
7n
TSñ¡¡{
ROSS

-

Agenda ltem No. 11.

Staff Report

Date: November 9,2017 Town Council Meeting

To Mayor Robbins and Councilmembers

From Sal Lucido, Contract Building Official
Joe Chinn, Town Manager

Subject: 73 WinShip Avenue (APN 072-L62-L51, Appeal of Construction Penalties Assessment

Staff Recommendation
Hold a public hearing for the appeal of construction penalties against 73 Winship Avenue, as

calculated per the Town's "Time Limits for Completion of Construction Ordinance" (Ross

Municipal Code, Chapter 15.50) and provide a decision of the appeal to be brought back ín a
resolution to the next regular Council meet¡ng.

Project Summary
Owners:
Location:
Project:

Town File Number:
Permit Number(s):
Project Valuation:
Permit lssued Date:

Construction Completion Deadline:

Project Final date:
Calculated Penalties:
Remaining Construction Deposit:

Brian and Erica Hunt
73 Winship Avenue (APN 072-L62-L5l
Renovation/Addition of a Historic SFD with a new 2,640
square foot unfinished basement. Project also includes
reconstruction ofthe attached garage to the east ofthe
residence with grading and new landscaping including a
new swimming poolsouth of the main residence.

Variance, Design Review and Demolition Permit No. L890

L7997

s814,3L8
6/3/14
I2/3/Ls (18 months)
2/5/L7 (440 days past deadline)

5357,500
532,572.72

Background
The duration of construction projects in Ross is governed by the Time Limits for Completion of
Construction Ordinance (Ross Municipal Code, Chapter 15.50). The ordinance establishes
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procedures, timelines, and penalt¡es to ensure that projects are completed in a timely fashion
with the least amount of impact on the surrounding neighborhoods. Under the Ordinance, a

project of this buildíng permit valuation has 18 months to complete construction.
\

On January LO,2Ot3, Council approved Variance, Design Review and Demolition Permit No. L890
for the following improvements:

L. Modifications to the main residence wlth llmlted wlndow and exterior door replacement
and to add a new 2,640 square foot, unfinished, basement for storage and mechanical.

2. Reconstruction ofthe attached garage to the east ofthe residence.
3. New landscaping is proposed including a new swimming pool south of the main residence.
4. Design review is req';ir"ed fo:' grading to distr"ibute soi! ft"onn the basennent and poo!

excavation to create a landscaped, soil berm, up to 24 inches tall, within the west and
north yard setback areas. 630 cubic yards of cut and 630 cubic yards of fill are proposed.

5. A fence height variance was requested to allow an 8-foot-tall concrete fence along Sir
Francis Drake Boulevard. The fence would be búried 2 feet in the soil berm, for an

apparent height of 6 feet.

Please refer to Attachment A for an overall timeline with notable milestones.

Construction documents were submítted in May of 20t3. After several submittals to address
corrections, the plans were readv for approval in November of 20t3. The applicant requested
and was granted a one-year extension on the permit approval. Subsequently, Building Permit
17997 was issued as an Owner-Builder permit for construction by the Hunts on June 3,20L4.
Work commenced immediately, but a portion of the construction was stopped three months into
iha nr¡ia¡t nn lJra 1^^ôcc^rr, ¡1.^¡allina r¡nil /¡nii¡n^ì J"^ *a a ¿¡ana ^h^^^^ +ha+ +¡iaaa-^A Fi-^rrrç yrvJçvr vrr Lr¡ç qçLçJJvr y vvvçilrrró errrr \ev!!qõE, usç rv q JvvPç Lrr€trrE,g trrqt Ltrõrõ|çtEu tilç

sprinklers. Work continued while revised plans were submitted and approved, and the stop work
order was lifted 6 weeks later. Construction proceeded in a steady manner. The Hunt appeal
letter states, "We had between eight and fifteen workers on the project at any time."

The Town did receive some complaints during construction such as: excessive dirt o.n the roadway
due to improper washdown; loud music; several complaints of construction vehicles blocking
access on Oak',üay; and â gÊi-rÊrâl email compiaii'ri tlrat "ï1re ongoing project has caused harciship
on our current tenants for the past two years and is presenting rental challenges for our
propertr¡". Hor¡/er/er, the Hunts quickly resolrred speclflc connplaints recei,.,ed about the project.

On October L,2015, the applicant notified the Building Official via email that they were not going
to meet the constructíon deadline. The Town Manager and Building lnspector met with the
Hunts on January 22, 20!6, where they explained why the project was off track with respect to
meeting deadlines. The majority of issues were related to unanticipated foundation work, rot
repair and the nature of the historic renovation challenges for this structure. At that time, the
Hunts thought the project would be completed in late summer or early fall of 20L6.

The project received final construction approval on February L5,2Qt7. On April 1,t,2Ot7,the
Town sent a letter to the owner (Attachment B) advising that the project completion of
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construction was 440 days beyond the L8-month time limit specifíed in the Ordinance and thus
ic cuhiort trì .ônçtrrrrlinn nenahipc in fhe amnunf of S157 5OO

On April 20, 2017, the Town rece¡ved a properly filed letter of appeal from the appellant
(Attachment C). Staff contacted the appellant to schedule a meeting date to discuss the appeal.

Staff met with the appl¡cant over the next several months answering questions and granting

extensiéns for more time to prepare the appeal. A council meeting date was set for November

of 20t7.

On June 6, 2Ot7 , the Town received an additional appeal letter, provided in Attachment D. Staff
met with the applicant to discuss options and answer questions.

On October L9, 20L7, the Town received a revised final appeal document, provided in
Attachment E.

Historic Analysis and Review
The Hunt's contend the delay in meeting the construction time limits resulted primarily due to
the substantial efforts necessary to restore a hístorically significant resource. lt is common for
the rehabilitation of historic properties to take longer than new construction due to having to
work with an existing built structure with dry rot, dated plumbing and electrical, and insufficient
structural members, in addition to having to implement special building techniques, practices,

and materials in keepingwith the historic nature of the property.

ln orderto determine the merits of the Hunt's appeal, one must determine if the property at 73

Winship Avenue is considered a historic resource. As defined in Section 5020.1(j) of the California
Resources Code, a "Historical resource" is "any object, building, structure, site, area, place,

record, or manuscript which is historicaliy or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the
architectural, engineering, scientifíc, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political,

military, or cultural annals of California.

Under California Envíronmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Guidelines for lmplementing CEQA

(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5) direction and guidance for the evaluation of "Historic
Resources" are given. The term "Historical Resource" in the CEQA context is used when the
property meets the terms of the definitions in Section 2t084.t of the CEQA Statute and Section

L5064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, "Historical Resources" include properties listed in
or formally determined eligible for listíng in the California Register of Historical Resources, or
listed in an adopted local historic register. The term "local historic register" or "local register of
historical resources" means a list of resources that are officially designated or recognized as

historically significant by a local government pursuant to resolution or ordinance. "Historical

Resources" also includes resources identified as significant in an historical resource survey
meeting certain criteria (e.g., associated with notable persons, events, architecture, and/or
having archeological significance). Additionally, properties, which are not listed but are otherwise
dete¡'mined to be historically significant, based on substantial evidence, would also be considered
a "Historical Resource."
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lf a property is consiciereci to be a "Historic Resource" uncier e EQA, then a project wouici neeci to
meet the National Park Service Secretary of the lnterior (SOl) Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties to be considered Categorically Exempt (e.g., no further environmental review,

such as a Negative/Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental lmpact Report, would be

required). The SOI Standards offer four distinct approaches to the treatment of historic
properties-preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction arrd provides a series of
concepts about maintaining, repairing, and replacing historic materials, as well as designing new
additions or making alterations.

Alth¡rugh the Town of Ross cloes not have a local historic register that lists notable buildings or
structures, the Town does rely on the book t¡tled, Ross, California: The People, the Places, the
H¡storv, prepared by the Joe Moya del Pino Library-Ross Historical Society. As described in the
preface, the book is a culmination of decades of research and historic preservation prepared by

the Ross Historical Society. The book described the history of Ross, notable people that have

contributed to the founding of Ross, and the unique architectural styles associated with Ross.

The Hunt's residence is listed in the book and is described as the "Gray House" that was

constructed circa t892. The residence was designed by architect Maxwell G. Bugbee for William
and Elizabeth Barber in the "shingle-style" as a luxury summer rental. William and Elizabeth's
primary residence was at 1 Garden. Elizabeth. Barber moved to the Gray House in l-905 as a

widow. She lived at the residence until she died in L908. The Barber family sold the Gray House

in 1922.

Frrd'harmnro rlthnrroh tho rocidon¡a ic nnf licto¡l nr doornod fn ho olioihlo fnr liqtino nn tho¡1rvr e, ur!r¡vebr.

California Register of Historic Resources or National Register of Historic Places, based on the
historical evidence provided in the January LO, 20L3 Staff Report (see Attachment F for Staff
Report and Minutes), the Town Council voted 4-0-L (Brekhus recused) to approve the historic
rehabilitation of the property. The project was deemed Categorically Exempt on the basis that
the project would be rehabilitated eonsistent with the SOI Secretary Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties. Accordingly, conditions of approval 7 through 14 related to the historic
¿¡l^^l^tll+a+l^^ ^{ +L^ L^"^^
I Ë¡ tctuiltf øLr\,r l \rr Lr lE r rvu)E,

Diseussion

An owner may appeal a construction completion penalty, "on the grounds that the property

owners were unable to comply with the construction time limit for reasons beyond the control
of themselves and their representatives." The grounds for appeal include, but are not limited to,
"labor stoppages; acts of war or terrorism; and natural disasters." Grounds for appeal do not
include, "delays caused by the winter-rainy season; the use of custom and/or imported materials;

the use of highly specialized subcontractors; significant, numerous, or late design changes; access

difficulties associated with the site; failure of materials suppliers to provide such materials in a
timely manner; or by delays associated with project financing." (RMC 515.50.090(a))
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The construction completion ordinance further provides, "When appealing penalties ,.. the
appellant shal! submit doeumentar.v and other evidencä sufficient to establlsh that design deci-

sions, construction drawings and documents, bids and construction contracts, permit

applications, and compliance with all required permit conditions were undertaken in a diligent

and timely manner. Required documentary and other evidence shall demonstrate to the town
council's satisfaction that construction detays resulted from circumstances fully out of his or her

control and despite diligent and clearly documented efforts to achieve construction completion
within those time limits established in this chapter. Penalties made pursuant to this section shall

not be modified or cancelled unless the evidence required in this section is submitted at the time
of appeal."

The Town received a properly and timely filed appeal. Staff met with the applicant on several

occasions to help clarify the Town's procedures and to establish a council meeting date. The

applicant requested adequate time to prepare a formal, well documented appeal, which is
included in Attachments C-E.

Town staff reviewed the appellant's letter and supporting documentation and generally concurs

with the material presented. Because the project was considered to be a historic resource and

because the Hunts were required to rehabilitate the residence with special conditions of approval

that most properties in Ross are not required to adhere to, it is reasonable for the Town Council

to grant on exception to the construction time limits on the basis of preserving a historic resource

that contributes to the heritage of the Ross community. Staff agrees that preserving a historic

home is of value to the community and more time is needed to historically restore a home than
to tear down and rebuild. There is some precedence for this action - the Council approved

waiving the construction time limit penalty for L26 Winding Way (an original "Maybeck" home)

on February t3,2OL4. One difference from that case is L26 Winding Way was only over the time
limit by 6 months versus this project being over by 1-5 months (the Staff Report for L26 Winding

Way is included in Attachment E, Exhibit F).

The Council can also consider and make a finding that the Hunts employed careful manual

recycling techniques throughout the duration of the project. lt should be noted that the Town's
recently amended ordinance.gives consideration to this aspect of the time limits under RMC

15.50.050(g)(2) and grants up to 60 additional days to complete construction depending upon

the difficulty and amount of demolition.

Another item Council could choose to grant additional days of construction for is the unfortunate

severe eye injury to the foreman, which left him blinded. The injury did delay the project some

though it would likely be difficult to quantify by how much. The Hunt appeal says, "We took
measures to make sure the project continued forward by having others step in and redirect work
but we did lose significant time caused by his absence."

Construction does cause increased noise, traffic and associated impacts by nature. We did

receive some but not a lot of complaints related to this project during construction. That being

said, the Hunts remedied the specific complaints in a timely manner. Another impact of'going
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over the timeline bV 440 days is that it causes the building inspector to have to go by the project
site rnany more tirnes over the course of construction than would a project completed in 18

months - typically the building inspector is going to the project site on a weekly basis to lnspect

the site. ln addition, this project went through three winter seasons - during and after each
qualifying rain event, a staff member goes by every construction site to ensure the proper erosion
control measures are in place.

Town Staff received over 90 letters and emails of support for the project and requests for a

reduction in fines in consideration of the historic rehabilitation effort provided in Attachment G.

Fiseal, resource and timeline impacts
lf the Town Council upholds the penalties, a portion of the penalties will be deposited into the
General Fund to offset the additional staff costs associated with processing the appeal and the
remaining portion will be deposited into the Facilities and Equipment Fund.

Alternative actions
The Town Council has the full range of options available from waiving the entire penalty to not
granting the appeal and keeping the construction penalty at 5357,500.

Environmental Review
Not Applicable.

Attachments:
t. Attachment A - Project Time Linc Ovcrview
2. Attachment B -Town letter of Construction Penalty Determination dated 4/tt/L7
3. Attachment C - Appeal documentation from Brian and Erica Hunt dated 4/20/L7
4. Attachment D -Appeal documentation from Brian and Erica Hunt dated 6/6/17
5. Attachment E - Appeal documentation from Brian and Erica Hunt dated LO/L9/L7
6. Attachment F - 73 Winship Staff Report and Minutes from Janua ry 1"0,2Ot3
7. Attachment G -Letters and Emails in support of the Hunts

ñ^¡^----^J Ã^-,.-^-râ.ftEtËt Ët tLEt't t"rttLftt I tEt ttÐr

1. RMC 915.50 - Time Limits for Completion of Construction Ordinance:
http://www.townofross.srelsitesldefaultÆileslfileattae hmentsladministration/pase/24
7/t5.50 time limits for completion of construction.pdf

2. Staff Report and Meeting Minutes (2/I3/t4')for L26 Winding Way:

http://www.townofross.orslsites/defaultÆiles/fileattachments/town council/meeting/
650/aeen da-item- L6-L26-wi n d i 4e-wav-report. pdf

http://www.townofross.orglsites/default/files/fileattachments/town council/meetins/
650/februa rv-13-2014-adopted-minutes.pdf
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ATTACHMENT A
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s/24/2A13
7/e/2013
6/L4/13
6/14/13

7/10/2013
^ 

lF f-^. 
^J/J/ ZUts

9/11/2013
e/12/2013
e/20/2013

10/10/2013
11/1_4/20L3

4/3/2014
4/18/14

4/14/2014

6/3/2014
e/2/2014

9/L1/2014
e/l2/2014
9/30/2014
ß/1./2014
1o/3/201.4

1o/13/2014
10/14/2014
1o/1s/2014
10/24/2014
1o/31/2014

11 /6/?m4
L1/11/2014
11/16/2014
11/17/20L4
1.1/2s/2014
4/28/20ls
10/1./201s

12/3ns
4/19/2016
4/21/2016
s/10/20L6
s/s/2016

s/1s/2016

Attaehment A - Permit Timeline Overview

Date Town Council or other Permít Activíty (with associated VoluationJ

Town Council Approval with Conditions
Plans submitted and distributed to Buildirrg, Planning, RVFD. (306533)

Planning: Lsr Submittal comments issued

Building: lst Submittal comments issued
RVFD: lst Submittal Approved w/ conditions
Town formally issued all departmental comments on Lst Subntittal
2nd Submittal distributed to Building, Planning, RVFD,

Planníng: 2nd Subm¡ttal Approved Ø condition: tree protection
RVFD: 2nd Submittal Approved
Building: 2nd Subm¡ttal Approved
Buílding: Lst Submittal comments on the deferred pool submíttal issued

1--year permit approval extension requested (and granted by Rob B.)

Owner-Builder Permit Application and acknowledgment sígned.

RVSD: sewer permit required, request placing a hold on final for project.

Construction timeline estimate submitted (4t2Ùt4 through LO/2OL6l

PERMTT #L7997 TSSUED ($814,3131

Stop Work Order" íss¡:ed on cottage onltT (scope change regr-rires fire sprinklers)

Erosion Control Plans submitted (306533-D)

Planning: Lst Submittal comments from Planning

Building: Lst Submittal comments on ECP issued

Cottage Plans Submitted (as-built and revised plans, 306533-RL)

Building: Lst Approved Cottage
Resubmitted erosion control plans

Stop work order on Cottage lifted, Planning approved Cottage Plans

Building: Erosion Control Plans Approved
Garage elevation issue raised by planning (plans not approved by buílding)

RVFD: Approved Cottage Plans

Plans submitted for Revised Garage Plans (306533-R2)

Building: Approved revised garage plans

Drainage plan resubmittal to address planning department comments
RVFD: Approved revised garage plans

Planning: Approved revised garage plans

lssues regarding the "stone" wall (resolved wíthin several days)

Applicant notified Building Official that they will not meet time limits
TLCO Deadline based on 18 Months
Driveway Plans Submitted
Planning: approved w/ conditions
DPW: comments issued on driveway
Grading and Drainage Plan Revisions Submitted (306873-D)

Buildíng: approved revised grading and drainage
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ure/2017
2/2/2076

2ns/2077
2/28/20r.3
2/r5/2017

Date Town Councíl or other Permít ossocíoted Voluation
RVFD FinalApproval '

RVSD

Building FinatApproval (date used for penalty determination)
M MWD (Permit 2OL3-L9, exempted|
Planning Final Approval

3



^TT 
Al u t\/t tr t\lT Et,-l¡ lr-l\-l llVll-¡I, l)



75t,T(XrIl\ï
tl)t.V V ¡ \
ROSS

AprilLL,20L7 SENT V¡A CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

SENTVIA EMAILTO:
iam8rian@gmail.com

RE: 73 Winship Avenue (APN 072-162-tS) - Permit: L7997

Time Limits For Completion of Construction Penalty Determination

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Brian Hunt:

Per the Town's "Time Limits for Completion of Construction Ordinance" (Ross Municipal Code, Chapter

15.50, attached), you were allowed 18 months to complete the project based on a project valuation of
5814,318. The permit was issued on 613/f4, which means that the deadline for completion was L2l3lt5.
For the purposes of penalty determination, your project received final approval (for construction) on

2/L5lL7, a total of 440 days past the completion date. A penalty for $357,500 is due the Town based on

the following calculation, less your deposit of 532,572.72 as follows:

Mr. and Mrs. Brian Hunt
P. O. Box 1407
Ross, CA 94957

Tier Days Past Deadline
L 1st 30 Days (grace period)

2 Day 3L to the 60th Day

3 Day 61 to the 120th Day

4 Day L21-Completion

Start Range

12/3/zoLs
r/2/20L6
2/t/20L6
4/rl20L6

End Range

L/t/20L6
1./31"/2076
3/37/2016
2/Ls/2017

Totals:

Days

30
30
60

320
440

Less Remaining Deposit:
TotalAmount Due:

Penalty

s
S z,soo
S 3o,ooo

S 32o,ooo

S 357,500

S 32,572.72

s 324,927.28

Daily Fine

s
s
5

s

250

500
1,000

As per Ross Municipal Code Section 15.50.100(a), any penalty amount in excess of the construction
completion deposit shall be paid within 30 days of the date of mailing the letter by first class mail to the
property owner and any penalty amount not paid within 30 days shall be subject to additional 10% (ten

percent) penalty on the unpaid balance remaining after this 30 day period and monthly interest shall

accrue on this unpaid balance at an annual rate of 12% (twelve percent). To avoid paying additional
late payment penalties and ¡nterest, your payment is due within 30 days of the date of this letter.

The penalties and interest due are a personal debt of the property owner, and also an obligation that
runs with the land to all subsequent owners of the property. lf payment of the amounts due, including
any additional penalt¡es and interest, is not received within 45 days the total amount shall become a

tien on the subject property pursuant to Sect¡on 15.50.100 of the Ross Municipal Code.

After a confirmation hearing on the amount of the proposed lien, your property will be assessed these

costs. This assessment shall be a lien upon the property owned by you until paid in full and discharged

of record. The lien will be subject to the same penalties and procedure and sale in case of delinquency

as provided for ordinary municipal taxes.
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April tL,2OL7
Mr. Brian Hunt
Page 2 oî 2

This penalty may be appealed to the Town Council within 10 days according to the process specified in

Ross Municipal Code Section L5.50.090. Please note that an administrative fee of $1,654 is required to
appeal this determination and must be paid prior being scheduled for a regular Town Council meeting.

Please notify the Town whether you will accept the penalty determination or will file an appeal by

contacting Simone Jamotte at (415) 453-L453, extension L06 or by the email below.

Sincerely,
TOWN OF

Sa re A. Lucido, P.E.

Contract Building Official

CC: Joe Chinn, Town Manager (jchinn@townofross.org)

Simone Jamotte, Bu ild ing Depa rtment Secreta ry (sjamotte@townof ross.org)

Encl.: Time Limits for Completion - Chapter 1.5.50 Muni. Code, Acknowledgement

P.O. BOX 320, ROSS, CA 94957-0320
415.453. 1453 . FAX 415.453.1950

www. tow n of ross. o rg
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April20,2017

Brian & Erica Hunt
P0 Box L407 73 Winship Avenue
Ross, CA 94957

iln¡¡t Je u vEttÊr)

4-eu/ 7
foe Chinn, Town Manager, Town of Ross
Sal Lucirlo, Cnntract Building 0fficial, Town of Ross

We respectfully submit our protest to the fineò imposed upon us by the
administratÍon of the Town of Ross. Our prolect ls unlque ln that lt ls consldered
historically significant to the Town of Ross. Due to its age and dilapidated condition,
this proiect presented numerous facets that involved inpuü details, discovery, and
uni{ue remedies to restore, structurally fortiS, and repair to the standards merited
for such a project

Below you will find our high level list of reasons the project at 73 Winship Avenue
exceeded the 18 month time limit the Town of Ross allows for a project of our size.

* Delay i¡r original start date regarding no earth work during October to April
* Injured Forman
* Historic Rainfall
* Red Tag on GuestHouse
* Sprinkler addition to Guest House
* Prolonged Foundation work

tDirt removal misinformation
* Historic Nature of Residencé

* Unforeseen structural issues . ''

* Rock wall preservation/reconstruction
* Additional support for leveling residence
* Additional Steel/structural work
r Salvagingof wood and/or re millingto match existingwood
* Restoration and replication of architectural elements
* Discovery of additÍonal work needed once walls were open

n Drainage plans &tree preservation visits
t( ,\---..--.,- --:-LL.--f-.l --,J tft,...,* ùt^,.^.,^-..^,..-"1,.i..r.. -..,...11¡".", t* 
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the projec! harassment and unnecessary stress.

We will prepare a more extensive calendar in a timeline and elaborate on these
details and more to help delineate the reasons for the time overage for the project at
73 Winship Avenue. Please inform us of the next steps in the process and also please

let us know if you have any additional questions at this time. Enclosed is our check
in the amount of $1654 for appealing the penalties.

ThankYou,

Erica and Brian Hunt
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lune 6,20L7

Brian & Erica Hunt
PO Box 1407 73 Winship Avenue
Ross, CA 94957

Joe Chinn, Town Manager, Town of Ross

Sal Lucido, Contract Building Official, Town of Ross

Dear loe & Sal

We have submi$ed our more preclse outllne to help further describe and layout the

extended work time needed to complete our remodel / restoration project at for our home

at 73 Winship Avenue. This timeline follows our inspection log with Thomas Thompson
(who has been our inspector throughout the entirety of our prorect) and shows thät at t¡û

time did work halt over the roughly 2.5 years of effort at the building site. Our timeline,
notes, and inspection log show that at all times our progress was noted and that we have, in
facç completed our project to the standards required by the town of Ross within a

"reasonable" time period. ln addition, per the town's requirement, we did hire a historical
archltect/engineer, who has monitored this project from its inception to completion who
can further verify the timeline needed in order for this historically significant restoration to
be completed to the high standards one would expect for such a proiect.

We implore you to keep in mind, as you consider imposing fines upon us, that we have

worked tirelessly to restore, renovate, and reconstruct our property to high standards and

with h¡gh quality and longevity of construction imposed at every step. Ross is our
community. Our home is a prominently placed and historicaity significant structure to the
Town of Ross. We have spentyears of time and effort and hundreds of thousands of dollars
to make it the best that we can for years to come. The Grey House has been deteriorating
without upkeep for 50+ years. lt is unquestionably a safet sounder and better looklng home

than it was before we started. We ask tlìât you please refund us our deposit in full, and

rescind your demand for the additional nearly $330,000 you have requested from us for not
finishing this massive project in under 18 months. We assert that 2.5 years has not been

excessive at all for the scope of our project given its stated historical sÍgnificance to the
Town of Ross. We do not feel that we, or any other members of the community who
undertake hlstorically significant rernodels to task, should be penalized for our heartfelt and

sincere efforts and actions. Doing so discourages these projects in t}re future and that serves

as a disincentive for future members of the commun¡ty to undertake them. We believe, in
tI¡- -,r,-l r¡.,s :¡!l rl:rrrt the tnr,t¡n tn hp ¡nnlinllellv imnroving- These nunitivc fines are at OddS!¡lç Ú¡¡U, vvg q¡¡ vvq¡¡L ev¡.r¡.¡riu¡'J

with progress and good will in our community.

This process has been wrought with emotionai rauma and diäicuit Íinanciai and personaì

sacrifices within our family. We ask that the Town of Ross recognize and acknowledge the

actual effort and challenges we have endured by not imposing additional financial
punishment as an expression. We ask for your understancling and empathy, if not
appreciation for what we have accomplished at our property at 73 Winship Avenue. We are

proud and happy to have finally completed this large, arduous undertaking. We submit that
in doing so, we have not caused damage or hardship to the community of Ross. We ask that
you relieve gll fÌnes for these reasons among otlers.

ThankYou,

Brian & Erica Hunt
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1,0-t9-1,7

Dear foe and Sal

Attached is our report outlinrng explanations for our trme overages on our pro¡ect at
73 Winship Avenue, the "Gray House". As you will see, we have taken great effort to
expiain the reasons why this historically significant restoration differs from a groud
up construction build. The report will help distill our project into a series of
descriptions to help the Town Council undérstand the nuances involved in such an
undertaking that render an L8 month time limit unrealistic

We appreciate the time you both have talien thus far to meet and discuss this
situation with us. We hope to continue to receive your support in this matter to help
us succeed in convincing the Town Council members not to impose fines of
$357,000 or any portion of that amount for having completed our restoration
project. This reality is especially hard to process knowing that we did all we could to
continually make work progress at every time we were able. Inspection records and
inspector Tom Thompson can veriflz the fact that work did not abate during our
entire project. We explain challenges in this report that we faced during our unique
project, a-s well a-s wha-twe cl-iil- to overcome them.

We show in this report as clearly as we can how our historical building renovation
needs to attain special review as tire time completion ordinance is at odds in our
¡i-^ y^'i+}r +L,n *vnara ^-zl i^+n-+ ^F +L^ -^¡^"--+ +^'^'- -^^1. aa r^rvÍ++nn(-O.JÉ vV lL¡r LrlL 6r çALEr lJUr yLrJç qrlL{ l¡lLCrlL Ul LrÀs l crcvdllL Ll-rvvrr Ë,\-rc|IJ ctù vv l ¡LLErr.

Please do not hesitate to contact us in the event that you have questions. We
appreciate your support in this frightening predicament. We have never in our lives
encountered such a financial threat to our family as this.

Thqnl¡ r¡nr¡

Brian and Erica Hunt
Brian- 415-377-409t
IamBrian@gmail.com



Brian &. Erica liunt
The Gray House
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Ross, CA

Sctober 9, 7tt7

Re: Penalty Appeal far 73 Winship Avenue / The Gray House
Councii Meeting: November 9,2t!7

Dear Town Council:

We are appealing the $357,ûû0 penalty imposed by the Tor,vn of R.oss relating
to the constr¡-lction tirne lirnit for the renovation of our residence at 73 Winship
Avenue {"the Gray House"J and the cCIltage located at 5 ûak Way.

We want to explain the circumstances that resulted in construction delay,
and the lnequities of the Construction Cornpletion Chapter, ?own CIrdinance Chapter
15.50 upon which the penalty was imposed, âs applied to our unique project.

Our Decision to Move to Ross

When our boys were ten, eight and five, we decided that we needed to move
lo a s*:aller community where they would have access to outdoor activities as well
âs an excelient school syslem. Althci:gh it was twice as much as we had originaliy
planned to spend an a family hcme, from the minute we saw The Gray House, we
knew thatwe could make ít our home. We recognized that this unique property
would require a significant investment in order to address major repairs; however,
the accompanying rental properties ailowed it to work financially. We also
recognized that this particular renovation would be a iong haul emotionally and
financially, but because Brian ís a builder specializing in renovating historic,
architecturally significant homes, we felt strongly that fit between our family and
The Gray Flouse was mutually beneficial. The Gray House, in all of its disrepair, was
an ideal project for aur family, andthe Tawn af Ross, where the school PTA puts
cookies anyû*r doorstep to welccrne new students and the Ross Prcperty Owners
Association delivers welcome baskets tû neu/ farrilies wâs ûur dreant town. We had
no doubts that this was ti¡e absalute righT move for us and aur children.

The Gray House sal for more than nine months on the market after having
been vacant{ar tw* years ¡:rior to That; for good reason. The yard was overgrown
alter decades of neglect. The inside of the hon:e wãs outdated and chopped up in
traditianal Victorian style. ûur very first weel< in the h*use, there was a major water
ieak in the rnain water iine" The heating system did not function. ïVe had to heat the
house with one external unit far the rlownstairs and space heaters in the bedrooms.
Each time yau turned ûfi a space heater, you had to make sure all cther lights wero



tr-lrned aff or the electrica.l circ¡:it wor-rkì. trip. We ha.d iilea"ll¡z hopecl tcr ha.ve the plans
passerl and start construction quickly, and estimated 3 - 6 months. We lived in the
main house at73 ïVinship, which was barely livable, for two years before
construclion i:egan.

We knern'that the acquisítion cf 73 Winship was a huge financial sTretch for
us, but we loved the house, the neighb'orhood, and the Ross School, where our three
sons \ /ere already thriving. From the very beginning, despite struggles with the
original state of tire hcuse, we feit fuiiy integrated ìnto the Ross Comrnunity-this
was where we bek:nged.

Prafessionally, Erica r,vorl<s outside the irome as a professional organizer, but
has also served as the FTû Executive Board as President for 2 years, Vice-President
for 2 years, and she :row sits on the Ross School Endowment. She has served on the
Ross Leadership Council, volunteered or spearheaded the Wine Fest, classroom
events, Margie Burke Speech Tournament, Bear \l/ear', Fun Run, Friends of the
Library Book Fair an¿i Aultrur Coffec and has chaired R.r¡ss Schc¡t-rl Farnily Day,
C'arden Tour, and the Ross School Aucticn. She has coached community soccer
teams. She took over ûrganizing the Winship Book Club. Brian began his career in
architecture after getting his degree. Sorne years later, his cäreer became more
hands ûn äs he deived into the renovations of primarily Victorian buildings. Eefore
purchasing the {iray Hûuse, he had made â cäreer of renovating and building in San

Franciscc for the past 25 years. He works full-ti¡ne but has also helped advise
neighbors in construction matters, coached various sports, and volunteered for
ccmmui:ity events like the Margie Burke Speech Tournament and 4th of luly parade.
This is our commr:nify and we are people who believe in giving to the community.

The Historical and Dilapidated Gray House

Befare we rnacle our offer to buy the Gray Llouse we consulted with ãiise
Semonian, the Ross Town Planner, about the provision in the listing realtors'
disclosures about the three rental units on ûak Way (which were part of the
property at 73 WinshipJ stating that the r"rnits had to be removed when the property
was transferred ta the next owner. The T<¡lvn Planner assured us that the Town of
IJfta. "á,-- in+n*nnþ^,] i^ -" -ll rnn+.¡1 .rni+. -r.J ,,,^.,1á 1\^;^+^v^îr-^.1 ;- l.^^^i-* +^^iauJù vv4J rltLçl gJLçu tlt Jiltqtl I Çlllai ulllLJ ãltu vvuutu ug ltrltt çJL[u rrr ÃçÇH¡r16 Lrlg

units. We were tclcl she couid re move that condition withaut any paperwork on our
part. A^rzd if Ih€ seller accepted our off-er, the Town of Ross would not require us to
eliminate the units. This was a make or break deal fbr us in purchasing the Gray
House as ws would anly be able to buy the property if lhe rental incarae could offset
the large mrsrtgage we werû about to take on. We were impressed by the fact that
Elise was able lo elim!nate a conditional use restriction on the property, without any
päper wo:'k, artd when we rliscusserl lhc obstacies relaLing Lu rernr-rdeling tlte hortte,
we felt reassured by town staffs'stâtements that the Town of R.oss wanted t<¡ work
collaboratively wiTh the next owner to make a histcric renovation happen.

Neighbors and R.r:ss residents repeatedly tr¡id us how reiieved they were that



sûmeûne finally bought the Gray House, as it had been a rnajor eyesore to Town
resiclents given its prominent frontage along Sir Francis Drake.

The pianned renovatìon wouiri be signiiicant, and subject to t:omBliance with
the US Secretary of Interiors Standards given the {ìray House's historical
significance to the Town of Ross. The Gr"ay House, built in 1,892 by Williarn Barber
designed Lry architech Maxwell Bugbee. See Exhibit G. When we embarked on this
project, in 201"3, we asked staff for an extension of time to rebuild this home prior to
starting the project. ?he remodel invclved rebuilding the carriage house behind the
main house, a detached and attached gârage and the main house. The square footage
being remcdeled was 7Bt7 and of that the 5884. square footage rvas remodeled to
meet historic standards. We eslimated we needed 3û n-ronths becar:se Brian was
experienced with histcric horne renovation and was certain that we would run into
problems that tal<e extra tirne, and cannot be predicted accurately in advance.
Tiiere wâs nû way thata project of this rnagnitude could be completed in 1"8 months.
We explored the option of splitting the permits and completing the ccttage and
garages first but were discouraged by the Sr. Town Planner who stated that
approvais would lapse if we did. We were informed that this strategy would have
nearly doubled our permit fees and extended the project time a rninimum of nine
months between the closing of one permit and opening another as mandated by the
Town rules. This would have been a huge imposition to our neighbors and further
delayed the completion of the house. Ful'thermore, she indicated that the
permission for project features would be jeopardized if we were to split permits.

We raised ûur ccncerns about the time limits lvith staff at the outset. We
were told there was no procedure to obtain an extension for a historic remodel but
that the Town was loaking at the Construction Time Limit ordinance and would
probably be amending the ordinance. We were even told that The Town Manager at
tlre time, Rob tsraulik, was aware of aur unique situation and wauld be reaching out
tû us as he investigated changing these limits.

lVhen we applied for the project, and were approved, we heid failh in the
unanimous comments of encouragement by Council Members darla Srnall, Katie
Hoertkorn ,ßeach Kuhl, l,lizabettt Brel<hus, and Rupert Russel. We felt ceinfident that
a gr{}vp of reasonabie, inteiligent public servants would take inlo account the
unir4ue circumstances involved in renovatir:g a pron:inentiy located historic
Irrûpe*y in ad,vanced stages of disrepair. Feeling confident in the ratianality o{ the
tawn process, we tn*ved ahead with the project, trusting that reason, compassion,
logic, and understancling woulcl ultimately prevail.

Standard Permit Time Limit Penalizes Historic Proiects

We v¡ant tû at;sure you that hað we torn down fhe tlray flouse and rebuilt it
âs a new bulld, we couid have n:eT the l-8-month tinìe frame. Tt is not an
únreasonable tirne frame for abranð^ new constructi*n project. Currently, the
systerc of setting a tirne iimit for a project is based upûn the expected value of the



ccìnstruction impr+r.rements âlûne. The maximum length of tirne for any project
runder the Tcwn's Oldinance is l-8 nronths if lhe project value is over $5û0,000.
However, this clelault fails tc take into account any special circumstances such as a
historicai rer:ovâtiCIn and preservation. Unfortunately, if without discretion or
concern for truly unique circumstances, ttris ordinance penalizes projects such as
UUT J.

We dici not run over the construction time because we mismanaged this
praject or because we had insulficient funds to embark on this project. We had
between eight a¡id fifteen worì<ers on the project at any time. We couid not turn to
intci'icr ';;';r1¡ uniil foundaiict'l wcrli ä'âs ccinplcicd cn ihe main home-
Foundational work alane look nine mcnths, and it was not possible to do interior
work befbre the foundational work was done. ì

Ross does not have a historic building code, but if you look at the State of
California Historic Code, it encourages preservation of historic buildings. [See
California State Historic Building Code "Such alternative building standards a*d
building regulations are inlended to facilitate the restoration or change of
ûccupancy sCI as to preserve their original or restored architectural elements and
features, to encourage energy conservation and a cost effective approach to
preservation, and to provide for the safety of the building occupants."] In San
Francisco, the City's Codes are drafted to strongly encourage rehabilitation of old
ìromes ancl the provisions take into consideration the special circumstances that
relate ta sucli prajects, including added construction tirne.

We feel v€ry strongly that the benefits that our neighbors received from our
renovation of The Gray House far outweigh any impacts frorn the project's
construction period. The project itself was fully contained on our property,was
screened to minircize viewing, and nearly 80% of the work over the construction
period was interi<¡r work. The work was as discrete as possible, notwithstanding
that it was ûn a mai*r Tcwn arlery. And the resulting home is, we believe,
exceptional"

We note that in our years living in Ross, we saw only one project {9
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whether the hame was historic. There is n<¡ indication that in the five years since we
moved to Ross, the Town has had a project rebuilt tCI preserve the historic
architecture. The Abrar¡rs' project at.126 Winding Way is the closest exampie af
what aur praject resembled and it too went way aver the construction time limit.
Çoo Ë"vhilrit ñ'

hl Lite allaclietl Ðxilibit A & B, we irave detailed the cornplexities of aur
pr*iect thaT were due ta c*mpliance with the Secretary of lnterior's Standards for
historicai prcjects and calculated the "de\ay" in days that it caused in the compietion
of our project. We also have attached, as Exhibit C, a letter frorn the Historical
Architecture ilonsultanl, l,awrence Karp, who specializes in the preservation and



renûvation of histr¡ric builciings. He explains why meeting these standards take
mÕrc construction lime. We had no way to control or reduce the amount of time
reasonably needed to complete the project within the default tin'le limits for The
Town of R.oss Ccmpletion of Construction.

Other Circumstances Beyond Our Control

ln addition to the chalìe*ges of rebuilding historic hom€, our project was
delayed due to lwo extraordinary circurnstances.

First, we experienced an "act of god" when our foreman suffered â severe
injury ta his eye, whici: left him blinded. There is a precedent for allowing additional
construction time caused by this kind of an incident. The property at 27 Upper
R.oad's design professional passed away during his project, and the Town
recognized the incident as an "act ûf God" when that project exceeded construction
time lir*its. See tsxhibit Ð. We ask for the same consideration here.

Åfter the initial injilry we w€re uncertain as tc how long he would be unable
to work cn the project. We cauld nct have known that he would need multiple
ccrneai transplants and lens replacements and would be unavailable for 9 months.
His extended periocl of recuperation, and additional surgeries caused an unexpected
delay in project oversight and management. We took meâsures to rnake sure the
project contínued forward by having others step in and redirect work but we did
lose sig*ificant time caused by his absence from the project. See Exhibit E.

Second, our prcject timeline spanned what can only be described as a
historically wet winter in 2*î6. Atthough rain delays are expected in any
construction project, one cãnnot compare lhe lypícal raíny season with the
extraordinary rainy season of 20X6. We note the construction time limit ordinance
does not allow delays caused by weather to be considered, because with a norrnal
project yûu can scheduie exterior work during the dry season. But when exterior
wark for a historic project necessitales nine {9J rnonths of outdoor work, the delay
caused by the rain does impact the constructicn schedule. Historically,Town
Councitr has given allowances to projecTs due to excessive rainfall or water issues

{i.e. floodin g {rom 2At5}.

Imposing the Fenalty Does Not Serve the Purpose of the Ordinance

Penalties ircposed under the Construction Time Lirnit 0rdinance should
further the purposa çf the Ardinance. Sectiar: 1"5.5û"0Lû, entitled, "Purpose"
provides:

It is the intent of this chapter tc:
. [a] lmpiemenlthe goals and purposes of lhe Town of Ross Ceneral Plan
by maintaining the Tawn's high quality a*d fiagiie natural enviril*¡nenta*dthe
existing s¡nall Iawn qualities and feeling of the ccmmunity.
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impravements, through encauragement cf completion inspections on all
construction requiring building permits.
. {cJ Set and enfCIrce reasonable time limits for the compietion of all
c{:}nstr:urticn ¡:rq * iri ng builri ing ptrmits.

The ordinance, as applied to this project, did not set a reasonable time frame
for completion. ln the context sf a historic home, it applies cûmpeting purposes. 0n
the one hancl, the Tcwn wants high quality construction but on the other hand, it
imposes an unrealisTic deadline thât limits construction to 18 months. This may be
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massive historic project like The Gray House.

We do appreciate that the purpûse behi¡ld the ordinance is to avoid harm to
neighbors from prolonged construction. Our neighbor behind us on 5 Camino Bueåo
was doing their project at the same time and was not harrned by our project. Our
other immediate neighbors have provrded strong letters in support and describe no
harm from or.rr project. Orir crew always parked an lhe property and never
interferecl with the street or neighbors'properties as oflen happens with other
projects. We believe our project benefited our neighbors and tl"ley have been
understanding about the length of the project because they understood and saw we
were working diligentty to complete construction.

Conclusion

These pe:raities are threatening to ruin us financially. We slmply do not have
the money to pay thern. We are at the end of a long, exhausting, emotionally and
financially draining process of iiving on site, with our three children, through the
renovation of 1"ûû-year old property that was in a state of significant disrepair. We
believe that we l¡ave successfully accompiished not just a renovation or a
preservation, but, in fact, a ccrnplete transformation of this historic home from the
ariginal state in which it was acquired. And despite the effort it has required of us,

we stili firmly beiieve that it is a property truly worthy of the care and commitment
required of us to do so. We do not expect âny recognition for having completed this
renovaiion-aÍ'Ler aii iL we kriew tiiat ii: wrJuiri i;e a iriajor uridertakilig ir"oiri iiie very
beginning " However, we certainly dr: not think ir is fair to punish us beyond the
inherent suffering that we haye already experienced by living through a renovation
of this rnagnitude. And despite the extraordinary circumstances of this historic
renovation, we havc dcne no additional harm than one mighr expect from a
standarrj renov¿rtion. We feel strongly that any negative impact that can be
assaciated with our conslructirn process is far autweighed by the benefit to the
community the renovation of a "histcrically significant" hilme in the Town of Ross.

^ås our neighbors, ccmmunity mernbers, and elected counciì rnembers, we ask that
you do not pr,rnísh us with fines.

Tire tim* limit ordinance permits the Council tc reduce the penalty when



circumslances that caused the delay are out of the control of the owner, and clespite
diligent and clearly demonslraTed efforts to achieve conslruclion completion, the
Gwner was unable tc mcet the time lirnits. All of those circumstances are
demonsTraled here"

Whiie '{\e ãre fighiiirg for oui'family's financial health in our appeal, our
piight also involves a bigger issue of using your influence to support other
important historical gems in the Town of Ross. If the Town wants to preserve the
few homes in Ross that are of unique inleresf it is imperative that there be relief
fram these penalties so lhat owners are not afraid to fix up historical homes. We ask
you to consider, for example, the project at 20 Gienwood. The property owners first
wanted to save a Lreautiful old home {originally built in 1907}, and applied to
renovate it. When they determined that the faundation was iess stable than they
believed, they decided t$ build a brand new home. We don't know if the
coi:struction time lirnits played into their decision, but we think it is a powerful
disincentive to retain ti¡at which is there when people consider buying older homes.

We have cherished living in the unique and in many ways bucolic Town of
Ross. We irave invested heavily already to be here. We have actively engaged in
sc?rool, clubs, voìunteering, and helping neighbors. Our house purchase and
subsequent renovation has been a huge financial and time consuming undertaking.
We have had rnany ups and downs since we've lived here, but we boih agree that
nroving to Ross has and continues to be a positive lif'e experience and environment
in whicir to raise our chiidren. That said, this looming threat of being fined by the
Town is at adds with the ?own we believe we live in. For that reason, we ask you to
exercise cornpassionate and sensitivily to our plight, and eliminate the penalties
being leviecl on Lts.



Exhibit A
Historic Projects are far more complicated than new buildings of like size.

The Historic Gray House was built by William Barber in 7892, designed by architect Maxwell
Bugbee and sits at 73 Winship Avenue.

Projects including historical preservation and that are to comply with Secretary of Interior
Standards inherently require extra attention through all phases. Our project is no exception.
Examples of this include deconstruction at historical sites merits extra care so as to not damage
other areas that are not being addressed at the same time or in the same manner. Contrary to new
construction situations, the protection of structures or elements of a structure require extra
attention and reinforcement to maintain éxisting structure stability. Unique to restoration of
historic buildings are the disassembling and reassembling of areas where work is needed to
repair, structurall¡r reinforce, or rebuild an area and to reconstruct details so as to appear as it did
when built in 1892. The implementation of structural upgrades are important and mandated to
bring historic buildings up to current building codes. In the case of the Gray House, thorough
restoration involved addressing multiple areas of siding, roof structures, flooring structures,
architectural design details, and structural upgrades to meet current engineering codes and
requirements. These upgrades and changes were always under the supervision and consult of an
architectural historian to meet or exceed the Secretary of Interior Standards. Our specific project
revealed a plethora of challenges as a result of extreme deferred maintenance over multiple years.
These items included situations such as house the settling as much as eight inches out of floor
level. Multiple areas of earthquake damage and unstable masonry required extra care to remove
and repair while keeping work crew safe. Many areas of rot were found both visible and not
visible until revealed during demolition phase requiring extra effort and care. Some areas of fire
damage were also discovered in roof areas that merited extra time and attention to repair. Below
are the details, photographs and time differentials of a Traditional Ground Up Build vs. the
Historic Renovation of The Gray House.

I. Demolition & Foundation

A. House Demolition and Removal
Traditional House can me torn down and removed offsite with 2 weeks.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 15 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 0 days

B. Shoring of Existing Brick Chimneys
Excavate underneath chimney bases to ensure that weight of chimney's did not give
way and collapse. Procedural excavation of existing dirt underneath chimney and shore
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existing chimney in sections while stabilizing chimney as to not damage main structure
while maintaining worker safety.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 4 days

C. Excavation and Shoring
Carefully dismantle, label, and store in protected area the stone wall elements to create
entry point for excavation. Created tunnel east/west and north/south, per shoring
requirements. Remove dirt from under structure and relocate onsite. Abate excavation
while shoring cribs were installed as needed. Continue excavation until additionalcribs
could be installed to safely support entire structure. Some additional hand digging work
needed to safely remove original brick foundation structural elements. Depending on
conditions of some excavation necessitated hand digging to protect existing structure.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 25 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 58 days

D. Chimney Removal
Hand dismantling of exiting chimneys from starting from roofline to underneath
existing structure. Attempts were made to preserve original bricks for later
repurposing.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 6 days
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E. House Leveling
Set up multiple site points on property and evaluate low points within structure to
determine best locations to pinpoint leveling and what amounts- Create new cribbing
uncier areas where ieveiing needed to support jack force and ìift house to ievel point for
that region. Increase shims on all cribs in area to maintain leveling from jacks so that
jacks can safely be removed. Additional precaution was taken to protect original
windows during house excavation and leveling.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gr House: 5

F. Utilities-Underground Placement
Structure included nnultiple o.¡erhead !ines that v-/e!'e old, unsight!5r,.rtrd crossed o'¡er
the "Oak Way" easement on our property. Lines also crossed through branches of a
mature oak tree on property. PG&E agreed with our assessment of poor current wiring
cu¡rtliLions and irnplernenLed plan Lo nìove utiliLy undergrountl for beLLer appearance
and safety. They Gray House was built before electrical lines were installed, moving the
electrical lines underground created a look in keeping with the original building.
Traditional Ground Up Build: L5 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 18 days

G. foist Support
Various conditions found at sub-floor level after soil excavation of inconsistent, unsafe,
and nnn-cfnrrnl-rrnqllr¡ cnnn.l flnnr inicfc F'enh nf thccc ¡'nnrlitinnc r^7êrp addr.pccerl nnd

repaired as needed to meet engineer and code requirements. In some cases new joists
were installed and attached to old joists as reinforcement, in others entirely new joists
were installed.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation House: 10 days
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H. Porch Collapse
In the rainstorms portions of the porch collapsed- effecting the porch floor, columns
and stone wall. The masonry and wood needed to be dismantled, labeled, protected and
for restoration.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gra Hnllse: 10 davs

-- --'J-

I. Foundation Forming & Pours
Different than a new build construction, the Gray House foundation had to be poured in
sections to maintain safe conditions for work and avoid collapse. Some conditions
merited supporting parts of the existing structure before additional demolition
continued where we needed temporary structure support using posts and beams in lieu
of cribbing.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 35 days
Historic Renovation G House: 46 d

I. Restoration of Stone Wall
After forming foundation under porch it was advised by Historical Architect that the
original stone wall was hindering proper foundation forming and rocks were removed
and marked to reconstruct stone wall after foundation was poured as decorative and
not integrated into the foundation. Stone construction began after foundation was
completed. After waterproof steel structural columns were installed, the rock columns
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bases were reconstructed. As much original rock as possible was conserved and labeled,
the same type of stone was sourced from fwhat we believe) was the original rock
quarry that still operates.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation House: ],L6 da

Oríginal drawtrryof "Grøy Hotæe" byArchitect Maxwell Bugbee'

II. Framing

A. Floor and Ceiling structures
Second and third ceiling and floor joists- numerous discoveries where original joists
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were found in framing wood dimensions, which is likely the result of the wood having
been milled 125 years ago. As needed problem areas were addressed by replacement
and reinforcement.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 7 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 14 days

ts. Wall F'raming
Numerous instances were discovered upon removal of siding and lath & plaster where
existing studs were found to be undersized, missing or not within required current
building code tolerance. Replaced and filled in missing studs as needed, using either
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original lumber found onsite or sourced recycled lumber to maintain structural
consistency. (For example: a 2"x4"stud at the store today is actually L.5"x3.5").
Traditional Ground Up Build: 14 days
Historic Renovation G House: 28 days

C. Attic Framing
Evidence of damage from prior fire found upon ceiling removal at attic level. Removed
and replaced existing framing as to not leave damaged ceiling rafters and collar ties.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: L4 days

6



D. Main House Framing
To accommodate steel beams and posts required, preparations were made by
addressing the existing wood framing conditions where steel was integrated. When a
l^^^- l^^:-^&^II^l ^,,^.. !L^:^:^!^ ^- ^:!L^- -:-J^ ^f rL^r ^-^- -^^l^) 
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to be supported, then carefully cut to accommodate the joist hangers for each joist that
would eventually become the primary support for each joist. After insertion of beam
using manual chaín hoists, frame blocking was inserted between each joist for added
structural integrity per engineering specifications and current building codes
lequileuren[s. After steel installed and additionally welding on site as lequiled,
temporary framing of joists could be removed. Some conditions of existing wood detail
that needed repair or replacement in kind needed. This required extra attention and
time in carefully dismantling wood pieces to save as much as possible and re-construct
with replacement pieces as needed. Some plaster details also carefully removed and
protected untii they couici be re-instaìieci at a iater ciate. Detaiis that were missing or
damaged were copied and replaced using on site details and re-installed.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 30 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 14 days

E. Sheer Walls

Multiple sheer walls inserted per engineer requirements in conjunction with multiple
areas where hold down with threaded rods were required to fortifii structure to meet
current building code.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 7 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 25 days

F. Terraces
Full reconstruction of support joists on two second level north facing terraces that were
found to be structurally unsound. This includes refabricating current code height
terrace railing to match original railing found on property site.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 10 days

III. Structural Steel

7
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The porch columns were not adequately supporting the front of the main structure
which was the cause of the partial porch collapse and the significant settling of the main
structure over 125 years. It was determined that the front of the main structure needed
additional weight bearing support to accommodate dead loads from above. Custom
weatherproof steel columns were constructed and installed to bear the weight of the
structure above the porch.
Trrdifinnrl lìrnrrnd Iln Flrrild. O der¡c

Historic Renovation House: L2 days

B. Foundation Posts Bases
Insertion of foundation posts was complicated upon installation with structure
overhead. This necessitated additional engineered structural requirements to support
posts which in turn supports new steel structure within existing timber structure.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 3 days
Historic Renovation House: 10 d

C. Steel Support Beams
Complicated shoring necessitated partial shoring in sections while foundations was
formed and poured in phases. Significant house leveling needed, extensive preparation
work to ensure safety on work site. Existing structure was out of level as much as eight
inches on east and south sides. Engineering plans address overall structure and
inherent weaknesses of timber frame conditions. Network of steel beams plan created

I



to span distances adequately while strengthening overall structure to meet today's
earthquake and building codes.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 14 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 21 days

D. Second & Third Level Beams
Insertion of beams into tight spaces on 2nd and 3rd level warranted addition attention.
Removed framing to prepare for beam and then reframed support surrounding
heam/post. Multiple conditions where steel installation was halted while framing was
altered to accommodate steel in structure. Some structural alterations needed as a
result of unique graduating floor condition inherent in design. Additional steel
structural support once existing joist systems were revealed.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 7 days

*
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IV. Roofing

A. Main House
Roof work had to be completed in partial increments because of weather delays and the
difficult/steep roofline. Scaffolding needed around perimeter for safety and planks set
nn rnnf clnnac frrnnlr ronrrirorl ovfoncir¡a rdrìitinnrl fima fn roneir roinfnrnornonf end
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rereofing. Roofing on attic was delayed when fire damage was discovered from an attic
fire many years ago.
Traditional Ground Up Build: B days
Historic Renovation Gr House: 1 7 days

V. Exterior Elements

A. Main House Shingles
Multiple areas of deteriorating shingles or poorly installed shingles throughout exterior
siding. Often, the extent of poor install was found to be a bigger problem when repairs
to an area began, including water damage/infestation to existing wood studs. Multiple
areas above exterior window fenestration needed eyebrow detail wood detail to be
exposed from shingles, removed, repaired or replaced, reinstalled, and shingles
replaced over and around it.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 30 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 25 days
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B. Main House Siding & Trim
Existing siding showed poor condition. Extensive siding repair needed with multiple
areas of rot, weathering, and termite damage that needed repair, restoration and/or re-
fabrication and replacement. Substantial waterproofing and flashing needed under
exísting siding which required removai, tagging installation and repair of original
siding. Installation restoration for existing and new handrails according to current
safetv cndes. At base of r¡¡ood trirn r¡¡here stone foundatinn nrisinallv met- extensir¡e
effort made to instaìl or repair base trim material and wood sill material as transition of
stone base to wood siding.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 30 days
Historic Renovation Gray House:44da

C. Main House Porch
Main entry porch columns found in poor condition. Prior to removing every column on
porch for restoration, temporary structures were built to support areas around each
column set. Each column was carefully removed and repaired of rot and deterioration.
Each column base and cap were remilled with hardwood inserts to give waterproof
steel structure a harder contact point and re-inserted in original 1892 location.
Complete restoration of exterior porch. Extensive waterproofing repair needed,
significant rot of ceiling moldings wood, trim, floor and original columns, marking of
each wood piece, requiring each slat of 1x4 to be removed, Iabeled, repaired, patched
rrrrl raincf¡llo.l itr nriainrl lnrrfinrr \Á/lroro t^rnnrl tÁrac h^f r.arr¡ir.¡lrla if rrrrc r.ø-rrrilla¡l rtr¡lqrru rurrrJLqrrLu ¡rr vrrór¡rq¡ rvvqlrv¡r, tr¡rurL YYur ¡¡vL rvl/q¡rqu¡u ¡L vvuJ r L rr¡rr¡Lu urru

replaced to match original historical elements. Support framing on porch ceiling veneer
attached to found to be extensively damaged by rot caused by water intrusion and
evident of some termite damage over many years.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 32 days

!
,î-j-
'| '
,I

l

u
r,i

rl

71



VI. Electrical Systems

A. Main House
Complete new electrical,low voltage systems installed. Steel members installed per
engineer specifications required substantial difficult electrical routing. Cascading roof
wall/structure necessitated complicated electrical routing throughout the structure.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 20 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 24 days

VI. Plumbing Systems

A. Drainage Plan
Developed property drainage plan and reviewed plan with Building Inspector.
Inspector required review of drainage plan created by consultant engineer. We
experienced a lengthy delay in getting these additional drainage plans back from
Planning Department. Drainage plan was not required for our overall project but we
decided in was prudent to address for our project and surrounding area. Plans were
ultimately accepted without any changes although we had lengthy delay in getting plans
reviewed.
Traditional Ground Up Build: L0 days
Historic Renovation Gr House: 22 days

B. Drain Lines/Sewer
t2



Some reconfiguration needed to ensure proper sewer flow. Existing lines found by
Sewer official to be of insufficient slope and required replacement at proper slopes in
addition to expected sewer line upgrades to code.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 7 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 14 days

C. Main House
Cascading roof structure necessitated complicated plumbing routing throughout the
structure. Ât timcs stccl I-bcam placcmcnt ncccssitated work around for plumbing lines
to satisf,r necessary slope for adequate drainage.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 15 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 20 days

D. Upgrading Lines
MMWD required upgrading and relocation of meter off of SFD. Moratorium of work on
Sir Francis Drake Blvd meant needed work around to find different way and place to
find location for new,larger meter. MMWD allowed meter to be installed on Winship
Avenue to avoid moratorium restriction. Once new and acceptable location was
determined by MMWD, alternate trenching was needed to accommodate new location.
Trenching was hand dug to minimize threat to Heritage Oak in path of plumbing.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: B days

VIT FIVAC Sr¡ctpms

A. HVAC
Unique graduaLing n¡of levels inLroducecl difficult challenges to route duct works
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soffiting completion.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 20 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 24 days

VIII. Sprinkler System

A. Main House
Some additional difficulty in ronting of fire sprinklers lines into graduated rooflines to
meet current fire codes.
Traditional Ground Up Build: L0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 10 days

IX. Fireplaces

A. Fireplaces
Removal and reinstallation of fireplaces and tile restoration-preservation of originaltile
mantle work was ultimately abandoned due to poor condition and outcome of existing
tile. New tiìe was sourced and installed in keeping with original style.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 5 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 7 days

L3
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X. Exterior Windows & Doors

A. Main House- Gothic Revival Leaded Windows
Two Gothic Revival leaded glass windows required removal and reconstruction offsite,
temporary framing measures were taken while windows were offsite to stabilize wall.
Reinstalling Gothic Revival leaded glass windows, window bay on largest leaded
window was deteriorated, cantilevered and sagging due to inadequate structural
support. Window bay frame was repaired to support weight of windows themselves.
Posts and beam over bay window were found to be weakened as a result of
deteriorated structural conditions. Entire bay was supported and restored and
windows were carefully installed and then protected.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation House: 7

B. Main House- Historic Windows
Careful repair, replacement, restoration and sourcing of L25 year old glass to match
original windows in unique shapes. Extreme preservation measures were taken to
protect windows and original glass during house leveling. Large old glass piece on front
window was broken on replacement install. Ultimately the large piece was fabricated
using restoration glass (a special fabricated new glass with intentional imperfections to
appear as antique glassJ. Windows were removed when possible to install additional
waterproof barriers.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days

r1F.e*l
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Historic Renovation Gray House: 7

C. Main House- Eyebrow Windows
Seven "eyebrow" windows that emerge from the roof structures, a detail is particular to
Shingìe Style Victorians. Every window required extensive reframing on the window
sash ancl on the exterior window jamb. All eyebrow windows had been poorly repairecl
or replaced that allowed water intrusion over many years. Each window ultimately had
to be reconstructed and reinstalled based on original eyebrow window found on the
property.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
IJiohnri¡ Dann¡r¡linn Ê¡l¡Jlvl ¡L ¡\v¡tvvql¡vtt v fJn,¡cn. I fl rl¡.rcllvuJç. rv uqJJ

D. Main House- Front Door
Repair and restoration on original front door and hardware to implement modern day
weather standards.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 2 days

15



E. Main House- Double Hung Windows & Doors
Ordering and installation of new double hung windows and doors
Traditional Ground Up Build: 15 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 15 days

XI. Insulation & Dry Wall

A. Main House - Insulation
Unique graduating roof levels introduced difficult challenges for insulation installation.
Insulation in graduated roofline to meet code was changed from planned fiberglass to
spray insulation by outside subcontractor to meet Title 24 requirements. The residence
needed to be completely vacated during and after application to avoid toxicity while
material set-up.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 3 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 7 days

B. Main House - Dry Wall
Attempts made to preserve lath and plaster. Condition of interior and leveling of house
necessitated complete removal of all lath and plaster. Unique and uncharacteristic
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ceiling details extended taping times as well as drying times. Damp weather increased
drying times.
Traclitional Ground IIp Build: 30 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 35 days

XII. Interior Trim & Stairs

A. Main House - Floors
Extensive repair to underlayments needed some replacement to subfloor. Substantial
re-leveling of floors once house was leveled. Various inconsistencies in floor transitions
between rooms needed to be addressed. Multiple underlayments needed to be removed
to expose floor framing.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 14 days
Historic Renovation Grav House: 21 davs

B. Main House - Stairs
All unique banisters, newel posts and balustrades were reconstructed.for current
building codes on interior stairwells with original design of main house structure. All
interior stairwells were reconfigured, repaired and reconstructed. After attempting to
extend balustrades, balustrades were re-milled to match original detail to meet current
building codes.
TraditionalGround Up Build: 20 days
Historic Renovation House: 30

C. Main House - Doors
Doors in main structure are unique and not available elsewhere. All molding on interior
doors had to be sanded, patched and repaired to match original design. All doors were
removed, hinges repaired and/or replaced as needed and re-hung with period
hardware to retain originality.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 15 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 25 days

ÛIt
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D. Main House - Trim
Extensive restoration of uniquely milled trim, fabrication and replacement of trim
where it was not salvageable.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 20 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 45 days

E. Main House - Ceiling Details
Removed and restored original ceiling medallion and cofferings, and reinstalled
coffering centered on rooms around ceiling centerpieces.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 0 days
Historic Renovation House:4

XIII. Painting

A. Main House - Exterior
After restoration of trim, shingles and siding building was primed in sections and
extensive rain delays prolonged the exterior painting of main structure. After priming,
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some additional restoration was required to completely restore each original piece of
wood. Rain delay and dry outs made completing the exterior difficult and it had to be
completed in fits and starts
Traditional Ground Up Build: 14 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 30 days

Þ ìt/f^i- LI^,,-^ I-+^-i^-D. lvlalll I luuJg - llllcl lul

No change to painting for interior of home.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 20 days
Ilistoric Renovation Gray Ilouse: 20 days

XIV. Cabinetry

A. Main House
Assembly and installation of cabinetry required onsite fabrication because of exterior
graduated angels and structural posts and l-Beams which presented complicated
interior fittings.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 20 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 25 days

XV. Door & Closet Hardware

A. Main House
All existing door hardware removed, stripped, cleaned and restored and/or repaired
and reinstalled in origina! doors. All mortise locks mechanisms adjusted and re-
polished. InarJequate number of hardware was salvaged ancl sourced from multiple
vendors across the country to match original style. Reproductions were used sparingly
Traditional Ground Up Build: 2 days
Historic Renovation Gray House: B days
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XVI. Finalization & Clean-Up

A. Main House
Clean up site after final pre-inspection, multiple meetings with Building Inspector,
Planner, etc. before final permit sign.off.
Traditional Ground Up Build: 2I days
Historic Renovation Gray House: 27 days
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bXt"*tfîTExh¡bit B - lr¿dit¡onal Custom Bdld vs. _lfstor¡c R6tcration Grày House
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Category

Fram¡ng

Roof¡ng
Main House

Sprinkler System

Pa¡nt¡ng
M¿in House- Interior

Main House- Êxle.ror

Cab¡netry

House O€mo & Removãl

Shorng of Existrng Bnck Chimneys

Excåv¿!¡on & Shorng

House Levelng

!!ilrties' Underground Placement

lorst Suppod
Porch Cotàpse
Foundaion Forminq & Pours

2015
Tred¡tion¿l Hidoric lune Julv Auq SeÞt OÉ Nov Dec lan

2016
Såv June Julv Auq SeÞt Oct Àov Dec J¡n Feb ilãrch AÞr¡l Mãy Jun€ Jult AuÊ Seot Oct Nov Dec

I

r-:=

20a7
Jan Feb

Jo¡sts

Structural Steel
Porch Columns

Foundðlon Posr Bãses

SteeJ Suppod A€¿ms

2nd & 3rd ievel Þeams

85
15

0

25

0

0

15
0

0

30

0

5a
7

14

0

30

7

0

!7
0

3

14

0

a
8

60
30

30

0

20
20

32
10

7

15
0

20

10
10

277
0

4

58
6

5

18

10

10

46
120

105
14

2B

t4
14

25
10

50
t2
10

2r
7

t7
!7

105
25

44
36

24
24

66
24
14

20
I

24
24

10
10

l_l

Exterior Elements
Ma¡n House- Shrngles

M¿rn House- Siding & Tím

Electrical Systems

HVAC Systèms

Plumb¡ng Systeñs
OËrnåge Pl¿n

Drarn ûnes/Sewer

Mãin House- !p9radrn9 tines
=r=:

I-

E
t=F¡replaces

Mã¡N HOU5E

Ext. W¡ndows & Doors

Mårn Hous€- Eyebrow w¡ndows
Marn House- Front Ooor
M¿rn Ao!se- Oolble hun9 w¡ndows & Doors

Insulation & Dry Wall
M¿¡n Ho!se- Ins!alaùo;
Marn Holse- Dry Wðll

Interior Tr¡m & Sta¡rs
M¿rn House- Floors

Måin House- 0006
Mårn House- Tflm

Main House' Ceilrnq Det¿its

15
0

0

0

0

15

33
3

30

69
14
20

15

20

0

34
20
L4

20
20

4a
7
'1

10

2

15

42
7

35

125
2!
30

25

45
4

50
20

30

25
25

a
I

2t
2r

997

IIËr

--

Door & Closet Hardware r=:==
2!
21

509

Finalization & Clêañ Up
Frnatrzèùon & Ctean Up
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Ev'à&tT C-. 
LAWRENCE B. KARP
Architect & Engineer

October 18,20i7

Town of Ross, Town Council
't1 cr:- ll-^-^:^ T-\-^t.^ T1^--t^--^--¡J I 'Ju l-¡¿ltll;lli IJÁil¡!ç [)UUIçV:l[U

Ross, CA94957

Attention Joe Chinn, Town Manager
Sal Lucido, Town CBO

Subject Barber's *Grây House" Restoration
73 Winship Avenue, Ross
Appeal of Penalties for Construction Delays

Gentlemen

This corrssponde,nce is in support af the Hunt family's appeal of the Town's unreasonable assessment of
hundreds of thousands of dollars in pe*alties for not completing a very difficult, comprehensive, and by
the vl,ay excellent restoration afthe massive Barbcr House, now the personal home of the Hunt farnily,
originally built entirely by hand in 1892 io the unusually complicated design by master architect Maxwell
Bugbee, within unreasonable. arbitrary and capricious, time periods set by the Town of Ross.

Introduction

The Hunt family was issued building permit 17997 on 6/3114 for:econstr"uction of their home (this was
not a speculative venture, which Cirapter 15.50 "Time Limits for Completion of Construction" seems to
indicate was the Ordinance's purpose). The Ordìnance doe.t nat allaw ony time considerationþr the
Tawn's Planning Ðepartment imposîng addítíonel requírementsþr hîstorical resloration rea.\olLî
dictatecl by the Natíonal Standards (Departrnent af lnterior Regulatíons 36 CFR 67), which is the
gravcrmen af the construction delays necessitating an appeal afpenakíes. This oversight effectively
voids the o'Time Limits" because of the inherent nature of rebuilding an historicat 5,884 square foot
a¡chitecturally complicated wood residence built entirely by hand |ri.1892.

The Hunt farniTy ret¿ined historical consultants, which dr¡ties were provided by the undersigned, so
we are very familiar with the unusual circumstances that profoundly affected theoretical
construction time tables. ûn t 0/1 1113, in our letter to Elise Semonian, the Town's Senior Planner,
we agreed to the daunting task of monitoring the project's key and associated points to ensure that
the project adhered to stærdards required by the Secretary of Interior, so we are familiar with the
huge effort to comply with the obstacles set up by the Town along with the extreme difficulties
involved in restoration of a great hand fashioned Shingle Style house built in 1892" Significantly,
lhere is no acknowledgment in the Ordinance of the value to the Town of an excellent restoration
project in such a prominent location.

If istorical RestoraÊíon Requirements

To begin with, in 1892 there were no trucks or mototized vehicles, all rnaterials had to be brought to
the site by hand or horse drawn buggy zurd ail construction was by hand because there were no electric
tools. Historical restoration for repair of pest and rot darc'age required careful deconstrucfion, making
new parts, and reassembly.

t00 rREs ¡ttEsÁs, oiRlNDA cA 94569 (415) 860-A79' fax: {92ã} 283-OtOt e.mait: tbk@lbkarp.com



Bgåå "Gray F{ouse"" Iû/l8117 ?age?af 2

St¡ci¡ iask; ure not oniicipaied Ìn ihe ûrcÍinance v'izich cioes inciude imposition of extraorciirzary
elemands af the Planning Departrnent based on Natíanrsl SÍandards, whír:h rhe Hunt fomily hatl to
comply v'irh. Tltercfore, the tin:e it took for histcricai construction under National Standards should
be subtracted fiôm the Time Limits in the Ordinance. Construction ways and means in 1892 have to
be tmderstood to realize how time consurning it was to deconstruct, repair tennite damage, and
reconstruct n largc housc originaily buiit by han,j tirat irad to not ouly be histaricaliy r,esturcd but hat]
to comply with current codes. Not only were all the historic architectural features required by the
Towt to be preserved, at the same tirne Town's building code had to be followed for electrical,
plumbing, and HVAC" For instance, complicating the interface with new but concealed utilities, the
original steam heating system for the house had to be replaced with a current buiiding code compliant
¡J\/^fa õt'ôfÃñ a L.,r...'-I^*^l.i-^ Ia:-:--^*--^L^--:L!- +L^¿ rl--'T'^----- -"^-:r-..- -t't ¡ ' I À!' úJarç^l¡, 4 r¡ué! L¡¡ruerùqÃl¡rËì rr ¡ù r-rrvvr¡rPt9tlul¡)¡utÇ LuÉrt Lllç L Lrwll l.tçvçt çvçll çurrsrusltu
adjusting construction tirne schedules for the period it would take to restore a 5,884 square foot
historical wood building for the benefit of the Town.

Unreasonable Tíme Limits & Unforseen Circumstances

The Ordinance imposes urueason¿ble tinle li¡nits lur prujcuts thal include historical restoration. For
example, one of the most pronounced architectural features of the 'oGray house" that had to be
restored to National Standards were seven (7) unique "eyebrow" roof v¡indows that emerged from the
roof framing. Every one of these windows required extensive reframing around custom jambs and
-wood sash- Over the past 120 years most of these r¿'indows had been super{rcially and pooriy
-^-t^ ^- -¡ :- - ^-- . -,,, , - -t- ,L rr t .rçpr4Ççu ru a ¡rrallr¡rr r¡lar ärroweo warer peneraäofÌ anc morsrure lnfn¡slon Io De rappeo tn areas
causing rot" which complicated restoration. These 'eyebrow" roof windows also required design and
construction new and imprcved roof framing. Originally, attempts were made to lbrm new foundation
wall inside of the existing stone wa.ll; aller site visits by prol'essional and deliberation it was decided
thai was noî a reascnably achievable goal. A tearn of four (4) stone masons r*'orked ibr seven (7)
months to recreate lhe stone wall using remaining slo*e while suppletnenting with local quarry stone
of the same composition, Another significant unforeseen circumst¿¡rce was the necessity of inserting
structurai steeì framing into existing walls to provide Code resistance to gravity and lateral loads; and
extremely cornolicated process to implement in a mrrlti-story resiclence more than 120 years old.

Summary

The Hunt family's restr:ration of the Gray House is out.standing ancl a cre<lit to the Town of Rass"
The time lirnit in completing construction was completely beyond thee cantrol of the owners. I am
very pleased with the resalts and proud to be a part of this preservation and restoration project. I hope
tha[ the Towx cf Ross appreciates this excellent restoration and prudently waives all penalties in
fairuess and to enrourage Historic Preservation for the Town as well.

Yours truly,

Carol L. Kaip AIA
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LAWRENCE B. KARP Architect & Engineer

Lawrence B, Karp
No. l0t3*
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Agenda ltem No.9c.

Staff Report

Date; September 8, 2ûL6

To Mayor and Ross Town Council

Frorn: Sal Lucido, Contract Euilding Official
Joe Chinn, Town Manager

$ubject: 27 Upper Road, Appeal of Construction Penalties Assessment

Staff Recornmendation
Town Council approval of Resolution 3.965 accept¡ng the reduced penalty of $25,û00 as

negotiated between Town staff and the appellant for the appeal of construction penalties-

against the real property at 27 Upper Road.

Project Summary
Owner: Eric Greenberg
Location: 27 Upper Road, {APN 073-11-11"}

Project: Basernent Exception Application and Hillside Lot Permit
Town File Number: Planning File Number 1876
Permit Number{s}: Building Permit Number t7908
Project Valuation: 51,000,000
Permit lssued Ðate: 1z/t2lt3
Construction Cornpletion Deadline: 6h2/LS (18 months)
Construction Substantially Completel2/3/L4 {less than 12 months}
Project final date: 5/13./t6 {the date of RVFD Conditional Approval Letter}

Caiculated Penalties: $251",500 {334 days past deadline}
Negotiated Penalty: $25,0ß0

Background
Construction projects in Ross âre covered by the Tirne Lírnits for Completion of Construction
Ordinance {Ross Municipal Code, Chapter 15.50}. Under the Ordinance, a project of this
building permit valuation has L8 months to complete construction.

ln 20L2, the applieant applied for a basement exception to legalize a basement area that had
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been improved as a theater, storage and wine cellar {cave} without permits sometime before
20A3, under the Town's amnesty program of the attic/basement ordinance (RMC 518.46.040i.

fìn l¡¡h¡ ? ?fì12 fnr¡n¡il :nnrn.ro¡l lho Elrcomanf Fw¡onlinn Ânnli¡rlian rn¡l l{illcirlo lnl Þormitvrr Jurt Jt L!L¿, uvu¡rLrr uyyr vYLu LriL suJ!¡lrLrrr L^vLHL¡vtr ñyy¡r9ss¡vrr srrv

1"876 for the subject project, with Conditions {see list of referenced documents on the Town's
web site at the end of this staff report). Staff recommended that the Town Council require the
appllcant to obtain a building perrnit by December 3L, 203.3 to legalize the work and allow the
appl¡cant 18 months from the date of perm¡t issuance to cornpletê any necessary work. The

äpplicant submitted plans for plan review and approvaland Permit 17908 was issued t2/I2lL3.

\illnrl¿ haorn in Ëohrrr:nr nf ?ft1â rnrl r^r:rc crrhcfenfi¡llv rnmnlofo¡{ hr¡ florornhor ?fì1d Tho.'rr, 
-v-

Building Department performed Lû inspect¡ons during that period of time, however, final
approväl was not granted on t2l3lL4 due to outstanding Fire Department requirements.

Between the end of December, 20L4, and the final walkthrough conducted on 6/U16, the
appellant's contractor and design team worked diligently in an attempt to properly document
and legalize the fire suppression, alarm ãnd communicat¡ons systems to the satisfâct¡on of Ross

Valley Fire. This proved to be a difficult task due to numerous circumstances beyond the
appellant's control {e.g. the death of the design professional in charge of the fire suppression

system and the unique nature of the fire suppression system in the house).

On May 3"3,, 2OL6, Ross Valley Fíre issued a letter outlining their Final Ðetermination and

acceptance of the pre-existing system with l¡mitations {Attachment 2}. For the purposes of the
penalty deterrTrination, staff utilized the date of this firral deterrninatior"r letter as the fornral
crrnplet¡on of the project. A final walk through was conducted on June 1,, 2016.

The project cornpletion cf construction was 334 days beyond the 18 month time limit specífied
in the Ordinance and thus is subject to construction penalties, On June 30, 201S, the Town sent
a letter to Mr. Greenberg {Attachment 3} advising him of construction penalties in the amount
of 525t,s00 with the iollowing breakdown of the caiculation:

Tier Dãys Past Deadiine

1 3.st 3û Ðays {grace period)
a ñ--- aã !,4L- aAlL ñ--.¿ vdy J¿ LU ilrr (]uur udy

3 Day 61" to the 120th Day

4 Day L2l-Completion

Start Range

6/ß/2aß
a l4a l-^4r
t t LJI ¿urJ

8/1.2lz9ts
LO/rLl2Aß

End Range

7/n/2A1;5
ó14414^4?ôt rLl LvLJ

10/10/201s

slttlztt6
Totals:

Days Dai

3r$
.Arvü
60$

23.4 $

33¡1

Penalty

I,)VV

30,000

23.4,9tt
251,500

iy Fine

25û

500

1,000

$

ì
$

$

$

$

$

Less Remaining Deposit:

TotalAmount Due to the Town:

On July 7, 2t!6, the Town received a properly filed letter of appeal from the appellant's
archite¿t {Attachment 4}. Staff contacted the appellant to schedule a council meeting date for
public hearing and set up a meeting between staff and the appellant to discuss the points
cutlined in the appeal and to review the supporting documentat¡on referenced.

25t,500

2



On Tuesday, August gth, 2016, Town staff {Chinn & Lucido} met with the appellant {Greenberg},
his contractor {Steve Selover w/ SASCC), his architect (Jared Polsky}, and with Ross Valley Fire
/n*-ri^.^^-ì ¿^ -^ ^..^- ¿L^ ^^^^-l l^¡3^
tÞãsIlan0i"ì, It go 

'f,Ver 
Ine ðppeãi leïTer.

Þiscussion
An owner rnay appeal a construction completion penalty, "on the grounds that the property

owners were unable to cornply with the construction time limit for reasons beyond the control
of themselves and their representatives." The grounds for appeai include, but are not limited
tc, "läbor stCIppages; acts of war or terrorism; and natural disasters." Grounds for appeal do not
include, "delays caused by the winter-rainy season; the use of custorn and/or imported mate-

rials; the use of highly specialized subcontracto¡'s; significant, numerÐus, or late design changes;

access difficulties associated with the site; failure of materials suppliers to provide such

materials in a timely manner; ar by delays associated wíth project financing," {RMC

S1s.50.0e0{a})

The construction completion ordinance further provides, "When appealing penalties ... the
appeitant shall submit documentary and other evidence suificient to establish that design deci-
slüns, construction drawings and documents, bíds and construction contracts, permit

applications, and compliance with all required permit conditions were undertaken in a diligent
and timely manner. Required documentary and other evidence shall demonstrate to the town
council's satisfaction that construction delays resulted from circumstances fully out of his or her
control and despite diligent and clearly documented efforts to achieve construction completion
within those time límits established in this chapter. Penalties made pursuant to this section
shall not be modified or cancelled unless the evidence required in this section is submitted at
the time of appeal."

Town staff revíewed the appellant's letter and supporting documentation during the 8/9/16
meeting. Staff generally concurs that compliance with the tirne limit was beyond the control of
the appellant. ln addition, there was very little construction that occurred aftsr December
2ç3.4 - the construction consisted of a portion of a day's work adding insulation and weather
stripping as requested by the lire Department. The main activity after December 2014 was

providing documentation, calculations, and other information nelated to the fíre suppression

system that was installed raughly a decade earlier. ln the end, the Fire Department's final
determination on May L1., 2tL6, is that they will accept the pre-existing non-conforming fire
suppression systern, but will lirnit access ta all emergency personnel within the wine cellar and

storage area, home theater, and projection room due to the unique entrance and egress to
these areas.

There were only sccasiona! meetíngs and little construction on-site after the L8 month period

that could impact the neighbors and neighborhood quality of life. Although a construction
penalty is warranted due to the cornpletion of construction being late, staff believes that that
given th* circumstances described above only a low percentage of the calculated potential
constructian penalty is appropriate gíven the purpose of the Ordinance which is to prevent

i



excessively long ccnstruction activity. Staff and the appellant believe that $25,00CI is a fair
amount of construction penalty in this very unique case.

The Town Council must ho'ld a hearing on the appeai and may afíirm the negotiated penalty or
otherwisc modify or cancel the penalty. lf Council chooses to modify the negotiated penalty, it
v'iill líkely he necessary to conlin¡¡* the hearing so that Council can review the full hreaclth of
documentation provided by the appellant and in addition have the Town and Fire Däpartment
staff provide additional irrformation.

Fiscal, resource and timeline impacts
líihe ir.¡wrr Cr¡unciíupïierids iire Sreriaities, a portion of ihe penaities wiii be cÍeposiieci irrto ihe
General Fund to offset the additionai staff costs associated with processing the appeal and the much
larger remaining portion will be deposited into the Facilities and Equipment Fund.

Alternative actions
The Town Council may increase or reduce the construct¡on completion penalty though any
modification to the agreed to amount will likely require a new hearing date for the full breadth
of documentation to be presented by the appellant, Town staff, and Fire Departrnent staff.

Environmental Review
Not Applicable.

Attachments:
3.. Resolution No. L9ö5

2. Êoss Valley Fire Letter of Determination dated 511,1/16 iR. Martini
3. Town letter of Construction Penalty Determination dated 6/3Ð/t6 {S. Lucido}
4, Greenberg letter of appeal dated 7/7/L6 {i. Polsky}

h -.t-,^.--- J ñ--,,È^^Å-.nEret ërtLeu t r.rLUrIr€tr15.

1". RMC 915.50 - Tirue l-itnits for Corn¡lletion of Construction Ordinance:
hltp://w-yyyv.townofross.ore/sites/default/files/flleattachmentj/administration/oaqel24
7lß.5A time limits for completion of construct¡on.pdf

2. RMC $3"8.46 * Exceptions for Basements and Attics:

httg:llwww.town-ojfoss-o.rjlsites/default/files/fileattachments/adminiåtration/naqel?3
9/18.46 excq0liçns..fr:r base$ents anrl altics,pdf

3. Council Meeting minutes 6lLLlX? - Basement Exception and Hillside Lot Permit No.

1.882 - continued to next public hearing:

htlp:íWqw.townofross""qfslå!3qg¿dqf,aullffiles/fileattEçhments/tgwn lsgnsúlmÊetine/
6Ç4/ i u n e- 14-203. 2-a d ppled -ry i n u,tes. pdf
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4. Basement Exception Application, 27 Upper Road Staff Report dated 7/3/L3:

h"ttn;l'lU+¿ryy,1çgnofrsss.orrlsltç$/defaultlf¡les/fi1çattngþmÊnts/town-çounçil/meetind
636larenda{ten}-13:27$sJLçr-road-s,f; af[-repo4,pd,f
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ATTACI.IMENT 1.



TOWN OF ROSS

RESOTUTTON NO. 1965

A RËSTLUTION OF THË TOWN OF ROSS DETERMINING TI-|E FINAL

AMOUNT OF CONSTRUCTION DTI.AY PENALTIES FOR 27 UPPËR ROAD,

ROSS, CALTFORNIA {APN 073-11-11}

The Town Council of the Town of Ross hereby finds, determlnes, orders and resolves as

follows:

Section 1. Findinsf,

t. Ross Municipal Code, Chapter L5.50, Time Limits for Completion of Construction

requires property owners seeking to improve their properties to cornplete construction in a

reasonable amount of time as provided in the Code in order to ensure that neighborhood
quality of life is rnaintained and that activities associated with construction, such as increased

noise, traffic and associated impacts, are managed in a reasonable way.

7. There exists certa¡n real property within the Town of Ross known as 27 Upper Road,

Ross, California 94957 {APN 073-3.1-3.1) {the "Property"} which is owned by Eric Greenberg {the
"Owner").

3. ln 20L2, the Owner applied for a basement exceptlon pursuant to Ross Municipal Code

Section 3.8.46.040 to legalize a basement area that had been improved as a theater, storage

and wine cellar without permits prior to 2003, On July 3,2At3, the Town Council approved tþe
Basenrent Exception Application and Hillside Lot Permit No. 3.876 {the "Project") with the
requiremenl that a building permit to legalize the improvements be obtained by December 31,

201,3. The required building permit was issued on Decernber !2,2013. Based on the valuation

of the Project at $L mill¡on, construction was required to be completed within 18 months under
Chapter L5.50 sf the Municipal Code. This deadline was June 12, 2015.

4. Construction work began in February 2014 and was substantially completed by

December 2At4. Final approval of the completion of construction was nôt grant€d at that time
primarily due ts Ross Valley Fire tepartment requirements that remained unsatisfied. The

unsat¡sf¡ed conditions related to the adequacy o{ the fire suppression, alarm and

communications systems. The only physical coñstruct¡on work performed on the property after
the December 3, 2014 inspectíon was the installation of insulatíon and weather stripping
requested by the Fire Department which took about /, day of work. The remaining issues

related to providing adequate documentation to ensure that the fire suppression, alarm and

communications systems met Fire Department requirements.

5. On May tL,2016, the Ross Valley Fire Department provided its final determination and

acceptance of the fire safety systems in the basement area. Staff has accepted this

determination as the date of final cornpletion of the Project which was 334 days beyond the L8

month construction completion deadlíne.



6. On June 30, 2016, the Town sent a letter to the ûwner advising him that the
construction penalties under Chapter 15.50 amounted to the sum of $251,500. On July 7,2OL6,
ihe Town receiveri a timeiy fiieci appeai of this penaity cietermination.

7. Staff has concluded that the sum of $25,000 is the appropriate construction delay
penalty amount. Exeept for the installation of a minor amount of weather stripping and
insulation which tçok Y¡ day to irrstall, tlre construction work was substantially conrpleted by
December 3,20t4.. The detay in final approval of constructíon completion was caused by the
need for adequate documentation to be received, reviewed and approved by the Ross Valley
Fire Department related to the adequacy of the fire suppression, al¿rm and communications
systems in the basement area. This delay did not adversely impact the surrounding
neighborhood. The Owner agrees that the proposed penalty arnount of $25,ûû0 is appropriate
and it is willing to pay this amount without objection.

L The appeal hearing before the Town Council was properly set for the September 8, 2016
Town Council meeting. The CIwner agreed that the appeal could be heard on the consent
calendar if the Council determined after reviewing the staff report and related docurnents that
the appropriate amount of the penalty ¡s $25,000 as rÊcrmmended by staff and agreed to by
the Owner.

Section 2. Decisíon.

1". The facts and findings set forth in Section 1 of this Resolution are true and correct anrl
hereby adopted by the Town Council.

2. The Town Council hereby determines that the congtructiol'¡ delay penalties shall be in
tho c¡rrn nf q,?q fifìn fnr ths Þrniarf

' vt YÉ¿tvv

3. The Town Clerk is directed to certify to the adoption of this Resolution and transmit
copies of this Resolution by certified mail, return receipt requested to the Property Owner, and
to cause a certified copy of this Resolution to be placed permanently in Town records.

The foregoing resolution wäs duly and regularly adopted by the Ross Town Council at its
regular meeting hehl on the 8th clay of Sefrtember, 20L6, bv the following vote:

AYES:

f\¡OEs

ABSENT

2

ABSTAIN:

Elizabeth Robbins, Mayor Pro Tempore



ATTEST:

Linda Lc-lnez. Town Clerk
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ATTACHMENT 2



Ross Valley Fire Deportment
/77 Son Anselmo Avenue, Ssn Anselmo, CA 94?60

Mark Mîlls
rtr¡ cHIEF

ñt^.,4 { l^4ftvrdy r¿, ¿ul.(,

Steve Selaver

Site Security USA, lnc

P.0. Box 3.758

Lafayette, CA 94549

RE: 27 Upper Road, Ross CA 94957

Dear Steve,

ln Septernber of 20L2, the Ross Valley Fire Department began the plan review process, at the

request of the applicant, to legalize an after the fact addition of a 1414 square foot control

room, a subterranean wine storage room and wine cellar, a new hallway, and a home theater.

Along with the aforementioned construction, there was an unperrnitted {installed in 2003}

non-conforming clean ägent fire suppression system {FM 200} protecting the control room and

hame theater projectian equipment.

During a Fire Ðepartment walk through of the residence, it was discovered that the emergency

radio coverage signal was not able transmít in or out of the wine cellar and storage rooms,

which is a safety concern for responding emergency personnel.

The following Conditions of Approval were given to the propêrty owner:

1. Submit plans for the tM 200 fire suppression system.

2. lnstall Ernergency Radio Coverage system {to boost tlre emergency radio signal}.

tfVl 200 Svstems

L. ln Novemb er a{ 7A3,5, plans were subrnitted for the FM 200 system for review and

approval by the Ross Valley Flre Departrnent. The plans were approved on February 3,

2Qt6, after plan resubmittals. On March L6,2AL6,l witnessed a final inspection on the

FM 2t0 system, which was conducted by Sabah lnternational. The final inspection did

not pass because of several visual air gaps within the room. A second final inspection,

which included, a room integríty test, was conducted in the contrsl room and

protection /AV.raom on April 27,7A1.5, by Sabah lnternational. The projection/AV

passed the integrity test {see attached report}; the control room did not pass the

integrity test {see attached report}. Sabah lnternational and AAA Fire protection (thê

Committed fo the proieciíon of life, properfy, qnd environment.
SA¡¡ ANSTIÍVIO . TAIRTAX I ROSS ' SLEEPY HOttOW

IìEÁDQUARTERS:777 Sün Ansêlrno Avenue, Son Anselmo, CA 949ó0 TFL: {4.l51 ?58-4é8ó FAX: i4l5} 258-4689 www.rossvslleyfire.org



Ross Vclley Fire Deportment
7 /"/ ïan Anselmo Avenue, Sön Anselmo, CA 94?6t

Mork M¡Jls
fnË cHtËF

instaflers), have both reassured that the amount of clean agent tFM 200) protectingthe

control roorn is approximately 2 times the amount needed for the size of the rÕom,

which in turn should extinguish a fire in the control roorn"

ãnnefgencv Rpdio Coverase

2. The emergency radio system has not been installed, which causes communication
problerns within the wine cellar and storage areas. Being unable to cûmmunicate to the
exterior of the building, along with the unique construction features and lavout of the
residenbe pCIses a significant risk to ernergency personnel.

Final Determination

1.. The Ross Valley Fire Department will accept the pre-existing non-conforming Clean

Agent {FM 200} Fire Suppressíûn System.

7" The Ross Valley Fire Department will lirnit access to all ernergêncy personnel within the
wine cellar and storage area, home theater, and projection room due to the unique

entrance and egress ta these areas, which increases the potential risk for firefighter
entrapment andlor injury.

Regards,

Ruben Martin
Fire lnspector

CommiÌted io lhe proteciion of life, properly, ond environmenl
SAN ANSEL¡IIO . FA|SFAX . ROSS . SIËIPY HOttOW

HËADQUARTERS: 7/7 Scn Anselmo Avênue, Scn Ansûlmo. CA 949ó0 IEL:{aì5} 258-468ó FAX: ialS} 258-4689 www.rossvolleyfíre.org
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75t
THNIIY
ROSS

-

June 3t, 2û1"6

Mr. Eric üreenberg
?7 åJpper Roarl
PO BÛX 1T23

R0ss, cA 94957

Tier Days Past Deadline
L 1st 3CI Days {grace period}

2 *ay 3l-tothe 6ûth Day

3 Day'61 tothe 120th Say

4 Day 12L-Completion

SENT BY CERTIFIED MAII

End Range Ðays Ðaily Fine

7/L2t201s 3C $ -
8lnla?Ls 30 $ zso

filß/2t15 60 $ 5r0
slLuz0ß 214 $ 1,000

Totals: gg
Less Remaining Depasit:

Total Amount Þue to the Toq¡n:

RE:

RETURN RECEIPT R[Ql'jESTED

2? Upper Road, Ross CA 94957 {APN: t73-111-11}* Permits: 17909
Tinne Limits For Completion of Const¡.r.¡ction Penalty Determination

Dear Mr. Greenberg;

Per the Town's '"Time Limits for Completion of Co*struction Ordinance" {Ross Municipal Code, Chapter 15.50,
attached!, You were allowed 18 months to complete the project based on a project valuation of $1,000,ü0it.
The permit was issued an t2Íl2l1,3, whlch means that the deadline for completion was 6î12|1s. However, ycur
project received final approvalan 5/1#16 {the date of the Fire Ðepartment Conditionol Appravol letter}, â totâl
of 334 days past the ccmpletir:n date. AcccrdinËl¿ a penalty in the arnount of $251,5to is due the Town based
on tl're fcllowing c*lculation, less your deposit of $0 as follows:

Start Range

6lï?l2tL5
7/ß¡2AL5
8lrz!¿trs

1*lLLlztLs

Penalty

L500

1,500

25

25

$

$

$
q

$

$

$

' 7,iga
30,CICIo

21400û

This npnaltv mev h¡" anneal¡"ri in th¡¡ Tnu¡n f.nrrneil rrli*hin 1ñ ¡{rrr< r¡¡nrr.lina fn r}ra ^'â¡Áce rhÂ-i{!À'¡ i¡ Þ^--'-' t - - lJ¡ v!çJr rfrLlrrrLu ¡ar ltçùJ

Municipal Code Section 15.50.090. Please note that an administrative fee Ðf 51,598 is required tc appeal this
deterrnination and mcst be paid prior being scheduled for a regular Town Council meeting.

Please contact us if yau have any questions"

Sincerel¡
TOWN CIF RÛsS

A. Lucido, P.[.
Contract Ëuilding Õfficial

Jce f h in n, Town Manager fi ch in n @town ofross.org)
Simone 3a motten. I u ildi ng Depa rtffi e nt Secreta ry {sja motte@townofross.org}
Steve Se love r <steve@ steveselove r.com>

Enc[": Time Limits for Ccnrpleticn - Chapter 15.5* Muni. Code

P.O.3gX 320, Rû55, CA 94957-0320
41"5.453.1453 ' FAX 415.453.1.95CI

wwtñi.tswnofross.org
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POl" 5'i r P E e LsiÊlr.ì Å f C ii i I qClS

4ôÐ I iUi¡¡¡ñ{rli¡ 
^Ycñuci.rrlirpùr. t'Å 9.¡9]9

l)huru.lliql? llJ6
f.ax ,l l5 917 Ûlì.17

u * rv, ¡ro lsl 1 arc Iitilc t ri, clrnr

July ?, ?01{ì

Sal Lucido
Building ûfficial
Town of R{rss

P.O. $ox 320
Rnqt lìA Q4û.1?

Ðear Mr. L*cido,

ûn behaif of lvf r. Greenbe rg, wc would likc to appeal rhc pcnalty assessed on h,Ir. Crcenberg's propcrty ât
?7 Lppcr Road. Tl:e linal sign olT of the construction pcrmit was delaycd for reasons bcyond lr{r.
(ìreenbe rg's or his represe ntativcs'control. lVe want ro po¡ñt out that in fact, ttre {)ÛNS1'RUCTICIN was

complctcd witl¡in I û rÁ mcnths cl the start of construction---wcl! belbre the ì B montl: pe riod allowcd lbr
tl¡e conrrrucrion ol- tl¡is project. The only rcasÕn fior the late sign ofïfrom thc building dcpartme nt was thc
untimely and uhirr:atelv inapplicable requests lbr infûrmation from rhe Ross Valley Firc Department.

Ths following is a timclinc for thc construclion of the G¡ecnberg A,mnesty projecu

Af'te r much deljbe ration f¡om 20 12 ro the €nd af 20 i 3 thc planning approval was grârttcd ând tlìfl building
pcrmit was rearJy lcrr pick-up on Dccembe r 12, 2013. Thc çnnlractor, Mr. Stevc Scl¡ver of SASCO took

out his Town license and pickcd up the building pe rmit cn Fcl¡ruarv lB, 2û14. Construction s{arted slrortly
thcrcafter,

Tl¡e 6rstinspr.ction wascalledon Febrr.rary 2+,2014 andpansedon February 2?,2tt4. Thesecond
inspection passcd on lv{arch lt,20l?$. Building inspections pâssed on Marcl¡ 21, April 4, April 23 andJune
13,.func ?5,July t, 2û14. Thc Fire DepartmenL askcd fo¡ a roll down fire door on tllc Marclr 2û'h tl¡en
rcversed their decision on,july l4 rcalizing it would be unsafb and asked for sw'inging lire doors instead, It
Took al¡nost 5 months to get {he fire doors because they lud to be custom made 1o m€et the Fire
Dcpartmcnt's requirenrc*ts. Thcsc dcors wcre installcd and the penultimalc final inspection lvas approved
on Ðccernbcr 3, 2014.

'{'o bc rlcar, all building items wcrc appraved and signed olTon Ðcrember 3, 2014. At this tinrc tlre only

rcmaining itc¡n fr-¡r lirral sign afl'a¡¡,1 appruval was [h¿ Firc Deptrtnrent sign ofl, O¡r Deceml¡cr 4, 2û l4 the
- - - -r, -t-- -f --.t-,{.()lvil fl¡¿nägcr ¡vlr'. l)fail¡il( ¡¡olcu il¡a( t¿¡(¡ u w¿1b ¡lu rcqu¡r{:fl¡çlrr ¡uf t¡¡c (uwil pl¿:¡l¡¡cr tu srs$ u1l elr urc

work. On FcT.rruary !û,20 15 Mr. $elover again called Simone, tlre building ínspcrtor, and the town
manager asking for a final inspection t¡ut could still not get {lie Fire Ðepartmerrt to sign ofl'on the permit.

T"rom D¿ceml¡er 3, 201 4 to the {inal sign off lrom the Fire Fepartment on Junc I , ?û I 6 NO construction
work was pcrfsrmcd cn thc s¡te exccpt lûr an apprûximatc ¡/r day of insulatisn and weath€rstripping as

requested by thc Firc Department. Th¿ almos¿ 2 t/.e lear dclay was caused by Firc Departmenl rec¡ursts lor
more inl-ormation, 'l'hrnrrgl¡out tlris flro{:f,ss Mr. Selc¡ver kepr lvlr" Brar¡lik infnrrrrerl nodlyinghim of fur¿her

rc(¡uests fior informatios from the Firc Dcpartment. Mr. Sclover kept detailed notr:s and logs aad can
derncnstratc tl:e naturc of tìre proccss to {ìnally gaiî the Fire Ðepartmer:tsign oll. lVe will produce
documents lc shaw thc rrquests lor informatian and the responscs {o these requests.

Thc following quickiy summarizes thc informatio'n re{ucsts from tbe Fire Department:

ì. 'l'lie contractor rcceivrd dispararc r{:qr¡esß lor inlormation from the Fire Ðepartment throughout
thc projer:t. ånstcad of recciving one ccm¡rrchensivc iist ofiadditianal informarion. hc would l¡e asked for



l¡its and picres of additional itcms rhroughout r¡re procfss. 'f'hcrc would ile long delays, sornetimcs as muclr

as four or fil'e months betwcen rc(lu€sts for information and ädc(luate respôr¡scs to {:uestions f¡om tl¡e
conlrâclor.

2. 'i'l¡c !ìre Dcpartmcnt asked for f¡¡ll documentatioû of the existir:g Ctril,ftû lirc suppression

$yårem-- wef srarnped siga oils l"rom AAA, thc conrpany tl¡at l¡ad supplied and installcd the ñre supprcssion

systerñ. 'lhcy also ret¡uested com¡rlcte drawings of tlt supprcssion and alarrn systems. Tl¡e company that

installcd !!re system no longcr installs this system so fo'tr. Scloç(Ì. hired an*ther cÕmpany to fully documcnt

tbis process. Ultimatcly rhe !'lre Ðcpartment sgrccd that rhe massir,e amount of documcntation lhat was

gattre red å.i grcar expcnses- l¡oth timr and moncy-- wâ,s nö1 necfssary for their sign o{Ii Again ll'lr. ßraulih

was i*fcrmcd of the rtop and start ¡ìatüre of the re<¡uests.

3. Ttle fire Deparrmenr also drlayed their sign off noting that thcir radio systtm ¡vould not work

tl:rouglroua thc underground iruilding- Aftcr muclr inr,estigâtion and expen:tc, Nlr. Selover flo'¡nd out tl¡at a

su¡rplcrncntal ¡adio system rvould bc com¡:ticated and cxlremcly expensive. After a long delay he notcd lo
the l"ire Ðcpartment tìlat this re<¡uiremcnt seemecl rnort'applical¡le to a commert:ial or instirutional
buildings. U¡ron furtlrer rc\icw the fire Þepartment agrecd that they should not lìâl,e re<¡uired this radio

upgradc for a residenrial faciliry and that this would no longcr ire mandatory or deiay tl:e final sign o{F.

Again, all tl¡esc *'ire Departmcn! req¡.ìcsts for inlormation were given piece rncal with long delays bctwcen
re{luests lor information Ultimatcly nonc of thc documcnla{ion re{l¡.¡€sted was ap¡llìcallle or used for thc

final sign ofl. 'lì¡e re{luest for this information caused an almosl 2 Yr year delay.

l;or construction ¡-rrojccts of this sier, applicants and contractors arr: allotted l8 months to <romplcte their
projects. The T¿¡wn rvants construction fìnished in a timely rnanncr. Clearly the intenr of tlris ordinance is

r<¡ minimize rhc inrpact of construction on nciglrbors. lt is our strorig cÕntention that in tl¡is casc thc intcnt
of the ordinan{e was met. The ccnstruction was entircly interior worh with no noisc impacts to the

ncighbors. Uhirnately all thc constructin* work was performcd and signcd otr witl*n l0 1/¿ months from

the srârt of const¡uctian. Ir: fact t¡¡e conTractor essrntiallv perforrned NO consrruction work for almost 2 ¡¡'¿

years lrom rhc {inal building department sign off in carly Deceml¡cr,2014 to tl:e final sign oiffrom tl¡e Firc

fle partme nt in lare lr{ay, ?û ¡ 6. All tlre cle tays !r,'crc for reåsor¡s lleyond Mr. Greenbcrg's or his {onlractor's
and rcpresentålirres' t:or:1rol.

lVe are thcreiore appcaling this penalry and feel that no pcnalty sl¡ould i¡e asscsscd.

Yours ruly,

Polsky
Polsky Pe rls:cin Arcl¡itccts
CA License l4l?5
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Fa,r#; 415457-5923To: Brian

Fax#: (707)æe-3232

Pages: 6w/ cover Ð^tet L0/L8/20L7

Re; Notês requesteö for patierrt Mckenzíe, Dean DOF:0A¡tZ¡neiS

I9ItcT; Te ocumen(s) trânsmiüed herewlth contain(s) conñdenüâl pâfênt ¡dentirlable mod¡câr infomet¡on and m.y onty þe dieolosed ¡n âccordance whh thecalifomh cívil code sectlon 56 ot 6Bq' lf ysu are nòt enbred io rece{ve uiis.inþr-"t¡on, if you aru not the gddressee of this mêsr€ge or a person fâ3ponsible todeliver thig messagÊ to.the Bddræsee, or if you hsve iecelved üÉ facsimile.in a*r, pf"å..,o""Ne üe tbltowing:

1. Do not read üÊ accompEnylng document(s).z' lmmedlBtely aontact-ttl^6€endér at üre tcepirone lumber prlnted ebove to esfeguard ft6 conlì'denti¡lhy of lhe doc¡rmcnt(s),3. Do not copy or disdoso thg doûrmentqe¡ wltnout thê send'ede ¡lreciion. 
' : -' -- .

lf you aro a health cere pn¡vidâr, this infbrmaton ie being novlled td you exclusþely lorthe puçoce of dlagnosing and/or ireaung thls pâ6eûL ln sççqpg¡g tl1¡g

-qi#iiri'#:ågfjrHJäfli 
üe lnronnation ss conf den!¡aj parånt meotcat rnio*.t¡-i 

-rã" 
øroro. ã¡Jouír. ø u.,r. 

-riro.*ton 
to any orher peßon or enriry

ua,'¡rr¡ .$!Jq)srÌphlle.rltlrMr.rìtt:;.¡l(ir,rr.¡f ¡ coìn

85 Broolçrnrood Ave Suire 10 J Sqnta Rosa CA gS4O4
T:(707) 838-3400 . n: çzoz¡ A3B-gZgz
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Name: okomse Þe
îî. Cnlt*ut. ¡ - \9\t

lrr-,, -*l \5

HPI: (need 4 elernenB)
Location:

SIze¡

Duration:

Lids:

I achoc.

Conjunctiva:

Cornea:

Anterior Chamber:

Lensr

llyerttv.: 
hu.rr,;q te,c-tl1 ,o*-{_ íco p*

Other:

1/

rP 4'Ó/øa"b
-tl 

'* t/.-./Á'/ />| -/

Relevant Medsl
y1'{¿L" Q.tal Ò ¡3

å ¿;"L*Lr,t,L ü\ò
Isugt" h4*^-44r¿e..j.

BP: | 
' ---7--s'l 

îÆVfi:_.lbs HT:--BMI:_

a,/tlo
lquo

w*/t/<

Date of Service; It, l?.t 5

Ta<

Risk: Lgw twoa t@

fAt() P.003f006

"fr
'l
r t *---
I
¡

?n I

\

ROS:

Psçltive

All other syste¿fis c¡re negøtile.

PFSH¡ Renlewed pat¡entform dated: JJ_

Examlnation:

ConstÌtutionel: patient ls {l,ert, normalty developed, _in dístress / .. not in distress
Skin;

Eyes

lmpresslon & plan:

Signature:
TotalTme:
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Mokqteç
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,,fu !Lt"s- Date or service:

Ò
Namel

CC: 'r

tli(
7 Ftt '/r*

I

/¿Ò% 
êD

aJ

Øn,

/{r//5
aD- 

Relernnt Meds:

BP: /
WT:_lbsHT¡ . , BMli_

,r< rI

Risk Low /Mod /Hish

C¡,TI

HPI: (need 4 elements)
Location:

Size:

Duratlon:
Severity:

Other:

RO5:

Posflive

All othersystems ore

PFSH: Revïewed patþnt dated: JJ_

Examination:

Constitutional: patient is

Skln:

L(

norrnally developed, in distress /_not in distress

Eyes

L¡shes;

ConJunctiva:

Cornea:

Anterisr Chamben

Lens:

(ô

Uds

4þ ,,ê 6ør/7"'Çá
lmpression & plan;

ð/=

Signature: TotalTme:
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LA/L\/LS 11;45 5r.

fAl0

DOB:0AnA1965
Ase/Sexl50 /M
Loætion: NSMOPMOR /

AdmiUservice Date: 1 0/06/1 5

P.006t0oe

fo;eo.h Feal¿b * Sa*tè-lP€a/Petaluna V*år" ?0?.52?.1539 pag¿ z
( - {._.

Santa Sosa Mernorial
{165 Monfgdmery Drlve
Santa Rosa, CA 95405

Consultation Report

Patie nt Name:l!fr-üEIZt EÐEAN-R7
Accourt il4 svoo84ggæ37-
Unit#: SM0214î2?O

Admitting Dr:
Ordering Dr:
Dictating Dr: Jameb E Hunt MD
Primary Þr: Southrnest Gornmunity,Hedlth Cll

DATE OF CONSULTATION: 1olæ/2ql5

TRAUMA CONSULTATION

REASON FoR coNsUt-lATloN: The pah'ent sustained a'traumdrc injury ûc his rlght eye wtth a ruþber
ball. Hels monocularduetoaprevious'lnjurytoh¡s lefl ")rq' 

-' -'a--t - "'- "v"'

PHYSICAL EXAMINATIOM
EYES: The patient rras e.4r.gqre çonjunctival chemosb'wìth conjunctiva prdnrdrng ous¡rfE of hls lor¡ver lld.Tfl y= +pearc. rormed. His íntraoóular pieçsuies -y., iq ;f'Îónápê-;,-buìtë 'r. i rË% hypherna
and I nms suspioious fora ruptued globethat was not vísible io'my nareå ¿t* R"dr;gÈnir rínung"rwealed 

Ç $rlr normahappearlng gobal ón a GAT scarl btit n"¡ttä:tnJ ¿.i.l"si"tîðiläruro rute out
an oPen slobe An [,rRlvraè thenãrãered u,ihich shou/C ãppa¡*,iän";¿hËra ñ¡Ër,i'=äiËiroæ*nn
egr€ss ofaquæus- Visual acuftyis lightpercegion- 

rI I -------ì-.

ASSESSMENT: The.pdr-ent fs scheduleC ûo aüempt repalr of the ruptured gtobe in tris right eye th¡sevenirg,

Job: 94438800 /49õl55g1 I ÆW2
xcfl

<Electronicalþsþned byJämes E Hunl MD> 1Y1st1511.44

9iqned

Janres E Hunt MD

Consultation Report
Report Status: Sþned
Unit#: sMVz1AlzTO
Report #: 1006-O400
Fage 1 ol2

Patient Name: MCKENZT E,DEAN R
Accounf #: SV00A4E96837

Dicúating Dr: James E Hunt MD



75¿
ï,1rv\,N
ROSS

-

ffi.tr*tbiT T

Agenda ltem No. 15.

Staff Report

Datê February 13,2tt4

Tn llr^1'^' ô D^^^1. t/,'t"l -^J r^^'.^^:l Àr^*L^-^rvr6yur f . ugÕltr r\t¡¡il ãttu \-t ut¡Llt lvlçiltuEI¡

From: Rob Braulik, Town Manager

Subject: 126 WindinB Way, A.P. No 72-09L-3,4 Construction Penalty and Property Owner request
for waiver of penalties due

Recommendation
Staff seeks Council direction on what action, if any, the Council wants to take on the praperty owner's
request to refund the construction penalties now on deposit and not impose additional penalties due.

Ðackground and discussion
This project started construction more than two years ago. Based on discussions with the property
twner and his design professional prior to the Christmas holidays a date of April 3.1"'h 2011 was
established as the start of eonstruction. Based on applicant information and review of the data a date of
April 1"1th, 2013 was determined as the completion date. The actuai official completion date was in July
20L3. However, one oT the main items outstanding between April and july was documentation frorn the
Marin Muniripal Water District {MMWD} the property owner/applicant had completed the necessary
paperwork to get MMWD sign off {e,e,, Certificate of Completion} on the water irrigation systems
inclrlla¡{ Thìc ¡lid ñ^+ ^¡ê, ¡ts ' '6+¡l l¡ rh, 'tn4 tilrJLs¡¡gv¡ r rrrJ u¡s IrvL vLvu, vttL¡t Jgty ¿u¿J,

St*ff met with the owner after the holidays and índícated the Âpril 2013 date for completion
notwithstanding the MMWD matter referenced above. The property owner responded he wanted to go
to the Council to request relief from the construction penalty due. grdinance 579 (attached for
reference) which has since been updated by Ordinance 643 applíes to this project. The appeal
provisions are provided here:

3 5.50,09. tAppea I of Pe na l!_ies-

{a} A penalty imposed pursuant to thís section may be appealed to the Town Councíl on the grounds
that the property owners were unable to comply with the construction time limit for reasons beyond
the contrcl of themselves and their representatíves.

i1) For purposes of this section, the grounds for appeal shall include, but not be limited to: labor
stoppages; acts of war cr terrorism; and natural disasTers,



(2) For purposes of this section, the grounds for appeal shall not include: delays caused by the
winter rainy season; the use of custom and/or imported materíäls; the use of highly specialized
subcontractors; significant, numerous, or late design changes; access difficulties associated with
5L^ -!t-- f,-:l-^-- 

-t---!---:-l- -------lr---- !-t- --!-¡.---a- -!-t- .- r, .l-l--.-ure ìrrs; rdiluf c ur rf ridref rir15 Sufjplrer5 r() prsvrue Satu rilalenã15 fn a {trnety manner; or oyqetays
associated with project financing.

A primary consíderation for the property owner appeal is the project involved restoration of an hístoric
"Maybeck" home, one of the few left in the Bay Area. The requirements associated with this "hístoric
restoration" caused project construction delays. Staff is not disputing there may have been construction
delays associated with such constructíon given the complexity and requírements of maintaining the
historic integrity cf thís original "Maybeck" home. However, Ordinance 579 does not provide staff the
authority to grant a reduction of the applicable ccnstruction penalty based on tl"ris factor. The Town
currently has on deposit $45,995. Adding in the constructíon penalty due brings the total to $83,000
leaving the net amount due $37,û05. The property owner is requesting refund of the construction
deposit, additional amount due plus refund of the appeal fee.

Fiscal; resource and timeline impacts
lf the Council grants a waiver in part or in-full there is no Town operationa¡ ímpact. Constructíon
penalties are not included ín the General Fund per action taken by the Council last year. There will be an
fiscal impact on funds placed in the Facilities fund. This is a capital fund used to fund capiTal
improvements.

Alternative actions
r Councíl can reduce the penalty due; or

Council can eliminate the penalties due in totala

Ënvironmental review (if applicable)
N/A

Attachments
r Ordinan ce 579, Chapter 15.50 Time Limíts for Cornpletion of Construction
r Documentation from property owner regarding appeal including Nancy Goldberg August 20th,

2CI13 erhaíl correspondence; June L9,2AL3 Hardie letter; June L8, 2013 Muren letter; May 24,
2013 Shimek letter; March t3-,2A13 Carey & Co. lnc. Architecture letter; Grayoaks documents
including photos before and after, neighbors of Grey Oaks letter

2lPage
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TÛ\Ã/N OF ROSS
^ñl\rrr 

¡ r r^ñUI(UrI\^fli\ L-u, i\Lr. ) /y

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF ROSS AMENDTNG CHAPTER T5.50 OF
THE Ross tvfuNtCIPAL CoÐE REGARÐING TIME LrMrTs FoR cCMpLETToN

OF CONSTRUCTTON

TheTo'üm Councildoes ordaín as {ollows:

Sectiori.L Chaptcr 15,50 of che Ross Municipal Code is hereby amended as follows:

Çhapter_i5,50

U

Seccions;

15.50"0r0
15"50.020
15.5ü.{)lü
15.50.040
15.50.050
15.50.060
15.5û"070
15.50.080
15.50.û90
15.50.t00

Short Title.
Purpose.
Application.
ConstructÍon Complerion,
Time Limirs for Ccns¡ruction Complerion.
Other Time Limirs.
Penakies lor Failure to Complete Consrrucrion
Consfrucilon Complerion Deposit"
Appeal of Fenalties.
AdminÍ,saatíon and Fnforcement.

15.50,010 . ShqrrTide.
This chapter shall be knolvn as the "consrn:ccion compledon chaprer.'

15.50.020 Purpose,
lt is the inrenr cf this chaprer to:

{a) lmplemerr rhe soals and purposes of the Town cf Ê-o-"s Gene¡al p!¡n h,.,
m ainta ining rlie Town's.Tð! e xlot ä nd ft *gir" r, u*r, r ; ;;i;";; ;ä ä. äri*g
snall tuwn qualíries and feehng of the community.

(bi ,{ssure rhe safery of construction praciices, sfrücrlrres, and other
improvements, through încouragement of completion inspections on all construction
requiring buiiding permits.

(ci Set and enforce reasonable time limits for rhe complerion of all construcri.on
requiring buildlng permírs.
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15.5û.CI40 Cg¡rscrucrion CÇmpletiotr ,

For the purpo$es of this chapter, ccnstruction shall be complete upon the final
performance of all constructíon wolk, including: excerior repairs and remodeling; rotal
compiiance with ail conditions of application approval, iucluding requiredlandscaping;
and the clearing and cleaniag of all construcÈian-related materlals and debris from rhe
si¡e. Final inspectlon and approval of che applicable work by Town Staff shall mark che
dare of consiruc$ûíì completion.

1I.5_0.050 -TirEe Limils f-glCo_nstrucrion Conrpietion.
The maximum time for complecion of ccnsrructi.on shall nor exceed the following:

(a) For neln/ construction, the estimated value of which, as determined by the
Toltn Building Officiai, is less than or equal to five hundred thousand dolla¡s ($:OO,0OO¡,
the maximum time shall be 15 months from the issuance af a building permit.

(b) For neñ,'construction, the estimated value of which, as determined by the
Toq'n Building Officíal, ís greater than five hunclred thousand dollars ($500,û00), the
maximum tirne shall be 18 months from the issuance of a buílding permit.

{c) For additions, alterations, modifications, repairs, and improvements, the
estimaced value of which, as determined by the Town Building Officiai, is less rhan or
equaì ro fifry thousand dollars (S5û,000), rhe maximum time shall be 9 mcnths from che
issuancc of a building pennit.

{d) For addi¡ions, alæra[ions, modifications, repairs, and improvements, the
esÊimated value of which, as determÍned by rhe Town Builcling ûfficla| is greater than
lifty thousand doliars ($5û,000) and less than or equal to rwo hundred thousand dollars
(S200,ûû0), lhe maximum time shall be 12 months from ¡he issuance of a building
permit.

(e) For additions, altetaticns, modificacions, repairs, and improvernenfs, the
es[imaled value of which, as derermined by rhe Town Buildlng Official, is grearer than
rws hundred rhousand dollars (S200,t100) and less than sr equaì to five hund¡ed
thousantl dollars ($500,000), the maximua time shall be 15 months from the issuance of
a buitdingpermit.

{f) For additions, alceratíons, modifications, repails, and improvernents, the
esrimated value of which, as determined by the Town Building Official, is grearer than
five hundred thousand cloliars ($500,000), *re maximum time shall be i8 months from
the issuance of a building permít.

15.50.060 Time Limits
No building permit shall be issued wirhin nine months of finai inspection or expiratÍon
of an antecedenr building prrrnir.

i5,5fi.Ç.1CI . . Fffecåpf"Eai,lu¡:e rqÇompll,_Tiirh Timelimíçs fp¡ ConqrrucÍign
Campietiqn.

(a) Upon failure of a property owner to complete construction by those time
limits esrablished in chis chaprer, rhe following penalries shall apptry:

{1) For the lirst 3û ðays thar the projecc remains incomplete there shalJ bc
no penalry.

(2) For rhe 31" through 60'h days that the project remains incomplere, the
Tnwn shaÌl inpose apenaJry of rwo h.undred dollars ($200) per day.

2
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(3) Fcr the 61't rhrough rhe 120th days rh.ar rhe projecr remains
incompiete, the I'own shaij impose a pena-lty oi tour hund¡ed dollars ($4OO¡ per day.

(4) For rhe l21u'day, and an,v addirional days chereafier that rhe project
remains incomplete, the Town .shaï impose a penairy of one thousand ($1.000) dollars
PL¡ sAt.

(b) Penakies, [ees, and costs due ro the Town pursuant tÐ this Chapcer are due
each day as ilie penaltics äccruc.

(c) It is declared that any violation o{ the provísions of rhís Chaprer shall, in
addirion to any other rem.edy, constirute a public nuisance, and such nuisance rnay be
abared as prorided by law.

15.50.08û Cofs!-rucrign.Çc'mplerÍqn_QÊposlr"
(a) Before a building permic may be issued, the prcperry owner shall detive¡ to

rhe building deparrment a refundable deposit in the amoun¡ of rn'a percenr of rhe
ss¡imated value of rhe work as determined by the Town Building Official, bur nor less
than five hundred dollars ($:00.¡

{b) When construcdon is compleced wirhin the rime ìimits provided herein, and
after afinal inspection has been made and approved by Town Sraff, the consîrucrion
completíon deposit shall be refunded to rhe properry owner.

(c) Upon failu¡e of a properry owner to complere constr¡ction by those time
limirs esrabiished in chis chaprer, the deposir shall be íncremenrally forfeiced ro rhe
Tcwn.

15.5r1.0çr"l A of Penalríes.

{a) A penalty impcsed pursuânt to this section may be appealed ro the Town
Council on the graunds that rhe properry o$/ners vr'ere unable ro eomply with the
consffuction lime limit ior reasons beyond tJre conaol of rhemselves and their
representatives.

(t) For puqposes of chis section, the gruunds for appeal shali include, bu[
not be limirec{ ro: labor s[oppages; acts of v/a¡ or terrorism; and narural disasters.

(2) For purposes cf this sectíon, the grounds for appeal shall not include:
delays caused by lhe wincer rainy season; the use of custom and,/or Ímported
ma-rerials; the use of highli' speciallzed subconrractors; significrnt, nuh.lol,r, o,
late desrgn changes; access difficulties associated wÍth thã sire; failure of
rnaterials suppliers to provide said material"s in a timely manner; or by delays
associa¡ed with projeCr ftnancing.

, - {b) An appeai ofþnutti"s madeþr*uant to chis section shall be filed in wrirÍng
v¡ith rhe To'¡¡n Clcrk wirhin lt calendar days frcn: the dace c¡f construcrio* cornpletion,
with paymenr ol an appeal fee as established by Town Council resolurion. The Town
Cauncil wilX hcld a hearì.ng CIn the appeal and shall affirm, modify, or cancei rhe penahy.

(c) when appealing penalties assessedpursuant to this chaprer, rhe appã[ant
shall submit dacumentary and olher evidence sufficient ¡o escabüsh rhat desçn
decisíons, Çonsrt"¡cfion drawings and documenrs, bids and constructÍon contracts,
purrúr appiications, and compliance wirh all required permir condirions were
underïaken in a diligent and rimeþ manner. Required documentary and orher evidence
shaü demonsgâte to the Town Council's satisfaction chat construction delays resulred
from circumstances fully our of his o¡ her control and despite diiigenr and ciearþ

3
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documented ef{orcs to achieve cûnstmction completion within those time limits
esrabiishecl in rhis chapter. Penahíes made pursuant to this sec[ion shall noc be modified
or cancelled unless rhe evide¡ce required in ¡his seÇtion is submitted ar the time of
appeal.

{1) For tJre puqposes of this secfion, documentary evidence shall inciurie
dated design contracts, dãte slâmped plans, dated consûuction conËracts and
material order.s, and pri:of of rimely pay-inenr ol any deposits or fees requiied
pursuant to any of the forgcing items.

15. 5ü.1Q0 .* Sdti¡in igr{¿rúon.and En{çtqepqnr.
{u) All applicable work started after the eilecrive date oI chís ordinance shall be

completed wirhin ¡he sime limirs provided herein. All applicable lvsrk in progress as of
the effrctive date o{ this ordinar:ce shall be complered within the ¡ime limits, and shall be
subject to ghose ordinances and construccion completion requirements, in place at the
tíme of said work s iniriadon.

(b) Any amount in excess of the sum depcsiteci with the Town as a constructiorl
compl.ecion deposit and due to rhe Tor,vn by property owner(s) as a result of violation of
rhe provisions of this chapter is a personal debt owed to rhe Town by the owner(s) of the
subject properry and, in addirion ro all orher meãns of enforcement ând collection, shail
become a lien again.sr the subject properry, and shall be subject to the same penalties and
the same procedure and sale in case of delinquency as provided for ordinary municipal
taxes.

Section 2. The Ross Town Council hereby declares as follows:

lf any section, subsection, senrence, clause, phrase, or pcrtion afrhis ordinance for any
reason is held invalirl. or unconsrindonal, such decislon shall not affecr the validiry of rhe
remaining porrions of this chapter. The Tawn Ccuncil further declares thar it would
have passed this and each seccion, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion the¡eoI
írrespective of the fact rhat any one or rßore sections, subsections, sentences, clauses,
phrases, or portions be declared unconstifutional on their face or as applied,

PASSEÐ AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of rhe Ross Town Council held on
by che following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

David F. Zorensky, Mayor

ATTEST:

4

Laura Thomas, Town Clerk



Forwarded message
From : Nan cy Golden be rg <nâncy@.careyco. cofn >
Ðate: Tue" Aug 2Q 2013 at 5:37 PM
Subject: I 26 l/t/inding lVay
To: bach.kuhl@sçdgwicklar.v.c+m, elizdX;tþþ@brekhus.com, khoertkorn@E¡,qil cote,
fnrssel @sfl aw coyr¡, carl aqm a{,,@nol. com
Cc: Charles T'heobald <charthsûrêgmaúcom>

Dear Council Memberi

Thô owrcr and architect for Greyoaks (i26 lVinding T[ay) asked me to send you an email pertaining to $re proposed

trme-of'conrpletion penalties tbr this projcot.

As expressed in my final complianoe lefter dated March ll, 2013, I was happy to confirnr thar complianos had been
achieved for this histsric ¡ehabilitation. The scope and effort ou¡lined ia that letter demonstates llre cxta effort
n€eessary lo complete a rnajor renovation/rehabilitation for a historically signifioant home of this stått¡re, The exterior 3'
rsdwood shingles, roofing, and gutters and downspouts were all rcmoved and replaced, and the exferior opcnings were
oarsfirlly ¡estored to give tlre Maybcck desigrred portions of the project, a new and extended life. My understanding wæ
tl¡st the¡e also were structural, electical, plurnbing rnd mechanical upgrades to ensrre the buildiag stn:cture and
qy$sms were ¡ound. This work had to be delicately performed, to ensr¡re thet the ariginal Maybeck designed portions
ìverc respÊctÊd. AIso" the new additions to lhr prÕjscT were scnsirively integrated with the original historic sfiucture,
And finally, and perhaps et'en morc important, v¡as tlrc careful, hand crafted íntcrior work of the two sigrrificant spaces,
the 1906 living room, ¡nd tl¡e 1926 bançlet hall (masterbedroorn). This included a piece by piece resrorarion of the
vintage redwood paneling and cciling; and an ¿rtisan quality refi¡rbishment of the sbne and brick fîreplace. To have rhe
new intsrjor rpaces relate and harmonize with dre$e historioal rooms, dre owner and archifect elected to continue the
hand crafted cüutruction teclmiques to avoid janing hansifions between the spaces of thc residence,

As you know, fhis is the only Maybeck-designed horne in Ross. in addition, this project featured a Maybeck addition 20
years after the original home, which adds to is hìslorical value and uniqueness.

I understand tlrat tl¡e town has a poticy that requires hornes to be comple tcd within a cerfain time period. i also
underst¿nd the extra Ëtrtrt in desiga, finances and timc, that is required for a projeet af ürjg nature. I would Eust and
hope that the council uses their discretion and understanding to appropriately assess ïyhat pcnalties, if any, would be
lv¿n¡nted for thc effort that was ueeded for this projeot

Finalln your rcvicw and conclusions, on lhis matter have implications beyond just this project. Tïc notion tlrat historic
re¡idcncss that require tlris e$ort, are not undertaken by n€tv olvnsrs based on the fown's policy, might lead to our
heritage hornes being demolishcd, The specter of completion penaities in concert wifl¡ ths already high cost of
consffüction, inay unforhrnately dissuade zuch rehabilihtion tro take place.

Nancy Goldênberg, LEAÐ AP
Princlpal

CAREY & CO.INC.
ARCHII'EC URE
460 Bush Sfreet
San Froncisco, CA94i08
T 4t5.T3 {1773 x225
F 415.Fi7.e8¡16
n ancl@.c¿Lf iI co. ço,gl



Why the council is empowered to address the exceptions to the town policies...

As clearly stated throughout the Town of Ross General Plan, it is a major goa I of the town to protect historical places and
resources {Goal 4 of the 2007-2025 General Plan}.

From the 6eneral Plan:

"The o rcttiteûursl and envíronmentsl ambiance that attrÐcled caring
resídents fo fioss since the Town's lncorparatlon in 1908 have been
presewed thraugh c trld¡tion of stewardship thot has guided the decisions
of the Town Cauncil. "

4.7 Historíc Heritage,
Msintsln the histaric feel of Ross by preserving
and muintsíníng hìstaric buildíngs, resources snd areas with recognized
histaríc or aesthetlc value thst serve os sígnificunt reminders al the post,

4,2 Ðesígn CampatÍbility with Historic ßesosrces.
fr eq uíre fiew construction
ta hormoníze wlth existing historþ buíldings ond resources, ûnd ensure s
compatibllíty of londscoplng with ßoss' hÌstorîc clrarocter,

th$ Town llstF ¿s on.e ofltr Aæomsli¡þ¡ïc¡rts. with {eraeçt to historkÊlstrt¡ctufe¡...
"Eefore 1^993, we were losing residences that contríbuted ta the chsrm and
chorscter af our community, As a result, the Ðemolítìon Ardínsnce wos odopted
requiring pröperty owners to Ðbtain Town opproval before teartng down q resldence"
A welcome consequence af the ordinance has been to encourøge people to purchase
hauses beæuse they wont to reta¡n them dnd enhance their historic charocter, rather
tl¡an rsze them. The Demolition Ordinance hos helped to protect ltistoric homes
from demolition, but the Tawn hos not had specifíc regulations or design standards
for hìstoric homes"

Per the Town's implementation of the general plan, addítionaf processes and s*utiny were required by the town which
the Owner engaged at great cost, A town recommended Historical Preservationist (Carey & Company, SF) began work in
2û09 and completed theír report in March of 2013,

While the Town General Plan coveys this ernphasis, and reinforces the concept by requiring an Historical Preservationist,
the policies as conveyed ín the permitting process and time of completion does not.

Town policy prcmotes and recognizes historical projects through the 1988 Housing Element:
Housing 6oals and Polícies of the 1988 l-lousing Ëlement
The themes of the Ross General Plan are to: {1} retain Ross's small-town character; {2}
protect the hlgh quality and fragile natural environme¡t; and {3i preserve and enhance the
historical character and design scale of the Town's residential areas.

Comments on how the polícies of the town ar€n't able to accomrnodate the except¡onâl homes in Ross.

From Chapter 15.50

3.5.50.050 Tiine limits for construction comoletiono
The maximum time for completion of construction sh¿ll not exceed the following:

{a} For ner¡ù, constrtict¡on, the estlmated value of which, as determined by the town
building officíal, is less than or equal to five hundred thousand dollars, the maxirnum time shall
be fifteen months from the issuance of a buildíng perrnít.



ib) For new constructíon, the estimated value of which, as determined by the town
buildlng offícial, is greater than five hundred thousand dollars, the maximum tirne shall be
eighteen months from the issuance of a buildíng permit.

fr ì Fnr rr{¡li+ianc ¡lt¿ratian¡ ma¡{i.ñ!¡rt¡¡n¿ ¡an-i¡¡ r*¡r i*--^.,^ñ^-+- rL^ ^^¡:-^¡^ruvv¡('v¡rJ, srrLrstrvrtJ, rrrvurlrvsltv¡lJr lsPsll¡, qllU llllPlt,vgll¡EllL¡, LllC ËSLlltr{l(trL¡
value of whích, as determined by the town bullding official, is less than or equal to fifty thousand
dollars, the maximum tirne shall be nine months from the issuance of a building perm¡t.

idi For additions, aiterations, modifications, repairs, anri improvements, the est¡mated
value of which, as determined by the town buílding offícial, is greater than fifty thousand dollars and less than or equal
to twt hundred thousand dollars, the maximum time shali be twelve months from the íssuance of a bullding permit.

ie) For addítions, alterations, modifications, repairs, and improvements, the estimated
value of which, as determined by the town building official, is greater than two hundred thousand
dollars and less thar¡ or equal to five hundred thousand dollars, the rnaximum time shall be
fifteen months from the issuance of a building permit.

{f} For additions, alterations, modífications, repairs, and improvernÊnts, the estimated
value of which, as determined by the town buildíng official, is greater tl¡an üve hundred
thousand dollars, the maxirnum tíme shall be eíghteen months fron the issuance of a buildíng
permít, {Ord. 579 $l(part}, 2003

For both new constructisn and renovations/additions, the maximum time is 18 months if over $500,000...
Although the polícy makes a distínction in the two approaches to developing a site, the time allowed is the same.
We believe that ¡t is the council's prerogative and duty, to identify whích projects exemplify special circumstances that
would wãrrõnt a longer construct¡on schedule, and therefore, the forgiveness of these penalties.

Restoration of house as driven by historical constraints involved materials and methods that are not common, and
therefore cost in time and monsy.

ln addition, the town's requirement for an historical preservat¡onist to monitor the project from ínitial design, to final
cünstruct¡on added cost in time, money and process for the team.



Norman & Melte tlardie
128 Winding Way

Ross, Cl\ L)4957

19 f une 2{}13

'fçwn of Ross

Tswn {ouncil
Ross, C^A 94957

Re: Douglas and Miranda Abrams, 126 Winding Way

Dear Maycr and Co*ncil lt{embers,

We own and reside at the prsperfy imrnediately adjoíning 126 Winding ltVay to
the northwest. We are writing in regards to the huilding renr¡vation by Dauglas

and Mi¡:anda Abrams.

We have found th* Âbrams ro be exceptionally cansiderate and we have nût once

bee¡r disrupted or inconvenienced by the work that has taken place at 126

ïVinding Way,

Several yeârs back, we tosk on the task cf the complete renovation of our
Victorian era hcrne in Lonråon. Such projects on oider properties take
considerahiy more time and eflort when compared to a tear-down and rebuild.
It is oul'view that we owe tire Abrams a debt of gratitude for the work done at
their propcrty which has restored an historically significanl building. This
project has irnproved the enjoyment and value of our own home and delivered a

direcl henefit ts the neighbarhood and the To?t/r¡ oi'Ross.

We understand that the Council has levied a fine against the Abrarns due to
delays in their prajecl completion and the disrupticn caqsed ta the
neighborhood- fn your as$essment wc ask ttrat you take inta consid€ralion the
benefit that we have all received fþom the renúvat¡CIn and that you make note
Lhat we, as their adjoining neighbor, have nüt in any way been incsnvenienced by
the ov*r-run i¡r ti*:e,

f3est regards,

1-
t" i'): 'k'

{
þ;l*tte Hanelie

\.- ""^":.>

þlorrnan tlardie



Town of Ross
Town Council

Sincercty,

June 18,2013

Dcar Mayor and mcmbers of the Council,

lVc v/rite to.a¡!.fou-to ¡sconuider lhe penalties that havc bccn imposcd gn ou¡ ncightnrs,
Douglas nnd Miranda Àbr¡ms ar 126 winding lvay. My (Dennid) ;";;;r;L;ce'lns¡¿s
the hcme while the.schwabs-w.ere living urere léR an impressíon of agc, gloorn and
{1rknef' fftough a beautiñ¡l building, deiigncd by Bsrnard Maybeck, ir lad-fallen into
disropair, The Abramsf sçnstrudion hãs subãtantiaity rçnovatcd and brightencd the home
while maintaining iturchitectural integrity, conriibuting ro thc hisiorícutfy ic*tut*¿
snvironmcnt of Ross- This has taken time, which we feel sirould be respected rather than
penalized.

We know from the expcrience of remodsling our own 1905 propefty on Canyon Road
twelvg 

-yeår! Bgo thrf it is extremcly challenging to completi a quality histaric houss
rernodel within an l8 month pcrmit. 1tre were slretctre¿ n cämplete ôur project within the
twO yeårs thsl wc werp allowed (at that timo thc Town ms þrcparcd to considcr a six
month extpnsion ts the 18 month building permit, which we'applied for and werc
granted). It is a rnuc\ larger underhking to remodel than to ¿emotish and rebuild, and
rnore tirne should be altotted accordingly.

We.werc not personally inconvenienced by the Abr¿ms' constructiûn due to the fact that
our homç is nol on Winding Way. We certainly enjoy seeing how it turned out whensyer
wc walk the neighborhood, and we arè very pliased Doig & Miranda remodclcd it
respectfully ånd did not choosc to dcsrroy ¡1.

;-

h, ì
I
¡{ L t{t't"¡u'u

Ðennis &, ZaraMuren
!û Crnyon Road
Ross, CA



Ben and Pattí Shtmek
2 CønlnnRod

Bax 681
,t,< ,tt< <nÐt.? t J. ]¿tt, Jrltt

May 24, 2013

Re: Ab¡rmsResidence
126 Winding Way
Constn¡ction Late Fee

To the Town of Ross:

Tbe lest ''ing Patti and I want to do is scnltinize the'fown's deckions regarding construction trate fees.
We have corfidencc ín fhe present group of Cormcil mernbers and Tbwn St¿ff.

When ì¡/e rçmodelCId or¡r 100 year old homo and were focused on doing it woll and tetaining m¡ch of
täe original perio{ we for¡nd thct timc resEictíons aod fiße levies made ourgoal challenging.

Plca¡e give theAbrams all the conrideration available. As nefubbors, tlpir irrpoct ou r¡s has bccn
ncgligiblc a$ our properties are not contingent. Algo, wc a¡o not privy to de{âils and/o¡ congfuction
challe*rges" It apperrs to us the end result of the extenpive remodel is consist€nt with the town's goals.

Bçn&, Paffi Shimek

/¿r" I
I/

,;,/ ,-rr,
'' fl ':í' { /''t

t
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Elise Semonian
Senior Planner
City uf Russ

3tr Sir Francis Drake Soulevard
Ross, C,4,94957

12ó \finding \üíay

Secretary r¡f rhe lnrerior's Standards Evaluation - Compledon Report

Dear Elise,

On February 12,2t13,1 visi.ted 126 lfinding rùØays. Carey & Cn. had earlier performed preservation design
review on the project !o ensure that the work complied with che Secreøry of tlæ lnteríæ's Standards fw the
Treattneat af Historic Proþeraes - Rehabilimnon, The work cn the house now being complere, the puçose of
my visit was lo confirm cha¡ the completed projecr is stili in compliance wi:h the Srandards. I arn happy ro
confirm that this cornpliance has been achieverl.

126 Tilinding Tilay, construc¡ed in 19û6, rvas designed by Bernard b{aybeck forJ. H. Hopps, a lumber baron,
Crayoak, a"s ic was known, is cansiclered one of Maybeck's mosr picturesque chaler,style houses. It ri$es rwo
stories, wi¡h walls clad in three-foor-long redwood shakes {typically used on barns) above a srone base, Board
and batten siding clads the cop floor. In 1925,Maybeck designed a srucco-ciad addirion, conraining a grand
roorn and a small bathroom, sired northeast of rhe main house. A bridge joirx the addition to the horse at
.L..^.-^^-1 t1,..^-^--:". l^--t:-^-'rr't-- r r. .r ? ri¡-:L ¡iccQi-rû ¡iûr3i siãir ia¡.rdilig. i lr€ uoilircc'riurr is via an uuitiuur päs$ägewäy and, insid.e, rhrough a bathroom,
CXher iess symparhetic aiterations ro rhe house occurred in rhe 1960s.

The current project, designed by architect Charles Theobald, remodeled rhe house for Douglas Abrarns and
his family. This projecr al¡ers ¡he building as descri.bed below:

i ' Addidon of a grear room at rhe north side oi the house. The addition of rhis wing was done quite
successfuily. The cladciing here is board and batten. 1X/hile the upper level of thelain original house
is also board and batten, the battens on lhe new wing are discernibly wider than rhe original. This
creates a subtle, bur clistinct difilerentiation, Per our lemer report of March 18, 201 1, there is no deck
at this addition.

Z. Additiou oí a nuuter bathroom off the no¡th side of the 1925 wing. The master bath addition is
partly hidden behind the great room addition, It is stucco over a stone wainscor, with steel doors and
windows and a shingled roof. Both thh addition and the grear room addition are held away i'rom rhe
original Maybecle portions of the house by narrower conneÇroÍs. This addiríon is consisrent with the
Standards and wirh our previous recommendations.

3 . Expan"sion of rhe cnnncctit¡n between the main hcr.i.se and táe L925 wing. The tr 9A6 anú lg75

¡.)lrl lligrlt:t.ì¡.N I -ltil]Brrsi.r Srlr:ct Sanlirrlcis,:r,.(i.r,g4 l.0H
,lt i.7/' i.rr?71 i +ti.ii 1.ti7 1



126Iüinding Way
Secretary of the inrerir'¡rs Standards Evaluation - Compleríon Reporr
March 11,2011
Page 2

portions of ¡he house were originally joined primarily via an exterior deck; Õn the inrerior, rhe wings
connected somewhat renuously via a bathroom. ln thE currenl project, this connection was
expanded io include a corridor, from which a dressing roorn is accessed, The historic connector was
-^. ^ ^;-*:4^^-. ^L^-^---- )-î:-:^- !-^--.-.- r-, -.- ,- --L -- - ,I -L, L. !l.t!- .- -! :-- -- - l'.Ct¡ioi a signillcani cnaiacrer cieîinlng îea[ul'e, il rryätt ai iirc ieåf oi Ërie ùuiirii.nËå, ¡rili¡ iEs Inociiflcanon
does at¡t alter the chatacter of the property. The aiteration is consistent with docurnents previouslv
reviewed.

4' Removal nf rhe ca¡port aml other feutures from 1963. The carporr was removed and replaced with
one lhat is more t:ümpatible. The carpcrt via{ constructed per the documents we reviewed previously.

5. Re.shingling of the entire house with new redwt¡od shakes ro march rhe exisring original. All
portions of the building except rhe 1925 Master Bedroam were roofed or reroofed with redwosd
shakes isee belo,,v). This is consistent with documents previously reviewed.

6- Re-roofing the L975 Master Bedroorn wing with cûppff shingles as shown in the original Maybeck
drarvings. The 1925 Master Bedroom was ieroofed *irh onpp*r shingies. This is consistent whh
Maybeck's drawings for ¡he wing, as well as previous discussion regarding this issue.

7. Reconfigura¡ir:n at the west elevation including modiíicarion ro the projecting window. The wesr
elevation featured and angled bay offof the dining room, originally parr of a semi-:ecessed porch thar
was altered in rhe 19ó0s, This ieature has been replaced wídr French windows leading to a porch.

The new porch was canstrscted with a simple wood railing as recommended in our previous
cvalualion. This railing consists of plain boards rather than the jigsaw taíling seen ãr rhe 1925
fulaster Bedroom wing. In addition, all other new porch railings were consrrucred in this símpler
vernacular. This design is therefore consistent with standard 3, which caurions against creating a
false sense of historical developmenc, was well as wi¡h our previous recommendations.

B. Recrnfiguration of entry and srairs,

A new portico feature was inirially prcposed for rhe easr enry - rhe building's original mâin entry.
Our recommendation lviìs to simpli$' andlar differenriare rhis nerv feacure from rhe original language
of the house. This ne w feature was omined, so the issue disappearecl.

The enrry stairs at the sorrthwest comer of the house we¡e alsc reconfigured. These stairs were nor a
significant characte¡ defining feature, and their replacemenr is simply detailed, complying wirh the
Standards.

9, Addition and/or relccarir¡n r:f some windows

Most of the building's existing wÍndows were identified in ¡he construcrion drawings as "Exisring
window refurbished,n'while some Tvere ldenrified as "Existing window relocared/refurbished, Thls
cornplies wírh Srandarcl 5.

!n addition, new windows ì¡r'€re calied out in a few locarions on the hi¡toric portion of the
buiiding. 1Ve recomrnended, if possible, salvaging and relocaríng windows fram rhe norrh
elevation that were be removed for the grear room addirion,"

Both of these recomrnendations were foliowed,

Previor:sly, c.onstrttc¿ion clocument showecl the replacement of an originel window aboye the east



126 WindingWay
Secretaqr of rhe Inreriors $mndarcls Evaluatlon - Complerion Reporr
March 11,2û13
Page 3

onr-'..'i¡I-,^-^,,,^t'L-^^^-^^*^-.^ \v7^ --i- r .- : r .l ! . r . r r!¡r!.t w¡r¡r4ruwurLtrrççrdùçll¡çlllù. wcr.cL(JrÍlillcltuËurclätrunglne orlglnatwlftoowano
supplem€nting ln with â new or salvaged casemÊnt window, This was consiructed as
recornmended.

10' Landscaping modifications including lowering of rhe rear pario and rhe addirion of a swirnming pool.
Landscaping was in progress at the dme of our visit. Our evaluation focused on the building, rarher
than rhe tandscape; however, new landscape features, such as a swimming pool and terracing, are
located at the rear of rhe propeny and woulcl not be visible from public ,i-gi.t,of.*"yr.

In summary, we fínd rhe compieted house largeiy consisrent with our previous recommendarion$. 1#here
changes have been made during construction, we find rhat rhe resultsìr. still in compliance with the
Secretan af the Intmsr'¡ Srandards for the Trea¡:rnenr o/ Hi*onc Propercies 'Rehabilitatian"

Please contact me should you have any quesrions.

Sincerelyryry
Nancy toldenberg, Principal
4LS-7ß.A773 ext.275



Grayoaks

The fourney of an Architectural lcon in the Town of Ross, California



The resirience on i26 WÍnding Way in Ross, CA is one of Ross' most prizetl
architectural gems and serves äs an example of the historical restoration process
and partnership that is required to preserve the architectural charâcter of Ross.

Preface

BernardMaybech February 7, 1862-October 3, lgST

"Índependent, vísionary, dramatíc, ecleclíc - Bernçrd Maybech is a luminary o/American archîtecture
whose work ìs particularly prized in the San Frsncisco Bay Area, where the rnajority af his masterworl$
can beþuru,)..."

Brief notes on Bernard Maybeck
o Esckground an Maybeck ond his signìficance ín the archítecturolworld and bay dreø...on por wíth the Americsn

Greats
- nnn',h^^!. A^-t--^Å --.¿ L,.:I* a^o L^--- .t L---- --.L---..--at.. L, ,, t ,- ,Y'utwÉçÀ uÉr,vucu tt,ltt uuttt tuo ttontv',.,¿/ tr.tve Supsequeß{ty ogen agsaroygg øîrg öL remoln swnglng. lnese

homes were built from 1892 (Maybeck's own home) thraugh 1940.
¡ ãrayaaks ìs one of only four hornes were constructed in Marín, ond Ross' only true Maybeck home.
. The rest were mostly found in the bay area - wìth 10 ln San Froncisco, o handful in the sauth boy (Los Gatos,

Woodside, San Moteo, Surlingame, and Pebble Eeacfi, ond the rest ín the edst bty



Some of the Publications that Greyoaks is featured...
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Historical Tirneline of Grayoaks

19A6 - Origins
J.H. Hopps, a lumber baron from San Francisco cornmissíoned Bernard Maybeck in 1906 to design his country home on
his oak studded land in Ross Valley. They rode by horseback the 300 acres of land on which the new home would be
placed to select ihe ideai síte. ûf aii of ihe possible loeations, i26 Winciing Way was selected. füe views of the iayereci

Ross valley, culminating ín the majest¡c Mt. Tamalpals, rnust have been the compelling factor...and this can still be

enjoyed in the herne today,
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Original Hand Written Bill from Eernard Maybeck to John Hopps

Grayoaks is an perfect example of Maybeck's chalet style homes.
"The two-story house, with walls clad in three-foot-long redwood shakes {typícally used on barns} above a stone base, is
not as large as the spread of lts roof suggests. ln 1925 Maybeck designed an addition to ¡t {plates 39, 40), which
contaíned a grand room for enterta¡n¡ng and a lavatory, on the hillside above the main house. A bridge joins the addition
to the main house and forms an ellthat protects a terrace and stone pathwâys leading up and down the slope.,,

The residence feâtures classic examples of Maybeck's approach to interiors.
"The heavy, rough-sawn boxed beams with vísible blade marks add to the pr¡m¡tive quality of the room. Like many of the
great livíng roorns that Maybeck designed in the course of his career, the room demonstrates hi's talent for using
traditional materials in ways that heightened their emotional lrnpact."

"Even though the Hopps family had servants and a Chinese butler, Maybeck íntroduced a pass-through from the kltchen
to the dining room that reflected his interest in the modern, servantless house..."



1925 - An addition to reflect the changrng of the tÍmes...
Maybeck was asked to return to Grayoaks to derign ¡n ¡ddition which was to a$ as the bðllrootn for the wedrling of one
of J. H. Hopps' daughters. A lot had happened since the early 3.906 effort, most notably the great earthquake and fire of
1"906. The approach to flre resistive constructlon led Maybeck to use stucco as the main exterior material for the
addttion, though he maintained the same gothic influenced interiors, and relied on the futl erpression of beãutiful
redwood that was still available.
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Original plan drawing of 1925 addition by Bernard Maybeck

Ëxterior Photograph of Addition {constructed ln 1925).



!.930's to 1960's

Not much is known ãbout the hístory and modificatíons to the home during this era, but the modernization of homes
with respect to electrical systems, home hèating, and the evolution of the kitchen, surely influenced the home during
this time.

Photss from the 1950's

Ëxterior Photographs
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lnteraor Photographs

1963 Renovation to 2008

ln 1963, to address the current tírrÊs, the home experienced a renovation that altered much of Maybeck's original
design. The project undertaken in 2008, not only had to meet the scrutiny of protectíng and showcasing Maybeck's
¡r¡nrl¡ la¡m ihó 1dlìÂ ã^.1 lô'tÊ -l--ì-^¡ t..+ -l-^ +^ -l.ir¡,,¡r.. !L- 4^¡i ^rÀ,--^:^-- !i--! - ¡-

"' \rr! ¡Jvv süv ¿JGr vçrlérrJ, uur orrv ru ¡r\lll¡ully ltlliUVE tllU LtgJ dlLËl.lLlUf ¡5 tf ldt çUllLf itUtCtëU tne f nlgflt OI
the oríginal effort,

l"iere are some of the modifícatíons that occurred:
r Íhe kitchen was renovated and enlarged, with current appliances of the day.
. The exterior porch that was just off of the original kitchen and dining room was enclosed, and an out of

character bay wlndow was added to the south elevation,
r lnternallç a hodge podge of roorns was added on the upper level to create a sma¡l kitchen area.
r A carport was added to the south'/ fronT.elevatíons. This included a dumbwaiter from the carport to the main

floor.
r The bathrooms were renovated with the tiles found comrnon in the 60's. There wãs no effort to acknowledge

Maybeck's oríginal intent or the materíality, scale, and proportions of the arts & crafts era.

Thankfully, the signíficant main interior spaces (livíng, diníng, and banquet hafllwere all left primarily intact.

Ënclosure of exterior porch Addition of carport and dumbwaiter



Kitchen 1963

Bathroom Remodels 1963



2008, the next legof the journey...

Grayoaks found its new owner Douglas Abrams in the fall of 2008, and the plans for the restoration and addition took
shape later that fall under the care of Star 7 Architects.

The oooortuníty to own a piece of Maybeck's legacry did however eome at a great eost in money ¿nd tfrne as this w-es flot
a typicai remodei.

Based on the conditíon of ihe house, many would have simply demoiished the home

Grayoaks at this time was in a precaríous state. Decades had passed sf nce even the most baslc maintenance had
occurred' There wad a lone caretaker for the last few years as the previous owners had transitioned into a skilled care
facility. Nature had taken its toll, and the home had a variety of inhabitants, from the rat infested attic, to the termite
citles fou¡d in the basement,

The Town of Ross also required that a historical preservationist was to be con¡ulted at every stage of the project to
enlure the project maintained and maximized its authenticity to the home the Maybeck originally designed. Carey &
Company were charged with this task, and made multiple site visits and reviews to ensure the prolîect complied with the
Owner and Towns jÕínt goal of preserving Maybeck's intent.

The landscape architect, MichaelYandle, âccornmodated the family's siie program requirements and integrated the
spacôs into the hillside.

The restoration and addition to the home were completed in the fall of 2a72.

Cuffentphotts
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Adiustments to the timeline to reflect the actual project building timeline...
¡ Process wíth the town
¡ How the prccess with the town affected the timeline
r When the project actually should start...
. Planning process and the intent of the planning reviews
r Cite General Plan and Compliance letter
- D^.-!l- r Grltnt PtuLt¡¡
r Delays due to the approval process
¡ 3 dífferent building reviewers

Other aspects that affected the timeline
r Sites unique character {the driveway was based on a horse, not a car}
¡ Stagíng the híllside lot to mínimize impact on strÊet
r Phased apprcach as driven by Mel

How the historical nature affected this time line...

Hístorical Aspect of the project as it added the following:
r €arey and Co., was signed up in June of 2009 to serva as the revíewing historica! preservatÍonist as requíred by

the town and the project's prominence.
¡ Coordinating and accommodating the brlef stops ln the construction for their review
. Typical cycles of review

Additional burdens of a heritage house to meet theír approval
Material and craftsman sourcing
Copper shingles - meÊting Maybeck's original design
3' redwood shingles...from Eureka, custom made at 3x the cosq limited options
Fireplace restoratíons.,.relined flues, replaced fírebríck, re pointed,
Old growth redwocd,
Slumped glass, delays due to the límited nature of options
hardware,
Lead glass window restoration
r--L!--¿:^- ^f -lJ ...--tJLl,r r rtril t(' Ltut t rrt utu wul ¡u

Seyond normal alteration and additlon
structural restoration
re-leveling the home
re pointing

Landscape reparation
Delays due to the slumped glass production

a

a

a

Also, upgrading an hlstoric home to new energy standards requires a step by step analysis, as opposed to a prescriptive
approach.

Varíety of materials and detaíls,...due to the historical nature of distínguishing the different efforts...added comolexity in
that 3 dlfferent constructisn rnaterials and details were used.

Efforts above and beyond that affected the timeline,..
r Utility to be underground, 25k and time
¡ Assessed was 5k to 40k increases to town.."



l¡V¡lls for two different nelghbors...were repaired...
oiscovery of unique cond¡tions
Rat infestation
Sillplate repalr and foundation re-enforcement at €ntry area
t{rnd dig ¡nd rernove allthe soils under the rnaster bedroom due to radon infestation
RequesÞd to put ln 5 more ttees in for the vlew up to the house...
Hrnd dígging duc to the tha protection of herltage trtes...



Tcwir ofRoss
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illay, bistorica,lly lçnsw* as Gre;v Oaks, fo¡ faitrure.ro äest the tirne.lir*íts for cornplelion
of constructior¡. The minor inconvenience of an ertended ûonstruotion poriod is mors
than compen$ated for by the positive impact this iconic homs will have on the
neighborhood and ïor¡rn for year$ to com$. As sited in chapter 15.50.û2û the pwpose of
the sode is to "implemetrt the Ross General Plan by maintaining the to&n's high qualify
and fragile natural e{'rvircnmenl with the existing small town quatities and feeling of the
ccmmunity". The preservation of Grey Oaks and the recent improvements exemplifies
the i¡tent of the code. The use of rigorous construction praclices and building standards
ensures the existsnce of {irey Oaks for future generations of Ross citizens and
architecf¡:ral historians a¡rd students to enjoy.
The Àbrams Famíl1"e dedic*tion to .ontpl"L thc cxacting restoration of e¡nc of
Maybeck's most recognized a¡rd published residences should be honored rather than
admonished.

Sineereiy,

lrJeighbors of Crey ûaks
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SAN ANSTLMO HISTORICAL IV1USIUM

PRTSERVINC AND SHARINç OUR TOt^iN'S UNTQUE HISTORY

# > HIETORÍCAL ARTiCIÉS &
., :.t'

RESEARCH > EARBERTRATT > TFIE

THE BARBËR FAMILY
Witliarn Barber was born in June 1819 in London,

Ëngland, the second son of Henry Barber, a welt-

known physician in Lonclon. He came to lhe Uniled

Slates when he was eighleen and was naluralized

in New York in June 1843.l1e studied taw in New

Ycrk and was admitled to the ba¡' in that slate. He

carne lo Catitornia in 1851-52 and eslablíshed one

oF the first law practices in San francisco. He was

listed with offices on Clay Slreel in Lhe 1852 San

Francisco Direclory. ln 1863, Barber's offices r¡vere

in Lhe Wells Buitdinç aL lhe corner of Ciay and
Wíl{iam & Elízabeth Earber

Montgomery and his residence was 321 {'eary.fre
joined ín partnership with John T. Doyle, and the

firm af Sarber and Doy{e became welt-knawn in San Francisco, specializing in admiralty and insurance

law. William Barber was at one time the districl attorney of San Francisco.

ln 1&62, William Sarber visited Lhe Ëasl and mel and rnarríed tlizabeth Barltetl Jackson. fliizabelh was

barn ApriT2,1837 in Eoslon, MassachuEells ba Charles Thomas Jackson and Susan Bridge. She waE a

descendant ol Abraharn Jackson, ane of lhe early coTanisls of Plymouth and of th* Puritan divine, John

{"attorz.I4er f alher was å Ilarvard-trained daclar and BosLon scienlisl whose taboraLory for research in

anaTytícalchemistry was the fksl $f íts kind in Lhe United Stales. He was one of lhe discovererE of eLher

and iE cred?led wilh numerous olher nolable scientific achievernents. Etizabeth's aunL, Lydian Jackson,

rnarried Ralph WaIda Emersçn.

The SarberE had lwo daughters: Alice Jackson Barbel born Aprit 71,1867, and Mary iMamíe) Dunkin

i'1..1ç:jj54¡i1ttu"1.'y\1n\:1ïart'.$içJ!dtliclt:;li>iitDnt-1(ítt't.lrliile|-iîj'*'ral.¡! "'rJ!1rj j17. ö:52 Flv1,
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Barbel born MarchZA,1869. Two sons, Wiltianr and Henry, died i* infancy

\^rrr¡.rtr i3reer,Q. }4otr¿
I ?11ó's

Shortly aFler purchasing lheir initialTl acres in

Ross Valley in 1865, the Barbers built a hor:":e on a

porlion ef the properèy and made it their pr:imacy

residence" The site is now in the Lown of Ross ii
Garden $/ay in Winship Park). ln the 1870 U.S.

Census, Wrtti¿*r Barber is tis|ed with Elizabelh,

Alice, age 3, and Mary age 1. ln lhe household

were also Lwo domestic servants and a laborer.

The reaTestale waE valued at 580,0üCI and their

personal property ah $10,000.

orisinat Barber Home Ï:iiffl,-.ï:"d"d Ï::ll:iå';,:f;::i'
house which Minthorne Tompkins buill on his

properly in 187 4" Miss Emma Burh¿ns taughL the Tompkins children ðs ð well as Allce and Marnie.

Êalph Waldo Ëmerson, while traveling in California in April 18V 1 ,visited his niece Elizabeth Barber and

wrole to his wife describing a day he spenl wilh the Barbers:

"gut I have not saÍd vhat ffis ot, my mind vhen I began, that n three rent ta San Rafaet

Tuesday, to Mr. Barber's, and spent the day and night there. It ís a charming home, one of the

beauties af thís beautiful land. Atl shone wíth hospitalÍty and heatth. They shotred us ev€ry

kíndness. The house ís nevand perfectly læ.ll built and appoÍnted" Hís place has seventy'

one acres of plaín and rcad and moudtaÍn, and he is a man of taste and knavs and uses its

vatues. Three ar four wild deer stiii ieeti an his ianci, anci novanci then come near Ehe house.

The trees of hís wod rere almost all nevto us-Uve-oak, madrona, redwod, and other

píaes than aurs; and our garden florers wíld ìn all the fíeUs." (James Elliot Cabot, A MemoÍr

of Ratph WaHo Emerson, 1e94.

ln an artiçIe in lhe üaily dlta Ca{ífarnía, June 21 ,1885 the house is described as follows:

'Among cíty people rha took up theír resídence ín the vallay res Wít$am Earber, a ían

Franclsco laryer of the fírm Ðoyle & Barber, a gentleman of EnglÍsh bírth and quiet and

scholarly 'lr,afiner whose home is sítuated at the lorer entrance to the valtey near the

narrovgauga raíÍroad" The house ís an old-fatshìoned buîtdíng víth many gahles, crossed by

ii 1Ê:,/,rs¿1níì *âe i i1:tJai:,i-tJl./.Õrç jdtt iclt¿5 jralÐ2r-t 1d{tii}a:t}e, - l¿tìI\il.i ì 14116!11. C:52 Piü
Page: cl e



a veranda ín front, whose entíre bngtk is averhung wíth vines, which Íun up the líght pil[ars

and traíí aver the balusërade above. The ptace ís not buíÍ,t for shovq and índeed ís artfully

wíthdravn fron publíc observatîa& appraaehed by a long road wíndÍng through a graín

fíeld, and shettcred by gentb rÍses of ground on every side" lt is an ídytlÍc resÍdence for a

poet and a scholar and the grounds at the reat are elaborately and artístícatly laíd out, víth

tangted wod patks, rustíc brídges and solítary retreaÈs, vhích suggest the hame of N. P.

Wíllis, ldlewíld.*

Furnished homes in Ross Valley were in great demand as summer rentals by weallhy San Franciscans

and Lhe Sarbers frequently renled lheir home while they were traveling to Santa Earbara, easl La visit

filizabeLh's rsl¿tives, or No furope. ln 1892, they buitt another honre on lheir properly Lo renL during the

sun:mer nronths. The archiLecl was Maxwetl C. Bugbee; and lh* house exists [oday at 73 Winship. The

house was illuslraled in the April 1892 edition of Caiifornia Architect and Building News noLing thal a

"deep verand¿ exlends along Lhr*e sides, and halls and rooms are spacious and arranged for comforl

and convenience."

'lçg$de{c}" ,r.: .,.r.
i.ll¡?.rjohrþ(ii I,¡ç

fir4'/ãll;"

*r¿.a.--. , On July 9, 1896, the Barber's original3Û/rTÌs3Ër
^RC'ltii:ci 

.

" ''¿.t'^t-'1 year old home burned lo the ground.

,Archítect's drawing of the l gg| sunmer tental {TS The fire slarled in the kirchen chimney,

wínshíp) ¿ncj fortunalely a iarge group of

voiunLeers we re able Lo save furniture,

silver and an exlenEive library of rare

bcoks frarrt the dawnst"airs îaaml before the f ire destroyed the honre. The barr¡ w¿s aiso saved. The

Sarber's eantped au|for Lhe surnnner whlle a new home was br.¡itl on the oríginaisite (1 ûarden Way).

The architecl was aEain Maxwell {r. Sugbee.Vzewed from Lhe front Loday, Lhe house looks very much as

it didin earTy phataçraphswilh íls staeply-pilched raafs.

1011,ji17. (i.52 Pr't
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73 Winshíp {known as Çray House), c. 19t1

c.1941

ftz 19Aû, the Earber househotd included William, Elizabelh, Atice, and Mary as wetlas Helen Flaherly, a

28 year old lrish housekeepel Agnes Morrison, a 29 year old nurse, Ah Ling, a 24 year old Chinese cook,

and John l'{arian, a 32 year oid lrish coachman.

William Sarber died on AprilT , ßa1 . Even though he conlinued Lo be listed as an atlorney in the San

Francisco DirecLory up r.rnlil 1899, he spent his last years in quiet retiremenL in Ross Vattey, perhaps

fishing for steelhe¿d and salrnon in the San Anselrno creek which ran through his properly. He became

inleresled in his iather-in-law's discavery of ether and Lhe controversy that ensued and wrole an articte
"tr. Jacksan'sttsççvery af [:ther" which appeared in the National Magazíne in Oclober 1896. Etizabeth

tarber died from complicalions of hearl and tung disease on Decemb er ?7th,1908 at the age of 73.

t* Qcl*ber 3t,191ü, al lhe age çf 43, Alíce J. Earber rnarried tdwin F{oyd Jones, an auLo dealer. The

wedding Look place at ihe "Bðrber Ptaee" which was aL this [irne aL 73 Winship, Mary was rnaid of honor

Sadly the marriage wãs to l¿sl less lhan lhiee years, as Edwin Ftoyd Jones died oF a heart altack on

Azsgust 13,1913 while ealing a meal wílh lriends aL a restaurant in San Rafael. Atice never remarried.

ai1.ç: iisd^'¿¡'elnc)^iç.a!,y'.oiçiärtic líJsi þiìrl)sl^\rari ii)ùit)et - ir1.",ì'lt i 1O!1C!17. ú:52 PrÅ
P¿tge 4 cï 3



She lived in a horne al Rocky Poinl on i¿nd that her molher had deeded lo her in 1905. For many years

her gardener and driver, James Reynotds, tived on the property. Alice díed on April 22, 1942., the day

after her 75th birthday.

Mary D, ßarber never married. She buill a home at 7B Ålta Vista in about 1908 on land deeded to her by

her molher. The house was described as a beautitu{iy ciesigneci craitsrnan house with a sície gabie anri

an exlerior faced with vertical tongue and groove boards. The original entrance was aL the back with a
curving garden walk leading Lo second story entry sLairs.

Mary ßarber was a Lalenled painLer and wriler and seems to have been of advenLurous spiril as well. ln

an arlicle, "saivôge", pubtished in the Overl¿nd Monbhiy ln December 19û9, she wrole about the

salvage of the slearner R. D. lnrnan which rãn sground near Duxbury Reet in Belinas. Mary also had a

hame in BolinaE {she acquir*d the lend !n 1907) and from lhere she walched the pr"ogress of the

salvage effort. She and a fenraie con"rpanion were lhe firsl women lo board lhe ship and on one visit

they donn ed a 14A Ib. divinE suil. ln 1918 Mary published a srnail bookte[, "Winter Butterfties in

Botinas."

ln January 19?9, aL age 59, f4ary sr.¡ffered a nervous breakdown and, while undergoíng trealmenl at

Stanford HospiLal, committed suicide. The Marin Journai reporLed thal she fashioned å noose ouL of
ciolhing and hung herself frorn lhe door hinge. A very sad endingl She bequeathed her home to

Ma{colm 5. Edgar, the dortor wha attended her during her lhree years'iliness, and another 540,00û

{described as 1/e af her estal.e} to SlanFord Hospita{ for benevotent medical and surgical work. She {eft
her Sa\inas properLy lo Mary D. {Slearns} Burke, bhe níece of Adeline E" Kent and a friend since

childhood. Donald E. Perry was lhe executor of her estate.

BARBTR TfrACT H'9TAP,Y ,\

A f.lota bi æ N*îçhba rhoad

Th* **rber la*iLy
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Sale of [he Barber Lands

ËarberTracl-Lo[s4&5

FarberTracl-to,ts6&7

Barber Tract - Lot I

Barber Tracl - Lot I

Barber Tracl - LoL 1CI

Barber Tracl * Lot 1 1

Barber TracL * Lots '16 & 17

ßarber Tract * Lols 18 & 19

I ß Taastead Avenue, Sao Adsclmo, CA 949ö0

llaurs: luesday - 'rh(n a.m. - noon; Saturday - 1O:AO E.Ín. - 4:O0 p.m.

All text and images on this site, unless otherwíse noted, @ 2015 Ttte 5¿n Anselmo Historícal
Museum.

10j16!i7. ri:52 PM
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ATTACHMENT F



To:

From:
Re:

Date:

Agenda ltem No. 16.

Mayor and Ross Town Council
Elise Semonian, Senior Planner
Hunt, 73 Winship Ave., Variance, Design Review, Demolition Permit, File 1589
January 3,2013

l. Project Summary and Description
Owner: Brian and Erica Hunt
Location: 73 Winship Avenue
A.P. Number: 72-L62-Ls
Zoning: R-l:B-A (Single Family Residence, l acre minimum lot size)
General Plan: Very Low Density (.1-1 units per acre)
Flood Zone: Zone X (outside l-percent annual chance floodplain)

Project Description:
Design review, variance and demolition permit for modifications to the main residence, a

nonconforming structure, for limited window and exterior door replacement and to add a new
2,640 square foot, unfinished, basement for a storage and mechanical room. The project also
includes reconstruction of the attached garage to the east of the residence. New landscaping is
proposed including a new swimming pool south of the main residence. Design review is required
for grading to distribute soil from the basement and pool excavation to create a landscaped, soil
berm, up to 24 inches tall, within the west and north yard setback areas. 630 cubic yards of cut
and 630 cubic yards of fill are proposed. A fence height variance is requested to allow an I foot
tall concrete fence along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. The fence would be buried 2 feet in the
soil berm, for an apparent height of 6 feet.

Gross Lot Area
Lot Area (less lvy road easement)
Existing Floor Area Ratio
Proposed Floor Area Ratio
Existing Lot Coverage
Proposed Lot Coverage
Existi ng lmpervious Surfaces
Proposed lmpervious Surfaces

58,000 square feet
49,850 square feet
20.3%

203% (15% permitted)
L5.9%

L5.9% (15% perm¡ttedl
LL.L%

5.8%

The ottoched goroge, cottqge and rentol unit building are nonconforming in setbacks.

ll. Background
The Town Council considered a project for this site in October 2QL2. That project included
modifications to the cottage structure and detached garage. Çonsideration of the modifications
proposed to the main residence was deferred for issues related to its status as a historic
stru ctu re.

The main residence dates to 1892. The house was built by the Barber family, a notable Ross



Valley family, and designed by architect Maxwell G. Bugbee. According to local historian Susan
l{ieisen, the resicience is "one of the oidest anci most historicaiiy significant house in Ross." The
Coddington family purchased the home in t922, directly from William Barber's daughters and
heirs (Alice and Mary). ln the 120 years since its construction, only three families have owned
the house: the Barbers for 30 years, the Coddington family for 89 years, and now the applicants.
According to preliminary research by a Town-retained architectural historian, the main
residence would qualify for listing on State and Federal historic registers due to the association
with the Barber family, the architect, and since the structure retains its historic "integrity."

The applicants have submitted plans to restore and remodel the main residence on the site. The
project will also involve construction of a new pool and pool house and excavation of a

basement under the main residence.

The project was considered bythe Advisory Design Review Group in July 2012. The project was
well received by the Advisory Design Review group and those that attended the ADR meeting. A
couple of residents supported the basement work since the applicants are restoring the historic
building, which is a benefit to the Town. The applicant has made modifications to the design
that respond to the ADR Groups concerns, including eliminating modifications to visible
eyebrow windows. Minutes for the meeting are attached.

Exterior changes are proposed to each elevation of the residence. Some modifications remove
prior alterations. Most of the original structure and details are proposed to be retained. lf the
project "may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource" an

Environmental lmpact Report must be prepared for the project. The proposed plans have been
reviewed by the applicant's architectural historic consultant, who indicates that the project will
comply with the Secretary of lnterior Standards and will not result in a substantial adverse
change to its historic significance. Due to conflict of interest, staff has asked the Town's historic
consultant to peer review the applicant's report to advise the town regarding the historic issue.
As of the date of this report, staff has not yet received an opinion from the Town consultant.
However, staff has included conditions of approval to reflect anticipated concerns that will be
raised by the Town's consultant. Any further recommendations will be presented to the Town
Council prior to or at the public meeting on the project.

lll. Discussion
The intent of the project is to restore the residence and bring it up to modern standards. See the
applicants'project description, attached. Putting aside issues of CEQA and historic structures,
staff has no objections to the improvements proposed to the existing residence and believe it
will result in a residence, attached garage and landscape that are improved in appearance,
safety and quality.

Ook Way
Residents of Oak Way have expressed concerns regarding the poor condition of the road. The
road is entirely on the applicants'site and is a private road. Adjacent neighbors have road
easements over the project site. Staff recommends a condition of approval, similar to the
condition the Council recently included for the project at 2 Upper Road West, which requires the
applicant to restore the road to the existing condition after construction, but does not place the
full cost of road repair on the applicant. Neighbors could participate in the private road
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maintenance and improvement as outlined under State law

H istoríc Structure lssues
Staff anticipates that the Town's historic consultant will want to minimize exterior changes as

much as possible. Staff has included conditions of approval to address anticipåted concerns,
which may be amended at the Council meeting if necessary.

Varíance for Front Yard Woll Over 6 Feet Toll
The applicants propose a new 8-foot tall concrete wall with a simulated stone finish along Sir
Francis Drake Boulevard and Winship. Up to two feet of the wall would be buried in soil from
the pool/basement excavation and the wall is proposed to be landscaped with L-gallon creeping
fig plans and 5-gallon shrubs to soften the appearance of the wall from the public vantage
points. Story poles will be installed to reflect the top and bottom of the wall.

Design review and a fence height variance are required for the wall. The Town's design review
ordinance states that fences and walls "should be aesthetically attractive and not create a

walled-in feeling or a harsh, solid expanse when viewed from adjacent vantage points. Front
yard fences and walls should be set back a sufficient distance from the property line to allow for
installation of a landscape buffer to soften the visual appearance" (R.M.C, 918.4L.L00(g.)) As a
result, the Town Council has not traditionally been supportive of solid fencing or walls along
most roadways in excess of four feet in height. Six foot tall solid fences have, however, been
approved along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard due to the noise concerns associated with the heavy
traffic flow along that right-of-way.

Staff did not have the opportunity to review story poles for the proposed fencing prior to
preparation of the staff report. The proposed landscaping will eventually grow to cover the
fence. A tree report submitted by the applicant recommends tree protection in association with
the berm and wall construction.

A similar variance for a wall on Sir Francis Drake was approved by the Council in May 2008 for 18
Ross Terrace (former Marin General Hospital site). However, that wall was set back and uphill
from the roadway. That project included 5-gallon creeping fig, which now cover the wall. A
height variance was also granted for Sean and Robin Wright Penn, (corner of Laurel Grove and
Sir Francis Drake, to allow a taller wall along Walters Road. The Penn's wall along Sir Francis
Drake Boulevard may be bermed as the applicants propose.

Staff is concerned regarding maintenance of the bermed soil, which would be located adjacent
to a watercourse area at the side of the roadway and would like to have additional time to
consider the location and story poles, A condition of approval clarifies that the property owners
are required to maintain the waterway. Staff is also wary of any potential traffic noise impacts
the concrete wall may generate for other sites if sound waves are reflected or bounced off the
wall, lf the wall is approved, staff would recommend at least S-gallon size climbing vines to give
the vines a head start to cover the wall and possibly absorb sound.

Since staff was unable to review the story poles for the fencing. At this time staff recommends a

standard (or.sound insulated) 6 foot tall wood fence, on existing grade, located at least five feet
back from the property line to allow for adequate screening landscaping, to minimize traffic
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related noise impacts.

Revised detoched goroge desígn
The applicant has modified the design of the detached garage that Council considered in
October and staff is in support of the new design proposed for that structure.

Basement Areo
The applicant is proposing to excavate under the residence for a new basement. Since a portion
of the residence is already elevated above grade, most of the basement area will only be
partially below-grade. The basement would have up to 7' 6" of floor to ceiling height and, if not
finished, would not be considered new floor area. Council has discouraged creation of new
basement areas, which typically result in construction impacts including dust, extended
construction time, modification to natural drainage patterns, and concerns with increased site
runoff. ln addition, the Town has experienced issues with basements finished during or after
construction for additional living area.

The applicants indicate that a consultant confirmed that the water table is not low at the site
and that the basement will not impact natural runoff. Staff does not have a copy of this report.
There is much room on site to disperse any waterthat may be collected around the perimeter of
the basement on site.

To be consistent with other decisions, staff would recommend denial of the basement. There is

sufficient floor area available to locate mechanical equipment at the rear of the oversized
garage or in another area of the residence. Since site development exceeds the guideline
maximum of L0,000 square feet, staff recommends that, if any basement area is approved, the
Council consider limiting the ceiling height of the area to preclude its future conversion to living
space.

lV. Recommendation
That the Town Council, after carefully reviewing the facts and the arguments presented after a
public hearing, site visits, review of story poles, staff reports, correspondence, and other
information contained in the project file approve the remodel of the residence, reconstruction
of the garage, new pool, approve a fence up to 6 feet tall on grade and deny the basement, with
the following Findings and subject to the following Conditions of Approval:

A. Findings

L. CEQA Based on the historic resource evaluation prepared by Courtney
Damkroger, and as conditioned, the project is categorically exempt from the requirement for
the preparation of environmental documents under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEAA) under CEQA Guideline Section 1530L, existing facilities, as a remodel of a single family
residence and accessory structures, under CEQA Guideline Section 1-533L, historical resource
restoration/rehabilitation, as a project limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization,
rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historical resources
in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the lnterior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer._No exception set forth in Section L5300.2 of the
CEQA Guidelines (including but not limited to Subsection (a), which relates to impacts on
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environmental resources; (b), which relates to cumulative impacts; Subsection (c), which relates
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project.

2. Demolition Permit

o) 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.

b ) The proposed redevelopment of the site protects the attributes, integrity,
historical character and design scale of the neighborhood and preserves the "small town"
qualities and feeling of the town.

c) The project is consistent with the Ross general plan and zoning ordinance.

d) The project will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood and will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood.

The proposed project is intended to preserve a structure of historic significance. As conditioned,
demolition is limited.

3. Variance

o) Special Circumstances. That there are special circumstances or conditions
applicable to the land, building or use referred to in the application. There are special
circumstances applicable to the property, including size, shape, topography, location or
surroundings, the strict application of the zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges
enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification.

b) Substantial Property Rights. That the granting of the application is necessary for
the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights.

c) Public Welfare. That the granting of the application will not materially affect
adversely the health or safety of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the
property of the applicant and will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood,

ilf height variance approved for fence] The variance allows a new fence to be constructed at the
site which is over 6 feet tall. The site is adjacent to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, which creates
traffic noise impacts. See applicant's statement, attached.

The variances allow preservation of a historic structure. Existing setbacks would be maintained
and. do not create detriment to the closest neighbors or the public.

4. Design Review

a) The project is consistent with the purposes of the Design Review chapter as

outlined in Ross Municipal Code Section L8.4L.010:

(1) To preserve and enhance the "small town" feel and the serene, quiet
character of its neighborhoods are special qualities to the town. The existing scale and quality of
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archltecture, the low density of development, the open and tree-covered hills, winding creeks
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community in which the man-made and natural environment co-exist in harmony and to sustain
the beauty of the town's environment.

(2) Provide excellence of design for all new development which harmonizes
style, intensity and type of construction with the natural environment and respects the unique
needs and features of each site and area. Promote high-quality design that enhances the
community, is consistent with the scale and quality of existing development and is harmoniously
integrated with the natural environment;

(3) Preserve and enhance the historical "small town," low-density character
and identity that is unique to the Town of Ross, and maintain the serene, quiet character of the
town's neighborhoods through maintaining historic design character and scale, preserving
natural features, minimizing overbuilding of existing lots and retaining densities consistent with
existing development in Ross and in the surrounding area;

(4) Preserve lands which are unique environmental resources including scenic
resources (ridgelines, hillsides and trees), vegetation and wildlife habitat, creeks, threatened
and endangered species habitat, open space and areas necessary to protect community health
and safety. Ensure that site design and intensity recognize site constraints and resources,
preserve natural landforms and existing vegetation, and prevent excessive and unsightly hillside
grading;

(5) Enhance important community entryways, local travel corridors and the
area in which the project is located;

(6) Promote and implement the design goals, policies and criteria of the Ross
general plan;

(7) Discourage the development of individual buildings which dominate the
townscape,or attract attention through color, mass or inappropriate architectural expression;

(8) Preserve buildings and areas with historic or aesthetic value and maintain
the historic character and scale. Ensure that new construction respects and is compatible with
historic character and architecture both within the site and neighborhood;

(9) Upgrade the appearance, quality and condition of existing improvements
in conjunction with new development or remodeling of a site.

(L0 Preserve natural hydrology and drainage patterns and reduce storm water
runoff associated with development to reduce flooding, streambank erosion, sediment in storm
water drainage systems and creeks, and minimize damage to public and private facilities. Ensure
that existing site features that naturally aid in storm water management are protected and
enhanced. Recognize that every site is in a watershed and storm water management is

important on both small and large sites to improve storm water quality and reduce overall
runoff.

The project will preserve an existing residence and involves construction of a new garage to
replace a dilapidated structure. The project will upgrade the appearance of the structure and is

compatible with the surroundings.
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b) The project is in substantial compliance with the design criteria of Ross
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(1) Preservation of Natural Areas and Existing Site Conditions.

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

(b) Sites should be kept in harmony with the general appearance of
neighboring landscape. All disturbed areas should be finished to a natural-appearing
configuration and planted or seeded to prevent erosion.

(c) Lot coverage and building footprints should be minimized where
feasible, and development clustered, to minimize site disturbance area and preserve large areas
of undisturbed space, Environmentally sensitive areas, such as areas along streams, forested
areas, and steep slopes shall be a priority for preservation and open space,

The site was previously disturbed and contains little native vegetation. Significant trees will be
preserved.

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

The project would maintain the existing site configuration.

(3) Minimizing Bulk and Mass.

( o ) New structures and additions should avoid monumental or
excessively large size out of character with their setting or with other dwellings in the
neighborhood. Buildings should be compatible with others in the neighborhood and not attract
attention to themselves.

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

The massing proposed is very similar to the existing structures.

(4) Materials and Colors.

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

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

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

Existing siding materials are proposed to be replaced in kind and new finishes are proposed.

(5) Drives, Parking and Circulation.

(a) Good access, circulation and off-street parking should be provided

consistent with the natural features of the site. Walkways, driveways, curb cuts and off-street
parking should allow smooth traffic flow and provide for safe ingress and egress to a site,

(b) Access ways and parking areas should be in scale with the design
oi buildings and structures on the site. They should be sited to minimize physical impacts on
adjacent properties related to noise, light and emissions and be visually compatible with
development on the site and on neighboring properties. Off-street parking should be screened
from view. The area devoted to driveways, parking pads and parking facilities should be
minimized through careful site planning.

(c) lncorporate natural drainage ways and vegetated channels, rather
than the standard concrete curb and gutter configuration to decrease flow velocity and allow for
storm water infiltration, percolation and absorption.

No modifications to the existing parking are proposed. The project would improve covered
parking at the site by making the garage structure a functional garage.

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

No exterior lighting is proposed. A condition of approval addresses lighting.

(7) Fences and Screening. Fences and walls should be designed and located to
be architecturally compatible with the design of the building. They should be aesthetically
attractive and not create a "walled-in" feeling or a harsh, solid expanse when viewed. from
adjacent vantage points. Front yard fences and walls should be set back sufficient distance from
the property line to allow for installation of a landscape buffer to soften the visual appearance.

See discussion above.

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

The project does not affect public views.
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(9) Natural Environment.

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

(b) Development in upland areas shall maintain a setback from creeks
or drainageways. The setback shall be maximized to protect the natural resource value of
riparian areas and to protect residents from geologic and other hazards.

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

(d) The filling and development of land areas within the
one-hundredyear flood plain is discouraged. Modification of natural channels of creeks is

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

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

The site is not near a natural watercourse and has little native vegetation. The project would
only disturb previously disturbed areas of the site.

(L0) Landscaping.

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

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

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

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

(e) Wherever possible, residential development should be designed to
preserve, protect and restore native site vegetation and habitat. ln addition, where possible and
appropriate, invasive vegetation should be removed.
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Limited new landscaping is proposed. Mature trees will be protected.

(L1) Health and Safety. Project design should minimize the potential for loss of
life, injury or damage to property due to natural and other hazards. New construction must, at a

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

The project must comply with the current Fire and Building Codes.

(tzl Visual Focus.

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

(b ) Accessory structures should generally be single-story units unless a
clearly superior design results from a multilevel structure. Accessory structures should generally
be small in floor area. The number of accessory structures should be minimized to avoid a

feeling of overbuilding a site. Both the number and size of accessory structures may be
regulated in order to minimize the overbuilding of existing lots and attain compliance with these
criteria.

The existing residence will remain the primary structure on the site. The cottage and garage
structure maintain the size of structures that have been in place at the site for over 80 years.

(13) Privacy. Building placement and window size and placement should be
selected with consideration given to protecting the privacy of surrounding properties, Decks,
balconies and other outdoor areas should be sited to minimize noise to protect the privacy and
quietude of surrounding properties. Landscaping should be provided to protect privacy between
properties.

The project will not create new views towards adjacent sites.

( 14 ) Consideration of Existing Nonconforming Situations. Proposed work
should be evaluated in relationship to existing nonconforming situations, and wheie determined
to be feasible and reasonable, consideration should be given to eliminating nonconforming
situations as a condition of project approval.

The structure is historic and the Town seeks to maintain the existing site development.

(15) Relationship of Project to Entire Site.

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

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

The project maintains the historic development pattern at the site and will improve the
appearance of existing structures that are in disrepair

(16) Relationship to Development Standards in Zoning District. The town
council may impose more restrictive development standards than the standards contained in
the zoning district in which the project is located in orderto meet these criteria.

The project maintains the size of existing structures. There is no need to impose more restrictive
development standards to meet the design criteria.

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

The project does not reduce housing stock and will result in the preservation of housing stock,

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

The total existing floor area is L0,LLL square feet. The proposed project maintains the existing
floor area, The floor area is divided between 5 structures for 5 residential units. Since the
project maintains existing structures within their current mass¡ng and footprint, the existing
floor area is part of the existing character of the surrounding area.

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

There is no creek at the site,

(20) Low lmpact Development for Storm water Management. Development plans
should strive to replicate natural, predevelopment hydrology. To the maximum extent possible,
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the post-development stormwater runoff rates from the site should be no greater than
!-..-r,-r--Àlalll!¡lltlîpi'e-project rates. Development should inelude pians to manage stormwater runott to maintain

the natural drainage patterns and infiltrate runoff to the maximum extent practical given the
site's soil characteristics, slope, and other relevant factors. An applicant may be required to
provide a full justification and demonstrate why the use of Low lmpact Development (LlD)

design approaches is not possible before proposing to use conventional structural stormwater
management measures which channel stormwater away from the development site.

(a) Maximize Permeability and Reduce lmpervious Surfaces. Use
permeable materials for driveways, parking areas, patios and paths. Reduce building footprints
by using more than one floor level. Pre-existing impervious surfaces should be reduced. The
width and length of streets, turnaround areas, and driveways should be limited as much as

possible, while conforming with traffic and safety concerns and requirements. Common
driveways are encouraged. Projects should include appropriate subsurface conditions and plan
for future maintenance to maintain the infiltration performance.

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

(c) lnclude Small-Scale Storm water Controls and Storage Facilities. As

appropriate based on the scale of the development, projects should incorporate small-scale
controls to store stormwater runoff for reuse or slow release, including vegetated swales,
rooftop gardens or "green roofs", catch-basins retro-fitted with below-grade storage culverts,

rain barrels, cisterns and dry wells. Such facilties may be necessary to meet minimum
stormwater peak flow management standards, such as the no net increase standard. Facilities
should be designed to minimize mosquito production.

A drainage plan is required to be submitted with the building permit application. lmpervious
surfaces are limited to existing levels.

c) The project is consistent with the Ross general plan and zoning ordinance.

(1) Ross General Plan Policy (RGP) l.L Protection of Environmental Resources.
Protect environmental resources, such as hillsides, ridgelines, creeks, drainage ways, trees and
tree groves, threatened and endangered species habitat, riparian vegetation, cultural places,

and other resources. These resources are unique in the planning area because of their scarcity,
scientific value, aesthetic quality and cultural significance.

(2) RGP 1.2 Tree Canopy Preservation. Protect and expand the tree canopy of
Ross to enhance the beauty of the natural landscape. Recognize that the tree canopy is critical
to provide shade, reduce ambient temperatures, improve the uptake of carbon dioxide, prevent
erosion and excess stormwater runoff, provide habitat for wildlife and birds, and protect the
ecosystem of the under-story vegetation.

(3) RGP 1..3 Tree Maintenance and Replacement. Assure proper tree
maintenance and replacement.
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(4) RGP L.4 Natural Areas Retention. Maximize the amount of land retained
in its naturai state. Wherever possibie, resicjentiai cleveiopment shouici be ciesigneci to preserve,
protect and restore native site vegetation and habitat. ln addition, where possible and
appropriate, invasive vegetation should be removed.

(5) RGP 2.L Sustainable Practices. Support measures to reduce resource
consumption and improve energy efficiency through all elements of the Ross General Plan and
Town regulations and practices, including:

(a) Require large houses to limit the energy usage to that of a more
moderately sized house as established in design guidelines.

(b) Choose the most sustainable portion of a site for development and
leaving more of a site in its natural condition to reduce land impacts on the natural
environment.

(c) Use green materials and resources.

(d) Conserve water, especially in landscaping.

(e) lncrease the use of renewable energy sources, including solar
energy.

(f) Recycle building materials.

(6) RGP 2.2 lncorporation of Resource Conservation Measures. To the extent
consistent with other design considerations, public and private projects should be designed to
be efficient and innovative in their use of materials, site construction, and water irrigation
standards for new landscaping to minimize resource consumption, including energy and water.

(7) RGP 2.3 Reduction in the Use of Chemicals and Non-Natural Substances.
Support efforts to use chemical-free and toxic free building materials, reduce waste and recycle
building waste and residential garbage. Encourage landscape designs that minimize pesticide
and herbicide use.

(S) RGP 2.4 Footprints of Buildings. Utilize smaller footprints to minimize the
built area of a site and to allow the maximum amount of landscaped and/or permeable surfaces.

(9) RGP 3.L Building and Site Design. Design all structures and improvements
to respect existing natural topographic contours. Open areas and buildings shall be located to
protect land forms and natural site features, including cultural places and resources, wherever
possible. Where feasible, site development must avoid intact or previously disturbed cultural
resources during excavation and grading.

(10) RGP 3.2 Landscape Design. Where appropriate, encourage landscape
designs that incorporate existing native vegetation, enhance the cohesiveness of the Town's
lush, organic landscape and integrate new planting with existing site features. Plans shall
recognize the importance of open space on a lot and shall address the look and feel of the space
between structures so as to avoid overbuilding.

(11) RGP 3.3 Buildings on Sloping Land. New buildings and additions to
existing residential buildings constructed on sloping land should be designed to relate to the
current landforms with the goal of integrating the building with the site (e.g., step with the
slope). Low retaining walls are encouraged where their use would minimize uphill cutting, and
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large single-plane retaining walls should be avoided. Cut and fill areas and on/off-hauling should
be minimizeci, especiaily in iocations of iimitecj or difficuit access. Speciai care shouid be taken
to final grade all disturbed areas to a natural appearing configuration and to direct stormwater
runoff to areas where water can naturally infiltrate the soil.

(12) RGP 3.4 Bulk, Mass and Scale. Minimize the perception of building bulk
and mass so that homes are not out of scale, visually or structurally, with neighboring residences
and their setting. Consider building bulk and mass during the design review process, and when
applying requirements and guidelines addressing Floor Area Ratio (FAR), maximum home floor
area and other development standards. Building heights should stay in scale with surrounding
vegetation and buildings.

(13) RGP 3.5 View Protection. Preserve views and access to views of hillsides,
ridgelines, Mt. Tamalpais and Bald Hill from the public right-of-way and public property, Ensure
that the design look and feel along major thoroughfares maintains the "greenness" of the Town.

(14) RGP 3.6 Windows, Roofs, and Skylights. Window and skylight s¡ze,

placement and design should be selected to maximize the privacy between adjacent properties.
To the extent consistent with other design considerations, the placement and size of windows
and skylights should minimize light pollution and/or glare.

(15) RGP 3.7 Materials and Colors. Buildings should be designed using
high-quality materials and colors appropriate to their neighborhood and natural setting.

(16) RGP 3.8 Driveways and Parking Areas. Driveways and parking areas
should be designed to minimize visibility from the street and to provide safe access, minimal
grading and/or retaining walls, and to protect water quality, Permeable materials should be
used to increase water infiltration. Driveways and parking areas should be graded to minimize
stormwater runoff.

(17) RGP 4.1 Historic Heritage, Maintain the historic feel of Ross by preserving
and maintaining historic buildings, resources and areas with recognized historic or aesthetic
value that serve as significant reminders of the past.

(18) RGP 4.2 Design Compatibility with Historic Resources, Require new
construction to harmonize with existing historic buildings and resources, and ensure a

compatibility of landscaping with Ross' historic character.

(1g) RGP 4.4 Preservation of Existing Housing Supply. Discourage the
demolition or combining of existing residential units that will reduce the supply of housing in
Ross.

(20) RGP 4.5 Archaeological Resources. lmplement measures to preserve and
protect archaeological resources, Whenever possible, identify archaeological resources and
potential impacts on such resources. Provide information and direction to property owners in
order to make them aware of these resources. Require archaeological surveys, conducted by an
archaeologist who appears on the Northwest lnformation Center's list of archaeologists
qualified to do historic preservation fieldwork in Marin County, in areas of documented
archaeological sensitivity. Develop design review standards for projects that may potentially
impact cultural resources.

(21) RGP 5.L Location of Future Development. Development will only be
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perm¡tted in areas where risks to residents can be adequately mitigated.

(22) RGP 5.2 Geologic Review Procedures. At the time a development is

proposed, Ross geologic and slope stability maps should be reviewed to assess potential
geologic hazards. ln addition, suitability for development must be based on site-specific
geotechnical investigations.

(23) RGP 5.3.Fire Resistant Design. Buildings shoufd be designed to be fire
defensive. Designs should minimize risk of fire by a combination of factors including, but not
limited to, the use of fire-resistant building materials, fire sprinklers, noncombustible roofing
and defensible landscaping space.

(24) RGP 5.4 Maintenance and Landscaping for Fire Safety, Ensure that
appropriate fire safety and landscaping practices are used to minimize fire danger, especially in

steeper areas. Due to the high fire hazard in the steeper areas of Town, special planting and
maintenance programs will be required to reduce fire hazards in the hills and wildland areas,
including removal of invasive non-native vegetation such as broom, acacia and eucalyptus.

(25) RGP 5.5 Fire Safety in New Development. New construction will adhere
to all safety standards contained in the Building and Fire Code. Hazards to life and property shall
be minimized by such measures as fire preventive site design, fire resistant landscaping and
building materials, and the use of fire suppression techniques and resources.

(26) RGP 5.6 Noise/Land Use Compatibility Standards. The Land Use/Noise
Compatibility Standards (see Figure 8) apply to the siting and design of new structures and
substantial remodels. Any project that is located in a "conditionally acceptable" or "normally
unacceptable" noise exposure area will be required to prepare an acoustical analysis. Noise
mitigation features may be required by the Town.

(27) RGP 5.7 Noise Standards for Exterior Residential Use Areas. The noise
standard for exterior use areas (such as backyards) in residential areas is 55dB (decibels) Ldn (a
day-night weighted Z4-hour average noise level). All areas of Ross meet this standard except for
those properties located along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. General Plan policy requires that any
new residential construction meet this standard.

(28) RGP 5.8 lnterior Noise Standards. Protect the community against the
effects of intrusive and unhealthy exterior noise sources. Establish interior noise standards for
new residential and residential health care projects of 40dB (Ldn) for bedrooms and a5dB (Ldn)

for other rooms - decibel levels determined based on a day-night weighted 24-hour average
noise level.

(29) RGP 5.L0 Traffic and Construction Noise. Require mitigation of
construction and traffic noise impacts on the ambient noise level in the Town.

(30) RGP 5.12 Access for Emergency Vehicles. New construction shall be
denied unless designed to provide adequate access for emergency vehicles, particularly fire
fighting equipment.

(31) RGP 6.1 Flood Protection in New Development. All new construction and
substantial remodels within the 100-year floodplain must comply with the Town's floodplain
regulations.
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(32) RGP 6.4 Runoff and Drainage, Storm water runoff should be maintained in
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runoff should be directed toward storm drains or, preferably to other areas where it can be
retained, detained, and/or absorbed into the ground.

(33) RGP 6.5 Permeable Surfaces. To the greatest extent possible,
development should use permeable surfaces and other techniques to minimize runoff into
underground drain systems and to allow water to percolate into the ground. Landscaped areas
should be designed to provide potential runoff absorption and infiltration.

(34) RGP 6.6 Creek and Drainageway Setbacks, Maintenance and Restoration.
Keep development away from creeks and drainageways. Setbacks from creeks shall be
maximized to protect riparian areas and to protect residents from flooding and other hazards.
Encourage restoration of runoff areas, to include but not be limited to such actions as sloping
banks, providing native creek access vegetation, protecting habitat, etc,, and work with property
owners to identify means of keeping debris from blocking drainageways.

(35) RGP 6,7 Riparian Vegetation. Protect existing creek and riparian vegetation
and encourage the use of native species during creek restoration. Assure that modification of
natural channels is done in a manner that retains and protects creekside vegetation, integrates
fish passage and includes habitat restoration in its natural state.

The project improves the Town housing supply. The project preserves existing mature trees. The
site is accessible and is not located in a hillside area. The project results in retention of an

existing residence, which preserves materials and resources. Town regulations require building
materials to be recycled and limit construction days and hours. The proposed design does not
expand the footprint of the structures. A drainage plan is required. The project preserves a

historic resource. The bulk and mass of the structures maintains existing bulk and mass. No
excavation is proposed. No changes to the existing parking are proposed.

A. Conditions of Approval, 73 Winship

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

1. Except as otherwise provided in these conditions, the project shall comply
with the plans dated December L8,20L2, approved by the Town Council on January L0,20L3.
Plans submitted for the building permit shall reflect any modifications required by the Town
Council and these conditions.

2. The basement is not approved.

3. The fencing along Sir Francis Drake and Winship Avenue shall be set back
at least 5 feet from the property line and shall be limited to 6 feet tall. The proposed wall
landscaping is approved except one gallon plants shall be increased in size to 5 gallon plants.

4. The property owner is responsible for maintaining the watercourse
between the site and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in a free flowing condition and for removal of
any weeds or other obstructions to water flow.

5. Prior to project final, the applicants shall restore Oak Way to the same
condition that it is in at the time the building permit is issued.
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6. A detailed plan shall be submitted with the building permit application
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impervious areas that will be removed in order to add new impervious surfaces, such as the
pool. The applicants shall not receive a final on their building permit and may accrue penalties if
impervious surfaces are not removed to maintain existing impervious surface levels.

7. The structure is an important historical resource for the Town of Ross and
therefore it shall be mandatory that the project follow special procedures during the
construction process in order to preserve, repair, and reconstruct the existing building features
in accordance with the recommendations outlined in the US Department of the lnterior:The
Secretary of the lnterior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings.

8. lt is essentialthat allthe proposed Work performed on this historic
building follow the CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE (CHBC). This code which is

contained within the California Building Code (CBC) as Chapter 34, shall be the governing
building code used on this Project. (Note by state law CHAPTER 34, The California Historical
Building Code, Part 8 of Title 24, takes precedence over all other portions of the CBC and all
other building codes that may apply to this Work).

9. Special precautions must be taken during all phase of the construction
process to avoid further damage to the historically important portions of this Project which are
not being renovated, reconstructed and/or restored. Where possible, these existing materials
and features must be clearly marked and identified on the drawings identified in the field in
order to protect them from further damage during the construction process. Some of these
items shall include but not necessarily limited to the following: Existing masonry and stone
features, wood trim, shingle siding, wood millwork, moldings, columns, railings, metal work,
windows, doors along with other similar materials.

L0. The historic character of the residence shall be retained and preserved.
The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a

property shall be avoided. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

1-1. The project includes replacement of eyebrow windows with those of a

different style. Prior to issuance of a building permit for this modification, the applicant shall be
substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence that the proposed windows are
more historic features than the existing eyebrow windows, or the existing eyebrow windows
shall be retained.

1,2. New skylights shall have the minimal possible projection from the roof to
minimize their observed presence on the roof. Specifications for the skylights shall be included
on the plans submitted for building permit for review and approval by staff,

13. The applicant shall retain a historic resource consultant to perform
inspections during critical phases of construction as specified by the Town historic resource
consultant to ensure that the project complies with the approved plans. Written reports shall be
provided to the Town planner. The Town planner may stop work at the site if the project
exceeds demolition specified on the approved plans.

14. As proposed by the applicant, the following techniques shall be utilized
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for the rehabilitation project:

a) The existing stone perimeter currently functioning as a partial
foundation will be mitigated in service due to a newly proposed reinforced concrete foundation
to be placed just inside the plane of the existing perimeter so as not to be visible from the
exterior. Stone perimeter is to be preserved as a historical element and nothing further. Where
necessary, stone will be mortared in place to match existing with a simple, common,
non-expanding brick mortar material. Some of the foundation is visible and does not include
stone works but does include brick. All brick will be replaced at foundation with new, reinforced
concrete foundation with natural soil covering up to the last 6" or less of new foundation.
Current areas of foundation that include concrete will be replaced with new foundation and
same rules will apply as aforementioned brick conditions.

b) Existing siding includes some amount of cedar shingles. Said

shingles are to remain as existing and if necessary, new shingles of like kind cedar shall be
replaced as needed using galvanized fasteners or better weather resistant hardware such as

stainless or coated deck screws. Any new replacement shingles, if needed, will be stain lock
prime in oil base primer, and then painted to match the siding color.

q) Any window replacement will be with wood clad windows to
match existing yet take advantage of advancements in insulation, operability, and functionality
of high quality window production today.

d) Any replacement trim to be of appropriate exterior-use wood
material and will match existing wood trim in profile and size.

e) All upper decking handrail to be of wood material to match
original.

f) New skylights shall be of metal, weather resistant material with
wood interior to be painted to match interior trim. They shall be installed in a manner that they
mirror slope of roof and new curb construction of wood can be removed if desired at a later
date to restore roof to a pre-skylight installation condition.

c) Existing, attached garage to be constructed with a similar roofline
to the Victorian era structure. Siding of garage to be of a channel or v-rustic exterior finger joint
cedar wood to be painted a shade of color that compliments but does not duplicate original
Victorian structure. Eyebrow roof ventilation elements for garage structure to be installed
similar to the original eyebrow fenestrations of the Victorian structure. No glass shall be utilized
in the garage roof ventilations. Roof ventilation elements to be constructed of unpainted
redwood in horizontal pattern with galvanized or better exterior material to prohibit pest entry.
The garage roof ventilation details and the roofline of the garage; will be used as

characterizations of the Victorian structure to which it is attached and will use these design
reference motifs with a clear differentiation from the historic structure. Composition shingle
roofing shall be utilized in a different yet complimentary color from the historic structure to
further show differentiation of the ages of the two adjoining structures.

L5. 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 ¡s advised that changes made to the
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design during construction may delay the completion of the project and will not extend the
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1.6. Any exterior lighting shall be included on plans submitted forthe building
perm¡t and is subject to the review and approval of the town planner. Lighting shall be shielded
(no bare bulb light fixtures or down lights that may be visible from down-slope sites). Exterior
lighting of landscaping by any means shall not be permitted if it creates glare, hazard or
annoyance for adjacent property owners. Lighting expressly designed to light exterior walls or
fences that is visible from adjacent properties or public right-of-ways is prohibited. No up
lighting is permitted, interior and exterior lighting fixtures shall be selected to enable maximum
"cut-off" appropriate for the light source so as to strictly control the direction and pattern of
light and eliminate spill light to neighboring properties or a glowing night time character.

17. The Town recommends that the applicant encapsulate any lead or
asbestos material if removal will result in demolition that exceeds what is permitted by the
approved plans. Prior to any demolition or issuance of a building permit for the new structure,
which was constructed prior to L985, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey shall be provided
to the Town building department along with a plan for encapsulating or removing any hazards.

. L8, The drainage design shall comply with the Town's stormwater ordinance
(Ross Municipal Code Chapter 15.54), A drainage plan and hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be
submitted with the building permit application for review and approval by the building
official/public works director, who may consult with the town hydrologist at the applicants'
expense (a deposit may be required). The plan shall be designed, at a minimum, to produce no
net increase in peak runoff from the site compared to pre-project conditions (no net increase
standard). As far as practibally feasible, the plan shall be designed to produce a net decrease in
peak runoff from the site compared to pre-project conditions. Applicants are encouraged to
submit a drainage plan designed to produce peak runoff from the site that is the same or less
than estimated natural, predevelopment conditions which existed at the site prior to installation
of impermeable surfaces and other landscape changes (natural predevelopment rate standard).
Construction of the drainage system shall be supervised, inspected and accepted by a

professional engineer and certified as-built drawings of the constructed facilities and a letter of
certification shall be provided to the Town prior to project final.

19. A Tree Protection Plan that complies with Ross Municipal Code Section
L2.24.1,00 is required for all protected trees on or near the project site. The Tree Protection Plan
shall be submitted with the building permit application.

20. Tree protection fencing shall be installed prior to permit issuance as

recommended by the project arborist. The project arborist shall inspect the site prior to
issuance of a building permit to determine if tree protect¡on fencing has been properly installed
and shall submit written confirmation to the town planner that the tree protection is in place
prior to permit issuance.

2L. The applicant shall be responsible for securing an encroachment permit
from the Department of Public Works prior to any encroachment within a public right-of-way.

22. 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 police chief. The plan shall include as a minimum: tree protection,
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management of worker vehicle parking, location of portable toilets, areas for material storage,
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23. The applicant shall submit a schedule that outlines the scheduling of the
site development. This 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).

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

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

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

. 27. 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 I tither King Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, lndependence Day,
Labor Day, Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. lf the holiday falls on a Sunday,
the following Monday shall be considered the holiday. lf the holiday falls on a Säturday, 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 L0:00 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).

28. 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.L00). The violations may be subject
to additional penalties as provided in the Ross Municipal Code and State law. lf 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.

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

30. 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.
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31. The applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Marin Municipal
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applicable MMWD water-conserv¡ng landscape ordinance. Prior to project final, the applicant
shall submit written evidence to the town planner that the landscaping plan has been approved
by MMWD, or that it is exempt from their requirements. Any modifications to the planting
andlor tree removal presented to the Town Council shall he reviewed and approved with staff
prior to modification. Prior to project final, the project landscape professional shall certify that
the landscaping and irrigation was installed in accordance with the approved plans.

32. The director of public works may require all electric, communication and
television service laterals to be placed underground.

33. The project shall comply with all requirements of the Fire Code:

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

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

c) The applicant shall maintain an effective firebreak around the structure by
removing and clearing all flammable vegetation and/or other combustible growth. Consult the
Ross Valley Fire Department Fire Protection Standard 220 Vegetation/Fuels Management Plan
available online at Rossvallevfire.ore.

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

34. Based on the scope of the remodel, the planning department shall
require sprinklers to be installed in the residence.

35. This project is subject to the conditions of the Town of Ross Construction
Completion Ordinance (copies available at www.townofross.org). lf construction is not
completed by the construction completion date provided for in that ordinance, the owner will
be subject to automatic penalties with no further notice. As provided in the Town of Ross

Municipal Code Section 15.50.040, construction shall be complete upon the final performance
of all construction work, including: exterior repairs and remodeling; total compliance with all
conditions of application approval, including required landscaping; and the clearing and cleaning
of all construction-related materials and debris from the site. Final inspection and written
approval of the applicable work byTown Building, Planning and Fire Department staff shall mark
the date of construction completion.

36, 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
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approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notify the applicants and/or owners of any
such claim, act¡on, 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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January tO, 2Ot3 Minutes

REGULAR MEETING Of thc ROSS TOWN COUNCIL

THURSDAY, JANUARY iO, 2OL3

16. 73 Winship Avenue, Variance, Design Review and Demolition Perm¡t No. 1890
Brian and Erica Hunt, 73 Winship Avenue, A.P. No. 72-162-15, R-L:B-A (Single Family
Residence, L acre minimum lot size), Very Low Density (.1-1 units per acre). Design

review, variance and demolition permit for modifications to the main residence, a

nonconforming structure, for limited window and exterior door replacement and to add

a new 2,640 square foot, unfinished, basement for a storage and mechanical room. The
project also includes reconstruction of the attached garage to the east of the residence.
New landscaping is proposed including a new swimming pool south of the main
residence. Design review is required for grading to distribute soil from the basement
and pool excavation to create a landscaped, soil berm, up to 24 inches tall, within the
west and north yard setback areas. 630 cubic yards of cut and 630 cubic yards of fill are
proposed. A fence height variance is requested to allow an 8 foot tall concrete fence
along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. The fence would be buried 2 feet in the soil berm, for
an apparent height of 6 feet.

Gross Lot Area
Lot Area (less lvy road easement)
Existing Floor Area Ratio
Proposed Floor Area Ratio
Existing Lot Coverage
Proposed Lot Coverage
Existing lmpervious Surfaces

Proposed lmpervious Surfaces

58,000 square feet
49,850 square feet
20.3%
2O.3% (15% perm¡tted)
Ls.9%
t5.9% (15% perm¡ttedl
tt.L%
s.8%

The residence and corport ore nonconforming in setbacks.

Senior Planner Elise Semonian summarized the staff report and recommended that the Council

approve the project, except for the basement, subject to the findings and conditions outlined in

the staff report including the additional conditions provided to the Council at the meeting.

Brian Hunt, owner, stated that the only issue is the elevation on the east that is visible, and they
are removing an eyebrow window. He further noted that he is present to answer any questions.

Courtney Damkroger, project consultant, pointed out that as stated in the letter to staff, the
proposal on a balance meets the Secretary of lnterior standards. ln regard to the chimney, she

has become much more flexible due to seismic and liability concerns. Mr. Hunt noted not all

chimneys will be removed. He stated that he could maintain the appearance of the chimney on

the exterior.

Mayor Russell opened the public hearing on this item

Susan Nielsen, Sir Francis Drake Boulevard resident, indicated that she was the co-author and

editor of the History of Ross book, and noted that one of the founding fathers and a very
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important arch¡tect built this house, so it is the most important house historically in Ross. Other

surrounding cities and less prestigious towns have historic guidelines. ln the general plan, it is
to protect the historic appearance. They wanted to make sure that the Town gave forewarning

that it is a historic buiiding. Her concerns deai with the exterior. Severaí histo¡.ie iromes must be

updated, but this is a huge renovation inside and wanted to know that the gray house, which is

the most important historic home, appear the same from all visible aspects. Since it is such an

important historic home it should remain the same. She also expressed concern for the

proposed 8-foot front wall. She further supported the fact that the Hunt's purchased the

historic home and are trying to renovate. Mr. Hunt pointed out that the exterior changes are

very minor and the wall proposed is a 2-foot berm with a 6-foot wall.

J.D. Abouchar, El Camino Bueno resident, has a very similar layout and is the most impacted

than any neighbor and noted strong support. He had no objection to the 8-foot wall and noted

that a wall is needed for safety and privacy

Neighbor, Ross resident, stated that the eyebrow window in question is dead center to her

living room window and from everything that has been shown it will not make any difference. lt
will be an improvement. She is very excited that this beautiful, old house is being returned to its
former splendor. She further believed the Council should support wholeheartedly.

Elizabeth Brekhus, on behalf of her parents, stated that she grew up with that house in a very

dilapidated condition and they are all very delighted that the Hunt's moved in and have taken

on this project. She, along with her parents, have no objection to the wall in regard to safety

and privacy. They very much supported what the Hunt's propose'

Peter Nelson, Circle Drive resident, believed the wall should be commended due to the

concrete nature in terms of sound from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, so the wall is very

important. He further believed the idea is to get active growth to screen the wall, so the fence

can have wires to facilitate growing vines.

There being no further public testimony on this item, the Mayor closed the public portion and

brought the matter back to the Council for discussion and action.

Council Member Small watched the Council over many years in regard to fencing. She walked

across the street and the Brekhus' property has a 2-foot berm and a 6-foot fence and the same

application was done across the street, so she had no objection in regard to the fencing

proposed. She further agreed with all the conditions outlined in the staff report as well as the

additional conditions provided by staff. Mr. Hunt also agreed with the additional conditions

provided by staff.

Council Member Small added that since the Hunt's are taking on a property like this, she would

allow a basement. She further noted that this is a major project and historical homes are

extremely costly.

Council Member Hoertkorn congratulated the Hunt's for taking on this project and looks

forward to seeing the project completed.
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Mayor Pro Tempore Kuhl felt the Hunt's are the perfect individuals to take on this project. ln
looking at this project, the external changes requested will not affect the basic character and
nature of this house. ln terms of the fence, he had no objection. Mayor Russell concurred with
the previous comments.

Mayor Russell asked for a motion

Council Member Hoertkorn moved and Mayor Pro Tempore Kuhl seconded, to approve 73
Winship Avenue, Variance, Design Review and Demolition Permit No. 1890, subject to the
findings and conditions outlined in the staff report, including the additional conditions
provided by stafl and with the basement being approved. Motion carried 4-0-1. Brekhus
recused.

73 Winshio Conditions:
The following conditions of approval shall be reproduced on the cover sheet of the plans

submitted for a building permit:
L. Except as otherwise provided in these conditions, the project shall comply with the

plans dated December 18, 20L2, approved by the Town Council on January 10, 2013. Plans

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

2. The proposed wall is approved as designed except one gallon plants shall be
increased in size to 5 gallon plants and additional tall shrubs shall be included in the plan to
screen the wall

3. The property owner is responsible for maintaining the watercourse between the site
and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in a free flowing condition and for removal of any weeds or
other obstructions to water flow.

4. Prior to project final, the applicants shall restore Oak Way to the same
condition that it is in at the time the building permit is issued.

5. A detailed ptan shall be submitted with the building permit application that
demonstrates that impervious surfaces will be maintained at the existing level and details
impervious areas that will be removed in order to add new impervious surfaces, such as the
pool. The applicants shall not receive a final on their building permit and may accrue penalties if
impervious surfaces are not removed to maintain existing impervious surface levels.

6. The structure is an important historical resource for the Town of Ross and therefore
it shall be mandatory that the project follow special procedures during the construction process

in order to preserve, repair, and reconstruct the existing building features in accordance with
the recommendations outlined in the US Department of the lnterior: The Secretary of the
lnterior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabi litating, Restori ng and Reconstructing Historic Build i ngs.

7. lt is essential that all the proposed Work performed on this historic building follow
the CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE (CHBC). This code which is contained within the
California Building Code (CBC) as Chapter 34, shall be the governing building code used on this
Project. (Note by state law CHAPTER 34, The California Historical Building Code, Part I of Title
24, takes precedence over all other portions of the CBC and all other building codes that may
apply to this Work).

8. Special precautions must be taken during all phase of the construction process to
avoid further damage to the historically important portions of this Project which are not being
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renovated, reconstructed and/or restored. Where possible, these ex¡sting materials and
features must be clearly marked and identified on the drawings identified in the field in order
to protect them from further damage during the construction process. Some of these items
-L-ll:-^1..1^ L..À --:l-- l:-^:¡^l 
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wood trim, shingle siding, wood millwork, moldings, columns, railings, metal work, windows,
doors along with other similar materials.

9. The historic character of the residence shall be retained and preserved. The removal
of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be
avoided. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.

10. No exterior features proposed to be retained and restored, including foundation,
windows, siding and other details, shall be altered until the applicant has submitted drawings,
photographs and descriptions of proposed rehabilitation and restoration work, methods,
means and materials to be used that clearly details that the work will match the visual and
structural characteristics of the original structure.

LL. The Applicant should provide the Town as part of the building permit application
process a complete temporary shoring and building stabilization plan including all design
calculations and details that has been prepared by a registered Structural Engineer. This plan
must fully outline all means, methods, and assemblies needed to adequately protect the
structure and the safety of persons working in and around the structure, from potential
movement and/or collapse during the entire course of the Project's construction process and
completion. The design of each support systems should be done to ensure that precautions be
in place to avoid further disruption or damage to historically important portions of the Project
that are not being renovated, reconstructed and/or restored.

L2. The project includes replacement of eyebrow windows with those of a different
style. Prior to issuance of a building permit for this modification, the applicant shall be
substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence that the proposed windows are
more historic features than the existing eyebrow windows, or the existing eyebrow windows
shall be retained.

L3. New skylights shall have the minimal possible projection from the roof to minimize
their observed presence on the roof. Specifications for the skylights shall be included on the
plans submitted for building permit for review and approval by staff.

L4. The applicant shall retain a historic resource consultant to perform inspections
during critical phases of construction to ensure that the project complies with the approved
plans. Written reports shall be provided to the Town planner. The Town planner may stop work
at the site if the project exceeds demolition specified on the approved plans. Prior to issuance
of the building permit, the applicant shall submit evidence that a historic consultant has been
retained to periodically monitor the project to ensure that the work is actually carried out in
the field consistent with the approved procedures represented in the final permitted drawings
and specifications as it relates to the Secretary of the lnterior Standards at least at the following
stages of construction :

Prior to Demolition Phase

After the erection installation of all the temporary shoring and
structure bracing and stabilization systems
After the completion of the Demolition Phase

Prior to Foundation lnspection
Prior to Rough Framing, Roof Sheathing, Exterior Shear wall Nailing
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lnspection
Periodically to visually inspect the installation of certain parts of the work
(e.g., stone work installation, millwork and exterior trim, shingle siding
installation at new window heads, etc.) to ensure that methods and
procedures outlined in the Secretary of the lnterior Standards are
correctly interpreted and fully observed.
Prior to Final Permit lnspection

L5. As proposed by the applicant, the following techniques shall be utilized for the
rehabilitation project:

a) The existing stone perimeter currently functioning as a partial
foundation will be mitigated in service due to a newly proposed reinforced concrete foundation
to be placed just inside the plane of the existing perimeter so as not to be visible from the
exterior. Stone perimeter is to be preserved as a historical element and nothing further. Where
necessary, stone will be mortared in place to match existing with a simple, common, non-
expanding brick mortar material. Some of the foundation is visible and does not include stone
works but does include brick. All brick wíll be replaced at foundation with new, reinforced
concrete foundation with natural soil covering up to the last 6" or less of new foundation.
Current areas of foundation that include concrete will be replaced with new foundation and

same rules will apply as aforementioned brick conditions.

b) Existing siding includes some amount of cedar shingles. Said

shingles are to remain as existing and if necessary, new shingles of like kind cedar shall be
replaced as needed using galvanized fasteners or better weather resistant hardware such as

stainless or coated deck screws. Any new replacement shingles, if needed, will be stain lock
prime in oil base primer, and then painted to match the siding color.

c) Any window replacement will be with wood clad windows to
match existing yet take advantage of advancements in insulation, operability, and functionality
of high quality window production today.

d) Any replacement trim to be of appropriate exterior-use wood
material and will match existing wood trim in profile and size.

e) All upper decking handrail to be of wood material to match
original.

f) New skylights shall be of metal, weather resistant material with
wood interior to be painted to match interior trim. They shall be installed in a manner that they
mirror slope of roof and new curb construction of wood can be removed if desired at a later
date to restore roof to a pre-skylight installation condition.

8) Existing, attached garage to be constructed with a similar roofline
to the Victorian era structure. Siding of garage to be of a channel or v-rustic exterior finger joint
cedar wood to be painted a shade of color that compliments but does not duplicate original
Victorian structure. Eyebrow roof ventilation elements for garage structure to be installed
similar to the original eyebrow fenestratíons of the Victorian structure. No glass shall be utilized
in the garage roof ventilations. Roof ventilation elements to be constructed of unpainted
redwood in horizontal pattern with galvanized or better exterior materialto prohibit pest entry.
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The garage roof ventilation details and the roofline of the garage; will be used as

characterizations of the Victorian structure to which it is attached and will use these design
reference motifs with a clear differentiation from the historic structure. Composition shingle
roofing shall be utilized in a different yet complimentary color from the historic structure to
further show differentiation of the ages of the two adjoining structures.

L6. 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.

L7. Any exterior lighting shall be included on plans submitted for the building permit
and is subject to the review and approval of the town planner. Lighting shall be shielded (no

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

18. The Town recommends that the applicant encapsulate any lead or asbestos material
if removal will result in demolition that exceeds what is permitted by the approved plans. Prior
to any demolition or issuance of a building permit for the new structure, which was constructed
prior to l-985, an asbestos and lead-based paint survey shall be provided to the Town building
department along with a plan for encapsulating or removing any hazards.

L9. The drainage design shall comply with the Town's stormwater ordinance (Ross

Municipal Code Chapter L5.54). A drainage plan and hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be
submitted with the building permit application for review and approval by the building
official/public works director, who may consult with the town hydrologist at the applicants'
expense (a deposit may be required). The plan shall be designed, at a minimum, to produce no
net increase in peak runoff from the site compared to pre-project conditions (no net increase
standard). As far as practically feasible, the plan shall be designed to produce a net decrease in
peak runoff from the site compared to pre-project conditions. Applicants are encouraged to
submit a drainage plan designed to produce peak runoff from the site that is the same or less

than estimated natural, predevelopment conditions which existed at the site prior to
installation of impermeable surfaces and other landscape changes (natural predevelopment
rate standard). Construction of the drainage system shall be supervised, inspected and
accepted by a professional engineer and certified as-built drawings of the constructed facilities
and a letter of certification shall be provided to the Town prior to project final.

20. ATree Protection Plan that complies with Ross Municipal Code Section L2.24.hOO is

required for all protected trees on or near the project site. The Tree Protection Plan shall be
submitted with the building permit application.

21. Tree protection fencing shall be installed prior to permit issuance as recommended
by the project arborist. The project arborist shall inspect the site prior to issuance of a building
permit to determine if tree protection fencing has been properly installed and shall submit
written confirmation to the town planner that the tree protection is in place prior to permit
issuance.
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22. The applicant shall be responsible for securing an encroachment permit from the
Department of Public Works prior to any encroachment within a public right-of-way.

23. 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 police chief. The plan shall include as a minimum: tree protection, management of worker
vehicle parking, location of portable toilets, areas for material storage, traffic control,'method
of hauling and haul routes, size of vehicles, and washout areas.

24. The applicant shall submit a schedule that outlines the scheduling of the site
development. This 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 howthe project will be completed within the construction completion date
provided for in the construction completion chapter of the Ross Municipal Code (Chapter

1s.s0).
25. A copy of the building permit shall be posted at the site and emergency contact

information shall be up to date at all times.
26. 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.

27. lnspections shall not be provided unless the Town-approved building permit plans

are available on site.
28. 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, lndependence Day, Labor Day,

Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. lf the holiday falls on a Sunday, the
following Monday shall be considered the holiday. lf 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 cieate 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).

29. 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 18.39.10O). The víolations may be subject to
additional penalties as provided in the Ross Municipal Code and State law. lf 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.

30. Materials shall not be stored in the public right-of-way. The project owners and
contractors shall be responsible for maintaining all roadways and right-of-ways free of their
construction-related debris. All construction debris, including dirt and mud, shall be cleaned
and cleared immediately. All loads carríed 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 requíred 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.

31. 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.
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32. The applicant shall comply with all requ¡rements of the Marin Municipal Water
District (MMWD) for water service prior to project final, including compliance with any
applicable MMWD water-conserving landscape ordinance. Prior to project final, the applicant
shall submit written evidence to the town planner that the landscaping plan has been approved
by MMWD, or that it is exempt from their requirements. Any modifications to the planting
and/or tree removal presented to the Town Council shall he reviewed and approved with staff
prior to modification. Prior to project final, the project landscape professional shall certify that
the landscaping and irrigation was installed in accordance with the approved plans.

33. The director of public works may require all electric, communication and television
service laterals to be placed underground.

34. The project shall comply with all requirements of the Fire Code:

a) All smoke detectors in the residence shall be provided with AC power
and be interconnected for simultaneous alarm. Detectors shall be located in each sleeping
room, outside of sleeping rooms centrally located in the corridor and over the center of all

stairways with a minimum of one detector per story.of the occupied portion of the residence.

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

c) The applicant shall maintain an effective firebreak around the structure
by removing and clearing all flammable vegetation and/or other combustible growth. Consult
the Ross Valley Fire Department Fire Protection Standard 220 Vegetation/fuels Management
Plan available online at Rossvallevfire.org.

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

35. Based on the scope of the remodel, the planning department shall require
sprinklers to be installed in the residence.

36. This project is subject to the conditions of the Town of Ross Construction
Completion Ordinance (copies available at www.townofross.org). lf construction is not
completed by the construction completion date provided for in that ordinance, the owner will
be subject to automatic penalties with no further notice. As provided in the Town of Ross

Municipal Code Section 1-5.50.040, 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.

37. 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, actíon, 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
8
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Town from participating in the defense of any such cla¡m, act¡on, or proceeding so long as the
Town agrees to bear its own attorney's fees and costs and participates in the defense in good
faith.

Council Member Brekhus reconvened her position on the Town Council
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jc¡e Clrirrrr - Towrr Martager
Thursday, November 2,2017 8:06 AM

Linda Lopez

FW: Erica &, Brian Hunt: 73 Winship

From: Ron Abta [mailto:rabta@polaris-lp.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 02,20L7 7:L8 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Allison Abta ICE <allisonabta@gmail.com>
Subject: Erica & Brian Hunt: 73 Winship

Dear Ross Town Council,

We are writing regarding upstanding members of the Ross community: Erica and Brian Hunt. We are actually
relatively new to town, having lived here for 3 years. We fell in love with the town and its beautiful old
homes, warm community and the Ross School, which led us to buy our home here just recently.

V/hen we lived in Winship Park, we often drove by 73 Winship and marveled at its beauty. V/e definitely felt
that it would be even more incredible some day if it were to be restored to its original state. There's honestly
nothing worse than a home cheaply and quickly renovated with only "tunlover" value in mind.

Erica was so waffn and welcoming towards our family from the beginning of our time here. As we have gotten

to know her, we haierealized more and more what a huge pillar to the community she is. Committed to the
school and the town, you can depend on seeing her name on an email or invitation involving fundraising to
benefit the school and Marin County. If one needs to know about any possible way to get involved, Erica is the
one to call. She is constantly giving her time to keep Ross and Ross School a wonderful place for ourselves and

our children.

Erica and Brian have taken the time needed to renovate their beautiful home properly and should not be
penalized for this. The home is now a beautiful landmark in the town of Ross and helps make all of us proud to
call Ross our home. They both clearly love this town and respect its history as shown by their hard work
renovating avery special home. Don't discourage others from doing the same.

Thank you,
Allison and Ron Abta

(letter mailed as well)

Ron Abta
Polaris Real Estate Partners
Cell: 415-595-7661
rabta@polaris-lp.com
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesday, October 25,2017 3:19 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: On behalf of owners at 73 Baywood

From: Meg Adelman Imailto:meg@ navitasorganics.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2017 7:50 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Zach Adelman <zach@navitasorganics.com>
Subject: On behalf of owners at 73 Baywood

Dear Ross Town Managers,

I live at the top of Baywood and Crest at I Crest Rd. where we have an extensive construction project going on
slated to end soon. However, I am writing on behalf of Erica and Brian Hunt and their home at 73

Winship. Since moving to the area in November 2012,I have watched as the Hunt's transformed what was a
neighborhood eyesore into a beautiful Victorian, a significant improvement to the entrance of our quaint
neighborhood. In doing this, they have increased the value of all the homes north of Sir Francis Drake and
instead of seeing a dilapidated, overgrown property with no fence line, we can now appreciate the historic
architecture and pleasant curb appeal on our drive up the hill. Although this project may have exceeded the
amount of time the town allows for such renovations, a policy I personally appreciate as it protects homeowners
and neighbors from enduring exceptionally long construction headaches, exorbitant financial penalties on top of
what we already pay in permit fees is unfair and unjust, especially in their situation. We were advised by many
builders that the best manner to deal with our less complicated 1930's renovation when all aspects of the home
needed updating to align with current code would be to knock the structure down and start from scratch because
it is a much more effrcient process and would be considered reasonable to do within the 18-month time
frame. However, the Hunt's home is an entirely different story. In restoring a historic property of that
magnitude, working around the many complications that have been uncovered throughout, it is completely
reasonable that it took longer than the allotted 18 months and there should be a process by which the town
negotiates those stipulations on a case by case basis. Wouldn't it be better for the funds the town is asking for
to be re-allocated to help finish the landscape work and make final improvements to the property? If the goal of
the 18-month policy is to protect neighbors it seems that these fees detract from the possibility of swift
completion of the project in a way that neighbors would like to see it completed. Ultimately, no one was

harmed or significantly put out by the extended nature of this restoration and therefore the punishment does not
fit the crime in this case. The Hunt's are ardent supporters of this neighborhood, school and town in a variety of
ways and will continue to do so as their boys get older.

Please consider this letter in support of their request to eliminate the fees imposed on them for needing the extra
time to complete the restoration of their historic property.

Best,

Meg Adelman, RN, BSN, MPH lWellness Program Director
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Marrager
Tr-resdav. October 24,2017 t-:49 Plu' - -- - - J '

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: Conner, Baird (EchelonPrint) [mailto:bconner@echelonprint.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,2AL7 8:42 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: erica @order-sf.com
Subject:73 Winship

Dear Ross Town Councíl

While I can't speak for all Ross residents, I think the construction project completed at 73 Winship is tasteful and

complements the neighborhood. I would assume that the Town Manager, Town Council, and neighbors would agree

that the restoration project has succeeded in preserving the hístorical integrity of the originalstructure.

I was privileged to participate in a walk-through of 73 Winship before the project started. Knowing the condition of the
original structure, I am not surprised that a project of this scope would take longer than the L8 months granted by the
town. lt would seem logical for the Town to grant specific projects a longer construct¡on time where applicable. The fact
that there was no procedure for additional time allowances seems unfair and shortsighted; especially for the
preservation of a Historical Structure. I hope the Town Council considers this when reviewing the appeal to the fine for
not completing 73 Winship within the 18 month time frame.

As a Ross Resident l'd like to see a change in protocol for projects of this nature. lf construction experts agree that a

Town mandated time limit is not attainable, there should be recourse to apply for an extension before the project is

sta rted.

For years 73 Winship was a dilapidated, paint-peeling, eyesore. lt is a now a gem signally the entrance to Winshíp

Park. The transformation is noteworthy and the owners who are cred¡ted wíth the renovation should not be punished

unfairly.

Respectfully,
Baird A. Conner
Ross Resident
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Friday, October 27, 2017 3:53 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Construction Fines-Baker

From: chris Baker [mailto: petercb3 @hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2Ot7 L:07 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: 73 Winship Construction Fines-Baker

RE: fine on 73 Winship Construciton/Hunts

Ross Town Council,

I am a res¡dent of Ross for 1.2years and have known this property- until several years ago-to
be an eye sore. Now, after some diligent work and craftsmanship by the Hunts, this historic
property is a proud beacon in Ross.

I understand the necess¡ty of t¡me limits on construct¡on as per the ordinance (15.50.02) ....as

a euideline. While the timelines and fines laid out in this ord¡nance are tho ughtful and

address the desire to hasten projects and ¡mprove the town's env¡ronment, they cannot

always apply strictly to all projects s¡nce 'reasonableness' can vary with situation. 73 Winship
is a prime example of this:

This historic Victorian restoration project could only be performed by those with the ability to
perform the construct¡on and the intimate knowledge of th¡s period arch¡tecture. The Hunts

have'those abilities and took on this ambitious project.

While they were given L8 months to complete this per the town, they were also tasked with
staying within historic design guidelines. I would submit they were given that tíme without
keen insight into details that might emerge that would/could delay the time course. Such

was the case with this project where details, particular to such a historic renovation, came up

that necessitated more time.

On behalf of the Hunts and their beautiful restorat¡on, I would implore that the fines be

dropped. These are enormous and prohibitory to such fine craftsmanship in future such cases

in Ross. lf indeed the ordinance's overall purpose is to improve the env¡ronment of Ross, I

1



would say that the Hunt's have more than satisfied that goal. Further, they have sunk much
time and money into this project. To subject them to 5300,000+ more in fines is

overtly unreasonable and ludicrous.

Thank you for considering.

Chris Baker

55 Bolinas Avenue
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesclay, November 1,2017 7:36 PM

Línda Lopez

FW: Letter of support for Hunt Family at 73 Winship
HUNTletter.docx

From: Kimberly Bakker [mailto:kimberlybakker@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 01,2077 1:23 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucído@townofross.org>
Cc: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: Letter of support for Hunt Family at 73 Winship

Please see my attached letter for your review prior to the council meeting on 11.9
Thank you, Kimberly

Kirnberþ tsakXcer

h
Business Consulti*g, Events & Martrceting

ïr"o. Box 783
R"oss, CA 94957
4n5.971.3608
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Dear Ross Town Council Members and Town Manaqer Joe Chinn,

I am writing to support Brian and Erica Hunt and plea that the town reconsider their overage

penalties. Their home was built in 1892, likely, around the time my great great grandparents came to

live at 68 Bridge Road. their home was deemed "historically significant" to The Town of Ross and

from the exterior looks as it did 125 years ago. This home ís the Entrance to Ross'Winship Park

neighborhood anci thought to be one of the oldest homes in Ross- many original Ross Victorian

homes have been replaced by more contemporary homes. As you know that home was in horrible

disrepair for years, and oftert calletl "ltaulttetl".

As a fifih generation Ross resicjerri, i arrr grateÍui ti¡at we irave ¡-esicients wl-ro ai-e'uviliing io piesei-ue

the original charm and grace of this town, rather then simply demolish and overbuild, as seems to be

the trend these days. I think we have to make special considerations for historic homes, On a

traditional teardown- it takes two weeks to demolish and remove the existing home. Historic home

projects take much longer to complete than new construction. For example, it took them 9 months of

continuous work to excavate, support, form and pour their foundation.

The Hunt's have poured their heart and soul into this project, which is their "Forever home" with their

3 boys. They have been restoring Victorian Homes for the past 25 years and this is Brian's second

restoration of a Victorian Era home by the same Architect Maxwell Bugbee.

During renovation they followed Secretary of the lnterior Standards in historically restoring 73

Winship- taking painstakíng efforts to restore the wooden exterior, wrap around porch &. columns,

original window restoration, supporting stone wall, similar shingled roof design, and maintaining the

architectural uniqueness of our shingle style Victorian.

On the lnterior, they restored the original balustrades, newel posts, all door and baseboard trim,

doors, hardware and integrated the histoiic interior to accommodate modern living.

Ultimately, our renovation díd not cause damages or harm The Town of Ross, Furthermore, it has

improved the town.

Lastly, while perhaps unrelated, I would like to add that Erica Hunt has been a tireless volunteer at

Ross School, the center of our town and driving force for so many families moving here. She has

volunteered hundreds of hours in her capacíty as PTA President and Chair or committee member of



every event held. Brian, is a model neighbor, always checking on people during flood scares and

generously offering assistance. The Hunts are model citizens, and a great asset to our community.

I sincerely hope lhis fine amount will be reconsidered.

Kímberly Quinlan Bakker

5Th Generation Ross Resident



Roberto Luis Balmaseda
PO Box 608, Ross, California 94957

bob@koswerks.ccm
41 5.609.1 639

25 Octoher 2017

Ross Town Council
P.O. Box 320
31 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard
Ross, California94957

To Whom lt May Concern,

We are direct neighbors of the Hunt property and live at 61 Sir Francis Drake Blvd. The inconvenience of their
remodel and restoration has been minimal for us compared to the improvement to the neighborhood. We are grateful
to see that someone was willing to purchase and repair that property. lt is a great asset to Winship Park and we are
in agreement that any fìnes, much less a demand of $357,000 for having done what they did are completely
unreasonable given the circumstances of the historical requirements they adhered to whilc rcnovating 73 Winship
Ave.

D^Â+u9ùt,

rb



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 8:23 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Hunt Residence-73 Winship (The Gray House)

From: Ma rya m Ba rrett [mailto :ma ryam ba rrett@gma il.com]

Sent: Monday, October 30,20L7 7:45 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucído@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Hunt Residence-73 Winship (The Gray House)

Dear Madam/Sir

I am wrít¡ng in regards to Brian and Erica Hunt's renovat¡on of The Gray House in
Winship. We too are res¡dents of Winship and have w¡tnessed the careful and
pa¡nstaking restorat¡on of this historically significant house over the last few years. This
has truly been a labor of love for the Hunt family. They have done a tremendous job in
restoring the property to its original splendor and at the same time have a created a

new home for their family. We enjoy the property when enter¡ng and exiting Winship
Park and never did the work cause us any inconvenience or ¡ssues.

We hope you will take our feedback into consideration.

Sincerely,

Maryam and Chris Barrett

MARYAM BARRETT
Busy Bees * Miss b
e.\ marvam@busybeeskids.com p.\ 9 17 -7 96-97 7 I
w.\ www.busybeeskids.com w.bvvvw.missbtween.com
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
¡o:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Thursdav. October 26.2017 5:08 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Hunt Residence - 73 Winship (The Gray House)

From: Bergholt, Jeffrey [maílto:jbergholt@tweisel.com]
Sent: Thursday, October26,2OL7 8:13 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>; Leslie Bergholt <lesliebergholt@yahoo.com>
Subject: Hunt Residence - 73 Winship (The Gray House)

To: Salvatore Luciclo, Town of Ross, Br.rilding Official
Joe Chinn, Town of Ross, Town Manager

RE: Hunt Residence, T3 Winship (The Gray House)

We are writing in support of Brian and Erica Hunt as they look to eliminate their overly punitive building fine of
$357,000. We feel this isn't appropriate for a number of reasons, including:

They took on the enormous project of restoring 73 Winship, a "historically significant" home in Ross, this wasn't
a standard remodel project typical of the area

The high-quality and painstaking work the Hunt's executed to both the exterior and interíor of this historic home
added significant value to the entrance of Winship Park and the town of Ross as a whole
A typical teardown takes two weeks to demolish the home and remove debris - this "historically significant"
teardown/rebuild took much longer and this should be considered in assessing any fines. For example,
regarding their foundation alone, it took 9 months of continuous work to excavate, support, form and pour
the foundation.
As a couple, Brían and Erica Hunt have been restoríng Victorian Homes for 25 years - this is their passion and
core expertise. Fines should be used as the "stick" in town to regulate incompetent or lazy building behavior -
this clearly isn't the case here. They are buílders - they know what they are doing.
No one has a greater incentive to buy, build and complete a home than the owners!

We think a larger point should be made, and it is one that concerns us as homeowners in Ross. We need to create
incentives for people like the Hunt's to take the substantial economic risk of home ownership in our community,
particularly when it comes to purchasing dilapidated historic homes. lf we maintain a "one rule fits all" mentality with
regard to home development and redevelopment (e.g. 18 month permits) in Ross, it will have a materially negative
impact on potential homeowners desire to buy and build in our community. lf that mentality continues to occur, we will
be the poorer for it.

Thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter

Regards,

Jeff & Leslie Bergholt
1 Southwood Avenue

a

O

a

a

a
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Linda [,o

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

From: Bonnie Bibas [mailto:bbibas60@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 22,2017 4:03 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject:73 Winship

Dear Town Council

I am writing to express my support and appreciation for the Hunt family and the work they have undertaken to
restore and repair their home at 73 Winship Avenue. Ever since I have lived here, that home has looked
abandoned. I am happy to drive by now and see that someone undertook what was clearly a large project and
made it into a revitalized and occupied home.
I understand the Town is now fining the Hunts $357,000 for having taken well over 18 months to finish their
project. I can not believe this is the response from the representatives of our town to fine this family for having
helped our town.
I am strongly opposed to this fine. I urge the council to use their influence and forcefully renounce these fines
with prejudice.
Sincerely,
Bonnie Bibas
97 V/ellington Ave
Ross

Joe Chinn - Town Manager.
Monclay, October 23,2017 5:35 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winshíp

1



Linda Lopez

From:
JCt 11.

To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Àr^^l^., ¡/'l-+^l-.^v f,n 1^'1 -l 'r,E^ Dl\ilvlvt tuqyr vLlvggt Jwt Lv ¡ , a.J- r lv¡

Linda Lopez

FW: Regarding 73 Winship

From: Avi Downes [ma iito:avidownes@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, October 28,20L7 6:32 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Regarding 73 Winship

To the Town of Ross,

We live at 1 El Camino Bueno here in Ross. V/e are neighbors of Erica and Brian Hunt. We share a property
line.

Vy'e are supporting them in their efforts to eliminate their fines with the town for many reasons.

When we were looking to purchase our current home in Ross in20l3,we were intrigued by the beautiful old
victorian home, and extensive open land next-door.

We were happy to hear that a family with young kids had bought it the year bef-ore.

And instead of tearing the home down as others had wanted to do - they were going to restore it to it's former
beauty.

It spoke to us on many levels about how this town wanted to preserve one of the oldest homes here, and was

interested in finding buyers who would
respect that.

Clearly, Ross found those wonderful buyers in the Hunts, who painstakingly took the time to make that home

what it is today.
Every time we drive by - it makes us happy.

The Hunts also could not have been more respectful of their neighbors while doing construction; constantly

concerned about noise, dust, and every other inconvenience.

'We 
understand why this is such a difficult situation. But we feel it is one that needs very careful examination as

this was a construction project like no other we have heard of locally.
The quick fix was clearly tearing down the home and re-building. The long fix was preserving that home with
love and care.

Yes - it took longer than anyone would have wished, but we believe the end result will benefit this town and

help others not be afraid to preserve older homes simply because the project timelines will leave them with
unaffordable fines.

1



As we all know every project is unique. And we find, in this particular situation, these fines to be completely
unreasonable.

Living in the Bay Area with a family tends to stretch all of our finaices.
Keeping yomg, vibrant families coming here to Ross who are involved like the Hunts in every aspect of the
community must be a priority!

Thank you for your consideration.

David and Avi Bilsker

2



Linda Lopez

From:
(anf.

To:
Subject:

Joe Chlnn - Town Manager
Thrrrcdav (Jrtnher' 7b.2îJi7 5:'10 PMillYlvv9,,

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Ave. - request for allowance of removal of fine

From: Ozlem Peksoy Bishop [mailto:obishop@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 26,2OL7 1:37 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>

Subject: 73 Winship Ave. - request for allowance of removal of fine

Desr Tolvn of Ross,

As I understand, our neighbors across the street has been informed to pay a substantial fine for not being able to

complete their historical renovation project earlier.

I've been a resident of Ross since Marchz}l3living right across the street of 73 V/inship and has never

observed any negative impact of their project in our neighborhood. They seem to have achieved great results

preserving the beauty of their Victorian design and improved the surrounding of our neighborhood. They have

been very respectful and thoughtful towards their neighbors including us throughout their project which did not
cause any disruption in our environment during all these years.

I'd like to take this opportunity to ask for our town to make an allowance for this wonderful family who

improved their property immensely to benefit our overall neighborhood and whom I believe have done

everything in their power and abilities to complete the project as fast as they possibly could. I do hope that they
will not be penalized for the time it took to restore the property to meticulously and successfully. Many thank in
advance for your consideration and generosity and leadership to address their predicamênt and receive them
given their best intentions and efforts.

Respectfully,
OZI-VWPEKSOY BISHOP
4r5-246-3256

1



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 23,2017 5:32 PM

Linda Lopez
73 Winship Appeal

From: Amy Blake <amy@blakemail,com>
Sent: Oct 23,2017 7:50 AM
To: Sal Lucido; ichinn@townofross:ors.mailtoloc
Cc: Erica Hunt
Subject: The Hunt's

Amy Blake

PO Box L6L8
Ross CA 94957
4r5-4s6-25ss

To Whom lt May Concern,
I am writing you a letter of support for our neighbors the

Hunt's. lt is my understand¡ng that they have incurred fines
from the town due to the time it took for them to complete
their construction. lt is my hope, you will
consider waiving the fees.

My name is Amy Blake and I live at LTLLagun¡tas Road.

After growing up ¡n Marin myself, my husband and I decided
to move back w¡th our two young boys fifteen years ago. lt
was after purchasing our home we began to receive
unsolicited advice from many family friends and neighbors.

1



We should live in our house for at least a year and then try
to go to the town for revisions. That is the best way to
garner support.

My house hadn't been touched in a very long time.
Although a beloved family homestead, it retained some of
the less charming qualities including knob and tube
electrical, horsehair ceilings and a daunting rat infestation.
We decided to go ahead with our remodel plans, the house,

as it was, felt pretty unlivable. All the while our contractor
was telling us knocking it down and starting over would be.

much more timely and cost effective.

I know this is true for most of the older homes in Ross.

Many have not been updated. Our town in known for
making things difficult on the construction side. The general

feeling concerning new townies coming in and making
changes is a known issue. lt was confusing to me then and

it's confusing to me now.

There was this sense of historic relevance that
permeated through the zip code that anyone cpming in to
update, was ruining the charm of the town. All the while we
slowly watched things crumble to dust. I have lusted after
properties that I can spot are beyond repair, which is

2



heartbreaking for most of us. This leads me to 73 Winship
(The Gray House).

I remembering hearing that the Gray House had been
purchased. When it went on the market, I looked at it
longingly, thinking what an incredible opportunity to return
it to its glory or at the very least, not have what looked like

a deserted crack house be the entrée to Winship Park.

I also remember being worried for what could possibly

be deemed 'Historical' and the enormous headache that
could entail. I have many friends who have struggled
through the enormous costs related to 'historically
significant'homes and how desperate they all universally
felt going through that process. The costs are known to be

untenable. The timing, unjustifiable.

Any sane person would tear down and start new. lf the
Hunts had done that, their house would have been built
qu¡ckly and most definitely for less money. The questions of
penalties would be moot. So here we are now at an

important crossroad.

I am writing this to implore you to drop these illogical
fines. We as a town can not make it impossible to save our

3



old historic homes. \¡r/ho I ask, will follow and purchase the
next one. And there are many.

I find ¡t illogical to mention what incredible members of
our community the Hunts are. But they are. lt feels ugly that
just because they contribute so much to our town and

school that this should make a difference. But they do.

So to end this plea, I will say even less remarkable Ross

community members deserve to have this dropped. For the
other beautiful old gems in town, a possibility that someone
will be willing to fix them up. And for those of us who drive
down Sir Francis Drake everyday, an enormous thank you to
both the Hunts and the town of Ross for getting to the
other side of this unfortunate debate.

My fingers are crossed you do the right thing.
Best, Amy Blake

4



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
À ¡--- -¡--- ^-r-l^^-- 
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Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship - The Gray House

----Original Message---
From : Alison Borland [mailto:alison.borla nd @mac.com]
Sent:Sunday, October 29,2OL7 5:51 PM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joè Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica <erica@order-sf.com>; Bo Borland <bo.borland@gmail.com>
Subject: 73 Winship - The Gray House

To the Town of Ross -

I am writíng in support of the Hunts' request to waive the penalty resulting from the extended timeline of the
renovation of their lovely home at 73 Winship.

The renovation of their home was extensive, complicated, and done with exceptional quality, taste, and attention to
detail. Sitting on such a visible and important lot within our town, in a busy neighborhood, the Hunts have done the
town a huge service with the renovation, and they managed to do it with minimal disruption, noise or inconvenience.
With two daughters, I have the pleasure of doing multiple carpools, play date driving, and visiting through the area, and

have been amazed as I have watched the home transform.

The fine being levied seems unjust and unreasonable given the improvement in the property and the care and attention
with which it was done. While I support the spirit of the rules that encourage speed and quality, I believe the Hunts

clearly followed the spirit of the rules - and that effor:t and result should be recognized. Furthermore, lworrythat such a

fine will discourage other homeowners from moving forward with similar renovation or improvements, and create
incentive to move to nearby towns with less risk of financial punishment in spite of excellent and careful execution.

Thank you for considering our request, and thank you for caring of the quality of life in our town and our resídents.

Respectfully,

Alison Borland
7 Upper Road West



Linda

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Marrager
Wednesciav. November i 2Ct1 t- i2:iû PM"Jt

Linda Lopez

FW: Hunt Appeal

From: sandy brekhus Imailto:sandybrekhus@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November OL,2017 9:30 AM

To: CouncilAll <towncouncil@townofross.org>
Cc: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Hunt Appeal

We write to express our full support for the Hunts' appeal and request that the Council waive all fines against

them for restoring the beautiful old home across the street from our house at 66 Winship. This house was in
terrible disrepair. 

'We 
are familiar with it and the grounds as we have lived in Ross on Winship since 1973 and

watched with great sadness as the home fell into disrepair.

We were delighted to learn they purchased 63 Winship and were taking on the difficult job of remodeling the
residence with care to preserve the architecture and historioal design. As the owners of an "old home", we want

to assure you we are familiar with doing maintenance and repair on our home and finding "unforeseen
conditions" that result in a more expensive and longer repair then experienced contractors understood at the

outset. When we did our own remodel, in approximately l984,the time took twice what we were told by very
qualified contractors. To ignore these facts seems very unfair to us.

'We love the outcome and we totally understand why the project took longer than the time allowed by the Code

V/e hope the Town will allow the Hunts and other owners of historical homes a longer time so that more old
homes are restored

The Hunts ran their project in a very respectful way. Their workers parked on site and we had no problems with
their construction project. They have been excellent neighbors to us and we believe the Town should eliminate
the fines that they are facing.

Peter and Sandy Brekhus



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 24,2017 7:51 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Hunt house (73 Winship Ave)
The Hunt House.docx

From: winshipave@aol.com Imailto:winshipave@aol:com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,2OL7 3:02 PM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: Hunt house (73 Wínship Ave)

Attached is a letter we have written expressing our concerns with the fine imposed upon the Hunts for their house
restoration. Thank you for your consideration. Ann and Paul Brenner

1



October 24,20L7

We are writing concerning the fine that has been put on the Hunt house (73
Winship Ave) for having taken longer than 18 months to complete. This
historic house was in almost teardown condition (we were in it) before the
Hunts bought it. It hadn't had any work done on it for at least 50 years or
maybe longer and was in an utter state of disrepair. Not many people could
have taken on this Herculean task and restored it with the thoroughness, detail
and attention to the historic aspects of the house that the Hunts have.

Yes, there is a reason for having time limits on house restoration projects,
but to make the rule "one size fits all" is unreasonable and unfair. Individual
circumstances and needs must be considered. A project of this size and in such
a state of disrepair, with a nnain house, a guest house, 2 garages, and a new
pooi is o'oviousiy going to take ionger than a smaiì house on a srnaii ¡rar=cei. Tire
redoing of the foundation alone took 9 months. We watched as we are
residents of Winship Ave also. The outside has been both beautifully rebuilt
and maintained its historic character. It's a lovely sight to drive into my
neighborhood now and to know that this wonderful old house is going to be
around for many years to come.

Due to the large size of the property most of the trucks and building
materials were inside the property walls and had only a small impact on the
neighborhood. Even if they had had more of an impact it would have been fine
-the house needed to have work done.

To place an unwarranted and punitive fine on this project serves no
purpose, shows a complete lack of consideration for thc magnitude of the
project ancl a complete lack of appreciation for what the Hunts have done in
restoring this house and thereby bringing one of Ross' oldest and grandest
houses back to life. It is an asset to our town.

Sincerely,

Ann and Paul Brenner



LÍnda Lo

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 24,20i7 7:53 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship support letter
73 Winship support-Chinn.docx

From: jay Cahan [mailto :jcahan @hcmcommercíal.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,20L7 3:17 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: FW: 73 Winship support letter

Dear Mr. Chinn,

Attached is a letter of support for Brian and Erica Hunt at 73 Winship, whose appeal will be heard on
November 9thatthe next Town Council hearing. Thank you for consideration of my letter in this appeal
process.

Best regards,

Jay Cahan

HC&M Commercíal Properties, lnc

Direct: (415)865-6102

Cell: (415)867-4040
DRE #: 01005130

Proud boand member/donor of Sunny Flills Services

https://www.sun nvhillsservíceq.orela bqut-su n nv-,h ills

1



HICIM
Commerclal Properties

Ootober 24th,2077
Re: Letter of support for 73 \ilinship appeal

Dear Mr. Chinn,

I am writing in support of our neighbors, Brian & Erica Hunt, resicling at 73 Winship who are

seeking reprieve from the town of Ross for penalties incurred due to exceeding the maximum
allowable tirneline of 18 months in restoring their historic property.

As CEO of HC&M Commercial Properties, Inc., a real estate services company specializing in
the brokerage of commercial properties here in San Francisco since 1994, and a resident of Ross
for nearly ten years, I wholeheartedly support the current regulations stipulating all building
needs to be completed within 18 months as often times people abuse unlimited construction
timeframes. Construction projects can cause noise and nuisance to neighborhoods and times
should be restricted so that we can all enjoy the peace and tranquility of Ross.

However, as there are exceptions to such rules on a case-by-case basis, I strongly believe that
this property in this particular instance should be considered for an exemption to this rule.
Originally built in 1892,73 V/inship is considered a'ohistorically significant" home that brings
great value to the town of Ross. Over the years, we have seen many historical Victorian homes

demolished to build contemporary homes, changing the natural environment of Ross forever.
Restoring 73 V/inship to its original form incurs far more expense and significantly more time
Ihanrazinga home and building it brand new. The Hunts should be commended for bringing
more value [o our corrununity, not fitred for it.

While I agree with the intent of the current regulations to limit disturbance to the neighborhood,
this project is an exception that we hope the town council will address, as there are no current
protocols in the existing regulations. The reason for the regulation is to protect parking, reduce

noise, and shorten construction blight. This property is recessed from the street, has parking
onsite, and has no real effect on the neighborhood. Additionally, the fines create econornic
hardship for a family that clearly embraces the historic qualities of a flagship Ross property.

Recognizing that full historical restoration will benefit the town of Ross, and that current
regulations do not address unique cases such as this, I respectfully urge the town council to
provide reprieve for the Hunts and ideally adopt regulations that provide relief for homeowners
seeking to preserve Ross' historical significance. Thank you for your consideration of this
request.

Best regards,

Jay Cahan
80 V/ellington
Ross, CA 94957
j c ahan@hcmc ommerc i al. c o m
(41s) 867-4040



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesciay, October 24,2017 7:50 PM

Linda Lopez

Letter of Support for Brian and Erica Hunt (73 Winship)

From: Megan Calhoun [mailto:megan@meganmedia.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,20L7 12:51 PM

To: 5al Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: erica @order-sf.com; jim @meganmedia.com
Subject: Letter of Support for Brian and Erica Hunt

Dear Town Council.

We are writing in support of Brian and Erica Hunt to ask that the Town of Ross eliminate the $357,000 fine
ïhe property at 73 Winship was deemed "historically significant" to the Town of Ross which made the
maximum allowable 18 month time frame to renovate impossible to meet.

Because the Hunt's took the utmost care to ensure the property held onto its historical significance, this caused
delays, transforming a run-down, unmaintained property from an eyesore to a town treasure.

Specifically, the Hunt's did the following to ensure the renovation was done properly and followed the
Secretary of the lnterior Standards including taking painstaking efforts to restore the wooden exterior, wrap
around porch and columns,restored the original windows, supporting stone wall, similar shingled roof design,
and maintaining the architectural uniqueness of the shingle style Victorian.

The exterior of the home now looks as it did 125 years ago, the Hunt's even chose a Vay paint color to honor
the house name - The Gray House. lnterior features that were restored included the original balustrades,
newel posts, all door and baseboard trim, doors, hardware and integrated the historic interior to accommodate
modern living.

A non-historical home teardown/rebuilt takes two weeks to demolish and remove the existing home. Historic
home projects take much, much longer to complete than new construction. The Hunt's foundation alone took 9
months of continuous work to excavate, support, form and pour. As residents of Ross, we fully support the
extra time it took the Hunt's to make sure the renovation met the extensive standards set for historically
significant homes.

Furthermore, we believe the Hunt's renovation of 73 Winship has significantly improved our real estate value,
the aesthetic look and feel of the neighborhood and the quality of the architecture in the town -- especially in a
time when most victorians are torn down and rebuilt with modern architecture. We would much rather have
neighbors take extra time to ensure renovations are done properly and add value to our town versus cutting
corners to meet an unreasonable timeframe.

ln this light, these unreasonable fines are an outrageous embarrassment to our community and serve as a
serious disincentive to invest the proper time, money and care into taking on historical restorations in our town.

Regards,

Megan and Jim Calhoun
1



Linda Lopez

From:
C ^-+.Jt¡ I t.

To:

Joe Chinn - I own Manager
Th,'rcÄr.r l\lnr¡aml,rar ) )ñ17 Â'?q Df\lr ¡ rvr Jsur, È, Èv t '

Linda Lopez

FW: Council Hearing Thursday, 11l9Subject:

From: Tyler Child [mailto:tylerbchild @gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, Novernber02,2tL7 4:57 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica H unt <erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: Council Hearing Thursday, L1/9

Greetings,

My name is Tyler Child and I live with my husband and three children at 29 Poplar Avenue in Ross. Whenever giving directions to my

home my tag line is: the little yellow house in downtown.Ross, next to the restaurant Marche.

We moved to Ross approximately 3 years ago after a long search for a home where we could be involved in an active community and our

children could walk to school. We loved our home from first sight, it was built in approximately 1905, and has the character we were looking
for in a home.

As is the case in most older homes we acquired a home with the real estate term "deferred maintenance". As we've gone about trying to
fix and restore our homes beauty, we've encountered unexpected feedback from sources such as an architect, a contractor and builders. Some

samples of summarized conversations are below:

"This house is too old, It would be cheaper to tear it down and rebuild what you want then to try to restore anything"'

"l'd love to work on a house like this, but I'm booked out until at least next year and even then I'm not sure I could get a crew tojust do a

kitchen."

From ,someone outside of Mørin in hopes to get traction

"Why would I send a crew to you when we have all if the work we need here in Sonora?"

Overwhelmingly the feedback we have received is to try to tear down and rebuild because it's more cost effective and faster. This isn't
what we want to do as a family. We love our home, it's story and what it has to offer,

Saying that, with construction bids coming in around $800-$1000 a square foot, and timelines we aren't comfortable with, we are

constantly exploring all options.

I write you this letter to give you a little inside color on what it's like to try and get work done on an older home in Marin. The lack of
qualified workers and their availability is an issue. Surely only to be heightened with the rebuild of Sonoma/lr,lapa county. Getting a call back

from reliable companies is tough unless you are doing an entire tear down/rebuild.

Thank you for your time,

1

Tyler Child



Brisn ond Toríe Cloncy
PO Box 2003
Ross, CA 94957

October 27,2017

Sol Lucido, Building Officiol
Town of Ross
Building Division
PO Box 320
3l Sir Froncis Droke Blvd.
Ross, CA 94957

Deor Mr. Lucido et ol:

We ore wríting on beholf of Brion ond Erico Hunt regording Z3 Winshíp, o.k.o., "The Groy
House," to shore our input on ihe heovy penolty incurred upon completion of its extensive
renovotion

While it's cleorly ín everyone's best interest to ensure construction ond renovotion projects ore
completed by iown residents in o timely foshion, this should not be o one-size-fits-oll policy,
but rolher be toilored io eoch individuol situotion.

Further consíderotion to the individuol noïure of lhe project should ollow for situotions thot
could justify extensions beyond 18 months. 23 Winship, given its extensive project scope ond
historicol signíficonce, is o prime exomple of on insfonce in which speciol occommodotions
ought to be given with respect to the omount of reosonoble lime to reoch completion.

An endeovor of this mognitude could well be viewed by The Town of Ross os on ínvestment,
os it helps to increose the ottroctiveness ond desirobility of Winship Pork, while preserving
Ross's rich history. Moreover, o Victorion house is qrchiteciurolly significont, bringing diversity
to the types of housing ovoiloble, odding volue to the town.

We osk thot The Ross Town Council pleose reconsíder lhe penolty ossessed fo the Hunt fomily

Sincerely,

Brion ond Torie Cloncy



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
ivlonriav (-).tnher 7Ct 20i7 7:09 PMlY¡v¡.vgj,

Linda Lopez
FW: Hunt Property at 73 Winship AveSubject:

From: J ulie Compagno [mailto:julieeompagno2@gmail.eom]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2Ot7 1:14 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofrôss.org>

Cc: erica @o rder-sf.com
Subject: Hunt Property at 73 Winship Ave

Dear Town Council of Ross,

We are writing to express our support for the waiving of all penalties imposed upon the Hunt's property at7'3

Winship Avenue.

Throughout their prqject, we were their neighbors while we lived at 15 Oak Way for the last 3.5 years. 'We were

not inconvenienced in access to our home at any time during all phases of the project in spite of being directly
across the street from their driveway located on Oak Way.

Quite simply, the Hunt's work has greatly improved the neighborhood and we watrt to express our views that

they should not be at all burdened financially with punishment via fines for having helped the Town.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter,

Julie and Steve Compagno

(4rs) 2e8-1210

1



[inda

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 3:14 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Brian and Erica Hunt restoration project

From: Ma rk Converse [mailto:converse.mark@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2017 9:58 AM
To: ioe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: Brian and Erica Hunt restoration project

Joe,

'We are writing on behalf of Brian and Erica Hunt in support of the petition before the Town Council by the
Hunts to eliminate the excessively punitive penalty for the construction time overage on their house renovation
project. .

The painstaking restoration process for a house of this type and condition is something that isn't realistically
feasible in 18 months. And it seems the Hunts and this project are not in violation of the intent nor the spirit of
the 18 months restoration timeline, namely to minimize neighborhood disruption. We live in Ross on Sir
Francis Drake and frequently passed by the house during the renovation period and were never
inconvenienced nor dià the project appear to be having ány sort of negative impact.

The Town has a stated objective to "Maintain and enhance existing housing" per the Town of Ross's own
Housing Element document. V/e believe the Hunts have done that in the spirit of the Town of Ross charter. It's
odd that the Town doesn't have a framework for exceptions or allowance for unforeseen circumstances in the l8
month timeframe ordinance, especially when the owners are working in concert with the Town's goals and are

restoring historically significant structures.

This fine is an incentive for future project owners to not act in such a complaint manner and look for ways to
effectively subvert the towns overall objectives in order to meet the 18 month timeline.

We support the petition to remove the penalty

Thank you

Mark and Lisa Converse
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Linda Lopez

From:
Canf.

To:
Cc:

Subject:

Sal Lucido
Mnnrjav Or-toher in 201.7 10:03.4.MvYìvvv! vv,

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Linda Lopez
FW: Brian and Erica Hunt restoration project

In case you d¡dn't get this one,

Sal

From : Ma rk Converse [ma ¡lto :converse. ma rk@gmail.co m]

Sent: Sunday, October 29,20L7 9:56 AM
To: Sal Lucído <slucido@townofross.org>
Subject: Brian and Erica Hunt restorat¡on project

Dean Sal,

I am writing in behalf of Brian and Erica Hunt in support of the petition before the Town Council by the Hunts to
eliminate the excessively punitive penalty for the construction time overage on their house renovation project. .

The painstaking restoration process for a house of this type and condition is something that isn't realistically feasible in
L8 months. And it seems the Hunts and this project are not in violation of the intent nor the spirít of the L8 months
restoration timeline, namely to minimize neighborhood disruption. We live in Ross on Sir Francis Drake and frequently
passed by the house during the renovation period and were never inconvenienced nor did the project appear to be

having any sort of negative impact.

The Town has a stated objective to "Maintain and enhance existing housing" per the Town of Ross's own Housing

Element document. I believe the Hunts have done that in the spirit of the Town of Ross charter. lt's odd that the Town

doesn't have a framework for exceptions or allowance for unforeseen circumstances in the 1-8 month timeframe
ordinance, especially when the owners are working in concert with the Town's goals and are restoring historically
sign ifica nt structu res.

This fine is an incentive for future project owners to not act in such a complaint manner and look for ways to effectively
subvert the towns overall objectives in order to meet the 18 month timeline.

We support the petition to remove the penalty

Thank you

Mark and Lisa Converse
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: jendalbozzo@comcast.net [mailto:jendalbozzo@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, October 23,2O!7 4:02 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: erica @order-sf.com
Subject: 73 Winship

To whom it may concern,
This email is in regards to the restoration of the Victorian home located al73 Winship in Ross. Our
res¡dence borders this property from the West.

I am writing to state that my husband and I are posít¡vely impressed with the restoration of this Ross
historical landmark. The project d¡d not cause any disruption for us. lt also seems that a restoration
project of this magnitude would require additional time than is generally granted by the Town permit
process.

Therefore, we support any consideration that the Town is wílling to provide towards the
elimination/reduction of the over-allotment penalty which is being imposed on Erica and Brian Hunt

Sincerely,
Jennifer and Jerry Dal Bozzo
3 El Camino Bueno,
Ross, CA 94957

Joe Chinn . Town Manager
Monclay, October 23,20i7 5:33 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship



Linda Lopez

From:
Sanf.

To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 24,2017 7:52 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship

From : M i ke De Frino Irn ailto : M ike. Defrino @ kim ptongro up.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,2OL7 3:L4 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jch¡nn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com
Subject:73 Winship

Ross Town Council,

l'm writing in reference to the permit violation îor T3Winship.

My family and I have lived in Winship (9 Baywood) for 11 years, my 3 daughters have grown up in the neighborhood and

have always enjoyed the safety and tranquility of our community.
The big gray house on the corner of Winship and Sir Francis Drake has been a symbol of the neighborhood and Ross to
us for all these years.

That said, the house has been dilapidated and crumbling for the majority of our time in Ross.

Not untilthe recent restoration bythe Hunts hasthe house become a proud part of the neighborhood and a beacon for
me each night on my way home from work.
l'm not sure what constitutes a permit violation or expiration in Ross, but I will say that the work has been perpetual,

clean, orderly and without neighborhood disruption since it started.
The finished product is a beautiful renovation and restoration of an hístorícally signíficant structure without taking
shortcuts or an easy less authentic approach.
I hope the Town of Ross appreciates the painstaking efforts the Hunts have taken to get to this point and give the
allowances that appropriately reflect these efforts.

l've personally been involved in the conversion of more than 10 commercial historic landmark buildings to hotels (The

Hotel Gray, Hotel Monaco Washington DC and Baltimore, Hotel Burnham; to name a few), and I can tellyou the work,
though rewarding, is considerably more difficult and expensive than scraping the earth and starting from scratch.
It takes courage, vision and faíth to take on a project like 73 Winship and the Hunts shouldn't be penalized forthe
quality of their work and their conviction to the aesthetic of their property and character it lends to Ross.

Thank you for considering my opinion,

Mike DeFrino

Mike DeFrino
Chief Executive Officer
Kimpton Hotels & Restaurants
222 Kearny Street - Suite 200

San Francisco, California - 94108
r - (41s) 9ss-s433



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Thursday, October 26,2ti7 5:12 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: melanie deitch [mailto:melaniedeitch@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 26,2OL7 4:41 PM

To: 5al Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: William Hawthorne <whawthorne93@gmail.com>

Subject:73 Winship

Dear Town of Ross,

We have lived in Ross for over 4 years and love our community. We have watched many homes be razed
andlor redone over the years both large and small scale. We understand that the communitlown needs to hold
home owners accountable for these projects so that disruption is kept to a minimum. We also believe that home
owners should not be penalized for doing great work to improve their home, therefore improving the

community.

We believe that Brian and Frica have done anamazingjob restoring 73 Winship. They went to great expense to
keep the exterior as close to the historical look as possible while doing extensive restoration and foundation
work. They painstakingly looked at architectural details to maintain the integrity and spirit of such an

historically significant home in Ross. The entire community is going to benefit from their work and their home
is now a magnificent entrance to the charming Winship Park neighborhood.

V/e drive by the property all of the time and given the size'of the property all of the equipment was kept onsite
and did not present any type of issue for us. We feel they did an excellent job to minimize the impact of their
project on trãighbors. In fãct many other projects have been much more intrusive in their use of the street,

sidewalks, and noise level.

We believe that Brian and Erica should not be penalized for their hard work. We would like to town to focus on
the project outcome and how Brian and Erica did the best they could in a very diffrcult situation. We don't
believe it is right to penalize a family for doing the right thing to build their forever home for their three

boys. Any type of fine or penalty would seem very punitive and uncalled for.

Warm regards,

Will Hawthorne
Melanie Deitch

1



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: Stephen Devereux [mailto:sedeve reux@ao l.com]
Sent: Monday, October 23,20t7 5:56 AM
To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: 73 Winship Ave

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Mondav. October' 23,2017 5:33 PM'''- '-Jt

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Ave

Dear Town Council

T ^* ,,,-:+;-a î¡ ava+a¡ -+ ¡¡Ã ^^^*^^:^+.1^- f^- +l ^ LI ,-+ f^*;1,, ^-,{ +L^l qr¡ vvl¡r¡lró rv vAl/rvJJ rr¡J ùuyl/vr r 4r¡u ol/y¡vv¡qlrv¡¡ lvl Lrlv rrsr¡u røl¡¡lrJ qrrs !¡rw

work they have undertaken to restore and repair their home at 73 Winship
Avenue. Ever since I have lived here, that home has looked abandoned. I am
happy to drive by now and see that someone undertook what was clearly alarge
project and made it into arevitalized and occupied home.
I understand the Town is now fining the Hunts $357,000 for having taken well
over 18 months to finish their project. I can not believe this is the response from
the representatives of our town to fine this family for having helped our town.
I am strongly opposed to this fine. I urge the council to use their influence and
forcefully renounce these fines with prejudice.
Sincerely,
Stephen Devereux
97 Wellington Ave
Ross

Begin forwarded message:

From : Erica Hunt <erica@qrder-sf.com>
Subject: A Plea for HELP from Brian & Erica Hunt
(Bonnie)
Date: October 22,2017 at 11:33:46 AM PDT
To : bbibas@comcast. net
Cc: erica@order-sf. com

1



Bonnie-

I'm sorry I haven't seen you at Book Club lately, we've been
-l- - - l a,I - -7 ---:L1- tl- - .f -- -- f------ ¿l-^ T------ ^f n ^--aDSOlUtCry Oonsumçu wrtrl trlg llrlçs rrurrt lrlç luwrl ul r\us¡t,
making our case, etc. I also hope you got your backend technology
portion of your business figured out. I know you guys have lived in
V/inship for a long time and we'd love it if you would be willing to
write a letter in support of our project and what it has meant for
you for transformation into the neighborhood. LMK if you have
any questions! xx Erica

As you know, we are being fined by the Town of Ross for going
over the maximum allowable building timeline of 18 months by an

additional 14 months. Our time overage has resulted in a penalty
from the Town of Ross of $357,000.00. <-Sadly, that is NOT a

typo. Beyond the enonnous emotional toll this renovation has had
on our lives, the financial impact a fine of even half that amount
would have on our family is devastating. W'e are asking The Ross
Town Council to eliminate our fine.

'We 
are trying to garner as much neighborhood support in the form

of emails and appearances by community members at the
Town Council meeting to speak on our behalf. Specifically, we are

seeking friends and neighbors who would be wiling to write an

email to the Town Council & Town Manager by Monday, October
30th to ensure it's included in the public record for our Town
Council hearing on Thursday; November 9th. V/e have included a

few bullets that might help you get your letter started. Ideally, we
would have a full Town Hall with people supporting our penalties
appeal on Thursday, November 9th. In addition to your written
support, and if possible, we would love to also have your
physical support at the Council meeting on lll9 to just fill a seat or
even speak on our behalf.

Facts about 73 \Minship (The Gray House)

Our home was deemed "historically significant" to The
Town of Ross
Our home was built in 1892 and from the exterior looks as

it did 125 years ago - we even chose a gray paint color
to honor the house name
During renovation we followed Secretary of the Interior
Standards in historically restoring 73 Winship- taking
painstaking efforts to restore the wooden exterior, wrap
around porch & columns, original window restoration,
supporting stone wall, similar shingled roof design, and
maintaining the architectural uniqueness of our shingle
style Victorian.

a

a

2



a

a

a

a

a

The project scope included: Restoration of the entire main
house, renovating 2bedl2 ba guest house, reconstruction of
attached & detached garages and installation of pool.
Intcrior fcaturcs- wc rcstorcd thc original balustradcs,
-^--,^l -^-¿^ ^11 l^^- ^-l L^^^L^^-l +-:^ -J^^-^ L^-l--,^-^Ilçwçl IJUIiLJ, ¡1II (lUUr Atl(l Ui15çUUATt'¡ Ll ril.I. (lt UrS. rlaruwdtrç

and integrated the historic interior to accommodate modern
living.
On a teardown/rebuilt- it takes two weeks to demolish and
remove the existing home. Historic home projects take
much longer to complete than new construction. For
example, regarding our foundation alone, it took us 9
months of continuous work to excavate, support, form and
pour our foundation.
Our home is the Entrance to Ross' Winship Park
neighborhood and thought to be one of the oldest homes in
Ross- many original Ross Victorian homes have been
replaced by more contemporary homes.
Due to our ample lot size and off street parking, project
work vehicles and deliveries were on-site with little to no
impact to our neighbors and roads.
We have been restoring Victorian Homes for the past25
years and this is Brian's second restoration of a Victorian
Era home by the same Architect Maxwell Bugbee.
Ultimately, our renovation did not cause damages or harm
The Town of Ross. Furthermore, it has improved the town.
Vy'e are active cornmunity members having made73
Winship in Ross our forever home for our three boys.

a

Emails due to Town of Ross: Friday, October 27th
Council Hearing: Thursday, November 9th (6:00PM- actual
agenda time TBD)
Please email letters to each of the
fo llowing : sllrcido @toÏvnofross. or g ; j chinn@,townofross. org ; erica

@ordgr-sf.com

'We 
are very pleased withhow our family home tumed out. We

still feel lucky that our home's location is in our sweet, quaint, and
special town. We weren't happy our project took so long but it was
no surprise to us. Brian has 25+ years of experience working on
mostly Victorian era buildings. V/e knew this house was a big
project. We also knew that it was important to take the added time,
effort, expense, and attention if the end result was to be of high
quality restoration and renovation.

V/e told the Town we estimated it would take at Ieast2.5 years.
'We 

were told extensions were not an option under any
circumstances but allowances could be given after projects were
finished. For us, there was no procedure for additional time
allowances. Vy'e received a certified letter (outlining fines totaling
$357,000) and responded by requesting an appeal before Town

3



Council to make our case. Currently, this is the only protocol to
address our predicament.

W'e do not expect much from our Town, but we are in
disagreement wiih the iime compietion ordinance-writteri "to
provide incentive for completion" that ultimately triggers a
punitive measure for having repai,red our house, without extra time
allowance given, in light of the unique challenges our "historically
significant" house presents. There is no one on the planet that
wanted to finish this project faster than we did. Our inability to
finish in the allotted maximum "reasonable amount of time not to
exceed 18 months'? is at odds with the reality of restoring our
historically significant home. The Town of Ross states in the
purpose of the ordinance is to "maintain the Town's high quality
and natural environment", "assure the safety construction practices
/ through the encouragement of completion inspections on all
construction requiring permits", "set and force reasonable time
limits for completion of projects'1.

While your first instinct may be to write about our personal
relationship (Thank you for that!), we have been advised to focus
on the historic nature of our project. We have also been advised to
steer away from criticizing town officials in matters such as our
stop work order (red tag), and other delays caused by town
employees. We hope that you agree with us that the renovation of
our home is in better condition than it was when we purchased it,
has been a benefit to the town, and did not cause you personally or
the town any harm.

We want you to know how much we appreciate your friendship
and willingness to take time and help. This predicament has been
and continues to be incredibly stressful for us and we appreciate
your support beyond words. A silver lining for us is that we do
have you as friends for that needed support - both during the
negative experience over the past several years and now through
this looming financial threat to our family.

We are available at any time to answer any questions you might
have about the project, etc.

We are happy to call you a forever friend who is always
welcome in our forever home!

Brian & Erica Hunt
Brian 415-377-4090
Erica 415-845-4090
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Linda Lopez

From:
Can*.

To:
Subject:

Joe Chrnn - lown Manager
\Â/aÀnacÀa.r l^ì¡fahar )C, )^1-l 2'l A DN,
u v çvr rlJvuJt vvlvvvr LJt Lv t

Linda Lopez
FW: Domet Support for 73 Winship Project Penalties Appeal

-----Original Message----
From : Beverley [mailto:beverleydomet@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2017 11:00 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Domet Jack <jack@domet.net>
Subject: Domet Support for73 Wínship Project Penalties Appeal

Hello Sal and Joe;

I am writing to express my support of the appeal requested by Brian and Er¡ca Hunt to waive the penaittes that were

levied against them due to the extended time it took to complete the 73 Winship project. There is no doubt that the
Hunts exceeded the 18 month time limit but I take íssue with both the unrealistic time limit put on this project and other
projects involving a historic home and the punitive nature of the existing fine structure.

ln 2O1"t, when we began looking for a home to purchase in Ross, we were faced with few choices. We considered
buying 73 Winship and were scared off by the fact that it was considered a Historically Significant home. We had spoken

to several people who had developed h'istoric homes in Ross and decided that the extra expense and hassle of taking on

such a project was prohibitive for us. We knew that the only people who could have done that project justice were
professionals in the building and restoration industry. You may not have seen the house when it went on the market
but it was in an unlivable condition. We did see it and, tho-ught that it probably should have been torn down. Had it
been torn down, a local treasure would have been lost. At great expense and personal hardship, this historic home was

lovéd back to life by the Hunts and now stands as an example of Architect Maxwell Bugbee's work and a beautiful
entrance to Winship Park. lt is a jewel in Ross' crown.

lf historic homes are held to the same standards as regular remodels, you will not find home owners who are willing to
take on these project and they will stand in disrepair for years. That is not good for the town or for neighbors.

Make an example of the Hunts and their project and take this opportunity to let the community know that these
projects are important to the beauty and h.istoric nature of this town and that home owners who go the extra mile to
preserve a historic home will not be penalized for doing the right thing.

I appreciate your attention to this matter

Kind regards;
Beverley and iack Domet
1- Ridgeview Drive, Ross

4t5 279 7020
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Linda lopez

From:
Seni:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 3t, 20i t- 3:i 3 Pitvi

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship Avenue / Penalty Reconsideration
Ed Dong letter 102917.pdf

From: etstp@comcast.net Imailto:etstp@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2OI7 10:53 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucído@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: etstp <etstp@comcast.net>; Edwa rd Dong <ed @ koa rdeve lopment.com>
Subject: 73 Winship Avenue / Penalty Reconsideration

Joe Chinn
Town Manager
Town of Ross

Dear Mr. Chinn,

Please find attached a letter w¡th our comments regarding 73 Winshíp Avenue. We wish our letter to
be distributed to Town Council Members, and our comments to be included in the public comment
record at the Nov 9th Council hearing.

Sincerely,

Ed & Tia Dong
23 Sir Francis Drake Blvd
Ross, CA 94957

1



Ed & Tia Dong
23 Sir Francis Drake Blvd, Ross, CA 94957 | (415) 454-6585

Ross Town Council
Joe Chinn, Town Manager
P.O. Box 320
Ross, CA 94957

Re: 73 Winship Avenue Renovation

Dear Sirs and Mesdames,

We are community neighbors at 23 Sir Francis Drake Blvd about %mile south of the Hunts by
thc Marin Art and Gardcn Ccnter. We disogree with the levy of the overtime ponalty pertaining
to the Hunt's building permit, and recommend that you consider a more equitable resolution.

I have been a developer and a builder of residential homes, and commercial apartments,
condominiums, office and retail projects for over 40 years throughout California and British
Columbia, including new construction as well as renovations.

In my experience, renovations of existing buildings take considerably longer than new

construction as the complications and complexities of preservation, restoration and

reconstruction of a home or building impact schedule and costs of completion. Moreover,
renovation of vintage buildings often involves additional purvicw of Statc and Federal agencies

that compound the requirements of local authorities. Since different construction projects have

different completion schedules, the Town's non-extendable permit requirement does not account
for the possible impacts of State and Federal involvement, force majeur delays and the prolonged
restoration of heritage homes.

Despite residing lz mile south along Sir Francis Drake Blvd we have not been impacted at all
from the renovation of the Hunt home. Our family has not been inconvenienced by the extended

construction so \¡/e do not feel that the Hunt's project has been burdensome to the neighborhood.

We respectfully recommend that you reconsider the penalty to the Hunts, as the permit
requirements and penalty seems inconsistent with the gocld work by the Town of upgrading the

housing stock and yet not having an administrative mechanism to accommodate the complexities
and extended schedule of renovating historically significant buildings within our community.

Sincerely,

2,

Ed & Tia Dong



Linda Lopez

From:
Seni:
To:
Subject:

From: Tori Eichleay [mailto:tori.eichleay@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,2OL7 9:56 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: Letter Re: 73 Winship Ave.

October 24,2017

Town of Ross
P.O. Box 320
Ross, CA 94957

To Whom it May Concern

We write today in full support of Brian and Erica Hunt's request to have their exorbitant fines rescinded for the
beautiful and historically significant renovation of their home located at 73 Winship Ave. As past neighbors of
the Hunts, we were grateful that they kept us informed of everything that they were doing, and admire the way
in which their home, constructed in 1892, was restored back to its original glory. Their painstaking efforts have
done nothing to harm the Town or any nearby properties; if fact, their efforts have dramatically improved the
neighborhood by improving "curb appeal" and we will likely all benefit from their willingness to take on the
monumentaltask of renovating what previously could only be described as a blighted and massively neglected
eyesore at the entrance to the quaint and othenruise pristine Winship Park neighborhood.

We first met Brian and Erica when they moved into their newly purchased home, as we were their neighbors
on 19 Oak Way. From the beginning, we were amazed and overjoyed to not only hear that someone had
purchased the house, but that the couple who bought it had the desire to preserve as much of its original
character as possible. ln fact, we had dreamed ourselves of possibly submitting an offer for the home and
doing what they did, but decided against it, as the cost was too extreme and the scope of work too
daunting. As their neighbors, we were much less concerned with a lengthy and involved construction project
than we were with a dilapidated house sitting on the corner of a beautiful neighborhood that nobody wanted to
purchase because they feared an impossible task lay ahead of them.

What the Hunts managed to accomplish with their renovation is simply astounding. They meticulously restored
the entire wooden exterior, the enveloping wrap around porch, and the stunning columns. ln addition, they took
painstaking steps to restore the original windows, they added a supporting stone wall, and purposely installed
a shingled roof design similar to the original. On the interior of the house, they restored the entire main house
with extreme attention to architecturally significant details, renovated the 2 bedl2 bathroom guest house,
reconstructed the attached and detached garages, and installed a gorgeous pool. Given the scope of this
project and their absolute desire to "do it right," it is not surprising at all that this project took longer than the
absurdly allotted amount of time. As a person in the engineering and construction business and with a

contractor's license of my own, it was apparent from the beginning that an 18 month timeline for project
completion was an impossible ask. The magnitude of this historic renovation is virtually unprecedented in the
Town of Ross and is so far above and beyond the norm that it is ridiculous to apply customary requirements for

1

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wecinesciay, October 25,2Ai7 3:20 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Letter Re: 73 Winship Ave.



such a large and complex undertaking. Whereas most buyers would have cut corners and ruined the house by
implementing cheap fixes, the Hunts chose to do exactly the opposite, and the neighborhood has benefitted
greatly from their painstaking attention to detail.

\A_/e encouraoe vou to take these considerations into accoUnt and withdraw the acoressive and ounitlve
-gg'---'

measures that have been initiated against the Hunts. They are truly one of the kindest and most involved
families in the community and they should not have to endure such absurdity for doing nothing more than
taking a reasonable amount of time to do the job right.

Sincerely,

George & Tori Eichleay

2



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesciay, October 3i, 2017 7:i i PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Unreasonable Fine of Brian and Erica HuntSubject:

From: Ma ry Ja ne Elliott [mailto:mjelliott@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 3I,2Ot7 6:33 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: Re: Unreasonable Fine of Brian and Erica Hunt

!(le are writing in support of Erika and Brian Hunt. \We believe that the Ross Town council must eliminate their
fine for going over the 18 month building timeline for73 ìØinship fot the following reasons:

. Their home was deemed "histodcally significant" to the Town of Ross.

. They foilowed Secretary of the Intetior Standards in restoring 73 Winship, a house built in 1892 that now
looks as it did 125 years ago.

. The house is at the entrance to Ross' !Øinship Park neighbothood and thought to be one of the oldest
homes in Ross- many original Ross Victodan homes have been replaced by more contemporary homes.

. The renovation did not cause any damage to the Town of Ross. Fufihermore, it has improved the town.

The Hunts alerted the town at the outset of the project that it would take longer than 18 months. They were
informed that the town would make allowances where justifiable after the completion of the ptoject. If there is any

instance where extension without fine is justifiable, it is this one--where a family has painstakitgly and lovingly
restored z gtand old house for the benefit of all. This town should be in service of its citizens not sitting in
judgement and meting out punishment. They took exceptional cãte to restore a histoticaþ significant house, which
is in the interests of the all the residents and the town of Ross.

Sincerely,

lt/.aryJane Elliott and Mohammad Diab
24Upper Road \X/est, Ross
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Linda Lopez

From:
Je|lr:

To:
Subject:

Joe Chirrn - Town Manager
T.,^^¡^., ¿'\-+^L^.21 'r^1'f Á'fìÃ Df\,
I Ug)UOy, VLLUUSI J l, LV L U.VU r lvl

Linda Lopez
FW: Letter of Support for 73 Winship Ave.

From: Sherí Ericksen [mailto :sheri-kuhnert@ rocketmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 3L,2Ot7 3:53 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>

Subject: Letter of Support lor 73 Winship Ave.

Hi -- Please find our letter of support for 73 Winship below. If you have any questions, please
don't hesitate to email or call my cell (917-734-7046).

Thank you,

Sheri Ericksen

October 3L,2Ot7

Town Council, Town of Ross

Dear Mayor and Members of the Council,

We write in regard to the penalties assessed to the Hunt family over their renovat¡o n of 73
Winship Avenue. Though the work exceeded the Town's standard time allotment, we feel they
approached the remodel with the utmost respect for the needs of their historic home, in addition
to the Town's regulations. We believe the Hunts began the project with a clear understanding
its scope and an accurate estimate of the likely time to completíon, but faced an unfortunate
circumstance with respect to the code's inflexibility in such situations. While the Town of course
requires some penalty mechanism to keep construction jobs within a reasonable length, there
are going to be projects from time to time that require longer windows, be they related to
historic renovations, building on challenging hillside lots, or otherwise. 73 Winship clearly fits
that criteria, in our view.

We agree with the Ross Historical Society's assessment of 73 Winship as one of the "most
historically significant homes" in the Town, and it is obvious that the Hunt family took great
pains to restore it to the beautiful Victorian that Maxwell Bugbee designed t25 years ago. It'S in
the Town's interest to work with families to help preserve these historic homes that so enhance
the character of Ross. These are big, complex, expensive projects, and when done right, they
enhance quality of life for everyone in town. We want to encourage this as much as we

1



reasonably can, rather than díscourage it via penalty. Therefore we ask that the Council take a
lenient posture with respect to its final penalty assessment. We further ask that the Council
consider modiffing the code to allow Staff discretion to grant longer timelines when appropriate,
thereby removing a potential impediment to the next family considering a lengthy -- but
rr¡artlrr¡rrhila -- nrnía¡fvr vr Lr

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Chris & Sheri Ericksen, owners, 200 Hillside
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Linda Lopez

Frôûr:
ÐenE:

lo:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
TL...---t--- Àr-..^--l--.- a a^41 0.^o 
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Linda Lopez
FW: Hr¡nt Resiclence FinesSubject:

-----Original Message---
From: Andrena Felger [mailto:andrena.felger@icloud.com]
Sent:Wednesday, November 0t,2OL7 10:05 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Hunt Residence Fines

Dear Town of Ross,

I am writing this letter as a resident of Oak Way for three of the past four years, and to express my support of the
! - -r rl- ---:rl- --^-^--l r^ rL- .-^-r^--r:-.^ ^t LL^:- ..--:J---^removat oI lne ltnes tevteu dBdtftst tf te nulrt5 wil.il f eEdf u [u Ule f estuf duuil ur ureil restueltLE.

Though the project continued past the specified period permitted, the value which the have added to the surrounding

neighborhood, and extended community far exceeds any ínconvenience caused to neighboring properties.

Further, I very much apprecíate that they preserved the integrity of the structures, and maintained the historic detail of
the architecture. As someone who has restored historic homes, I understand the time and expense involved with
undertaking a project of thís magnitude.

I would also like to add that they were always respectful of the town code in terms of construction hours, and went
beyond ín order to ensure that neighbors were not inconvenienced.

Not only is it a pleasure to have the Hunts as neighbors, it is also a pleasure to enjoy their lovely historic home as a part

of the neighborhood. lt's offers the architectural integrity and unique character that makes Ross the gem that it is.

Many thanks for your consideration.

Warmly,

Andrena Felger

19 Oak Way and

23 Oak Way

Sent from my iPhone

1



Linda Lo

From:
)enr:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
-.-: -l -- ^ -r - l- -.- 1? î^{ 7 1-r I ñr ¡rlt(Jdy, L.rctofJet ¿t t ¿v I I 5.)¿ Ytvt

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship - Letter of Support

From: Ta llie Fishburne [mailto :tallie.fishburne@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2OL7 L0:18 AM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>
Subject: 73 Winship - Letter of Support

Dear Ross Town Council and Ross Town Manager,

We have lived in Ross for 9 years, love our small town feel, seeing neighbors at the post office, and imagining
life in Ross a hundred years ago. There are only a few homes in Ross that require no imagination - they
simply have been restored to look very much as they were when they were built. We believe The Gray House
at 73 Winship is one of these ancl it is tnrly a gem in our town.

We are writing because we believe the time completion ordinance for restoring historic homes is unfair and
punitive. Our understanding is that all construction projects must be completed within 18 months for the benefit
and tranquility of the town. While we do appreciate this guideline in most circumstances, we feel there needs to
be another guideline for historic renovation which requires more time.

Unlike many home renovation projects which demolish and start'construction in a matter of weeks, the owners
of 73 V/inship spent months excavating and pouring a ne\il foundation. Then they painstakingly renovated and
restored the wooden exterior, porch, columns, and historic windows on the exterior as well as interior
balustrades, newel posts, doors, baseboards and trim.

With 25 years experience restoring Victorian-era homes (including another home by the very same architect
who designed 73 V/inship), Brian and Erica Hunt never imagined they could complete this project within 18

months. However, there was no alternate process to follow to allow the time necessary for historic
preservation. This is what we would like to see chànged. We ask the Town to create a new ordinance allowing
more time for historic preservation projects. The longer time allowance would respect the historic preservation
we want to encourage in this town.

'We 
also ask the Town to waive the penalty of $357,000. The owners of 73 Winship contained construction

vehicles and deliveries on their own property with as little inconvenience as possible to the neighbors and
Town. They worked as quickly as possible while still respecting the detailed work of historic
preservation. And most of all, they have done the Town a great service by buying an abandoned, neglected
house, returning it to its Victorian-era beauty and transforming it into a vibrant family home.

Thank you for your consideration and our deepest gratitude for your service to our treasured town.

Best,
Tallie and Tom Fishburne

1



111 Bolinas Ave, PO Box 74, Ross
tallie. fi shburnelâsmail. com
tom. fishburne@ gmail.com
al <-14)-<.)9.1
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Gilbert M. Fleitas
Ketli D. Fleitas

86 Glenwood
Ross, CA94957
(41s) 42s-2300

October 31,2017

To the Ross Town Council:

As a member of the Ross community, I am respectfully writing to express my serious concerns
and reservations over the enormous fine/penalty the Town is seeking to collect in connection
with the renovation of 73 Winship.

Under the facts as I understand them to be, I find the proposed penalty to be excessive, unfair,
and even counter-productive to what the time-limitation ordinance seeks to achieve. It certainly
sends a chilling message to the town's residents considering just about any project. Moreover, it
lends credence to perceptions outside of Ross that the Town is an unfriendly and unreasonable

place to buy a home requiring any degree of renovation. (I completely disagree with that overall
perception, but, as a former local real estate agent, I do understand how these perceptions have
arisen and persist.)

Since late2009,my wife, two small kids, and I have lived at 86 Glenwood, during which time
we have successfully lived thru at least two major nearby home renovation projects, including
immediately next door at 84 Glenwood. I can absolutely appreciate, andfully support, Town
regulations aimed at incenting renovation or new-build projects to be completed expeditiously
and in a reasonable amount of time. '

Similarly, and even more so, I also fully support our Town's overall regulations aimed at

ensuring the quality and character of our Town, which in particular should
include encouragingthe renovation of historically significant homes. I believe 73 Winship is
one of those homes, and it pains me to see anyone penalized for doing the right thing with such a

lovely home, especially where no apparent harm was created in the process other than exceeding
what appears to be an inflexible 18-month time limitation ordinance that is completely
disconnected to the particular realities/requirements of any specific project.

It was only two months ago that I even realized that the Hunts were the owners of 73

Winship. But I do recall feeling very relieved years ago when it became apparent to me that the

home was being renovated and not torn down. Having atthat time recently completed a

relatively small renovation in our own home, I recall being impressed (even heartened) that

someone would be willing to undertake the to,be-expected required extra time, work, and

risk/uncertainty associated with a renovation project of that scale versus a complete tear
dorvn/rebuild. In this project, the foundation work alone took 9 months to complete,

t



substantially mole time than would have been required if this had been a straight tcardown and

rebuild.

In my opinion, our Town's.regulations should encourage, certainly not disincerttivize,
homcowncrs to prcscrvc historicolly significant structures, accommodating tho special and

unavoidable circumstances and uncertainties associated with renovating such homes. I believe

and am concerned that the imposition of a fine for 73 V/inship's renovation runs completely
counter to what we should all want, and in fact creates a disincentive to anyone considering a

historical renovation, especially short of a clear finding that true harm was created by the project.

Part of the Hunt project included the renovation of a small 2bedl2bath guest house, in which
Erica and Brian, and their 3 children, all lived during the renovation of the larger home. It is
reasonable to conclude that that alone was a big enough incentive for them to complete their
project as soon as possible. Also, in full disclosure, on September 5th (approximately when I
learned tbr the first time that the Hunts owned 73 Winship), I rented the guest cottage for my 87-
enÅ 9,4- --.car nl¡{ narenfs hoth nf .¡-'hom \-vere literallv davs ar¡¡av f.rom heins moved into the}/s¡vr¡lur ^^-^^^ --^-^Þ -^^'

Ðrake Terrace assistcd-living faciliti'in San P.afael. l'{y'"','hole family, and espeoially my
parents, are so thankful that that cottage still exists and available as a rcntal unit, and that it was

renovated with the care and quality that makes it perfectly suitable for elderly residents with
physical challenges. (You may not be aware, but the prior residents of the cottage were an out-
of-state couplc who needed temporary housing while one of them underwent experimental
medical cancer treatment.)

i plan to attend the meeting on November 9th o curious to hear what mistakes, damages, or other

factors would justify a penalty being proposed. Our Town has retained a historically significant
home, and the application of our Town's regulations shouldn't do anything that provides a

disincentive to homeowners attempting such future project. To do so, garners a short term
"benefit" at the expense of a longer, and more meaningful, benefit to the overall character and

beauty of our lovely Town and its residents.

Over the years, I have seen firsthand and heard how hard the job of a Ross Town Councilperson

can be (and even myself previously worked for a local planning commission), requiring that you
balance the full panoply of opinions and interests of the town's residents. Some want virtually
no changes to the Town, while others would welcome a wild west approaeh. As always, it's a
tough job, requiring discernment and understanding. i appreciate and thank you for your

service, and respectively ask that the proposed fine be eliminated unless the record can clearly
show that the town was harmed, or that the Hunts unnecessârily delayed or abandoned the
project and could have completed it in 18-months.

Our collective communal agreement to abide by the law is only sustainable as long as we all
continue to believe that our laws are fair, proportionate, flexible, equitable, and ultimately truly
making our lives better. I'm concerned that the current situation doesn't meet that standard.

Respectively,

Gilbert (and Kelli) Fleitas
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 3:14 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: Meghan Forman [mailto:megformanll@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2017 L2:L9 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica @order-sf.com>
Subject:73 Winship

Hello-

I am writing in regards to the fine issued against the Hunt's pertaining to the permit timeline overage on 73

Winship.

I know that great care and attention to detail was given to restoring the home to exactly how it looked when it
was built 125 years ago. The Hunt's took ownership of the responsibility given to them as owners of what must

likely be the oldest home in Ross. I admire the outcome of their home as well as the attached structures. I
appreciate the fact that they took the time necessary to give the proper attention and respect to the historical

significance of the home. Given the prominent location of the house I believe the time taken and the

preservation of the home are an added value to the town of Ross.

I have noticed a lot of homes in Ross being town down and new homes being built, while this may allow them

to work within your permit timeline and avoid fines, it saddens me to see and wonder if preservation could have

been possible. I fear that this fine will scare others away from the preservation process and more
beautiful homes will be torn down as a result.

I would like to support the Hunts in their request to have their fine reduced greatly or eliminated due to the

above and other extenuating circumstances such as the perception given by the town that allowances would be

given. Myself or my family nor anyone I know or have heard of has been harmed by the length of time it took

the Hunts to restore their home.

I have personally witnessed the Hunt's add signifîcant financial value to the Ross School, the value being more

than the fine. This in turn adds value to the entire town and all it's citizens.

Please take my email of support into account at the Nov 9 board meeting.

Kind regards,

Meghan (and V/illiam) Forman
106 Laurel Grove Ave., Ross
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Linda Lopez

Frorn:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 31,2017 5:17 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Construction penalties

From: Mark Fritts Imailto:mark.fr¡tts.ca@gmaíl.eom]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2Ot7 10:50 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Erica Hunt

<erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: 73 Winship Construction penalties

Town of Ross,
I have included comments regarding this issue in an additional email along \¡/ith my wife, but I wanted to
n'nr¡irlc o. orlrlifinnql r¡nir.e ac c ryìenlher nf fhe Arlr¡isnrv T)esion Review committee.- -"^Ð'-
,'\,,^- +L^ -^^+ rì -,^^-^ ^^--,: +L^ 

^ 
nD T L-"^ L-¡ +l^^ ^1ooo,,*o ln ror¡iarr¡ mncf nf fha .locicn qnrl nnrrcfninfìnn\-,rvçl Lrtg PaJL 7 Jvcuù Ðvr YrIË wrl Ltlw ryl\t r l¡ovv ¡¡qs !¡rv y¡vsruv

projects undefiaken by our residents. Over that time, it is apparcnt that the town fabric is suffering from the

removal of architecturally significant structures in the town. The character that we love and cherish so dearly is

being slowly chipped away at right before our eyes.

There havc been numerous significant homes that have been demolished and replaced with new homes and this

is occurring due to two primary factors: One, we grant these new structures the same square footage as the

existing, regardless of current maximum allowed so there is no penalty for removing the existing, and two, we

have no designation for what is a significant architectural structure within the Town other than what the state

declares historic, which is a bar that is too high for maintaining our home fabric.
The projecf at73 Winship came before the ADR while during my time on the committee. 

'We 
commended the

Hunts for working with the structure and maintaining the character of one of the most significant and publicly

visible homes in our town. The town needs to do whatever it can to encourage the renovation and not

demolition of these structures.
It is my experience as a practicing architect and a homeowner myself, that renovating buildings is more time

consuming and laborious than new construction. We need to take this into account in our ordinances and allow
for homeowners who choose this route to have more time to complete their projects.

I would recommend that the town recognize the signilicant value that the Hunts have maintained for the town in
your consideration of this matter.

Mark Fritts
Ross ADR Chairman
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 31,2017 5:17 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: Ma rk Fritts [mailto:ma rk.fritts.ca@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2OL7 10:31 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Erica Hunt

<erica @order-sf.com>
Subject:73 Winship

Town of Ross

As we understand, the owners of 73 Winship are being fined by the Town of Ross for not completing
construction before their building permit expired. As neighbors of the Hunts, we would like to state that we

support the work they have been doing to renovate their historically significant home and feel the amount they

are being fined is exuberant.

The home is being renovated with great attention to historical architectural details, which as architects, we

understand takes more time than a new construction project. Much of the work is being done by the owners

themselves, which is unusual, (and refreshing), in thð Tówn of Ross. The family has alio been living in the

home during much of the work, which again is unusual, extends the construction time, and speaks to the

minimal disruption of the work. We live on the divided section of Sir Francis Drake Blvd. and have to make a

loop through Winship Park anytime we want to exit our driveway and head North. In driving by the Hunt's

residence daily we have never encountered traffrc disruption due to the construction. This project did not ever

appear to be an environment causing nuisance due to noise, dirt, or i.r:afftc for the neighborhood or the town.

We are very happy to see this significant Ross home being lovingly restored and therefore contributing to the

historic charm of the Town of Ross. For the reasons stated, we encourage the Town of Ross to reconsider or
reduce the fine imposed on the Hunts andlor allow extensions to the permit so they may complete the

renovation of 73 Winship.

Thank You,

Mark Fritts and Orna Meyer

79 Sir Francis Drake Blvd.
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manaqer
Tuesday, October 31,2017 5:17 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Request to approve allowance for extra time needed for remodel of 73 Winship

From: Whit Gaither [ma ilto:whitgaither@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 30,20L710:05 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Teri Gaither <terigaither@yahoo.com>; Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>

Subject: Request to approve allowance for extra time needed for remodel of 73 Winship

Dear Town Council & Manager,

Vy'e strongly recommend and request that you grant a complete allowance for the extra time needed for this remodel. 73 Winship is an iconic
property loôated at the entrance to one ofthe most prized neighborhoods within our town. For years it sat neglected, an eye sore for the

community and surely detracting for our collective property values'

The Hunt's have taken the time required to respect the historic nature of the property without impacting or causing harm to us personally, the

town, the immediate or greater community.

We believe the extra time is wananted for such a historically significant home. The alternative (demolition and construction of a new home)

does not honor the quality construction we aspire to see in our town and new construction would certainly require extensive changes to the

landscape and natural environment - further disrupting the tranquility and consistency of our historic community'

It should also be noted that the privacy and ample parking thoroughly obscured the fact that construction was underway - eliminating any

impact to the cornmunity.

We should celebrate this project as an example for others, and we formally request that you waive all penalties.

Thank you,

Teri & Whit Gaither

\ilhit Gaither
C:415.259.7229
E: whitsaither@oma¡l.com
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Linda Lopez

Frorn:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 31, 2017 6:04 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: ln Support of the Hunts

From: Hope Garbo [mailto:hopegarbo@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 3L,2Ot7 9:56 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Erica <erica@order-

sf.com>
Subject: ln Support of the Hunts

Hello

I wanted to send a note in support of Erica and Brian Hunt.' As a Winship resident, we all love the beautiful
restoration they h4ve done on the "gateway" to our neighborhood.

They have truly added value to the Town of Ross and should be commended for their painstaking efforts and

attention to detail. Hopefully the town see this as well, and will not punish them for this.

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Hope Garbo
16 Baywood Ave.
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:

Joe Chinn - ïown Manager
Monday, October 23,2017 5:36 PM

Linda Lopez

The Hunt 73 Winship AppealSubject:

From: Kara Goldin [mailto:kara @drinkhint.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 22,2OL7 3:06 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: The Hunt home

Dear Town Councii

We are writing to express our support for the complete dismissal of fines imposed on the Hunt family in the
amount of $357,000. The Hunts bought and restored what must be one of the oldest home in Ross that also sits
on a prominent visual location. It is of benefit to the Town and it's residents that the Hunts decided to invest
*on.y and great effort in making their old Victorian home livable and in turn, improving our community. So

they were late in finishing. Seems a bit excessive to charge them what you are proposing??

Please eliminate all punitive nìeasures toward the 73-Winship.Avenue project and help send a message within
and outside our community that historic preservation matters and is important to promote when relevant.

Thank you,

Kara

Kara Goldin
Founder & CEO
hint inc.
www.drinkhint.com
9r7.593.5974



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 23,2017 5:35 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Brian &. Erica Hunt Construction Penalty

From: Michael Gorham [mailto:mrmgorham@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 22,2017 5:40 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com

Subject: Brian & Erica Hunt Construction Penalty.

I

Hello Town,

I think the penalty for the Hunts late completion needs an exemption. I don't believe there is any other way to refurbish a
historical site than the time consuming process the Hunts have been through. I also think this penalty willset a precedent
for future (old) dwellings getting torn down. l'd rather see many old homes sprinkled among the new ones throughout our
beautifultown.

Regards;
Mike Gorham
Resident 18 Redwood DR Ross CA
direct: 415-602-6669
President FOAM ORDER
General Manager Rostov Supplies
V.P. Natural Sense Mattress
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Managei'

Friday, October 27,2017 8:27 AM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship

From: Kimberly Hodges Imailto:hodges.khh@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2017 8:20 AM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>; Hardy Hodges <hodges-h@yahoo.com>

Subject:73 Winship

Dear council members

We are a family of four who live in Winship Park at 48 Loma Linda Ave. 'We have resided in Ross since2012

and moved here after deciding it seemed an ideal place to raise our two girls.

We are writing to offer our support to the Hunt family in asking you to reconsider and waive any and all fines

for their restoration/renovation of their property at 7.3 Winship Avenue. Sinçe we moved here and apparently

for many years prior, that home existed in an extremely poor state. It really servecl as nothing more than a

reminder of eras passed that evoked curiosity of what was the real story of how it got to the state it had then.

Fortunately, after many months on the open market, we heard that someone decided to buy it. Some weeks later,

we met the Hunts and were happy to leam that they both had experience in homes of this sort, and they were

interested in making this their long term home to raise their three boys.

V/e have watched the property transform in vast ways as the construction has taken place. As neighbors who

drive by multiple times every day, it is a pleasure to have that house "brought back from the brink" and become

an integral part of the neighborhood again rather than the weird and mysterious outlier property that it used to

be. We are grateful that the Hunts chose to spend the money, time, ancl effort they have to restore that entrance

to V/inship Park.

We respectfully request that you please reconsider any fines for their investment and effort that cause or imply
that we as a town respond to their undertaking with punishment. This simply is not a proper response in this

situation and we ask you to remedy that response.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kim and Hardy Hodges

Kinr cell: 201-362-0626



Hardy cell: 41 5-7 47 -457 7

Sent from my iPhone

Kim
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Friday, October 27, 2017 3:54 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Brian and Erica Hunts Victorian House

From: Gypsy Horsted [mailto:gypsyprincessofross@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2017 1:30 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com

Subject: Brian and Erica Hunts Victorian House

I bought my house at 20 Winship Ave , Ross in 1988.

On the corner of Winship and Sir Francis Drake(73 Winship) was an old very large Victorian. I could tell it had

^-^^ L^^- ^ tr -^"+iG'l L^*^ ^-'l ^*;-;--ll-' ^"'-orl l.., ^-o ^f +l.a {ìtof Þnco fo*iliooulluu uuull 4 utJ4uLllul llwlttv 4rru vIró¡rr4ttJ v yvuwv vJ vuv v¡ Llrv rrrùù rwro lolr¡¡rrvr.

But in 1988 it \Mas in need of a lot of repair!
For years it didn't look like there was a caretaker on the property. It was completely running down.

All the neighbors vrere so happy when we heard the Flunts bought the house and Brian I-Iunt was a contractor.
We hoped he would restore it.
And restore it he did! He kept it looking original and made it beautiful!

Because it was so run down and needed so much work, plus being an historical house, I am sure it took a lot of
time to get permits and permissions to fix it up.

I do not think it is fair to punish the Hunts in a $357,000 fine for taking time to finish this historical
house! They have made it beautiftil and kept with the original house style.

The city of Ross and the people on Winship should be proud the Hunts took on this huge project! They made

the house beautiful and I am sure increased the value of the V/inship Park houses.

To have a newly renovated, historic Victorian on our street and in our town is a real asset.

I cannot believe the town is fining them for restoring this once run down house and turning it into a town asset,

Why would the town punish someone for enhancing our community? It makes me very sad that our town
cannot support them and would fine someone for trying to better our neighborhood.

Please do not fine them.

I cannot believe the town of Ross would fine someone so much money ($350,000) for trying
to better our community and restoring an historic house.

I think the town of Ross is being very unfair to punish the Hunts!

Please reconsider your penalties!

1



Sincerely,
Gypsy Horsted
20 Winship Avenue
Ross,Ca

PO Box 642
Ross, Ca94957
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 2:45 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship - Fine Appeal

From: wendy huck [mailto:wendy.huck@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2Ot7 10:1L PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject:73 Winship - Fine Appeal

Dear Mr. Lucido and Mr. Chinn,
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we didn't know the house before the Hunt's transformation, we've heard that it was in disarray and an eyesore

for the neighborhood. The Hunts pain-stainkenly took the house apart little by little and then meticulously
restored it to its historical beauty. Obviously, this had time-line ramifications which, we believe, should be

taken into consideration by the Town Council.

While we disagree with the Town's penalties for construction extending beyond 18 months, in this case the

situation is extreme. This wasn't a typical house, and we don't believe it woulcl have been possible to complete

this level of historic renovation within that time-frame. Surely if any house and project should be exempt from
the 18 month limits, this is one of them.

The Hunts are whole-heartedly good people and constant volunteers in our community. They deserve to be

treated with appreciation for the time, effort and considerable money they have invested in their home, as well
as the community. If you punish them with the extreme monetary amount proposed, who will step up to

restore other historic homes in our community? Please consider making an exception given these most unusual

circumstances.

Many thanks for your time and consideration.

Kind Regards,

Wendy &, Jay Huck
I47 Lagunitas Road
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager

Monday, October 23,2017 5:33 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Objection to penalties at Hunt House-73 Winship

From: Ma rianne Jacobson [mailto:mjacobson@mixonic.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 22,20L7 11:57 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>

Cc: Bob Jacdbson <bjacobson@mixonic'com>

Subject: Objection to penalties at Hunt House-73 Winship

10l2Ut7

To Ross Town Council and Town Management,

It has come to our attention that the town would like to impose significant penalties related to the house

construction and restoration of Brian and Erica Hunt at 73 Winship. We were extremely disappointed to hear

this for several reasons.

First, prior to the Hunt's purchase and restoration, this house was a complete mess and major eyesore. It was

close io atear down and was overgrown with brush and bushes. It was an unsightly doormat and gateway to

Winship park and brought down Uottr the impression and value of nearby properties. What the Hunts have done

with that house is nothing short of a miracle. It is now beautiful and grand, it is stately and historic, and it

unquestionably raises the value of all properties in Winship Park and the entire area! Indeed, for this reason

alone the town of Ross owes a debt of grátitude to the Hunts rather than seeking to penalize them' The time,

investment and care they put into the restorati.on benefits all of us.

Secondly, with respect to the construction, we drive by the property 5 to 15 times every single day so we are

u.ry furnitiar with the property and the construction. During the entire period in which that construction and

resioration was being åonè, there was never any inconvenience to us. There were never any road blockages or

traffic delays, there was never an eyesore, never any loud noise nor obstrúctions or other things to disturb or

disrespect us. Among the many many projects we have witnessed in the town of Ross and Winship Park in

particular, this was probably among the least disruptive!

Thirdly, Ericaand Brian are upstanding and involved Ross community members who add a lot of value to the

fabric of Ross. They are not selfish orignorant of their impact on neighbors. Erica has served as PTA president

for a number of yeais and has chaired maîy many fundraising events including the Ross Garden Tour, which

benefîts Ross School and thus the Town of Ross.

So, we sincerely hope that town management and the town council will eliminate any and all fines being

imposed on the Hunts for their ,.nouuiion. Instead, the townspeople and the lown council of Ross should be

thanking the Hunts for restoring this historically significant Ross gem to it's former splendor. 
'We urge you to

put this matter to rest immediately so that instead of feeling beaten down and punished, the Hunts can feel

welcome and appreciated in their home and in our unique and special town of Ross'

1



Thank you kindly for your attention to this matter!

Sincerely,
Bob and Marianne Jacobson
50 Loma Linda Avenue
Ross and Winship Park rcsidents for l3 years
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Linda Lopez

rrom:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesday, October 25, 2017 3:16 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Hearing November gth, 73 Winship

From: Michell Kawaja [mailto:michellkawaja@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2017 2:48 PM

To: Sal Lucido islucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com
Subject: Hearing November gth,73 Winship

Dear Town Staff,
I write from a space of heart and big picture, in support of the Hunt's renovation of 73 V/inship. I believe the

fine that they are facing is unfair punishment and does not fit the "crime".

This town is brilliantly beautiful, community minded, and a bit of a utopia.
I want this town to thrive.
I want to recommend others move here, dream big, build, improve their property and be supported by all.

I believe that residents of Ross want the best--for their town, their home, their families, their lives.
I feel the Hunts are in good faith.
I believe they sweated bullets, bled their savings, and tried to finish their project as soon as humanly possible.

They did their best AND were honest up front about their home taking longer than normal as they wanted to
preserve the historical integrity.

Once again, I feel the punishment of $350k does not fit the "crime"

Let's support our community, the Hunt family.
And reduce, minimize and (my vote) vanish their fines

Thank you for your time!

-Michell and Chris Kawaja
188 Lagunitas Rd.
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 2:54 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Letter in support of 73 Winship Avenue
Hunt Project-1 0-28-1 7.pdf; ATT00001 .htm

From: Ruth Krueger [mailto:ruth@lookmanohands.com]
Sent: Saturday, October 28,2OL7 1:51 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>
Subject: Letter in support of 73 Winship Avenue

1



We are writtng in süpport of Brian and Erica Hunt's proiect at 73 Winship Avenue.

We have nof been personally inconvenienced by this profect and we feelthat

meticulous restoration of historic homes beneñts the town,

October 28,24L7

loe Chinn, Town Manager
Sal Lucido, Eullding Ofñcial
Town of Ross

Ross, CA q4957

Sincerely,

?r.-+, 
tír^'&r

Ruth Krueger and Kevin
gl Glenwood Avenue
Ross, CA 94957

415-458-1740

Our understanding is that the town does not grant exceptions beyond 18- mo¡ths for

dme extensions to complete renovations, but that allowances are possible after

proiect completion. Wgfeel that special consideration shsuld be $-ven to-owners

*itíing to underake quality restoiation of Víctorian homes and believe the town

shoulð reconsider its l8-month rule for completion with regard to the expert

crafrsmanshlp required to renovate homes of this rype'

We are in favor of efforþ to reach an equiUble solutíon to the Hu¡'lt's construction
penalties.



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent::lo:
Subject:

ioe Chinn - Town Manager
Friday, October 27,2017 3:53 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship Way -November 9 Town Council Meeting

From: Mark Kruttschnitt Imailto :ma rk.kru@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2OI7 I:22 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; CouncilAll <towncouncil@townofross.org>

Cc: Heidi Scoble <hscoble@townofross.org>
Subject: 73 Winship Way -November 9 Town Council Meeting

Mayor Robbins, Ross Town Council, and Joe Chinn,

I am writing to you regarding 73 Winship Way, which I believe will be an Agenda item at the November 9 Town Council

Meeting. While this is not official ADR business, I am writing to you based on my experiences from being on the ADR for
the past 7 years.

Many families in Ross, including my own, have torn down existing homes and built new homes. lt is both less expensive

and less time consuming than restoring an old house. lt also leaves families with home setups which are more suited to
today's lifestyle than homes built in a time before the Golden Gate Bridge was built. I know that several Town Council

Merrrbers, and a nrajority of the ADR, would like to see more exísting Ross homes, especially those which are

architecturally and historically significant, restored instead of torn down. As you are all aware of, the State of CA

historical designation is a very high bar and there are only a handful of homes in Ross which legally qualify for
preservation. This issue came up as recently as last Tuesday's ADR meeting, when one of the ADR members wrote an

impassioned email from China (where he was receiving an architectural award) imploring Ross to do more to save the

unique architectural character of the Town.

One of the ways that the Town of Ross can encourage this preservation is by not punishing those who choose to restore

properties. These homeowners almost always take longer to restore something than it would to build something

new. My personal residence took a full L9 months (L8 months plus the one month grace period) to build. Almost any

complete renovation will take longer than the allotted 19 months. I believe that the Town of Ross should give

homeowners longer for such projects if the Town wants to encourage renovations rather than teardowns. lt is my

understanding that in the current system the property owners take on lengthy restorations at their own peril and then

have to ask the Town to forgive the fines after the fact. I believe this should be changed and the time limit should be

extended depending upon the preservation goals of the owners. Along the same lines, I believe that the fines assi$ned

to this one particular project at 73 Winship should be dismissed, or at least reduced to a small fraction of the current

amount. lnstituting such a large fine will surely discourage future homeowners from restor¡ng their old homes. ln my

opinion, the home in question has turned out very nicely and helps with the overall architectural character of the Town

Regards,

Mark Kruttschnitt
Town Resident and ADR Member
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Linda Lopez

rf utt l.

Sent:
To:
Subject:
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Monday, October 30, 2017 2:46 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Regarding Erica and Brian Hunt's home at 73 Winship

-----Original Message----
From : Karen Kuwatani [mailto:karen @ kuwatani.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2017 8:00 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchínn@townofross.org>

Subject: Regarding Eríca and Brian Hunt's home at 73 Winshíp

Dear Joe Chinn and Sal Lucido,

We live just down the street from Brian and Erica Hunt. Please be open to hearing and acting in a fair manner to their

response to thís exorbitantly high fine regarding their renovation and restoration of their historically sígnificant special

home at 73 Winship.

Living just a few doors down from 73 Winship - my husband, daughter and I have not been impacted by their renovation

in any form. We admire what they've achieved. We've been enamored of this home for quite some time and appreciate

that the character of the Victorian remains intact.

Erica and Brian are active community members who care about what's important - their family, neighbors, their boys

education (they've been incredibly supportive at Ross School) and this beautiful quaint special town.

Thank you for your time

Karen Kuwatani and Greg Finch

1



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
IO:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 8:28 PM

Linda Lopez

FW;73 Winship

From: Stephanie Lama rre Imailto:stèpha nie@stephaniela marre.com]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2017 8:25 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: erica@order-sf,com
Subject:73 Winship

Dear Town Council members and Town Manager Chinn,

I am writing to support Erica and Brian Hunt's aooealof the town's 5357.000 fine. I urge vou to reconsider and either
drastically reduce or eliminate this excessive fine.

I have lived in Ross for nearly 18 years, and l've been a residential realtor in the community for nearly 10years. During

that time, as both a resident and a realtor, l've seen many building projects in our community. The 5357,000 fine is

inappropriate for a project that has only improved one of the oldest and most historic homes in Ross.

1) I toured 73 Winship, inside and out, before the Hunts purchased it. I also saw the disclosures for the property. lt
was virtually uninhabitable and frankly an eyesore. When it was listed for sale, it was difficult to sell. Most

buyers would not touch it because it is a historic home, subject to additional requirements (making its

renovation much more difficult and costly), and becausethere are multiple buildings on the property (allof
which needed work). The Hunts were the rare buyers willing to take on this large-scale project. We should thank
them for doing so.

2l Rarely have lseen a historic renovation project aswelldone asthe Hunt's renovation of 73 Winship. Clearly,

they put an enormous amount of time and money into thís project. As a member of the community, I applaud

the Hunts for their met¡culous renovatíon, and I appreciate the value that it brings to our community as a whole.
This home is now, once again, a jewel of our town. I do not believe that the town (meaning our collective

community) should penalize them for doing excellent work.
3) The fine is excessive. No family of average means could afford to pay this type of fine without losing their home.

lf the town insists on levying this fine, it's very likely we will lose the Hunts and other families of average means

from our community. And we will dis-incentivize owners from taking on renovations of older homes (meaning

we could lose a lot of historic homes in the process - those that aren't deemed protected will become victims of
the bulldozer).

4) The Hunts' project did not harm anyone. Far from itl ln fact, their excellent work on this landmark has

transformed a dilapidated home into a showpiece true to its architectural roots.

5) This was not an average project, and it should not have been given an average time-table. As I understand it, the
Hunts told the town up front that the project would take 2.5 years (the foundation alone took 9 months), and

yet there was no process for them to obtain the time needed to complete thís project in the way that
conformed to the historic requirements. There should be a special procedure for additional time for renovating
historic homes like this, especially given our design review goals of encouraging historic preservation. Yes, it
would have been less costly and more expeditious to tear down the house, but no one wanted that, least of all

from a perspective of preservingtown history.

6) As a real estate professional, I have been involved in many different building projects in towns throughout Marin
(and at the county level). Ross' building permit fees alone (aside from potential fines) are substantially higher

1



than any surrounding jurisdiction. Those types of fees are more than sufficient to cover the cost of any

additional administrative oversight required due to the length of this project.
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Kind regards,
Stephanie Lamarre

Stephonie Lomorre, J.D.
Broker Associote
Golden Gote Sotheby's lnt'l Reolty
415.806.3176
stephonig@ste,phonielomone.com
dre#01840:604

steohonielomore.com
reol estote intelligence

Ronked #1 Golden Gote SIR Agent by Volume 201ó
Ronke'd #2 in Morin County by Reol Trends 2017
Ronked # I Agent in Kenffield 201ó
Member of the Boy Areo Leoding 100

Click here to view my Annuol Morket Report
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

l- - -L2^- T^---.^ t r-,JOe Lninn - iown ivianagei'

Wednesday, November 1,2017 12:11 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Hunt remodel in Winship: supporting statement [Langenberg Shlager]

From: Andria Langenberg [mailto:and rialyle@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 31,,2OI7 8:18 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: Hunt remodel in Winship: supporting statement [Langenberg Shlager]

Dear Ross Town Council,
We send this email communication in strong support of the Hunts' meticulous restoration of their
classic and historic Ross home. This was a complex remodel and restoration. beyond any recent
comparator. Due to the unique detailed nature of the restoration, extension beyond 18 months was
reasonable in order to effect the beautiful outcome whích enhances our ne¡ghborhood and
town. Neither we nor our neighbors were inconvenienced by the period of the restorat¡on.

ln this unique situation, we consider that fines for extension of the restoration period do not seem
warranted.

Andria Langenberg and Lyle Shlager
77 Wellington Avenue
Box 643
Ross, CA 94957
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Linda Lopez

rruttt:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

l^^ /-1,.;^^ .r^,.,^ f\r^^^^^-JUE LtiltilI- |VVVrr rVrqrlqvçr

Tuesday, October 24,2017 7:49 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Letter of support for the Hunt family

From: Dana Lee [mailto:dcmlee@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,2O!7 L1,:27 AM
To: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido

<sl ucido @townofross.o rg>

Subject: Letter of support for the Hunt family

Dear Joe, Sal, and members of the Town Council,

My family and I have been Ross residents since 2014 and have enjoyed seeing the Hunt family's painstaking
restoration of their home. The home is one of the most prominent in the community, and the Hunts have

obviously gone to great lengths to maintain the historic integrity of the home. It is a gracious, classic structure

complemented by gorgeous landscaping, and quite simply, it beautifies the Town.

I am grateful to the Hunts for taking on such an extensive, expensive, and frankly painful project. By contrast,

there is alarge home on my street, on a similarly prominent lot, which has been largely abandoned and an

eyesore to the community for years. Every time I pass by it, with its overgrown shrubs, occasional caution tape

hung across the front steps, and woodpeckers drilling holes in its siding, I wish it would be restored. I'm
certain that such a project would be an enoÍnous undertaking and that it would probably be easier and less

expensive to simply tear it down and start over. Other projects in Ross have demonstrated that even teardown
projects can be a challenge to complete within the Town's 18-month timeline; the Hunts' renovation was clearly
not that straightforward.

We should all be appreciative of the Hunts' efforts to restore a home that represents Ross in many ways:

traditionally beautiful, tasteful, and charming in a verdant garden setting. This project was clearly not atypical
one due to the historic significance of the home, and as such, it warrants an exception. I would love to see the

Hunt family's efforts rewarded with a complete removal of the fine associated with the extended timeline on the

project.

Sincerely,
DanaLee

1



To: Town of Ross

Re: Hunt residence time extension

I am writing in support of not fining the Hunt family for the extended

time required to restore their historic house.

I value and appreciate the extra work it takes to restore an old house as
r L - --- l ---l---:ll /'rll^.. L *^-*^Il.' -^^"i-^compargcl Lc) sul'ape allu I euuIIu. \-rrutrr lrulllEJ llur rrrdrrJ r sgLrrr ç rrrur L

time and attention to detail. I beiieve saving these oici houses heips our
community maintain its history and character and we should support
their efforts.

By using the following example, I believe consideration can be made to

adjust the time limit/fine schedule policy to benefit the Hunt family and

our Town's reputation. For example, we have a policy to charge

patients who "no ShoW" for their appointments. We don't enforce it
unless they have become a problem patient. We demonstrate good will
through leniency and exercise penalties on a case-by-case basis. Our

goal is to live in a co-operative and supportive community. I don't
believe the extra time it took to restore that old house harmed anyone

and we win by saving a wonderful older home.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dr. Little



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ioe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 31,2017 6:03 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Hunt residence

From: Robyn Luhning [mailto:rluhning@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 31,2017 8:29 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>

Subject: Hunt residence

Dear Town Council,

I have been informed that the Hunt family is facing fines of $357,000 for failing to meet the 18 month maximum deadline for large projects. I

am writing to express my dismay about these fines being levied. It seems counter to ou{ ethos as a town, which I understand is to foster the

preservation and restoration of the few older homes that remain in Ross. The Hunts have taken an old, dilapidated residence and restored it to

what it was and more.'We are aware of their project and enjoyed watching its restoration. It serves as a stately entranca to Winship Park now

which is a far cry from before the Hunts took on the project.

Thank you for your representation of our town. We hope you embrace this opportunity to revisit the decision to levy this massive fine.

Best regards,
Robyn Luhning
24 Allen Ave
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

t 
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Friday, October 27, 2017 B:42 AM
Linda Lopez

FW: Letter to Town Council re: The Hunts' Assessment

From: Betsy McDermott [mailto:mcdermottbetsy@ya hoo.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2017 8:36 AM
To: fslucido@townofross.org; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica @order-sf.com>; Ed McDermott <ehmcdermott@gmail.com>

Subject: Letterto Town CouncÍl re: The Hunts'Assessment

To Whom It May Concern,

We recently learned that Erica and Brian Hunt are being assessed a $357,000 fine for not completing the
renovation of their home at 73 V/inship Avenue within the 1 8-month window the Town of Ross allots property

owners. As community members and a family who went through a similar remodel, we wanted to raise our
strong objection to this fine and the "one size fits all" application of the 18-month policy.

The Hunts purchased a I25 year old historically significant home. It would have been much easier, timelier and

consiclerably less expensive to simply tear down the house and build a new one. However, the Hunts chose to
painstakingly restore the house to bring it up to modern day standards while keeping the integrity of the house

intact. This is a gift to the community. Quite frankly, we believe thgre should be incentives. npt penalties, for
homeowners who take on a project of this scope.

The town's "one size fits alf ' 18-month policy fails to take into account the practical realities of certain
projects. Painstakingly remodeling a large, historic home simply requires significantly more time and finanoial
investment than brand new construction (or a much smaller project). We believe the town policy should take

these project-specific factors into account. The current policy further inccntivizes thc tcaring-downs of oldcr
homes. Shouldn't our policy seek to encourage the preservation of older homes which add to the unique charm

and character or Ross rather than providing even greater tinancial incentive to tear them down'l

We speak from first-hand experience. We remodeled our home at 2 Glenwood Avenue seven years

ago. Because we chose to retain and restore a 1906 home, the project took longer and cost substantially more
money than hacl we simply knocked the original house down and started from scratch. Despite the greater time
and cost involved, we chose to renovate because it was important to us to preserve a piece of Ross' character

and history. It is clear to us the Hunts felt the same \ilay.

Erica and Brian are involved and valuable members of the Ross community. Erica recently completed a

multiple year stint as head of the Ross School PTO. Our understanding is that their project did not significantly
inconvenience their neighbors or town. They simply were trying to do the "right thing." How lucky for the

town of Ross that the Hunts chose to take this project on.

1

Thank you for your consideration.



Sincerely

Betsy and Ed McDermott

2 Glenwood Avenue

Ross. California

2



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject;

JOe Lniníl - iown Managei'
Monday, October 30,2017 3:13 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Brian and Erica Hunt (73 Winship) - Fee Appeal

From: Miriam Manning [mailto:manningmiriam@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2OL7 7:08 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com

Hunt <erica @order'sf.com>
Cc: Manning, Drew <Drew.Manning@fisglobal.com>; Miriam Manning <manningmiriam@gmail.com>

Subject: Brian and Erica Hunt (73 Winship) - Fee Appeal

Dear Town Councii and Town Manager,

We are writing to express our support for the appeal fiied by Erica and Brian Hunt challenging the fees assessed

against them for their purported failure to complete the restoration/renovation project within an 18 month

period. It is inconceivable that the Town would not have made accommodations to the homeowners at the

outset of the project in light of the scope and nature of their undertaking or toward the end of the project when

they requesteã additional time to complete the work. The square footage and historical nature of the

property made it very difficult, if not impossible, to complete the necessary work within the allotted time and

we are shockecl that the Town refused to make any reasonable accommodations. Wc are concerned that the

Town was aware of the complicating factors but made no effort to extend the completion deadline.

As we understand, no neighbors were inconvenienced during the construction and the Hunts did nothing but

enhance the value of the Town by restoring their historic home to its original glory. They should be

commended for their undertaking, not penalized. For these reasons we believe that the Town's decision to

assess fees was in error and should be reversed.

Sincerely,

Andrew and Miriam Manning
(8 Woodside Way)

1



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ioe Chinn - Town lu'lanagei'

Wednesday, November 1,2017 7:38 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Avenue

From: Cammeron Mclaughlin Imailto:cammeronmclaughlín@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 0t,2OL7 3:18 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>; George Mclaughlin <georgebmclaughlin@gmail.com>

Subject: 73 Winship Avenue

To Ross Town Council and Town Manager,

We reside at23 Wellington Avenue in Winship Park. We are writing to support the Hunt Family and urge members of the council to revisit

the time completion ordinance as it relates to construction projects on homes deemed historically significant.

We believe strongly in respecting architecture and taking great care when it comes to preserving historically signifrcant structures. Having

gone through exténsive renovations of a home in Napa, we know that getting labor is proving more difficult in recent years and projects of
Jcale take time to complete. On top of that, when considering the extra care and hurdles one must overcome when renovating a historically

significant home ...the timeline inevitably would be longer than that of a home that was not of historical significance.

Therefore, we believe that the Town shòuld take into consideration the type of home that is being renovating (ie: if of historical significance)

and allow for timeline adjustments as a result. The fact that is not taken into consideration when establishing timeline ordinance limitations

seems like an oversight and should be considered. Knowing historic structures take longer to renovate, I would hate to see a timeline

imposed on a projeci that is unreasonable and force the work to be less than perfect as a result of an unreasonably short timeline - I realize the

ordinun". is meant to incent a homeowner to complete a project timely, but when it comes to a historic structure the circumstances are

different and should be.taken into consideration when establishing timelines.

The fine that is being imposed on the Hunt family as a result seems excessive in light of this fact. In addition, as a Winship Park homeowner

since 2009, having the entrance to our neighborhood beautified and renovated has been a significant upgrade compared to the state ofthat
property for many years prior to their project. In addition, the Hunts have been a key contributor to our communify and the Ross School for

many years and we are grateful for their many contributions.

Given the circumstances as it relates to the historical significance of their property and the upgrades they have made to Winship Park's

"entrance" by renovating their property, we urge the town to reconsider the hefty fìne that has been placed on them. It seems extremely

excessive in light of the circumstances.

Please don't hesitate to reach out with any questions.

Best,
Cammçron and George Mclaughlin
23 Wellinglon Avenue

I



Linda Lopez

Fr(,m:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 23,2017 5:35 PM

Linda Lopez

73 Winship appeal

From: robert momsen [mailto:bmomsenl23@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 22,2OL7 6:27 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>

Subject: letter in preparation for the Nov 9 Town Council Meeting

Robert Momsen
bmomsen 123@omail.com

1



To: TownofRoss
Froml Bob and Carol Momsen, residents/owners of 59 Winship Ave
Date: October 22,2\fi
Re: 73 Winship-the Gray House, November 9 Town Council Meeting

wæ are long time happy residents of Ross, having lived at 15 Fernhi[ previousry, and
59 Winship currently.

we have always looked attr¡e round old run down house.at 73 winshrp with
curiosity and always hoped that somebody would bu¡r it and restore lt. while it was
a-n eccentric eyesore prior to the Hunt's worlç it aìso ieemed to be a fÏre hazard for
tåe commun¡ty. we are ecstatic with the restoration that the Hunfs have done and
very pleased that tley honored t¡g original lines and design ofthe house.

Regarding the Town of Ross building timeline of 18 montlrs, this seems like a very
well intended ruìe to ensure that Þrõjects reach a conclusion in a ..uronå¡i. arnount
of time. It also seems unavoidabrå thãt there wiil be projects tou t*gu o.ioo
complica-ted to complere in rhe allowed time. The prã¡eðt at 7l winitrip seems ro us
to-embody many of the characterisrics thatyou would expect t" 

"uu"* 
rirã project to

take longer than simpler projects:
-it was designated historically significant tcr Ross
-it required significant foundation worlç without disturbing the house
-it required the renovation of two homes, sequentiarþ[mqibe there shourd
have been twoconsecutive 1g month permltslt

-in spite of tåe slze of the projecÇ the contractors and vendors were able to
minimize the impact onthe communiqr and on winshÍp Road by parking
on site-not on the road.
-all remodels are more difficult than new consFuction to esumate dme and
costs-the contractors can not know what problgms they will find when
they open the walls.

Some closing thoughts:
-there was no inconvenience to other homeoluners on WinshÍp
'this project caused less disruption than any ofthe other remádels on the
streetþecause ofon site parking and staging)
-the result is a beautifrrr, historic, resto."ã ¡ro*. that improves our
communiQr

we hope thattÌ¡e Town can-recognize t}'e unique features of this projectwhich
required more timg to resorve rn an eregant wãy. we hope the rownïirt waivu or
significantly reduce the imposed penalties for overrunning the 1g month
completion deadline.

/lßt ;f1*,*- trt.rhf*çtz-



Linda Lopez

rtvttl.

Sent:
To:
Subject:

t^^ al.i^^ T^..,^ Àr^^-^^.JUç Lrr¡rilr - ruvvlI rvlqllqggl

Tuesday, October 31, 2017 5:16 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Hunt Home

----Original Message----
From : Bettina [mailto:bettina @jfmoore.net]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2017 9:37 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Hunt Home

Hello,
I am writing to share my feelings about the renovation and restoration of 73 Winship (Brian and Erica Hunt's home).
I faal +1-r¡+ rL^., ha.,n êâ.,^..1 - +^r¡,h +rôâc'rr¿i an¡l I am nra*af¡rl Tha lJrrnù frmilr¡ hac ¡acrrrra¡+a¡l tha alaorn¡a nf thicI tççt tttqt tttçy ttqvç Jqvçu q Lvvvlt trçqJqrç, qrru r qlrr 6rqLLrvrt rrrL r rurrr rqrrrrrl' ¡rqJ rvJur rr¡L LrLõurrv

irisio¡-ic horr-re, a¡-rd theii faniiiy has been wonde¡'fi.¡l in ihis comiììijnit')t.
I hope that the Town of Ross will reconsider the fine for the delay in completion, and instead reflect the feeling of
gratitude in the community for this labor of love; for I believe that short-cuts would have affected the integr¡ty of the
restoration.
Best regards,
Bettina Moore

1



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

r-- -- -L:-- 1^.--- I A---^^-ioe Ln¡nn - iown iv¡anagei'

Wednesday, November 1,2017 7:40 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Letter in Support of Brian 8¿ Erica Hunt (i 1/9/17 Town Council Meeting)

From: Monica Nelson [mailto:monica.o.nelson@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednésday, NovemberOL,2OTT 3:23 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Letter in Support of Brian & Erica Hunt (LU9h7 Town Council Meeting)

Dear Town of Ross Council,

We are writing in support of Brian and Erica Hunt of 73 Winship Avenue. Our family has lived at 55 Sir
Francis Drake Blvd, close to the Hunt's Victorian era home, for nearly 6 years.

We understand that their restoration project was completed outside of the town's allowed time completion
ordinance. Despite the length of time, as neighbors we are extremely pleased with the outcome of the

renovation to their family home as it is exponentially in better condition than it was prior to the Hunts taking on

project of this magnitude. The length of their project has not caused our family any harm and surely it has only
increased property values for neighboring homes and our special town.

Although we are unable to attend the Town Council meeting on November 9th, please include this letter in
support of the Hunt's penalty appeal.

Thank you,
Monica & David Nelson
(6so) 353-072s



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

.joe Chinn - Torvn l\"4anagei'

Monday, October 30,2017 3:13 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship

From: Rebecca Nessel [mailto:rnessel @gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2017 7:47 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com

Hu nt <erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: Fwd: 73 Winship

Hello,

We are writing to express our support fbr Erica and Brian Hunt in appealing their $357,000 tine tor gotng over

their allotted renovation time on73 Winship. As residents of Ross, we feel a debt of gratitude to people like the

Hunts who are willing to put in the time and expense to renovate historical properties such as these. There aren't

that many people who would be willing or able to undertake this large of a project. What a gift to our town to
have this historical property renovated in such a beautiful way. 'We 

were not at all inconvenienced by their
construction arid hope that others will not be deterred from undertaking such large projects that preserve the

character of our town. In fact we \¡/orry that by not allowing exceptions to rules in cases of historical restoration

we will quickly lose much of what we love about living here. We truly hope this issue can bc rcmcdicd and are

happy to speak with anyone from the Town if that is helpful.

As a real estate developer, Ari has renovated thousands of apartments and understands the complexities of the

work the Hunts did. We are both incredibly impressed by their undertaking and only hope others like them

continue to make our town so wonderful.

Please let us know if we can ever be of service

Rebecca and Ari Nessel
14 Upper Aures Ave.
415-595-6982

I



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

ioe Chinn - Town lv1anagei'

Monday, October 30,2017 3:14 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: Sally Newson [mailto:sa llynunn@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2017 3:03 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>

Subject:73 Winship

Hi Joe and Sal,

I'm writing today in protest of the $357,000 in penalties assessed by the Town on73 Winship in Ross. As the

previous neighbor directly across the street at 63 Sir Francis Drake (also a historical home, one of the first eight
properties built in town) during construction time, there was no impact at all on us. I'm calling o'foul" on the

Town's decision for the following reasons:

1) It was the Town who deemed the property "historically significant" and placed extensive renovation
restrictions to maintain the look and demanded a complete historical restoration consistent with Secretary of the

Interior Standards. This caused the Hunts to take painstaking efforts to restore the wooden exterior, wrap around
porch & columns, original window restoration, supporting stone wall, similar shingled roof design all while
maintaining the architectural uniqueness or a shingle-style Victorian. The Hunts were dedicated to following the
mandates of the Town, despite the significant increase in cost and time to do so.

2) As a result, the Town is penalizing the Hunts for going over their time limit, instead of in my opinion,

rewarding them for undergoing such a laborious and costly renovation. The final result is stupendous and one

that all of Ross can appreciate, as it is at the gateway to Winship Park. I often had tea with the longtime
previous owner, Marguerite, in the living room of the then-delapidated home. Just walking on the front porch

was treacherous and I thought surely would be a tear-down when the time came. I am appreciative of the

incredible workmanship that went into restoring this beauty, but very disappointed with the Town's penalizing

the same efforts that they demanded.

3) I am advising the Hunts that if the Town does not waive the penalty as they should, that they should apply for
Historic Status through the Mills Act, which would allow them to pay no or heavily reduced property taxes,

which over the many years the family plans to live in the home would help them to recoup at least some of
outrageous and financially devastating $:S2,000 fine. This would be detrimental financially to the Town in lost

revenue.

More than anything, my hope is that the Town will do the right thing and act in a human and dignified way to
resolve this, instead of like a profit-driven corporation. Ross is such a special small town, as all who live and

work here know. Please "right" this '.wrong" and take the steps necessary to waive the penalty in full.
I look forward to hearing from you soon.

1

Thanks -



Sally

Sally Newson
MindTank Work Glub
23 Ross Common, Suite 5
P.O. Box 351
Ross, CA 94957
415.847.2534

MIND TANK
wonK cLuB

www.mindtank.com
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

t- - -l-1.,.- 1----.- f,r--joe Lilinil - iOwil iviarragei'

Friday, October 27,2017 3:53 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: NicholsonHome@aol.com Imailto:NicholsonHome@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2OL7 12:44PM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: erica @order-sf.com
Subject:73 Winship

We are William and Carland Nicholson and have lived at 19 Garden Road since 1974. We drive past 73 Winship ten to
twelve times per week and have not been disturbed by the re-construction and repair at 73 Winship. The property is large

enough for all the reconstruction to be within its boundaries and is shielded from Winship Avenue and Sir Francis Drake

by a wall and vegetation. The only exception to this point to our knowledge was repair on the wall. We visited the
property before the project began and were astonished at how much work would be required to restore the property to its
Victorian elegance. We are very pleased that the property has been restored.

The primary house on the property is of historic significance to the Town of Ross and to Winship Park in

particular. Without the restoration the house likely would have been torn down and a modern building erected with the

associated loss to the neighborhood and Town. The proposed fine of $357,000 for exceeding the eighteen month
construction limit is extremely excessive given the improvement to the property and the continuation of an historic
structure in the Town

We recommend that the fine be significantly reduced or eliminated. A fine of no more than $10,000 would be appropriate

to acknowledge the extended construction period beyond the eighteen month limit. Frankly, we would not charge a fine
given the importance of the historic restoration that has been achieved.

William and Carland Nicholson

1



linda Lopez

rf utrr:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

t^^ lLi^^ T^..,^ Ar^^^^^-JUg çt lll lr I - I uvvr r rvlcll lclysr

Monday, october 30,2017 2:46 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: 73 Winship Town Council-Letter.pdf
73 Wi rrshi ¡r Tuwr r Cuu r tci l-Lel.l.er.pd f; ATT0000 1 .htttl

From: Pedro F Nogueiro [mailto:pnogueiro@icloud.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,20t7 5:18 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>

Subject: 73 Winship Town Council_Letter.pdf

Please include this for the Nov 9 meeting.

1



Pedro Nogueiro
Elizabeth Nogueiro
5 Locust Ave.
Ross, CA94957
October 26,2OLT

Ross Town Council
P.O. Box 320
Ross, C^94957

Dear Ross Town Council:

I am writing on behalf of my wife, Liz, and myself to express our opinion
regarding the fines the Town of Ross is imposing upon the Hunt family relating
to the restoration of their home at 73 Winship. I will get right to the point and
say that Liz and I feel very strongly that the fines are excessive and
inappropriate and that we are fully supportive of the elimination of those fines.

I could hardly believe my ears when I heard that our town was levying, upon its
own residents, an outrageous $352,000 in fines and penalties due to the delay
in completion of their restoration project.

Anyone who has ever undertaken a home restoration, remodel, or home
construction of any kind knows all too well that there is no joy in having such
a project take longer than absolutely necessarJr. I know the Hunt family did
everything they could to simultaneously comply with building codes, ensure
minimal disruption to the neighborhood, build a home they could keep forever,
and stay true to the beauty and originality of the Gray House that has stood on
that site since L892.

I reafize that the Town has processes and regulatións in place to protect ali of
us from disruption to the quiet enjoyment of our property, and I understand
that projects that drag on well beyond their projected completion date can
become an eyesore and a pubiic nuisance. But none of this has been the case

with this project. It took longer than the allocated 18 months because of the
extra care and consideration required to faithfully restore a treasured
landmark. This is not a case of a developer playing games to maximize profits,
nor of an owner making frivolous changes to plans in mid-stream because they



Ross Town Council

october 26,2At7
Page 2

"couldn't decide", nor even a situation of inexperienced homeowners being
unrealistic. This is a case of a family, with experience restoring Victorian
homes, taking on a huge project in order to build a home for themselves in our
community, and in doing so, also preserving an important element of historical
significance to our beautiful town.

Expecting to complete a project of this magnitude inside of 18 months is simply
unrealistic. The homeowners expressed this to the Town and were told there
were no options for extensions, but that allowances could be given after the
project was finished. Now that the project is finished we are respectfully
requesting that the Town Councll do what is right, and waive these absurd
fïnes.

Sincerely

Pedro Nogueiro
Elizabeth Nogueiro



Linda Lopez

F¡.oni:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

t^^ -L:-.^ T-.--- r r--ioe Lninn - iown iv¡anagei'

Monday, October 30,2017 7:09 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship, Ross

From: Stephanie D. Notowich [mailto:Stephanie.Notowich@dodgeandcox.com]
Sent: Monday, October 30,20!7 12:45 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: E rica H u nt (erica @order-sf.com ) <erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: 73 Winship, Ross

Dear Town of Ross,

As a longtime resident of the Town of Ross, I would like to express my support of Brian & Erica Hunt's request for the
elimination of their penalty.

The home that they have remodeled is exactly in keeping with the character of Ross. lt is a historic beauty that
required painstaking remodeling with care, consideration and a huge investment. The town should applaud families
(NOT DEVELOPERS!) who intend to plant roots for many years, improve their family home and become a part of the Ross

community.

Brian&Ericaarewonderful,involvedparentsatRossSchoolandparticipateinmanyofthetown'sevents. The

established time limit is in place for a traditional new build or straightforward remodel. This was simply not the case

with a home as old as theirs and in-need of as many repairs.

Please consider the financial devastation that your current fine would impose on a well-respected, honest and

upstanding family that intends to remain in our community for very long time.

And please add my letter of support to the public record

Kind regards, Stephanie Notow¡ch
7 Woodside Way, Ross

Stephanie D. Notowich
Dodge & Cox
SSS California Street | 4oth floor I San Francisco, C1'g4to4
4tS-27 4-9521 "l | 415-986-547r F

Stephanie.Notowich@dodgeandcox.com
www.dodgeandcox.com

Piease foilow the hyperlink to important disclosures.
https ://www. dodgeandcox.com/disclosures/email disclosure_funds. html

1



Linda Lopez

rront.
Sent:
To:
Subject:

r^^ -L:-- T^...^ f,¡^-ioe Lninn - iovvn ivianagei'

Monday, October 30,2017 7:08 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: Hunt Residence

-----Original Message---
From: kathy o'brien [mailto:ebclay@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2OI710:22 AM
To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>

Cc: erica @orde r-sf.com
Subject: Hunt Residence

ñ^^- r^^ c^l -^l T^..,- -^..-^:1.l.cdt J(Je, Jdt dilu trJWt¡ LrJurrLr.

When we first came to Ross many years ago, we thought it was a really nice town with a great school. lt wasn't until we

ventured toward the hills within the town that we understood what all the "fuss" was about, what made it so special. 73

Winship Avenue, which lies at the corner of one of the most charming parts of Ross, is a prime example of the grace and

grandeur of Old Ross, singular for its prominent location at the entrance to our town; that said, the property was in

terrible disrepair until the Hunt family recognized ¡ts potent¡al and decided to restore it.

It would have been much easíer, and probably less costly, to tear it down and rebuild. Many Ross residents have taken

this option, resulting in new homes that, for better or worse, have changed the historic look and feel of our town. The

alternative might have been for the house to remain as it was before the Hunts took it on- empty and somewhat forlorn
lnstead, they have brought it back it its former glory while improving it, making it safer with updated codes, ensuring

that this taste of Ross's past would be here in the future, not just as a building, but as a thrivíng part of our community
and home to a family, as it was meant to be.

The town council has, in the past, publicly recognized disparities in various town building codes that provide unequal

benefits to citizens (garage and attic exception, grandfatheríng numerous FAR ratios to new construction after the
teardown of old homes built before cufrent limits were set, etc.) By far the most egregious rule is the L8-month time
constraint for all permitted work, regardless of its scope. Major renovations, especially those that must include

sensitivityto historicalsignificance and restoration of artisanalfeaturesoriginallycreated bycraftsmen in a time long

gone, are especially problematic and time-consuming. Considering the amount of work required, the Hunts' progress

was impressive. They could never have (and never stipulated that they could) complete the work in the standard time
allotted. lt borders on the cruel and insane to apply this rule to their project and penalize them so harshly. This practice

is a huge disincentive for anyone contemplating a similar undertaking. The Town of Ross General Plan waxes poetically

about the importance and merit of preserving our "historic places and resources" and the rules and restrictions enacted

to curb the rapid loss of the charming character of Ross due to demolition and rebuilding of properties that ignore those

attributes. lt is obvious that the Hunts took the idyllic description of our town and the proscribed methods of
maintaining it to heart. Does the town leadership prefer that future construction projects choose speed and expediency

over quality and ímaintaining the town's high quality and natural environment"? That is the logical result of this

thinking, and one has only to look at charming areas of surrounding towns that have been sullied in this way.

We are currently preparing plans for permits to make a modest addition to our house. Part of our learning curve has

involved the many requirements, including a number of new ones, that add complexity, time and expense to any

building project. We have also been exasperated by town codes that allow exceptions for some projects and not others,

1



in ways that seem to defy logic and fairness. We've been told more than once throughout the years that these inequities

are recognized but'will probably notbedealtwith intimeto help us".The Hunts.saythere isno processforappealing

their penalty and that is why they have turned to their neighbors for help. We are their neighbors, and we think they

-çhould be rewarded for their dogged determination to see this project through, the sensitive, unobtrusive manner in

which they did it, and great result they have achieved. lf there is no exemption from the time limít on the books, the

council should enact one now, in the interest of encouraging others to resist destroying our legacy homes in favor of
new, more expeditious alternatives

The Hunt family has done a major service to the town of Ross by taking on the monumental project of restoring this

grand, but rather derelict, property. Through their labor and dedication to its history, the whole communíty benefits

Sincerely,

Kathy O'Brien and James Meyer

2



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

t^- 1l-i.-.- r^."-.- tt-iOe Li-rii-rí'ì - lOwi-t i'vianAgei'

Wednesday, November 1, 2017 12:1 0 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Hunt Family Home: 73 Winship

From: Jacquie Osterman [mailto:jacq uie.o@comcast. net]
Sent: Wednesday, Novembe¡: O1.,2OL7 8:22 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>; Garth Osterman <garth.osterman@me.com>; Jacquie <jacquie.o@comcast.net>

Subject: Hunt Family Home: 73 Winship

To Whom lt May Concern,

We are writing to support the work that the Hunt family completed at their histOfiCally significant home at 73 Winship, Ross. We
believe that their home, as completed, is an enormous improvement over the condition of the house that stood before the Hunt's
renovation and, not only benefits the Winship neighborhood, but the Town of Ross itself. Although we do not live near the Hunt's family
home, we often drove by their home and never felt that their construction had an adverse impact on the neighborhood or the
Town. Rather, we were excited to see the house being so beautifully restored and contributing to the historic charm of the Town.

We have learned that the Hunt family is being fined in excessive of $350,000. We were shocked at this amount of this fine. We believe
the amount that they are being fined is financially devastating.

Because of the benefit of the house as renovated to the Winship neighborhood and the Town, and because the amount of the fine is
financially devastating, we encourage the Town to reconsider or reduce the fine imposed on the Hunts and/or allow extensions to the
permit so they may complete the renovation of 73 Winship.

Best,

.Iacquie &. Garth Osterman
3 Hill Rd., Ross
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Linda Lopez

rt gttt.

Sent:
lo:
Subject:

laa fhinn - Tnrrrn l\¡l¡nrnarJVç çr r¡r rr r I vYvl I rvlsr luyçr

Monday, October 30,2017 7:09 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Ross Town Council & Manager // Hunt Property

From: Erik Pavelka Imailto:erikpavelka@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, Octqber 30,2OL7 2:24PM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Ross Town Council & Manager l/Hunt Property

Dear Ross Town Council / Manager:

This letter is in regards to the upcoming Town Council meeting where the Hunt's house on Winship will be discussed. We live at 15 El

Camino Bueno and have direct access to Oak Way and the Hunt's property via our easement as well as the property boundary onto El Camino

Bueno.

We'd like to share some thoughts regarding their project and what it means for the town of Ross.

1. Historical Property - When we first set foot inside the Hunt's house in2012,it was like going back in time over 100 years. I joked that

they had a locomotive in their kitchen (it was the old boiler).

We also recollect thinking that the Hunts were "cÍazy" for taking on this project. It was going to be a massive project that would be made so

much more difhcult given the historical nature of the properfy and how to improve the fundamentals of the house yet retain the details that

gives this house so much character.

We surmised that Brian and Erica were truly a one in a million type of buyer that would be able and wiling (!) to buy this house and do this

historical preservation. Most other buyers of this properfy would have simply leveled the house and started over. Brian's expertise in

restoring many old Victorian houses was an amazing find for our town.

2. Duration - This project was known from the start that it was a big one that was going to take longer than the normal project timeline that

Ross allows. From improving the foundation with a multi-thousand sq. ft. 100+ year old house on top of it to finding layers and layers of dry

rot throughout the house, this was going to be no small task.

In our town, I'm not aware of any assessment for the type of work that needs to be done when considering its overall timeline. It's certainly a

heck ofa lot harder to fîx an old historical house from the ground up than it is building a new house.

We had an interesting look at this with the building of a new house on El Camino Bueno over these last five years. Demolishing the old

house on the site took about I day and the preparation ofthe foundation / ground to building the new house took about l8 months and they

had put about as much money and people against this project as you could imagine'

Comparing this new house construction on El Camino Bueno to the Hunts is like comparing apples and oranges. The Hunts is clearly more

diffrcult, more time consuming, and likely under increased scrutiny given the size of the project, the historical nature of it, and the constraints

ofconverting a very old house to modern engineering and design requirements.

3. Neighborhood Improvement - V/ithout the Hunts, we would very likely continue to have an eyesore in our community versus the now

amazingproperty entering Winship. This improvement will not only improve the value of the Hunts pioperty, but will help bolster the value

of all of the neighboring properties as well.

If or when one of our houses sell, the increased value and taxes that will be received by the sellers and the town of Ross will be partially

based on the hard work done by the Hunts.

4. Nuisance - Importantly with any project, the impact to the neighborhood should be reviewed. With the way in which the Hunts went

about this project, the impact to the neighbors was negligible, if any at all. The Hunts have been total pros at limiting the amount of impact to

the community by staging the work done on the property, blocking it from view, and doing so within the confines of the Town's rules.
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5. 'l'own Revenues - 'l'he 'l'own of Ross has increased its revenue base because of the improvements and the increased value of the Hunts
property. Not only does the Town of Ross have the annuity in increased taxes, but it has also received tens of thousands of dollars in revenue
from permit fees throughout the life of the project.

Á ËAcc - \l/a,,n¡la¡c+an¡l thar thpra ic nnnfcmnlafinn fnt q lqroc fee fn he âscessed tO the HUntS dUe tO the durntion of the orOleCt. We feel that
this is completely wrong to assess a fee on their property and projeot for many ofthe reasons noted above.

l.'irst, the town has increased revenr¡es in perpetuity ctue to the larger tax hase. Second, penalizing someone for taking on this herculean task
does not take into account the size, scope and nature ofthe project at hand.

Fundamentally, had it not been for the Hunts, we would have likely lost a Town of Ross treasure and a house that makes living in Ross so

unique and frankly increases our property values and our Town revenues because of the existence of such treasures. Let us not penalize those

that take on these types ofprojects but instead encourage others to do the same and keep Ross unique and a great place to live.

Thank you,
Erik & Megan Pavelka
l5 El Camino Bueno, Ross

Erik Pavelka
Á<n a1/ arìîn *^L:l^vJv-u rT-uv¿v lllvv¡tw
__-:1,,- __--1t-_ 

^ - _-- - :1çr t¡(fla v gllf'a( ¿{lt¿trtall.uurrr
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ioe Chinn - Tovun lVanagei'
Monday, October 30,2017 3:14 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship - Support for Abatement of Fine

From: David Peterson [mailto:dpeterson307@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2OL7 3:33 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com
Subject: 73 Winship - Support for Abatement of Fine

To the Honorable Members of the Ross Town Council. I write to you in hopes that you will abate the fine imposed on 73
Wínship for exceeding the maximum time to complete construction.

I have lived in Ross for49 years. The first 18 years on Baywood Ave traveling through Winship Park and passing by 73
Winship, the Grey House, on a daily basis. ln more recent times I continue to pass by this Grand Old House multiple times
per week. Grand as it was, over the years it became run down and quite over grown, a real eye sore. At one point, we
were solicited for a "Hard Money Loan" by the then owners who inherited the house. The loan was for them to fix it up to
sell. We declined, knowing what a big project it would be. I think they sold it pretty much as it was.

I learned the Hunts had just bought the house when I met Erica on the Ross Garden Tour a few years ago. I introduced
myself and ask where she lived. She told me her husband was a contractor and of their plans to restore the house.
Having some familiarity with the house, I assumed their plan was to "flip" it when completed, thinking it would likely be a
lucrative project. She replied that they hoped to stay in the house and community, although they knew it would be a long
and expensive project.

Knowing a bit of history of the house, I was very pleased to hear someone was willing to take on such a daunting project.
As such I casually watched the project's progress. I noted that early in the project they added a wall along Sir Francis
Drake and up Winship. Knowing it would be a long project, I thought this was a good plan, both for the ultimate privacy
and noise reduction and to hide the ongoing construction. This is especially true given that it would likely be a lengthy
project. I had understood from Erica that her husband, Brian, planned to do much of the work himself with only a small
crew.

I personally did not make note of a date when the project started, nor could I tell when it was completed. However I did
take note that I never saw a pickup truck or other signs of construction on the neighborhood streets. lt appeared that most
all of the construction was hidden from view along Sir Francis Drake and also for those on Winship.

ln more recent times, I came to know Brian when he joined Marin Beekeepers Association. We are both beekeepers.
When I learned that he was the other half of the family that purchased the Grey House, I asked how the project was
coming and how he was dealing with the lengthy construction time with the Town. He said it was difficult and that he had
not been allowed any extensions on the 18 month limit. I have now learned of the fine levied by the Town.

I believe that 73 Winship is the kind of restoration project that should be encouraged by the Town and not punished. The
Town should have some ability to give extensions for completion of certain projects based on the nature of the
construction and disruption to the neighborhood. Projects involving major restoration of some of our older houses should
be giving consideration. Projects being done by the owner/occupier should be given consideration. Projects making efforts
to minimize neighborhood impacts should be given consideration.

I hope the Town Council will give consideration to the significant benefit to the Town and in particular, the entrance to the
Winship Park neighborhood when considering the abatement of the this fine. And further consideration to the minimal
impact to neighbors and the fact that much of the work was done by the owner/occupant of the home during the
construction period.
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Suulr fines should rrot becc,lne a "Profit Center" for the Town. lt would not be unreasonabfe to tack on any additional cost
associated with additional inspections, or clerical work necessary to allow extensions of time to complete deserving
projects. Likewise, it would not be unreasonable to impose conditions to minimize disruption to the neighbors or damage
to Town infrastructure, such as parking restnct¡ons and general appearance of the pro¡ect site including view lines from
Ine slreet ano netgnoolrfìg noflres.

It is unreasonable to impose a fine of several hundred thousand dollar on someone making their "Forever Home" when
there is no comparable damage to the Town or Community.

Thank you for your deliberations on this issue and for all the other work you do for our Town.

David Peterson
d peterso n 30 7 (ôao l. cont
(415) 596-7124 Cell
307 UpperToyon Rd.
PO Box 1445
Ross, CA 94957
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 7:08 PM

Linda Lopez
El^r. 7l \^r:--L:- -^^,,^^+ ç^- Gi^^ -^,,^--^lr vv. , J vv il l)r ilP- I çr.|uE5L rur r lr ¡E r gvcr Jdl

-----Original Message----
From: T P Imailto:tpiliero@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 30,20t7 12:07 AM
To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>
Cc: Deb <dpiliero@gmail.com>; Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>
Subject: 73 Winship- request for fine reversal

To members of the Town Council and the Town Manager of Ross,

We are writing on behalf of our friends and neighbors, Erica and Brian Hunt and requesting that you eliminate the fine
currently assessed to them for the delay on the completion of theír house renovation.

We understand the rationale for the fine's existence- to dissuade homeowners from having lingering projects that would
ínconvenience other residents and also negatively impact the aesthetics of our beautiful little town. ln this case, for
several reasons including the following, we feel strongly that the fine is egregious and misplaced, and should therefore
be rescinded.

The delays to the building that the Hunt's faced were almost entírely due to the nature of their "historically significant"
home. Special care is required to restore such a home, painstaking detail that necessarily extends the required time for
completion. Demolishing a newer home might take two weeks. Being careful with the artifact they were working with,
they took around nine months for this part of the process alone! Would it have been better for them to rush through
and potentially damage something historically significant? Or was it more in keeping with the town's objectives to
handle the process such care?

Given the nature of their lot and all of the off street parking, they were able to keep all of the construction vehicles off
the main streets in our neighborhood. We live at 66 Wellington, so drive by their property multiple times every day. We

cannot thínk of a single time where we felt inconvenienced by their construction- it was always out of sight, out of mind
ln fact, if anyone atallwas inconvenienced bythe length of this project, itwasthe Huntfamilythemselvesl

Our family has felt first hand the love and support and sense of community we have here in Ross. lt is truly a special
place of which we know no equal. lt would seem entirely counter to that sense of community to impose this fine on the
Hunt's. They worked so hard on this project and have deliver:ed a beautifully restored piece of history for us all to
admire. While it understandably took longer to complete than the traditional mandate, no harm or inconvenience was

levied upon anyone during the process. Why penalize them for a job well done? We strongly suggest that the council
waive this fee.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter

Best regards,

1
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager

Tuesday, October 31, 2017 5:16 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 WinshipSubjeet:

From: Jeff Qva le [ma ilto:jeff @qva lema nageme nt.com]

Sent: Monday, October 30,20L7 9:09 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject:73 Winshíp

Dear Ross Town Council,

I am writing regarding the historic renovation project at 73 V/inship. This home Is of interest to me as we had

once looked at it for our own project. It is a beautiful and historical Ross property, but it was in desperate need

of a f;ll renovation. r}¡e ultimately decided not to pursue the project as it was so daunting in it's scope.

Subsequently, the Hunts purchased the property and took on the renovation task. They have done a wonderful

job bringing-this iconic lót and structure to a high level. Due to it's visible location, it was wonderful to see the

prog."sr-b.ing made. We are grateful to the Hunts for improving the property and feel the renovation has only

à¿¿é¿ to the chur* of Ross. So, I was alarmed to leam that the Town had applied a penalty to the Hunts for

extending past the lB month construction timeline. I find it unacceptable for our town to impose these arbitrary

fìnes on itr o*tt citizens. These types of historical renovations are difficult and expensive enough without the

added pressure of time constraints

Any house renovation in this county is challenging, but one with the details required of a historical house is

overwhelming. No one wants remodels to take the time they do, but to impose fines on top of the monetary and

emotional expense is unwarranted.

please take my thoughts into consideration as you review the situation of our fellow Ross homeo\Äiners, the

Hunt's.

Regards,

Jeff Qvale
Qvale Management
PO Box 667
Ross, Ca 94957
415-244-6663
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 2:54 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship - Ross

From: Scott Raskin (emaíl) [mailto:sdraskin@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, October 28,201-7 5:06 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucído@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: 73 Wínship - Ross

Dear Mr. Lucido and Mr. Chinn,

We are Ross homeowners and live at 55 Winship Avenue.

After hearing the Town was considering a possible penalty as a result of the time it took
to complete the renovation atTL Winship Avenue, I felt compelled to write

I am sure you are receiving a lot of commun¡cation regarding thls topic, so I will make it
short but hopefully impactful.

When we purchased our home at 55 Winship, the home at 73 WinshÍp was vacant and in
a dilapidated condition. This house brought down our property values was an eyesore,
and we continually worried about our ch¡ldren gett¡ng hurt in and around the home given
its state.

When the Erica and Brian Hunt purchased the home and began workÍng on their plans to
restore this historically significant Ross landmark, everyone I knew in Ross, including our
family, was ecstat¡c. We knew the project would be substantial and applauded the
Hunt's for taking on such an endeavor.

To get to our home at 55 Winship, we turned onto Winship Avenue from Sir Francis
Drake and had a bird's eye view of the project the Hunt's undertook. As a Ross resident
and neighbor of the Hunt's, I would like to point out things for your consíderation:

1. Never were we inconvenienced during the time of the project due to construction
work, traffic or parked vehicles.

2. We never heard excess noise (our home and our bedroom backs up to the
property adjacent to 73 Winship) and were never disturbed during the project.

3. The Hunt's took on a project that many would not. The Hunt's made a significant
financial investment in addition to their time and energy to bring back to life an
incredible piece of this communities history.

4. Not only did they restore and renovate the main house, but they also renovated
two additional guest houses and surrounding structures.
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We should be applauding Erica and Brian Hunt and providing them some recognition
from the city for the work they did at 73 Winship and not financially penalize them for
increasing our home values and bringing back some of our town's history in such a
glorious form.

I would be happy to speak further.

Best,
Scott Raskin
55 Winship Avenue
Ross, CA 94957
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent
lo:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesday, October 25,2017 3:20 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Construction fines

From: Seth Reicher [mailto:seth.reicher@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2OL7 7:t4 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: Erica Hunt <erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: 73 Winship Construction fines

To the Town of Ross

We are writing to request a waiver of fines incurred during the construction of 73 Winship.

Our names are Seth and Susan Reicher. We have a child who is a graduate of Ross School and another who is cunently attending 7th
grade. Seth has been involved in committees within the Ross School for the better part of a decade, is the most recent Past Chair of the Ross
School Financial Advisory Committee, and was originally appointed by the Ross School Board. Susan's father and mother are from Ross, her
father attended Ross School and her historic family home is on Oak. In these and other capacities, we are active participants of the Ross
community and care deeply about what it has to offer current and future generations (including our children and potentially their children).

The current construction/building time limit is appropriate for many projects but certainly not all. The 73 Winship project is an example of
such an exception due to the difficulty, and resulting additional time requirement, not to mention expense, of restoring an historic home to its
former grandeur. The Hunts have done exactly this, with less disruption than anticipated to the neighborhood, and with full consideration of
their neighbors. The finished result is a substantial, and visible, improvement over the structural disrepair, and general neglect, that
dominated the site prior to their involvement. In other words, the result was well worth the wait.

We respectfully request, given the circumstances, that The Town of Ross waive the fine on 73 Winship in it's entirety. By doing so you are

simply acknowledging that not all situations are identical, and that exceptions need to be made when situations warrant it.

Thank you in advance for your time and decision

Best regards,

Seth & Susan Reicher
321 Palm Ave
Kentfield, CA 94904
(Ross SchoolDistrict)
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Thursday, October 26,2017 5:24 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Opposition to the penalty assessed against Brian and Erica Hunt at 72 Winship

From: Bill Reilly [mailto:billreilly@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 26,2OI7 LL:30 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchínn@townofross.org>; Jenny Reilly

<jennyrossi @gmail.com>
Subject: Opposition to the penalty assessed against Brian and Erica Hunt at 72 Winship

To: Sal Lucido slucido@townofross.org and Joe Chinn Jchinn@townqfross.org

Dear Mr. Lucido and Mr. Chinn;

We have been informed that Brian and Erica Hunt have been assessed $357,000 for exceeding the maximum allowable building
timeline. We are strongly against the imposition of this burden on the Hunts for the many reasons we state below.

The blind application of an 18-month time limit to all projects, regardless of complexity, is both unfair and contrary to the interests
of the Town and its communitlr. With no upfront waivers for special circumstances, homeowners have to wait until the renovation
is complete before they know the extent of their penalty. This is grossly unfair.

A fine of this amount defies all sense of fairness when the same 18-month time limit applies to both the renovation of a home like
we recently renovated and a historic home like the Hunts. According to the Secretary of the lnterior Standards followed by the
Hunts, it takes a significantlLlonger time to oroperly renovatg a "historicallLsignificant" home to those exactino standards.

Forcing homeowners into an artificial 18-month one-size-fits-all renovation requirement is actually againsf the interests of the Ross
community because owners of historically significant homes will be less likely to renovate them properly, or be reluctant to buy
them altogether if they anticipate any extensive renovation will almost certainly involve significant and punitive fines. Ross needs
to nurture and encouraoe the preservation of our history. not pqnish it.

Also, the amount of $357,000 is arguably an excessive fine or penalty under the 8th Amendment's Excessive Fines Clause, where
"excessive" is defined as the amount of the fine exceeding the "crime's" gravity. The Town actually refers to the RMC Sec 15.50
fines as "penalties" in its formal Council material. Under a long line of 9th Circuit and US Supreme Court cases, the imposition of
$357,000 is arguably punitive in nature because there is no credible argument that their penalty amount reflects the actual damage
caused to the Town. ln other words, the $357,000 penalty is "grossly disproportionate" to the severity of the impact on the Town.
To the contrary, in this case, the Hunts have actually increased the financial and aesthetic value of the neiohborhood and
community.
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The excessive fine amount is even more unfair when the Town has a potential conflict of interest in delaying projects which are
subject to so many subjective plan check and review dependencies that are solely within the Town's control, as has happened
with the Hunt's renovation.

At least in cases that involve historically significant homes, the Town should not impose punitive sanctions for exceeding the
irnpractical 18-month time limitation. To the contrary. the Town should do the oopgsite an-d dramatically exfe.ndthe amount of time
it takes to properly renovate historic properties in the interest of encouraging other current and prospective homeowners to
undertake significant historic rgnovations to preserve Ross's heritage.

Sincerely

Bill and Jenny Reilly
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Linda Lo

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesday, October 25,2017 3:19 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship (the Grey Hol¡se)

From: David Riley [mailto:DRiley@criterionmgt.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,20L7 L0:17 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com
Cc: Sarah Friar (sarahf@squareup.com) <sa rahf@squareup.com>
Subject:73 Winship (the Grey House)

Dear Town Council,

A.s long time P,oss residents, thank.;ou for all that .iou do to ensure that the to.,^,,n of Ross continues to be

extraord¡nary.Weareallveryluckytolivehere. lknowthatoneofthemanythingsthatyoudois.overseerenovations
and new buildings in the town so that the look and feel stays consistent and beautiful. One such example of a

historically significant house is 73 Winship. I believe it was built over 1.25 years ago and the Hunt family has done an
amazing job renovating it in such a way that it has maintained its historical style and thus significance to our
community, lt is a perfect example of upgrading and improving the town of Ross while keeping consistent with its
amazing history. My wife and lwalk by it regularly and it ís truly a wonderful looking home.

I understand that due to the Hunt's desire to maintain as much of the historical look and feelof the original house, that
the renovation took more time than expected and has run over the town allotted "time" for renovations. I also realize
that, often for good reasons, the town has a maximum allowable building time in order to incentivize people to
complete their building quickly to minimize disruption to the town and neighborhood and that there are fines for those
who run over. ln this case, I would like to let you know that we did not find the extra time needed to complete the
home to be a burden or an inconvenience and we are in fact extremely happy with the outcome of the finished home
and love seeing it as we walk by. I think it was the right decision to take their time to renovate the home the right way
versus the fast way. Thus, I would urge you to consider eliminating the fine associated with the extra time it took to
complete the project. lt seems like this project was an exception, and fortunately for all of us, it ended with the
renovation of an exceptional looking home.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

David Riley

Tiris ernail (including any aitachments) is confìdential and ¡s intended only for the addressee. Any transm¡ssion, distribution, or copying of this email w¡thout the
sender's consent is skictly prohibited. lf you rece¡ved this email in error, please notify us and forward it io us at compliance(Ocriterionmqi.com, dblete it in iis
entirety, ãnd do not use, retain, copy or disiribute it or take any action in reliance on it, The sender makes no representat¡on about the accuracy or completeness of
the rnformation in this ema¡|. lntemet communications are not secure and therefc¡re the sender does not accept legal responsib¡lity for the contents or disclosure of
tlris mêssi¡ge, including any errors or omissions in its contents that arise as a result of its transmission. The sender undertakês no obligation to update any
lriíormation in this email and does not wa¡ve any r¡ghts, pr¡vileges or other protect¡ons (including confìderìt¡ality) that it may have with respect to such infon¡ation.
'lhis email does not constitute any investment advice or any solic¡tat¡on or offer to buy or sell any securities. Cr¡ierion Capital Management, LLC may monitor and
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Linda

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesday, October 25,2017 3:17 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: 73 Winship (The Gray House)

From: Roeder, Chris Imailto:Chris. Roeder@am.jll.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2OL7 2:02 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: Stephanie Fazeli <Fazelis@aol.com>

Subject:73 Winship (The Gray House)

Ross Town Council

My wife Stephanie, our children Jack and Emerson, and l, live in Ross at 15 Fernhill, and we are writing to express our
support and admiration for the renovation of 73 Winship.

We had looked at the house when it was up for sale, as we loved the land and location. But, we passed as it was going to
be way too much of a project for my wife and I to handle, renovating one of the oldest houses in Ross built in 1892 and
"historically significant".

I drive past their house at least twice a day, and I must say, I barely knew it was under construction. Seems as if they
were very fairly inconspicuous and unobtrusive.

We think that what the Hunts have done is spectacular and such a major improvement for what is considered the "front
door" of our town. The renovation and restoration of the house looks fantastic, and, myself being in real estate and
knowing how difficult it is to renovate versus building ground up, I can't imagine how difficult of a project it was.

I understand their project took longer than anticipated. This is no surprise. Hopefully you are taking the above into
consideration as you asses the amount of time it took them to complete. I am so happy they restored what was there
rather than tear down and build a new house.

Thanks,

Chris

Christopher T. Roeder - Lic. # 01 190523
lnternational Director
Tel:(415) 395-4971
Mob: (415) 939-4806

Linked@refle

ffi)¡m
.lones Lang La$alle
J Front Street, Suite 1'100
$an Francisco, CA.94111
JLL Video

This email is for the use of the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error, please notify
the sender immediately and then delete it. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not keep, use, disclose,
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copy or distribute this email without the author's prior permission. V/e have taken precautiorts to minimize the
risk of transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks on any attachment to
this message. We cannot accept liability for any loss or damage caused by software viruses. The information
contained in this communication may be confidential and may be subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you
are the intended recipient and you do not wish to receive similar electronic messages from us in the future then
please respond to the sender to this effect.
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2A17 2:46 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: Sue Rogers [mailto:suerogers106@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2Ot7 5:32 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Erica Hunt
<erica @order-sf.com>
Subject:73 Winship

To Whom it May Concern,

It has been brought to our attention that the Town of Ross is assessing fines of over $350,000 against the Hunt
Family for not completing the full restoration of 73 V/inship within the 18 months required under Ross town
ordinance. While we understand and support this time limitation for more normal remodel projects, the scale
and historical importance of 73 V/inship deserves special consideration.

We have lived in Winship Park for l6 years and, for most of that time,73 Winship has been a blight and
eyesore at the entrance to our beautiful neighborhood. We were very excited when this parcel sold to the Hunts
and we leamed that they planned to fully restore the property. It was obvious this would be a significant project
as there was a large freestanding garage, separate two bedroom house and the main house to be completely
redone. Over the years, as the town was undoubtedly aware, the property had deteriorated and become
completely overgrown

The 73 \Minship project proceeded steadily and deliberately with a minimum of disruption and inconvenience to
the neighborhood (in marked contrast to a number of the projects that have been underway in Winship during
the last few years). To our knowledge there were no delays in the project that were not caused by
circumstances beyond the Hunt's control.

The finished project is stunning and stands as a true improvement to the neighborhood that is faithful to the

original design and maintains the intricate and classic details that.arc not seen in modem construction.

During the years we have lived in Ross, we have personal knowledge of a number of projects that have run well
over the permit time with no obvious reasons for the delays, While the Town of Ross initially sought large
fines from these homeowners, our understanding is that all fines were ultimately forgiven. We believe it is
important that the Town acts consistently in these situations and gives full consideration to the circumstances
surrounding that project.

73 Winship has added significant ongoing property tax dollars to the town and the duration of the project did
not inconvenience the neighborhood or town that we are awaÍe of. It is necessary to have rules to manage
construction and remodel projects but the Town should expect that with a one size fits all approach to project
duration, there needs to be a mechanism to work with the town council to grant exceptions for larger or more
complex projects that simply require more time. A per diem fine is a blunt tool that creates long lasting hard
feelings between the Town and homeowners. This issue is consistently discussed at dinners and cocktail parties
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as one of the negatives of living in Ross and we should find a solution. 73 V/inship would be an excellent place
to start.

Sue and John Rogers
34 Baywood Avenue
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Linda lopez

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Doug Ryan <dougryan999@gmail.com>

Tuesday, October 24,2017 B:24 PM

Joe Chinn = Town Manager; Linda Lopez; Sal Lucido; Simone Jamotte
73 Winship Avenue, Ross, CA = input provided by resident

I am submitting this for consideration by the town council and for inclusion in the record for the November 9 meeting. Please confirm
receipt and that it will be included in the official records.

October 23,2017

VIA EMAIL

To: Ross Council Members

Subject: 73 Winship Ave, Ross CA

My name is Doug Ryan. I have lived at74 Sir Francis Drake Blvd since 2004. I am writing to request approval of the request for abatement
of penalties related to the construction of the property at 73 Winship Avenue.

Before the current owners purchased the property and rebuilt the house, we referred to it as the "haunted house". It looked abandoned and in
disrepair. I had the opportunity to go in the house before the cunent owners purchased it. As run down as it looked from the outside, the
inside had more obvious challenges. The floors were sloping so much a ball set down would run from one side of the foom to the other. I
didn't see how the home could be structurally sound.

My expectation when the house was purchased was it would be a complete tear-down and a McMansion would go in its place.

From our perspective, the house now looks like a welcoming entrance to Winship Park. The period details have been maintained. I am sure
that doing restoration that is historically accurate is much more time-consuming than new construction. Maintaining the integrity of the
property and its fcatures is very important to me as a homeowner. (Our house was built in 1930). I believe the town suffers every time a

historic structure is demolished and replaced with a new (albeit well-built) structure, To me it is part of the attraction of Ross as a place to
live' 
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I believe the new owners followed appropriate guidance in terms of the renovation. It sounds like they performed their due cliligence to make
sure they rvere follorving appropriate protocols to ensuie the historic integrity (numbering 6tone6 as they were removed, etc.),

Given the scope and magnitude of the project, and the owners' efforts to maintain the historical accuracy of the project, I am not surprised the
construction project took longer than the town deadline of l8 months (an artificial deadline in my opinion). I see the need to have a deadline
for projects so they are not open-ended, or that the project doesn't go through unnecessary stops and starts and delays. I also see the need for
flexibiiity based upon specific circumstances. Had this been a "simple" tear down to the studs and all new construction, I doubt it would
have taken the full l8 months. Given the historic nature of the house, and the fact that it is now back to its initial splendor, I am glad the
owners made that more expensive choice.

Even though we live in elose proximity, the work never bothered or affected us. We didn't hear any construction noise nór have any issues
with workers working outside of approved hours.

I L^l:^,,^ +L^ ^-^:^^+,,.^^ ^ *1,,^ -^+ :,,-+ f^- ^,,- ñ,^ñâ*rr L,,+ f^- +l¡a ¿n+i¡a +^.,,- ^f D^". I L^-- ^-,1 ^.^., +L-'F^",- /-a"-^il "oo" i+ +ha+ ".o.¡I UVttçVV t¡rv PrUJçlt W4ù 4 P¡UJ rrvr JUùr rU¡ VUr PTVPUTLJ UUr rV¡ lrrv ç1rr¡rW rVYYrr Vr ¡\VJù. l ¡rVPW 4¡rU P¡A/ rrrW r VvY¡r VWurrwrr JvwJ ¡r r¡¡s] vY4J

also and eliminates the fine in its entirety. I think any4hing less ...¡i!! þsr.,e ¡sgs{ir.,e consequences the next time a homecwner looks at
restoring a historically significant home.

Please feel free to contact me to directly for any followup questions you may have.

Regards,

Doug Ryan

PO Box I 151

74 Sir Francis Drake Blvd

Ross, CA 94957

415.297.8402
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesday, October 25,2017 3:20 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship Ave, Ross

From: ju lie rya n Ima i lto:ju lie ry an0462 @gmai l.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 24,2OL7 8:49 PM

To: ioe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: 73 Winship Ave, Ross

Please include this in the citizen comments for the upcoming meeting regarding 73 V/inship Ave.

I have lived in town 13 years. During that time, I have seen many houses either rebuilt from the ground up or
substantially altered.
The house at 73 V/inship Ave used to be an eyesore. An old, rundown eyesore. I assumed the people living
there were elderly and either didn't have the means or the energy to maintain the property. I assumed when it
was sold it would be yet another teardown with a new home in its place
The people who bought the house have renovated it while keeping the historic nature of the house intact. It was
obviously a labor of love. Now it is a welcoming entrance to Winship and a reminder of the types of homes that
existed so long ago.
I feel it is unfair to apply the same standard (timeframe) that would apply to brand new construction to this type
of renovation. The level of craftsmanship involved and the resulting time it took were (in my opinion)
necessary to maintain the historic nature of the property.
I work at nights, so I am home most days. At least once a day I would pass by that property on my errands. I
never noticed any noise, dust, or disturbance from any of the work being done there. I don't feel the value of
my house was negatively impacted by an elongated construction schedule. To the contrary, I think the
restoration will increase the value of my property and am glad the owners took a more arduous path.

I am requesting the Town Council to eliminate aîy penalties andlor fines associated with this project. The
homeowners should be commended for their undertaking, not penalized.

Regards,
Julie Ryan
74 Sir Francis Drake Blvd, PO Box 1151

Ross CA 94957
4t5-460-5369

1



Linda Lo

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Friday, October 27,2017 3:54 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: Howard Schomer Imailto:hschomer@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2OL7 2:40 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Erica Hunt
<e rii:a lOrlrrler-s f-r:rittt>

Subject:73 Winship

Hello"

We are writing in support of the renovation work that has been done to improve 73 V/inship, and to request that
the Town relieve the Hunt family from the burden of the very substantial proposed penalty for time overages.

'We drive by this home nearly every day for the past eleven years. Having lived in the Bay Area for even longer
than that, we'd often drive by and covet the Victorian style, the large, flat front yard and the general space and
location of the house. 

'We would comment how wonderful it would be to buy and renovate this house into a
home as it was not in good shape. It truly is the gateway to our neighborhood with only a few roads in and out,
and has added to the welcome.

We were glad when the Hunts took up this project, especially given their expertise in such things. Doubly glad
that it was not a flip, but a renovation for a family looking to live there for the long-term.

This is an historic home. Living in Upper V/inship, we see many projects and have seen the degree of change
they can cause, not always for the better --- with sometimes the loss of many trees, landscape, canopy and
charactel.

The Hunts, in our view, did a wonderful job to keep this house and the landscape true to form. There are still
many beautiful trees there. The home continues to be a beautiful Victorian - they obviously worked hard to
maintain the nature of this classic. The work done did not destroy the road (and thus the neighbors' cars) or
clutter the roads with long delays and a dozen work trucks daily, as many other projects have done. They were
very careftrl throughout the process to keep neighbors informecl ancl unaffectecl. This shoulcl be highly valued
and rewarded, in taking our request into account. They did a stellar job both in process and in end result.

Any excess time taken that was in the Hunts' control, I have no doubt whatsoever was used to insure that the
project was done correctly and in top quality -- and thus for the benefit of the neighborhood and the entire
Town as well.

Please give due consideration in reassessing this penalty, in light of the quality of process and end result, as well
as the reasonableness of the time frame to achieve this unique end goal.
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Thank you.

Kimberly Rochat

Howard Schomer

l1 Crest Rd

415.785.7869
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - I'own Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 7:08 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Letter Regarding 73 Winship Park

Hunt Letter.pdf

From: Sally Shekou ImaÍlto:sally.shekou@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2OL7 7:24 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Jcle Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townufross.org>
Subject: Letter Regarding 73 Winship Park

Please see attached letter in support of the Hunt's appeal.
Best Regards,
Sally Shekou
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October 27,20t7

Town of Ross'
P.0. Box 320
Ross, CA 94957
Attention: M.r. Sal Lucido

RE: Erlan and Efica Hung 73 Winship, Ross, CA

Dear Mr. Lucido:

We are writing in support of our f¡iends and neighberê, Brian and Ericg Hunt tq ask

that the town reconsi¿er thó high penalties that they are being charged for their remodel of
Z3 Winship, Rsss. We understand that thel¡ are being subiect to a very high fee for the

delays in completing the project and while we understand the need for penalties to

incèntivize owners to complete their projects, we do not think that this high a pênaltj¡ on

the I{unfs project is justified given the circumltances.
Givén tírat their h-ome ls historicu!, the Hunts went through painstaking efforts to

festo.re a beautifUl Victorian home thatwa! in the state of comptete disiêpair. It woüId

have been ss much easler and faster for them to simply build a new house, but the Hunts

undentook a project that most people would sh]¡ away from,:and spent so much time and

effort to lovingly restore the hóme-to fts fsrmer glory even honoring the original paint

color of the house, The result is a beautifulVictorian home thät'stands as a wondefful
welcoming entrance-tq the neÍghbgrhood of l¡Vinship Park. Whatthe Hunts did with their
home is truly exemplary, and given their ample off-street parking and proximity to Sir-

Francis Úrake. Boulôvaid, the áddition.al time that it took to comple-te this monumep[al
prgject did not appear tg have an¡r negative irnpact on thç neighborhood parking'of noise

i*úiu. lnstead, drä town has benãfifted from a beautiful home remini3cent of the e1l¡r-days

of the Town of Ross, in harmony with the neighborhood, in place of a propert¡r that had

become a terrible eyesore for everyone to see. It's beçn wOnderful to see the
transforrnation and we are so grateful to the Hunts for everything'thqy did to beawiff thÍs

very visible properry.
We sÍncerelJ¡ hopç that our lovely town would eneourage people.like the Hunts to

take on the tfemendous effort and expense of restoring historical homes ts their forrner
glory father than replacing thern with ill-conceir¡ed modern m.onstrssities,that seem to be

popþlng up everywhere Ín Marin. [n the l{unt's case, the penalty_that is being assessed is so

iiidn tnãtwe are cCIncerned itwill serve to deter other residents f¡ori't taking on such a

proie.t in the fulure. While it is reasonable to assess penalties to make sure that
tonstruction proiects cont¡nue for unreasonable periods, we ask that the town reconsider

the amount of the Hunt's penalty, given the unique aspects of this proiect and the actual

I,imited irnBact, if an¡ the longef duration of this proie.ctactuallyhad gn concerned parties,

Thank you for your consideration.

V

Herbst and Sally Shekou
7 Laurel,Grove Avenue, Ross



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Friday, October 27,2017 3:53 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship Ave

From : Co I lin Shewey [ma i lto :col linmshewey@ gma il.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2017 12:04 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Erica Hunt
<er ir:a @rlr rler-s[-rrlrn>
Cc: Shewey, Matt <matt.shewey@am.jll.com>
Subject: 73 Winship Ave

Town of Ross,

We are writing this letter in support for our neighbors Erica.and Brian Hunt.

It has come to our attention that The Hunt's are being charged with an exorb¡tant fine for exceed¡ng the
allowable building timeline of '18 months. This fine is absolutely egregious and, given that each project is
different and comes with a unique set challenges, the town needs to strongly consider ALL factors before
making its decision on how to handle. The Hunt's home was considered to be a historic project so it was
necessary to take careful steps to maintain the integrity and style of the house. Not only did this include
restoring the wooden exterior, wrap around porch, columns and or¡ginalwindow but also the complex task of
raising the house to excavate, support and pour a new foundation. The foundatíon alone took I months to
build. Since the Hunt's beautified a distressed property, we are all able to enjoy their house as fixture on Sir
Francis Drake and is considered a landmark for the entrance to the Winship Park neighborhood. My family is
lucky enough to drive by their house everyday and enjoy and appreciate the charming style that compliments
many of the other homes in Ross. We should mention that during the Hunt's construction period, to my
knowledge, my family nor any of our neighbors were negatively impacted by the project running over in its
time. We were also never was aware or impacted by any road closures, power outages or traffic on Sir Francis
Drake. ln fact, due to the size of their lot, its wide entrance to the properly and ample off street parking for
materials, trucks etc., the impact to the neighbors and community was significantly less impactfulthan many of
the other construction projects happening right now in the Town of Ross.

As you know, our project (45 Bolinas) was approved by the town earlier this year. Following approval, we have
been meeting with contractors, foundation specialists, soil engineers, etc. to review costs and understand
timelines. What we quickly learned from talking with these very experienced and local groups is that a project
of our size (similar to The Hunt's) would take at least 18 months to complete. Keep in mind, 18 months
assumes no unforeseen delays or surprises. The Hunt's project is significantly more complicated than ours,
since their home is considered historic. The 18 month timeline is certainly reasonable for small renovations or
additions. However, with properties the size of the Hunt's, the distressed condition their house was in
and the fact it was considered historic, the 18 month timeline is completely unrealistic and needs to be
revisited. The town needs to establish parameters to complete projects by taking into consideration the
size/scope of each project and any unique set of challenges. The towns position on this issue will weigh
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heavily on many people's willingness to renovate their properties. As I am sure the council has heard before,
the Town of Ross has a very negative reputation in the local and greater community as it pertains
to construction/permitting/planning approvals. For example, yesterday our general contractor (who has
completed a number of projects in Ross) mentioned that he is struggling to get bids from many of his subs
ha¡ar ¡ca rrf lrarr ir rcf r'lnn'f rrranf ln r{aal rrrillr fha Tnrrrn nf Pncc rr lJa chararl a farrr hnrrnr cfnriae frnrn nfhorvvgqsgv rr rvt Jvvl

projects he had worked on in Ross. Our towns inflexibility to work with its very small community is disturbing,
short-sighted and something needs to change.

Finally, we would like take a moment to address the actual members of the Hunt family and mention their
involvement in the Ross School and its community. Erica and Brian are both fixtures at the Ross School. I see
them almost daily at pick up and drop off. They contribute to the Ross School Foundation and Erica spent at
least one year as President of the Ross PTO. The amount of hours she has spent towards fundraising for the
Ross School cannot be quantified. She is involved in the wine auction, the golf tournaments and the school
auction. Their son is on my husbands soccer team and Erica and Brian attend every game with all
their children and clearly love to spend time as a family. All three of their boys are nice kids. I can assure you
that the entire Ross School community is watching, waiting and supporting the Hunt family. We are hopeful
that the town council will make the right decision regarding the Hunt's project and will revisit the time limits and
penalties in the existing Construction Completion Ordinance (Section 15.50). This is an opportunity to
demonstrate to our community that the council is reasonable, flexible and understanding.

Sincerely,

Matt and Collin

45 Bolinas Ave
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 31,2017 6:03 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: The Hunt's home

-----Original Message-----
From: J udy Siebel [mailto:judysíebel@me.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 31,2017 5:48 AM
To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.erg>

Subject: lhe Hunt's home

ln every part of the country there are beautífully kept homes that are historic treasures that have been painstakingly
preserved. ln order to do keep our history and heritage alive we are lucky that many have taken these home projects on

in a day and age that costs more money, time and patience. lt ¡s not the same world it was and there are few carpenters
and contractors that understand and have the abilitv to do historic work. We applaud the Hunt's for the restoration that
they did to their home and which has become as a result; a house that Ross has to be very proud of and it is all due to
their diligence...and great cost. We understand that they are now being fínancially penalized for lateness in

accomplishing this feat? We only know that in CA today, a person has to "make" almost 3 times more in order to pay for
anything ...What the Hunts did in our mind was a gift to Ross and tho we don't know the parameters in construction
fees, it did not harm Ross but has benefited it, and we know of many historic buildings, that have endured and gone

over time constraints but were not penalized for the timing.

With respect...

Judy Siebel
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30,2017 2:45 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship Avenue letter
Si ngerLetter.RE.T3.Winship.docx

From: Eva n Singer [mailto:evan@smartbizloans.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,2017 8:40 PM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jihinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com
Subject: 73 Winship Avenue letter

Dear Town of Ross - Please see attached letter regarding 73 Winship Avenue Penalty.

Regards,
Evan Singer

smartbiz" SBA loans
made easy--f

Evan Singer
Chief Executive Officer
SmartBiz Loans
www. smartbizloans. com
eva n @sma rtbizloans.com
4LS 233 2528 (mobile)
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[van and Michelle Singer
zl-7 IÂIincIrin Arranrra1' YY ¡rrJlrrlJ ¡\vçrruL

Ross, CA94957

Town Council
Town of Ross
Ross, CA 94957

RE: 73 Winship Avenue Penalty Waiver

Dear Town Council Members,

We are writing this letter on behalf of Erica and Brian Hunt, and ask that you please

forgive their $357,000 penalty for the additional time it took to finish construction
on their home at 73 Winship Avenue.

Lrr^ ^-^ -^i^LL^-^ ^f'+l-^ Ll,,-+r- ^-'ì L^.,^ l;,,^,1 ^+ /7I^Ii--1..i- 
^,,^-,,^ 

-i-^^ ?fìn(

Prior to thag we lived at 83 Shady Lane. Ross has been our home for nearly 20
years, and during that time we've witnessed beautiful home construction projects
(and some not as beautiful).

Regarding our request that the town forgives penalty fees, it is important that the
Council understands first and foremost how positive the impact the Hunt's
construction project has had on the Winship Park community. For years, we (and
our neighbors) felt that the dilapidated home at 73 Winship hurt the home values in
all of Winship Parþ was a huge eye-sore for the community, and potentially was a

safety hazard. Now, the home is one of the most beautiful on the street. It welcomes
us home after a long day at work as we turn onto Winship Avenue. We love how the
Hunt's maintained the charming character of their gorgeous turn of century
Victorian home. When we moved into Winship Park years ago, we had hoped
someone would restore 73 Winship one day. We are literally just so thankful that
the Hunt's decided to move into Winship Park and restore the home.

Frankly, we would have been happy to have the Hunt's take 60 rnonths to restore
the home. Their construction crew wasn't a bother for neighbors; we knew that
they were focused on keeping the home's historic nature; that it was a very large
project; and they just did such a beautiful job on the house. To a degree, we feel the
town should pay them $357,000 as a thank you for taking on such a Herculean task
and making such a wonderful upgrade for the community. We all benefit from the
Hunt's work. Imagine if they were forced to finish the project in L8 months and the
community ended up with a sub-par restoration. Thankfully that shame did not
happen. It really seems completely ridiculous to penalize the Hunt's for making the
community better and taking the necessary time to restore the home correctly.
Going forward, we hope the town gives others who purchase an historic home in
Ross the extra time needed to restore their home properly as the Hunt's did.



Perhaps L8 months for non-historic homes and 36 months for historic homes (or an
Li-f^-i¡ l^^*^ {-L^- 2nfìn f^^+ì i- -o^o^-^LrlolIlJLVl lu llvl¡lL ¡l¡v¡ v Lt¡ql¡ Jvvv JYqq¡ L ¡uçuJ ¡J ¡ çqJv¡¡qu¡u,

On a separate note, the town is lucþ the Hunt's have joined our community. They
work tirelessly to help improve our school and community. Erica has supported the
Ross School Auction and Garden Tour and has led the school PTA, and Brian has
coached kid's sports teams, among many other volunteer activities. We are blessed
to have them in town. They are exactly the type of family that Ross should want to
attract: good, honorable, kind, and family focused with high integrity.

If you have any questions, please contact us directly. Our contact information is
below.

Thank you for the consideration.

Warmest regards,

Michelle and Evan Singer

evans in ser@ stanfordalumni. o re 4t5.233.2528
michellesinserS@email.com 4L5.342.5633



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Suþject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Thursday, October 26,2A17 5:09 PM

Linda Lopez

FW:73 Winship

From: Craig Slayen [mailto:cslayen@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, Octobe r 26,2Ot7 9:01 AM
To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; eliz.robbins@gmail.com; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>
Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com >

Subject:73 Winship

Dear Joe,

We are writing to you on behalf of our Winship neighbors, Erica and Brian Hunt.

As residents of Winship Park for the last 15 years; we were so exc¡ted when we heard that a family was buying
the property at 73 Winship with the intent of keeping this historically important home in our neighborhood and
in the Town of Ross.

Throughout town we have seen so many historically special homes get razed as a new generation of families
moves in. We hope that the Town Council and your office understands the importance of these older homes in
Town and determines a way of encouraging buyers to restore them vs. razing them.

This is what the Hunts did and unfortunately they seem to be getting penalized by this choice. A decision by
the Town Council to keep the fines that have been levied against them is going to only discourage, not
encourage, new buyers in town to make the "restoration" decision.

It is so sad to see historically significant homes in town, like 38 Fernhill, get taken down. We hope that more
homeowners take the route the Hunts took. lt was not the easiesVquickest route and we know it must not have
been the cheapest route - but it was the best route to have been taken for those of us who care about the
history and architectural character of this town.

We would be very supportive of the Town Council's decision to waive all fees that were tallied against the
Hunts. We think this would send a message to all homeowners in Ross that the Town encourages
preservation and restoration and understands the impact of these building decisions on the character of our
town.

Warmly,

Craig & Melissa Slayen
51 Wellington Avenue
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Chris Solle <csolle@terramb.com>

Wednesday, October 25,2017 5:59 PM

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Linda Lopez; Marney Solle
73 Winship Ave., Ross - Brian &. Erica Hunt
73 Winship - Hunt - Chinn.pdf

Christopher & Marney Solle

PO Box 1551 - 30 Walnut Avenue

Ross, CA 94957

(41.sl'4s6-L644

chris@sollewines.com

October 25,20L7

Joe Chinn

Town Manager

Town of Ross

31 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard

Ross, CA 94957

RE: 73 Winship Ave., Ross, CA94957

Dear Joe Chinn:

My wife and I are long-time residents of Ross, and we are writing to express our concern about the excessive penalties
being assessed against the Hunt Family as a result of the extensive remodel of their residence at 73 Winship Avenue,
Ross.

Let me begin by saying, I understand why the town maintains strict time limits on the completion of construction of
projects. LivinginRosscansometimesfeel likeoneislivinginaperpetualstateofcqnstruction. lcannotthinkofa
weekday in Ross that I do not hear hammers, saws, or some form of construction machinery in the distance. Therefore, I

am in agreement with the Council there need to be rules.

However, I adamantly believe the Hunts remodel of their historic home is something very different than the usual
remodels we witness in our town.

Brian and Erica are passionate and proud of theirwork restoring historic period homes with distinguished architecture
and history. And the !25 year old Gray House at 73 Winship squarely fits that bill. Mind you this remodel was no small
undertaking. I am sure many investors and contractors toured the home when it was for sale. And I recall it sat on the
market for some time because most concluded the project was too onerous an undertaking, but not the Hunts. They
were brave enough to accept the challenge.

And now that the project is complete, I believe they should be rewarded and not penalized for going overthe
construction time limit imposed upon projects like these. The Hunt's remodel is unique and their meticulous
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craftsmanship and attention to detail is something that can't be rushed. They have recreatecl a legacy piece of
architecture. The likes of which citizens of Ross, today and in the future, should be proud. Make no mistake. We are

better as a community for the Hunts efforts at 73 Winship Lane and I hope you and the council will see your way to
rnake an exceptíorr in their case and elilninate the penalty previously assessed tlrem.

Thank you for your time and consideration and please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have

regarding my request.

Sincerely,

Christopher & Marney Solle

Christopher N. Solle
Managing Director
80 East Sir Francis Drake Blvd, Suite 38
Larkspur, CA 94939
41.5.464.1370

csolle@terramb.com

Your actual rate, payment, and costs could be higher. Get an official Loan Estimate before choosing a loan.
Terra Mortgage Banking is a Brand of Opes Advisors, A Division of Flagstar Bank

This e-mail may contain data that is confidential, propr¡etary or non-public personal information, as that term is defined in the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (collectively,

Confidential lnformation). The Confidential lnformation is disclosed conditioned upon your agreement that you will treat it confidentially and in accordance with
applicable law, ensure that such data isn't used or disclosed except for the limited purpose for which it's being provided and will notiñ7 and cooperate with us regarding

anyrequestedorunauthorizeddisclosureoruseofanyConfidential lnformatìon. ByacceptingandreviewingtheConfidential ¡nformat¡on,youagreetoindemnifyus
against any losses or expenses, including attorney's fees that we may incur as a result of any unauthorized use or disclosure of this data due to your acts or omissions. lf
a party other than the intended reciplent receives this e-mail, he or she is requested to instantly notiñ7 us of thc crroncous dclivcry and return to us all data so

delivered,

fuçfu'ë/r¡ü
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Linda

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 30, 2017 3:14 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Town Council hearing 11/9/2017:73 Winship Restoration Work

From: Albert Stoll [mailto:astoll @stoll-law.com]
Sent: Sunday, October 29,2017 9:19 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com
Cc: Mrs Julie Stoll <julstoll@gmaíl.com>
Subject: RE:Town Council hearíng tt/9/2OL7:73 Winship Restoration Work

Dear Ross Town Manager & Town Building Official:

As town of Ross res¡dents and property owners, my wife and I write in suppott of Brian
and Erica Hunt's request to have any t¡me complet¡on penalty related to the restorat¡on
work at73 Winship in Ross waived.

73 Winship is a "historically significant" home built in 1892. We are grateful that the
Hunt's have taken the time and invested the money to restore one of the few remaining
Victorian homes in Ross.

It is very hard to understand why the Town of Ross would want to penalize the type of
comm¡tment the Hunt's have made to preserve, and then live in, a historical home in
our town. Their project has significantly benefited our town. Any additional time taken
to complete the work caused no harm.

When a historic home is renovated, circumstances are likely to arise that necessitate
taking additional time to complete the project in a safe way, us¡ng high quality
workmanship. Does the Town of Ross allow citizens who are improving a historic
home to apply for additional time altowances and present facts that justify the need for
additional time?

My wife and I both support the Hunt's request to have any time completion penalty
waived.

Sincerely,

Albert and Julie Stoll
10 Fernhill, Ross

1



EGS
ALIERT G.gTOLL, 

'R. 
I A LAW CORPORATION

stoll-law.com

Join the Attorney Action Club http ://attorneyagtionclub. com/

This cmaii is confidential and may contain legally privileged information.
It is inten<1ed solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed. lf you are

not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, action fakcn
or not taken in reliance of the ernail is prr:hibited and may be uniawful. If you
received the email in erroi, piease reply to the sender imrnediately.

Albert G. Stoll, Jr.
a s t o I I @.ç t o I I - I aw. c o m
Main: 41 5.57 6.1 500 / Direct : 41 5 .7 62.003 9 / Mobile: 41 5.7 I 6.2933

Er@ö
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Linda

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Friday, October 27,2017 3:52 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Support Letter for 73 Winshíp
Hunt Support Letter.docx; ATT00001.txt

---Original Message----
From: Nancy A Svendsen [mailto:nancy.svendsen@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 27,20L710:03 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@tównofross.org>
Cc: Erica Hunt <er¡ca @order-sf.com>
Subject: Support Letter 1or73 Winship

Please accept our letter in support of Erica and Brian Hunt and their project at 73 Winship.

1



October 27,2017

To the Ross Town Council:

When the Hunt family moved to Ross in20t2, our son and Otis became fast friends
in the 2nd grade. Since that time, we have come to know the entire family and
consider them to be good friends. Because Otis and Tor were often playing together,
we've watched the project of rebuilding their home from a close vantage point. We
visited as they lived in the existing structure while planning their remodel, moved
into the guest house and finally moved into the beautifully restored architectural
gem that now graces the entrance to Winship Park. We regularly drive down Sir
tran¡ic lì-.lro nact l-hair L^ma - ¡nrl ramamlrar rrir¡iÀìr¡ ¡¡¡lrcf it lnnlzarl lilza nrínr fn¡ I q¡¡v¡J u¡ q¡\v l/qJL Lr¡u¡¡ ¡lv¡¡rv q¡¡q ¡ v¡¡rv¡¡¡vg¡ v ¡ v ¡s¡J rvr Lv

them buying the property.

It was actually a source of conversation in our family, "who.would take on that
nroiect??" If was the scarv ahandonerì horrse that mv kirìs were afrairì of atr'-)=--" ---- -----J ---J -_----

Flallo'¡;een anC trulSr an ei/escre fcr such a prcminent!5r featured lot in Ross. When
Brian and Erica described what they were going to do to the house - and how Brian
was going to do the work himself - I remember my deep impression of how this
family had committed to this community. They took on a project no one else had
wanted to take on (in the 3 years we'd lived here prior to them moving in) and they
were going to LIVE in the community and become a part of the community while
they painstakingly restored this home to its original beauty.

And the Hunts do contribute to this community. I have served on the PTA/PTO with
Erica for 4 years including both her years as President. She is an invaluable asset to
the school and the community - taking leadership roles in everything from
community events to school events. This work she does at the school is all about
community building. Helping make Ross School the best it can be and creating
opportunities for the community and school to work together to make our town
stronger. Both Brian and Erica have fully invested themselves in all that our lovely
community has to offer - and have given back in a myriad of ways.

We submit that their beautiful restoration of 73 Winship is part of that giving back.
The fine they've been assessed for taking too long to complete it is outrageous. It
does not equitably balance the perceived harm for exceeding the ordinance's
arbitrary L8-month deadline, against the public benefit to the town. We want
people like the Hunts to take on difficult restoration projects like this and preserve
Ross's beauty and charm. This huge fine will have a chilling effect on all who follow
in their footsteps. Who will ever take on similar projects knowing.of such a

pecuniary completion risk? Our community would prefer that exceptions be made
on the timeline for complicated projects, than have abandoned and unoccupied
homes. Based upon the foregoing, we respectfully request that the fine be
eliminated.

Sincerely,



Sean and Nancy Svendsen
R4 (hrrÌrr I.rno



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - ïown Manager
Thursday, October 26,2017 5:10 PM

Linda Lopez
FW:73 Winship

-----Original Message---
From : Ange lic Ta ube [ma ílto :a ngieta u be @ me.corn]
Sent: Thursday, October 26,2Ot7 11:52 AM
To: Sa! Lucldo <s!ucldo@rtownofross.org>; Joe Chlnn - Torryn Manager" <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject:73 Winship

DearJoe and Sal,

I am writing on behalf of the Hunt Famíly, whose propertv is located at 73 Winship in Ross. I am a homeowner at 43
Shady Lane. We completed our home construction project in November 2O1,4.

I hope that you will consider removing the fínes being applied to the Hunt family. While I do understand that the Town
of Ross has rules and regulations that exist in order to create a fair process and set expectations, my opinion is that this
project was very complicated due to the historically significant nature of the home. ln this particular case, I believe that
thelSmonthsnormallyallowedtocompleteaprojectofthisnature,issimplynotenough. lhavebuiltsevenhigh-end,
new construction homes and remodeled three over the last ten years, so I am very familiar with the building and
renovation process. Any home that is deemed "historical," is much, much more complicated, and as a result, often costs
more to build and takes much longer than a "new construction" home. I am certain that most architects and contractors
in the Bay Area would agree.

ln addition, I have found that because of the rise in demand for homes in the Bay Area over the last 5+ years, and
resulting demand for contractors and sub-contractors, most home-remodeling and new construction projects are taking
at least 25% longer to build than they did prior to this increase ín demand.

I believe that the Hunt family acted with integrity and did a remarkable job in preserving the original appeal of the
home. As a result, this home enhances the charm and character that exists in the Town of Ross.

While I do appreciate that the Town of Ross must set timelines, in addition to other rules and iegulations around the
building process, I hope that you wíll consider this to be a very unique case that deserves special consideration. I

personally feel that the Hunt family should not be fined, and that if anything, they should be acknowledged for their
efforts.

Thank you for your time and consideration. I appreciate all of your efforts in trying to create a fair and reasonable
building process in our Town

Sincerely,
Angie Taube

1

Sent from my iPhone



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 3i, 20i7 6:05 PM

Linda Lopez
FW: 73 Winship, Brian and Erica Hunt

From: Pilar Torresi [mailto:pila112@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 3L,2017 1L:10 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Erica Hunt
<erica @order-sf.com>
Subject: 73 Winship, Brian and Erica Hunt

Dear Joe Chinn and Salvatore Lucido,

I am writing with regards to Erica and Brian Hunt's home restoration project. Their property at 73 Winship holds a prominent position at the head of
our neighborhood. Personally, I pass the property each and every time I exit and enter Winship Park. Despite that fact, the Hunt's project had no

negative impact on us, in fact we were grateful as we watched the process unfold and are ultimately impressed by how beautifully the home was

restored.

When we moved into Winship Park in 2010, we were told about the historical significance of the "The Gray House". We were pleased that the Hunts

chose to restore the home and keep the Victorian facade rather than tear it down like so many other home owner's do. Certainly that choice was less

cost effective and would take more time, but considering we are interested in maintaining the history of our quaint town whenever possible, we truly
appreciative the sacrifice. The attention they paid to details during the restoration process is clearly evident today. The roof, columns, wrap around

porch, and windows were lovingly refurbished and their historical home looks beautifully alive once again.

Choosing to renovate such a grand home is not only costl¡ it clearly takes more time and patience from everyone involved. Although the restoration
of their home took more time, the construction did not negatively impact us. We were impressed by their ability to maintain such order and

cleanliness during the entirety of the project. The trucks were able to park on site and we actually enjoyed watching the home slowly come back to
life again. Because of the Hunts willingness to respect and mend their home over time, everyone who now enters Winship Park is frrst greeted by the

renewed bquty of The Gray House.

Erica and Brian Hunt trave been welcome members of our community in general. Not only have they restored one of the most prominent properties in
Ross, they are also active volunteers, both within the neighborhood and at the school. Vy'e greatly appreciate what they have done and hope the Town

of Ross will consider eliminating their fine.

Sincerely yours,

Pilar Torresi

1



linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesday, October 31,2017 5:i7 PM

Linda Lopez

FW; Hunt property at 73 Winship Avenue

From: Alexandra Treene [mailto:atreene@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, October 30,2O!7 LO:09 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: Hunt property at 73 Winship Avenue

Dear Ross Town Council and Vlr. Chinn,

we are writi
wi th thei r h
and have dri
the house th
state ui rreg
good bones.
spec'ia1 and
charmi ng ne'i
respectful o
drive in and
consi derati o

ng to voice our strong support of the fine job erica and erian Hunt have
iõtoric home at 73 wjñshib'Rvenue. we have lived in winship park for l-3
ven by the property for many.more years than that. gefore the Hunts boug
e corner was an eyesore. Both the house and the property were in an obvi
a , ----l ----t --.--^ --il -a---^-i t^-----!^J a^^i-:-^- L^..-^ n..r.l¡ L-tecL. IL wiís d 5du dftu suilre 5dtu drfilu5L ild,ur¡Leu ruuKrilg iluusc. EUL IL ilct
rrica and grian have done a tremendous job in restor-ing the house to a
historical property. thanks to them, no longer does the entrance to our
ghborhood look downtrodden, but absolutely welcoming. They were very
f keepjnq their work within the gates and not impacting the neighborhood
out bf ihe neighborhood frequenily at their corher so-experienõed their

n firsthand throughout the project.

done
years
ht
ous)u

.ï

The Hunts were truly the jdeal candidates to restore this historicall
to it's original.stale. As you vçty likely.know, srian has consjderab
restoring vìctorian houses. considering this js one of the oldest hou
deserved"the time and the attention thõy gave the project. they took
to honor the tradjtion of the house and renovating details. rhjs was
the Town of Ross is better for the attention they gave the restoratio
rt's beautiful now and a welcome reminder of our local history.

y si gni fi cant house
1e experience.
ses 1n Ross, rt
pa'instakì ng efforts
no ordi nary job and
n and improvements.

Both my husband and t know about remodel'ing. we finjshed a much smaller job last year,
thinkihg it would take 6 months or less. tlo such luck. we thought there would be
absolutély no concern finishing in under one year. tiue'ì1, near fhe end we got nervous as
we qot hit with delavs and extÉa costs. we haúe a much ómaller home which-is not deemed
hisiorical and therelore did not have the extra hurdles and expense that the Hunts faced,
yet our project still took l-5 months to get sign off. rheir job was exponentially more
êomplex änd-costly and yet they had the õame añount of time állotted tb complete-'it.
(rträlr foundation'alone-took 9-months to comp'letel) rt is perp'lexing to thihk that their
biq project wasn't given additional time from the begìnn'ing. Given the extra requirements
a ñ'istoÉical properiy needs and the tremendous improüementõ they have accompfislìed, we
ask that you wave their exorbitant penalty.

Let's celebrate their beautiful home and not penalize them w'ith a $357,000 fine. They are'incredjbly generous and actjve members of our small town. We are so very lucky to have
them in our-community and that they had the determination to complete the qua-l'ity and
attentjve restoration that the property deserved

rt is a job we
d ropped .

ll done and we fully support and request that the entire fine being

rhank you for your specia'l attention to th'is specìa1 project and for servjng our Town.

Respectfully yours,

Rlexandra and :eff Treene
18 raywood Avenue
4L5-454-8323



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Monday, October 23,2017 7:01 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Letter of record, on behalf of 73 Winship, Ross

From: Alison Bedard Wais [mailto:a libeda rd123 @gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 23,2Ot7 6:58 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>
Subject: Letter of record, on behalf of 73 Winship, Ross

To:
To:

Sal Lucido, Contract Building Official, slucido@townofross.org
Joe Chinn, Town Manager, jchinn@towngfross.org

We're writing to acknowledge how pleased we are w¡th the historical renovation of 73 Winship. For
over twenty years, we've owned the house across the street, For many of these years, 73 Winship
was neglected and begging for extensive renovation. Wíthout question, this project
required extraordinary efforts and additional time to preserve the uniqueness of one of Ross's first
wooden homes, circa 1892.

ln consideration of the above, we support Erica and Brian Hunt's pursuit to repeal the associated
overtime building penalt¡es based on the'uncommon necessity to maintain all aspects as they relate
to the historícal preservat¡on of 73 Winship.

Thank you,

ALISON BEDARD AND PETER WAIS
1 5 OAK WAY, PO Box 1444
Ross CA 94957
415-717-3270
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Thursday, October 26,2017 5:11 PM
Linda Lopez

FW: Regarding 73 Winshíp

From: Kevin Weston [mailto:kevin_weston@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 26,2OL7 4:04 PM

To: slucidio@townofross.org; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Subject: Regarding 73 Winship

To whom it may concern,

I am a long time resident of the town and am writing regarding the fine being levied on the owners of 73 Winship relating
to the renovation of their property over the last few years. I have to open by saying that I was truly shocked by the
magnitude of the fine and that caused me to write to you.

My family and I live in one of the older homes in Ross - 15 Bolinas Ave. Speaking from experience, I am more than aware
of the unique nature of these older hornes and the costs incurred with their maintenance and upgrade. We have many
friends who have attempted to remodel similar homes in Ross and the surrounding towns, and almost all have run into
significant unforseen difficulties (for example, ín almost all cases discovering that the foundation needs to be replaced in
its entirety, which I understand was the case relating to 73 Winship). Any remodel is made harder and more risky when
attempting to maintain the original essence of the property. ln addition, the nature of our winters, especially as we have
seen in the last 2 years, makes any major remodel timeline subject to the unpredictable nature of our unique micro-
climate.

The personal financial burden to the family aside, I fear that a fine of this magnitude and nature, being levied on a family
that has attempted to truly maintain and restore a house of historical significance to its original form, will result in a major
disincentive to anyone attempting similar projects in the future. Worse, it encourages shortcuts or adaptations that are
both less atheistically pleasing, could raise safety issues or encourage outright non-compliance with the town ordinances
and building code. Ross has'some truly magnificent properties - many of which are over and approaching 100 years old -
and it seems to me that special circumstances should be applied to anyone who attempts to restore such properties to
their intended design.

I understand that this matter is being raised at an upcoming town meeting. I intend to attend that meeting, but also
wanted to put my concerns on the record and in writing for your consideration in advance,

Respectfully,

Kevin Weston

L



Linda

From:
Sent:
To:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Thursday, October 26,2017 5:11 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: Erica and Brian HuntSubject:

-----O rigina I Message-:---

From: Tess Williams [mailto:tesser888@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, October26,2Ot7 4:07 PM

To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: Erica Hunt <erica@order-sf.com>

Subject: Erica and Brian Hunt

Please accept this email as support for the wonderful renovation that the Hunts succeeded in accomplishing. I have live
at 25 Oak Way since L999, and have lÍved with the mansion in such disrepair and constant eyesore and embarrassment
for years...But then the Hunts purchased it and we have the enjoyment of seeing the gorgeous Home,brought to her
majestic presence. The time spent bringing this mansion to her full potential is greatly appreciated. No longer do
our friends refer to turning onto our street by going right after the 'shack'; they now say...turn right after The Ross

Mansíon. The Hunts brought integrity to the home and the entire Winship entrance. To penalize the time, love, and

beauty that went into bringing this home up to it's historical level is so unfounded. We are grateful for what they
accomplished.
Thank you for your time.

Tess Williams

Sent from my iPhone

1



Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - lown Manager
Wednesday, October 25,2017 3:18 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship, Ross and the request they not be fined.

From: Tim Wood [mailto:twood@terramb,com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2OI7 1L:53 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>
Cc: Ash iey Wood <amjwooci @ comcast. net>; erica @order-sf.co m
Subject: 73 Winship, Ross and the request they not be fined.

Dear Town of Ross,

My wift Ashley and I are hoping that the Town of Ross will not fine Brian and trrica Hrrnt fbr exceeding the 18 months'
time restriction to complete the construction of 73 V/inship, Ross.

It is my understanding that the home was deemed "historically significant" to the Town of Ross. As a result,
they followed the Secretary of the Interior Standards in historically restoring the home's wooden exterior, wrap
around porch and columns, original window restoration, supporting stono wall, similar shingled roof design, and
maintaining the architectlrral nniqneness and integrity of the shingle style Victorian.

As a 20+ year Town residence, I feel we are forlunate the Hunts took on this massive project for our benefit.
The finished project is spectacular. As a primary residence for their family of five, I am confident they did their
very best to cornplete the construction as quickly as possible while not rushing or cutting corners that would
have diminished the quality of the finished project.

Please take into consider the massive scope of work required to complete the restoration of the main house,
renovation the guest house, reconstruction of the attached and detached garages and installation of pool when
considering a the fine.

Thank you,

Tim and Ashley Wood
42 Fernhill Avenue
Ross, CA

1



Linda Lo

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Wednesday, October 25,2017 3:17 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Avenue

From: Anne Wooster Imailto:awooste12001@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2017 2:26 PM

To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com
Subject: 73 Winship Avenue

Dear Mr. Chinn & Mr. Lucido

My husband Peter and I are neighbors of Brian &. Erica Hunt. We live across Winship from 73 Winship (The Gray House).

We have lived in our home at 54 Winship Avenue since 2008 and we're so happy when the property sold because we

were hopeful that someone would address its long dilapidated state. I am writing to share my experience and thoughts on
the historic restoration that occurred at73 Winship Avenue.

We were thrilled that the project results came out as they did and happy to see life and attention infused into that
property. lt now serves as a stately introduction to Winship Park.

We understand that the construction time limits of 18 months as set by the Town were exceeded in this endeavor and the
owners are now being fined for this reason. We strongly urge you to include our voice in opposing punitive measures for
this project.

It is important to note that the project impact on the neighborhood was minimal and the end result is remarkable. We

trust that the Council leaders will employ fair judþement in tossíng out fines for a job well done and encourage future

restorations of the older homes in Ross.

Thank you so much,

Annie &. Peter Wooster
54 Winship Avenue

Best,

Annie Bransten Wooster
Coldwell Banker Previews lnternational
01 402654 (License Number)
Cell: 415-637-8156

www. an n íeand honey. com
I have not verified any of the information contained in documents prep:¿red by other peopte.
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Tuesciay, October 3i,20i7 6:04 PM

Linda Lopez

FW: 73 Winship Avenue Ross, (The Gray House)

From: Zampa, Brad @ San Francisco [mailto:Brad.Zampa@cbre.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 3L,20t7 10:53 AM
To: Sal Lucido <slucido@townofross.org>; Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>; erica@order-sf.com

Cc: Lisa Zampa <lisazampa@comcast.net>
G,¡tria¡t. /2 tÂ/inchin Ârran¡ra Elncc lTho Grrrr lJnr¡coìJevJ!!t. rJ vvrrrJrtr}/ r¡vJr, \ trvvvv,

Dear Town of Ross;

As a longtime resident of our town, I am writing you today regarding the 5357,000 penalty the town has placed on the

Hunt familv for their home restoration at 73 Winship Avenue. We understand there are town rules in place to encourage

families to finish their construction projects on time, so as not to be a burden on the town and their immediate

neighbors, however I feel this is a highly unique situation and therefore an unfair and unnecessary tax for the following

reasons;

1) The house is historically significant and therefore, requires a family and its contractors to take a far more careful

and methodical approach to its restoration.
2l The house, built in 1892, was preserved inside and out, and was restored following the specific rules laid out by

the Secretary of lnterior Standards.

3) The house was beautifully restored and looks the same as it did (if not better) than it d¡d 125 years ago.

4J The impact of the restoration on our neighborhood was minimal, due to the size of the lot and driveways

minimizing vehicular parking and traffic.
5) The house acts as the entrance, or the "Gran Dame" to Winship Park, one of the best kept secrets and unique

historic neighborhoods of our town.
6) We are lucky that a family with the such vast experience in restoring Victorian Homes had the time, money,

experience, patience and passion to take on a project of this magnitude.

7l To penalize them for such a unique restoration will place an unnecessary burden on the family.

As an owner of LL Wellington, and a close friend and neighbor of the Hunt family, I strongly urge you to reconsider this

egregious penalty. We should be giving them a round of applause rather than penalizing them for doing such

outstanding work that benefits our town and immediate neighborhood.

Please confirm receipt.

Respectfully,

Brad Zampa
Ëxecutive Vice President
CBRE Capital Markets I Debt & Structured Finance
1CI1 California Street,44th Floor I San Francisco, CA 94111
T 415772A225|F 415772 0459 | C4156027676
Brad.Zam pa@cbre. com I www. cbre.com/b(ad.zampa
RE License # 01174366

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Linda Lopez

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joe Chinn - Town Manager
Friday, November 3,2017 11:51 AM
Linda Lopez

RE: 73 Winship Avenue

-----Original Message-----

From: susan ohlson Imailto:susanohlson@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 02,2Ot7 9:25 AM
To: Joe Chinn - Town Manager <jchinn@townofross.org>

Subject: 73 Winship Avenue

Dear Joe and Sal.

Our home at 63 Winship Avenue looks directly across Oak Way at 73 Winship, The Gray House. ln the 45 years we have

lived here, we have only once seen repairs or upkeep to the home one time. We met Brian and Erica when they first
moved into 73 Winship...which was pretty dilapidated at that point. They moved in with their 3 young boys while they
waited permitting to restore the Gray House. We were elated that they were not going to tear the house down but
restore it to its original splendor....They have done that and more. They have made the entrance to Winship Park

beautifulandsavedoneofthefirsthomesinRoss. Selfishly,theyhaveincreasedourpropertyvalueaswellastheother
homes in Winship Park.

The construction site itself had ample parking for workmen and equipment, and we were never inconvenienced with
workmenparkinginornearouraccesstoourhome. TheHuntsinvitedusonmanytoursofthesite,andwewould
checkeachdaytoseewhathadbeenupdated. Wewatchedthemtakedowneachpieceofwoodontheexterior,
refinish and reinstall it. We watched for many months as the stone wall at the perimeter of the entrance was

reconstructed using the original rock.

Brian and Erica are the kind of neighbors we and anyone would welcome to their neighborhood. They are kind and

considerate, and their boys are polite and delightful. We enjoy hearing them tell their perspective of their new home

We have come to know the family quite well and understand that a fine of any magnitude would be a financial hardship

that they might not ever recover from. The 18 month construction time limit wai never feasible for 73 Winship given

the historical significance to the Town of Ross. We do appreciate that the Town Council and the Town Employees work

tirelessly to make our town a lovely and welcoming place. However, we implore you to make the right decision in

rescinding all fines levied against Brian and Erica as a message that we honor and respect the original structures still
existing that make Ross so unique. Thanks you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Susan and Dan Ohlson...63 Winship Avenue
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