. The room does not
meet code requirements for habitable space and may only be used for storage.

All costs for town consultant, such as the town hydrologist, review of the project
shall be paid prior to building permit issuance. Any additional costs incurred to
inspect or review the project shall be paid as incurred and prior to project final.

The applicants shall pay required Town fees of $3 for every cubic yard of off-haul
resulting from this project. Final off-haul amounts shall be calculated by the project
civil engineer with calculations submitted to the Director of Public Works prior to
the issuance of a building permit.

Any exterior lighting shall be submitted for the review and approval of planning
department staff. Lighting shall be shielded and directed downward. Exterior
lighting of landscaping by any means shall not be permitted if it creates glare or
annoyance for adjacent property owners. Lighting expressly designed to light the
pool house deck, exterior walls or fences that is visible from adjacent properties or
public right-of-ways is prohibited.

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

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicants shall submit a final tree
protection plan drafted by a certified arborist for the review and approval of the
Planning Department and town arborist. The project arborist shall review final
construction-level drawings, including grading, drainage and utility plans. All tree
protection conditions recommended by the project arborist shall be included on
those plans to ensure compliance with the conditions.

The submitted tree protection plan shall focus on the protection of all on-site trees
not hereby approved for removal during construction and upon the ongoing
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13,

preservation of their health and vigor. The tree protection plan shall include specific

provisions acceptable to the Planning Department for independent on-site

monitoring of the conditions below. Written reports shall be provided to staff to
ensure monitoring is taking place.

a. Before the start of any clearing, excavation, canstruction, or other work on
the site, or the issuance of a building permit, every significant and/or
protected tree shall be securely fenced-off at the non-intrusion zone, or other
limit as may be delineated in the required tree protection plan. Such fences
shall remain continuously in place [or the duration of the work undertaken in
connection with the development.

b. If the proposed development, including any site work, will encroach upon the
non-intrusion zone of a significant and/or protected tree, special measures
shall be utilized, as approved by the project arborist, to allow the roots to
obtain necessary oxygen, water, and nutrients.

c Underground trenching shall avoid the major support and absorbing tree
roots of significant and/or protected trees. If avoidance is impractical, hand
excavation undertaken under the supervision of the project arborist is
required. Trenches shall be consolidated to service as many units as possible.

d Concrete or asphalt paving shall not be placed over the root zones of
significant and/or protected trees, unless otherwise permited by the project
arborist.

€. Artificial irrigation shall not occur within the root zone of ouks, unless

deemed appropriate on a temporary basis by the project arborist to improve
tree vigor or mitigate root loss.

f. Compaction of the soil within the non-intrusion zone of significant and/or
protected trees shall be avoided.
g 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. Retaining walls shall likewise be designed, sited,
and constructed so as to minimize their impact on significant and/or
protected trees.

i @i i, plnsinel e dicnsnlsesapeeaiiioteaay s esharmill to tises Shdlll 0w
be stored or dumped within the non-intrusion zone of any significant and/or
protected tree, or at any ather location on the site [rom which such
substances might enter the non-intrusion zone of a significant and/or
protected tree,

i In no case shall construction materials or debris be stored within the non-
intrusion zone of a signiticant and/or protected tree.

A detailed construction and traffic management plan, including a sire plan, shall be

submitted for the review and approval of the Building Official and Planning

Department prior to the issuance of a building permit. The plans shall include details

on construction parking; material, equipment and waste storage; vehicle and

equiptment maintenance areas; portable restrooms; washout areas; delivery and truck
parking; construction scheduling; and other information as required by the town.

The Town will provide a minimum 2-week comment period for interested neighbors

and shall consider neighbor comments in its review and approval.

The applicant (which includes, but is not limited to, the applicant, their contractors,

subcontractors, suppliers and consultants) shall follow the “Proposed Job Site

Conditions for Subcontractors, Supplicrs & Consultants, 49 Glenwood, Ross, CA
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21,

22,

23,

94957" suhmitted at the August 2010 Advisory Design Review Group meeting,
provided to the applicant, and in the planning file. The rules shall be reprocduced on
the plans.

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.

Applicants shall comply with all requirements of the Marin Municipal Water
District and the Ross Valley Sanitary District.

Except as otherwise noted in these conditions, landscaping shall be installed in
conformance with the approved landscape plan prior to project final. Prior to project
final, the applicants shall submit written eviclence to planning department staff that
confirms the landscaping complies with the current Marin Municipal Water District
water conserving landscape ordinance, or is exempt from their requirements.

This project shall comply with all requirements of the Department of Public Safety,
as outlined in their ongoing project review, including the following: a) a local alarm
system is required; b) all dead or dying flammable material shall be cleared and
removed per Ross Municipal Cade Chapter 12.12 [rom the subject property; ¢) the
street number must be posted (minimum 4 inches on contrasting background), d.)
the access roadway must have a vertical clearance of 14 feet; e.) all brush impinging
on the access roadway must be cleared as determined feasible by Public Safety; and
f.) a Knox Lock box is required.

This project is subject to the conditions of the Town of Ross Construction
Completion Ordinance. If construction is not completed by the construction
completion date provided for in that ordinance, the owner will be subject to
automatic penalties with no further notice. As provided in Municipal Code Section
15.50.040 construction shall be complete upon the final performance of all
construction work, including; exterior repairs and remodeling; total compliance with
all conditions of application approval, including required landscaping; and the
clearing and cleaning of all construction-related materials and debris from the site.
Final inspection and written approval of the applicable work by Town Building,
Planning and Fire Department staff shall mark the date of construction completion.
The Town Council reserves the right to require additional landscape screening for up
to three (3) years from project final.

No changes from the approved plans, before or after project final, shall be permitted
without prior Town approval. Red-lined plans showing any proposed changes shall
be submitted to the Town Planner for review and approval prior to any change.
Failure to secure required building permits and/ot begin construction by December
9, 2011 will cause the approval to lapse without further notice.

Failure to comply in any respect with the conditions or approved plans constitutes
grounds for the town to immediately stop work related to the noncompliance until
the matter is resolved. (RMC §18.39.100). The violations may be subject to additional
penalties as provided in the Ross Municipal Code and State law.

The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town harmless
along with its boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and consultants from
any claim, action, or proceeding against the Town, its boards, commissions, agents,
officers, employees, and consultants attacking or seeking to set aside, declare void, or
annul the approval(s) of the project or because of any claimed liability based upon or
caused by the approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notify the applicants
and/or owners of any such claim, action, or proceeding, tendering the defense to the
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applicants and/or owners. The Town shall assist in the defense; however, nothing
contained in this condition shall prohibit the Town from participating in the defense
of any such claim, action, or proceeding so long as the Town agrees to bear its own
attorney’s fees and costs and participates in the detense in good (aith.

The Council decided to take Agenda Item No. 23 out of order and hear the matter next on the agenda. Council
Member Strauss noted for the record that he was contacted by the owner to be the project architect for 20
Upper Road West, which he declined due to his position on the Town Council.

23. 20 Upper Road West, Variance, Design Review and Hillside Lot No. 1805
Clifford and Adriana Booth, 20 Upper Road West, A.P. No. 73-321-02, R-1:B-5A
(Single Family Residence, 5 acre minimum lot size), Very Low Density (.1 - 1 units per
acre). Design review and hillside lot application for a 1,957 square foot addition to the
residence. The applicants propose a two-story addition to the south end of the
residence and new living space beneath the garage. The resulting residence would be
7.199 square feet in size. A setback variance would be required for the addition,
which would be located within the hillside lot side yard setback (45 feet required,
approximately 21.5 feet proposed). The project also includes 107 feet of new retaining
walls up to 5 feet tall and a drainage dispersal area within the south yard area,

Effective Lot Area 51,530 square feet
Existing Floor Area Ratio 10.2%

Proposed Floor Area Ratio 14.0%  (15% permitted)
Existing Lot Coverage 9.5%

Proposed Lot Coverage 11.4%  (15% permitted)
Existing Impervious Areas 20.5%

Proposed Impervious Areas 22.0%

The existing residence is nonconforming in hillside lor sethacks. The project falls under the nillside lot
regulations because the site is within Slope Stability Zones 3 and 4. The applicant has calculated the
slape of the site as under 30%. The more restrictive Hillside Lot floor area regulation applies to slops
over 30%.

Senior Planner Elise Semonian explained that this is an application for a hillside lot permit
as well as design review for an addition to the residence. An issue has been raised by a
neighbor this past week that the Town's Hillside Lot Ordinance (HLO) that was recently
adopted does not exempt projects that have less than 30% slope from the more restricted

H1 O floar area. Sraff recommends that the Council add language to the zoning code to make
it clear that the slope formula does not apply to lots with less than 30% slope. That matter
will be brought to the Council in January for introduction with adoption in February. Statf
asked the Council to provide feedback to the applicant, but no action can be taken tonight
because it requires a floor area variance.

Council Member Russell requested that Ross residents Beth Minick and Judy McMillan be
informed about the HL.O January and February meetings since they led the charge. Senior
Planner Semonian responded in the attirmative.
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Council Member Small asked staff if they could consider a second tier next year. Town Manager
Braulik explained after the first of the year it is anticipated the Council and the Finance
Committee will meet and confer with the Ross Palice Officers Association (RPOA) to discuss the

new MOU (memorandum of understanding) document.

Mayor Russell opened the public hearing on this item, and seeing no one wishing to speak, the
Mayor closed the public portion and brought the matter back to the Council for discussion and

action.

The Council agreed to pass a resolution of intention to enact a new lower cost retirement tier
for miscellaneous members in the CalPERS system. This new tier will reduce future costs for the
Town while enabling the Town to recruit qualified staff in the future. This action is one of a
series where the Council has taken steps to reduce legacy Town costs.

Mayor Russell asked for a motion.

Council Member Small moved and Mayor Pro Tempore Kuhl seconded, to adopt Resolution
No. 1800, a Resolution of Intention establishing a new California Public Employees Retirement
System (CalPERS) retirement tier for the Miscellaneous members. Motion carried

unanimously. Hoertkorn absent.

18. No Action Items:
a. Council correspondence received - None

b. Future Council items - None
Town Attorney Greg Stepanicich left the Town Council meeting at 9:34 p.m.

Public Hearings on Planning Applications.

19. 49 Glenwood Avenue, Extension of Time for Variance and Design Review No. 1781
John and Michelle Battelle, 49 Glenwood Avenue, A.P. No. 73-071-05, R-1:B-A (Single
Family Residential, 1-acre min. lot size), Very Low Density (.1-1 Unit/Acre). Request for a
two-year time extension to December 9, 2013, for a project approved December 9, 2010,
for variances and design review to allow the following: 1.) new 6 foot tall entry gate and
stone columns, to be located 10 feet further south on Glenwood Avenue; 2.) demolition
of the pool cabana and pool equipment buildings and construction of a new 1,038 square
foot, single story, pool cabana/office with a roof deck; 3.) pool area improvements
including reconstruction of the pool, pool patio, and a new spa area partially within the
north side yard setback (25 feet required, 12 feet proposed); and 4.) areas of solid
fencing near the pool area (4 feet permitted, 6 feet proposed). Total floor area of 8,390

square feet is proposed.

Lot area 47,400 sq. ft.
Existing Floor Area 17.7%
Proposed Floor Area 17.7% (15% permitted)
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Existing Lot Coverage 12.7%
Proposed Lot Coverage 12.6% (15% permitted)
Existing Impervious Areas 41.8%
Proposed Impervious Areas 31.1%

The existing residence and pool area are nonconforming in setbacks.

Senior Planner Elise Semonian summarized the staff report and recommended that the Council
approve the requested time extension with the findings in the original approval dated December
9, 2010 and subject to the findings and conditions outlined in the staff report and the amended
conditions provided to the Town Council.

Council Member Small pointed out that the typical home is not that large, so these two major
nrojects created extended periods of time of construction that most neighborhoods have not

had to experience. Most neighborhoods could not manage properties that large, So it is unique
in this neighborhood.

Ed Blankenship, architect, accepted the revised conditions proposed by staff. He thanked the
heighborhood and indicated that they have been wonderfu! through this difficult process. Phase
One was a difficult construction project as the driveway reconstruction prevented the main
residence, located a great distance from Glenwood Avenue from being accessed by automobile
especially during the winter months. After Phase One was complete, the Battelle's elected to
place the cabana reconstruction on hold so they could enjoy the remainder of the summer. The
project is pretty much finaled from the point of the driveway up. In terms of the timeframe,
speaking with staff, he thought once they stopped thelr project and finaled out there is 2 nine
month cooling off period. The project is not that extensive at this point. It is the cabana and
pool, which could be done within the timeframe left.

Mayor Russell opened the public hearing on this item.

Bob Dickinson, Glenwood Avenue resident, stated that the first priority is that total construction
time not exceed 18 months; that construction be consecutive and finish as soan as possible; and
remalning construction not take place over the summer, including August. There are contractual
cbligatlons. Condition No. 10 refers Lo Lhe "Proposed Job Site conditions" and under Item A No.
5 reads, "No construction or landscaping shall be permitted beyond 18 months from the start of
the project.” This is a term that the applicant, Town and affected neighbors agreed to at the
December 9, 2010 Town Council meeting. In a meeting with staff on Monday morning, staff
admitted that a violation of conditions of approval is nol allowed, and in a sense, it is like a
contract. During his phone conversation with Council Member Small on Wednesday morning,
she acknowledged that this term is a contractual commitment. The Town has a contract, a
contractual obligation. The way this extension currently reads as proposed does not specify that
the applicant cannot do construction during that entire time, sa he did not believe the Council
can approve the extension as written. In addition, it is important that the Town not allow the
applicant to simply close out the current permit, wait nine months, reapply and get an
additional 18 months of construction time. That violates the Town's contract with the neighbors.
The proposal established by staff is wonderful, which tries to make this work for everybody. No
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other project in Town has this condition. Therefore, the Council should not be allowed to do
what it normally does, let an applicant go beyond the deadline and ask them to pay fines, which
is a conflict of interest because it does not represent the rights of the affected neighbors. There
are two reasons why this condition is in place, one is construction fatigue. He appreciated page
4 of the staff report where staff listed all the related construction projects in the area, but four
projects were left out that were outside of the planning jurisdiction. 36 Glenwood, before the
Pritzker's moved in, a two year construction project occurred that involved tearing out a pool
house and rebuilding it so their daughter could get married. 37 Upper Road remodeled their
home, pool and patio. 20 Upper Road remodeled their kitchen, master bedroom and bath, They
have construction fatigue. In the 13 years he has lived at his residence, construction has been
going on within one or two properties of his home 72% of the time. Each of the last seven
consecutive summers they heard back up beepers from construction equipment and had to deal
with dust. This is not llke any other construction project. He asked the Council to strongly
consider the proposal on the table since the Town has not managed the project successfully. He
expects a compromise, but demanded that the Town enforce the contractual obligations to
which it agreed, which is when the 18 months are up it is done, no more construction relative to
this project. He agreed with staff's proposal and asked the Councll to consider a couple of
points. First, the permit was issued on September 26, 2011. Phase One work was completed on
August 14, 2012. In an email, staff indicated March 22, 2012, which would mean current
construction only has gone on for six months which is not true. Landscaping was still going on in
July and the clause includes landscaping. The applicant has eight months left, not nine months,
Also, he believed the work should not involve June, July or August. He recommended, given the
Town must stop construction after 18 total months, there should be a check-in within three
months to go. When 18 months are up, he is done. Finally, there must be reference to
compliance with the original job conditions of August 2010. If the Council can agree, he believed
that is a reasonable compromise. If the Council is not willing to agree, then he stands by the
original contractual obligation and the existing permit.

Elizabeth Patterson, Ross resident, expressed concern for construction fatigue as discussed by
Mr. Dickinson. She agreed with the idea of no construction during the summer months due to
the dust and noise. Her main concern is maintaining privacy and views toward the mountain.
She further hopes there is a real focus on adequate screening.

Diane Doodha, Redwood resident, pointed out that their neighborhood experienced the most
unusual construction that Ross has entertained. Many residents do not go through a situation
where steel is used for the framework of the house. The construction that has occurred in their
neighborhood would occur in downtown San Francisco. It is just not about being outside in the
pool area, it is being able to open a window, which takes away from their quality of life. it is very
frustrating and has been a huge event for three years.

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

Architect Blankenship discussed timing and believed the August date is when they realized they
were starting the finalization process of Phase One. Now it is November, three maonths later and
they are still not finaled formally. Construction can be done in the timeframe being discussed,
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but the actual paperwork and finalization could take longer.

Council Member Small believed it is important to stress to applicants that when they pull a
permit it is never their intent to collect construction penalties. It is thelr intent that they finish
the job in 18 months. It is an impact on the Town and residents. She suggested some type of
teachable moment. The Town may make income, but neighbors are impacted in a negative way
and it should not be a money maker for the Town. She fully supports incorporating the revised
conditions and reducing the allotted construction time to eight months rather than nine months
with no construction allowed during the summer months, including August.

Council Member Brekhus is very sympathetic to the neighborhood in regard to the steel
construction. When money does not matter, construction penalties do not matter. It is a
reasonable approach as a deterrent for the Town to take. She agreed with the conditions with
respect to privacy, reducing the construction time to eight months, and include August in regard
to no construction during the summer months.

Senior Planner Semonian suggested striking language from the Addendum in regard to
Condition No. 15 as follows: “Final inspection and written approval of the applicable work by
Town Building, Planning and Fire Department staff shall mark the date of construction
completion."

Mayor Russell asked for a motion.

Council Member Smal! moved and Council Member Brekhus seconded, to approve the project
at 49 Glenwood Avenue, Extension of Time for Variance and Design Review No. 1781 subject
to all the findings and conditions; including the originally approval dated December 9, 2010;
and the revised recommendation provided by staff with the following adjustments: delete the
following language from the Addendum under Condition No. 15, "Final inspection and written
approval of the applicable work by Town Building, Planning and Fire Department staff shall
mark the date of construction completion;" construction of this project shall be limited to
eight months of construction time, not nine months; and construction shall not take place
during the summer months of June, July and August, including the cooling off period, which
means constructlon cannot start until September 2013. Motion carried unanimously.
Hoertkorn absent,

49 Glenwood Avenue - Conditions:

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

2. The project shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the plans dated
11/15/10, on file with the Planning Department.

3. An encroachment permit shall be required prior to any work within the Town right-of-

way. The awner must maintain the culvert under the driveway and shall replace and
enlarge it if necessary. ,

4, The project shall comply with the Town stormwater ordinance (Chapter 15.54) and a
drainage plan and hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be submitted with the building
permit application that results in, at a minimum, no nct increase in the rate and
volume of peak runoff at the site compared to pre-project (pre 2010) conditions. The
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10.

11,

12,

13.

applicant is encouraged to use low Impact development techniques such as sloping the
driveway to drain towards landscaped areas, to minimize site runoff. The Town will
provide a minimum 2-week comment period for interested neighbors and shall consider
neighbor comments in its review and approval of the drainage plan.

The new landscaping shown on the pool house/office roof deck, as well as the screening
landscaping proposed between the pool and north property line, shall be maintained to
screen the pool house/office structure and the roof deck, but at a level that does not
obstruct neighbor views of Mt. Tamalpais, for the life of the structure, unless otherwise
approved by the Town Councll or agreed to by the owners of 51 Glenwood Avenue.

All costs for town consultant, such as the town hydrologist, review of the project shall
be paid prior to building permit issuance. Any additional costs incurred to inspect or
review the project shall be paid as incurred and prior to project final.

The applicants shall pay required Town fees of $3 for every cubic yard of off-haul
resulting from this project. Final off-haul amounts shall be calculated by the project civil
engineer with calculations submitted to the Director of Public Works prior to the
issuance of a building permit.

Any exterior lighting shall be submitted for the review and approval of planning
department staff, Lighting shall be shielded and directed downward. Exterior lighting of
landscaping by any means shall not be permitted if it creates glare or annoyance for
adjacent property owners. Lighting expressly designed to light the pool house deck,
exterior walls or fences that is visible from adjacent properties or public right-of-ways Iis
prohibited.

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

A detailed construction and traffic management plan, including a site plan, shall be
submitted for the review and approval of the Building Official and Planning Department
prior to the issuance of a building permit. The plans shall include details on construction
parking; material, equipment and waste storage; vehicle and equipment maintenance
areas; portable restrooms; washout areas; delivery and truck parking; construction
scheduling; and other information as required by the town. The Town will provide a
minimum 2-week comment period for interested neighbors and shall consider neighbor
comments in its review and approval. -

The applicant (which includes, but is not limited to, the applicant, their contractors,
subcontractors, suppliers and consultants) shall follow the “Proposed Job Site
Conditions for Subcontractors, Suppliers & Consultants, 49 Glenwood, Ross, CA 94957”
submitted at the August 2010 Advisory Design Review Group nieeting, provided to the
applicant, and in the planning file. The rules shall be reproduced on the plans.

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.

Applicants shall comply with all requirements of the Marin Municipal Water District and
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14,

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

the Ross Valley Sanlitary District.

Except as otherwise noted in these conditions, landscaping shall be installed in
conformance with the approved landscape plan prior to project final. Prior to project
final, the applicants shall submit written evidence to planning department staff that
confirms the landscaping complies with the current Marin Municipal Water District
water conserving landscape ordinance, or is exempt from their requirements.

This project shall comply with all requirements of the Fire Code.

This projact is subject to a special construction completion time limit set by the Town
Council since the applicant has broken up the project into two phases, one of which has
been completed. Construction of this project shall be limited to 8 months of construction
time. Construction shall not take place during the summer months of August, June and
July. The applicant shall submit a detailed construction schedule demonstrating how all

construction activities, including final landscaping, shall take place within 8 months of
per-n-\'i'~ issuance, Construction ch::" he rnmnlnfp upon the final nerformance of all

I3JUTIIve, =4 A~

construction work, including: exterior repairs and remodeling; total compliance with all
conditions of application approval, including required landscaping; and the clearing and
cleaning of all construction-related materials and debris from the site. Construction
completion penalties shall not accrue after the construction completion date, but the
Town shall place a stop work order on the site and no further work shall be permitted
after that date.

The Town Council reserves the right to require additional landscape screening for up to
three (3) years from project final.

No changes from the approved plans, before or after project final, shall be permitted
without prior Town approval. Red-lined plans showing any proposed changes shall be
submitted to the Town Pianner for review and approvai piior ta aiy change.

Failure to secure required building permits and/or begin construction by December 9,
2013 will cause the approval to lapse without further notice.

Failure to comply in any respect with the conditions or approved plans constitutes
grounds for the town to immediately stop work related to the noncompliance until the
matter is resolved. (RMC §18.39.100). The violations may be subject to additional
penaltics as provided in the Ross Municipal Code and State |aw.

The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town harmless
along with its boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and consultants from
any claim, action, or proceeding against the Town, Its boards, commissions, agents,
officers, employees, and consultants attacking or seeking to set aside, declare void, or
annul the approval(s) of the project or because of any claimed liability based upon or
caused by the approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notify the applicants
and/or owners of any such claim, action, or proceeding, tendering the defense to the
applicants and/or owners. The Town shall assist in the defense; however, nothing
contained in this condition shall prohibit the Town from participating in the defense of
any such claim, action, or proceeding so long as the Town agrees to bear its own
attorney’s fees and costs and participates in the defense in good faith.
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Council Member Brekhus recused herself from the next agenda item in order to avoid the
appearance of a conflict.

20. 73 Winship Avenue, Variance, Design Review and Demolition Permit No. 1890

Brian and Erica Hunt, 73 Winship Avenue, A.P. No. 72-162-15, R-1:B-A (Single Family
Residence, 1 acre minimum lot size), Very Low Density (.1-1 unlits per acre). Design
review, variances and demolition permit for modifications to the cottage east of the
main residence. The project includes roof reconstruction and window replacement on
each elevation and an interior remodel. The applicants also request design review to
demolish the carport structure and replace it with a garage/storage structure of similar
size and height. No modifications to the primary residence or landscaping will be
considered at this public hearing.

Gross Lot Area 58,000 square feet

Lot Area (less Ivy road easement) 49,850 square feet
Existing Floor Area Ratio 20.3%

Proposed Floor Area Ratio 20.3%  (15% permitted)
Existing Lot Coverage 15.9%

Proposed Lot Coverage 15.9%  (15% permitted)

Existing/Proposed Impervious Surfaces no change

Senior Planner Elise Semonian summarized the staff report and recommended that the Council
approve the remodel of the cottage only subject to the findings and conditions outlined in the
staff report, and continue the request for the garage in order to be reviewed further.

Brian Hunt, applicant, explained that this is a structure they want to repair. They want to
enclose the openings with garage doors. This is a building from the 1930s and needs some
substantial repair. The garage also provides a nice buffer between the cottage and main house.
The garage is not a very visible structure and they hope to start construction on the two

structures.

Council Member Small supported the staff report in regards to the cottage and supported
staff's thoughts in regard to the garage.

Mayor Pro Tempore Kuhl agreed with staff's recommendation. It is unrealistic to think the
garage structure can be repaired.

Mr. Hunt has been restoring Victorian’s in San Francisco for 25 years. There was great response
from the Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group about this project. Senior Planner Semonian
indicated that it is very simple in design, but it depends on the materials used. Mayor Pro
Tempore Kuhl is willing to trust Mr. Hunt that it will be more than adequate for the Town.

Mayor Russell opened the public hearing on this item, and seeing no one wishing to speak, the
Mayor closed the public portion and brought the matter back to the Council for discussion and

action.

Council Member Small noted that this is a major investment and she cannot imagine that Mr.
Hunt would not do justice to this structure. Senior Planner Semonian desired more carriage
style doors, so details can be worked out with the applicant. Mr. Hunt desired engineering to be
completed before he pulls permits. Mayor Russell suggested adding a condition that the doors
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MINUTES
Meeting of the
Ross Advisory Design Review Group

Tuesday, February 25, 2020

1. 7:04 p.m. Commencement

Mark Fritts called the meeting to order. Stephen Sutro and Dan Winey were present. Josefa
Buckingham and Mark Kruttschnitt was absent. Planner Matthew Weintraub representing staff
was present.

2. Open Time for Public Comments
Beach Kuhl provided information regarding PG&E power line work in response to ADR Group
Member Winey's question.

3. Old Business — None.

4. New Business

a. Zelaya Residence — 49 Glenwood Avenue

Planner Weintraub provided a brief introduction of the project. Project Architect Stuart

Summers described the project including existing nonconforming conditions and

neighborhood outreach. Robert Dickinson, owner of the adjacent property at 41 Glenwood

Avenue, provided the following comments:

* He supports the project in concept and is appreciative of Mr. Summers for providing
project plans and explaining the project.

* He was satisfied with Mr. Summers’ explanation that the project would not increase
surface runoff to the south toward 41 Glenwood Avenue.

= He was satisfied with Mr. Summers’ explanation that the pool deck area would not be
used as a “party” area. Mr. Dickinson was concerned with lines of sight which may be
affected by any future building construction in the pool deck area.

® He was satisfied with Mr. Summers’ explanation that the pool equipment noise would be
sufficiently atténuyateq by location and topography. He preferred that the parking area
not be located closer than existing to 41 Glenwood Avenue.

Briana Zelaya, owner of the subject property at 49 Glenwood Avenue, stated that she would
like to minimize the walking distance between the parking area and the residence for child
safety reasons. Mr. Summers indicated that it may be possible to adjust the location of the
parking area to avoid being closer to 41 Glenwood Avenue. Frank Doodha, owner of the
nearby property at 23 Glenwood Avenue, stated that any outdoor conversation noise
generally travels easily in the area and can be overheard at nearby properties.

ADR Group Member Winey provided the following comments:



He noted that removal of the existing pool buildings would result in a reduction of floor
area.

He prefers to know the envelope of any proposed new building in the pool area.

He recommended pulling back the boundary between the asphalt driveway and “turf
block” parking pavers, such that the driveway boundary follows a more regular curvilinear
path, and the apron connecting the driveway to the parking spaces is comprised of pavers
that match the parking area.

He recommended that the pool equipment be enclosed.

He recommended investigating the physical condition of the retaining walls around the
pool, which may need to be replaced rather than repaired.

He suggested installing a PVC French drain for site drainage.

He noted that the existing residence is the result of numerous additions over periods of
time. He suggested that the current project is an opportunity to improve the rear
elevation fenestration by making the proportions and divisions more consistent. Ms.
Zelaya responded that the owners are trying to maintain the “spirit” of the existing house
while improving/modernizing.

ADR Group Member Fritts provided the following comments:

He asked if pool and/or landscape lighting was proposed and recommended that lighting
fixture specifications be added to the project plans.

He recommended enclosing or “bunkering” the pool equipment.

He agreed that the current project is an opportunity to improve the rear elevation
fenestration by nﬁ"akingthe proportions and divisions more consistent.

He described the proposed building modifications as improving the property.

ADR Group Member Sutro provided the following comments:

He noted inconsistencies on project plan sheets regarding the location/boundary of the
proposed pool patio. He stated that the patio should generally not be expanded within
setbacks unless there is neighbor support and no public objections. Mr. Summers replied
that he would resolve the plan inconsistencies and avoid setback encroachment.

He described the proposed building improvements as “healing” the building to some
extent.

ADR Group Member Buckingham submitted the following comments in writing which were
entered into the record by ADR Group Member Fritts:

She supported the removal of the existing architecturally noncongruent pool buildings.
She was concerned about the proposed expanse of hardscape and recommended visual
screening from Willow Hill Avenue with green landscaping.

She recommended that the proposed “turf block” pavers be suitable for residential use
and not have a commercial appearance.

She supported the residential additions at the rear elevation. She recommended
rehabilitating the rear elevation with historically accurate fenestration for consistency
with the south elevation, which appears to be mostly original.



Regarding the proposed reconstruction of the rear accessory building which is nonconforming
with regards to required side and rear yard setbacks, ADR Group Members Buckingham and
Fritts stated that they supported the proposed relocation within the required yard setbacks,
but they did not support expanding or enlarging the existing rear accessory building which
would exacerbate an existing nonconformity. Group Members Sutro and Winey did not have
an issue with reconstruction of the rear accessory building as proposed.

Mr. Summers stated that the ADR Group recommendations will be considered and
incorporated into the project plans including any necessary revisions.

ADR Group Member Fritts stated that the project did not require further review by the ADR
Group. He closed the hearing.

b. Coan-Delgado Residence — 4 Willow Hill Road

Planner Weintraub provided a brief introduction of the project. Project Architect Charles
Theobald described the project including existing nonconforming conditions. No members
of the public spoke on the project.

ADR Groeup Member Winey provided the following comments:

* The proposed addition resolves existing “funky” roof conditions. The proposed materials
and colors match the existing residence.

®* He recommended adding a window at the south elevation upper story for consistent
fenestration pattern and to fill a wall expanse.

®= He recommended that the existing air conditioner unit not be installed at the new side
elevation.

* He indicated that the existing rooftop chimney/vent enclosure provided visual interest
and balance to the roof form and could be retained if desired.

ADR Group Member Fritts provided the following comments:

* He agreed with ADR Group Member Winey’s comments regarding the merits of adding a
window to the south elevation upper story and removing the air conditioner unit from
the side elevation.

ADR Group Member Sutro provided the following comments:
= He stated that the proposed design looks great. He noted that the proposed new
bedrooms are small which is a function of the existing structure.

ADR Group Member Buckingham submitted the following comments in writing which were

entered into the record by ADR Group Member Fritts:

= She noted that “the front elevation remains unresolved, particularly the section directly
above the front door”. She recommended a facade treatment to address the “flat,
windowless expanse of shingles” at the south elevation upper story.

* She recommended relocating the air conditioner unit away from neighbors and out of
sight.



Mr. Theobald replied that he would investigate revising the south elevation upper story
fenestration/fagade treatment, which could affect the interior plan, and relocating and/or
omitting the exterior air conditioner unit to address the ADR Group comments.

There was a brief discussion of permitting requirements for solar energy systems, which is
not proposed by the project.

ADR Group Member Fritts stated that the project did not require further review by the ADR
Group. He closed the hearing.

. Communications

a. Staff — Planner Weintraub provided information on ADR Group 2020 Meeting dates and
Member availability.

b. Advisory Design Review Group — ADR Group Members provided updates regarding
Member availability.

. Approval of Minutes — October 25, 2020

ADR Group Member Fritts made a motion to approve the minutes. The motion was seconded
by ADR Group Member Winey. The minutes were approved by a vote of 3-0.

ADR Group Member Fritts made a motion to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded
by ADR Group Member Winey. The meeting was adjourned at 8:10 PM by a vote of 3-0.
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ARCHITECTS
RECEIVED
Planning Department
September 9, 2019
Town of Ross
Planning Department
31 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard
Ross, CA 94957 Town of Ross

Re: Zelaya Resldence
49 Glenwood Avenue
Ross, CA 94904
AP# 073-071-05

Neighbor QOutreach Plan

We have reached out to the following adjacent neighbor who is likely the only neighbor who
would be able to see the proposed project from a portion of their property.

* 51 Glenwood Avenue. Liebe Patterson Contacted via email on 9/5/19

Subsequent to submission for Design Review/Non Conformity Permit. We will attempt to reach
out to all neighbors directly adjacent to the property. Those neighbors will include:

* 41 Glenwood Avenue. Robert Dickonson
¢ 36 Glenwood Avenue,
e 36 Upper Road. Merritt and Pamela Sher

Given the lack of impacts to all adjacent neighbors due the seclusion of 49 Glenwood, we do not
anticipate any concerns, however will make every effort to mitigate any that arise through the
process.
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Stewart K. Summers, Architect
SKS Architects

4153821656 = 1852 Fourth Street, San Rafael CA 94901 sksarch.com
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ARCHITECTS
RECEIVED
Planning Department
Zelaya Residence LT 1T 2019
49 Glenwood Avenue
Ross, CA 94904
AP#073-071-05 Town of Ross

Neighbor Outreach Letter to:

¢ 51 Glenwood Avenue. Liebe Patterson Contacted via email on 9/5/19
* 41 Glenwood Avenue. Robert Dickonson
e 36 Glenwood Avenue.
e 36 Upper Road. Merritt and Pamela Sher
Dear Neighbor

My name is Stewart Summers. I'm that architect for your neighbors Miguel and Briana Zelaya at
49 Glenwood Avenue. On behalf of the Zelaya's, | am preparing to submit a project for Design
Review to the Town of Ross. The project has two components.

1. They plan on making a minor aiteration at the rear of the existing house that should not be
visible from your property. It will essentially result in a minor roof change at a rear dormer, This
requires a planning review due to the rear setback. The existing dormers roof will be raised
approximately 18 inches and incorporate an extension of the existing flat roof at the rear of the
house.

2. They plan on demolishing and replacing the existing pool house structure. In 2011, a plan to
replace the pools structures was approved and permitted by the former owner. The owner
elected not to complete that project. We are proposing a new design that we feel is modest in
comparison to the prior permitted project. Our building is 304 sq. ft. smaller than the prior
design. Our building is approximately 2'-8" lower than the prior design at 13'-8" at its highest
roof. There is no roof deck/garden as proposed before which could create privacy issues, We
are not proposing a new pool. Essentially, we are proposing a replacement of the pool house
with a structure that is far more appropriate than the prior design and is designed more in keeping
with the property. Other associated landscape improvements will be part of the project.

I'wanted to reach out to show you what is being proposed and assess if you have any concerns
whatsoever. The Zelaya's are a wonderful family getting ready to make this property their own to
raise their young family. I'm available to meet with you anytime to show you what we have
planned. | think you'll be pleased with the design and find it appropriate. We will certainly
consider any concerns you may have.

Thanks for your time. I ook forward to chatting.

// /
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Stewart K. Summers, Architect
SKS Architects

415 3821656 « 1852 (ourth Street, San Rafael CA 94901 « sksarch com



