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Agenda ltem No. 15.

Staff Report

Date: February 7L,2O2L

To Mayor McMillan and Council Members

From: Matthew Weintraub, Planner

Subject: Hale Residence, 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Recommendation
Town Council approval of Resolution No. 21-95 (see Attachment 1) approving Design Review to
construct a new detached two-story, L,129-square-foot pool house; new pool, patios, and
landscaping; and relocate driveway access from Laurel Grove Avenue to Skyland Way, at the
existi ng single-fam ily resid entia I property.

Property lnformation
Owner:
Applicant:
Street Address:
Assessor Parcel Number:
Zoning:
General Plan:
Flood Zone:

Rob and Catherine Hale
Barbara Chambers, Chambers and Chambers Architects
92 Laurel Grove Avenue
072-21,L-17

R-1: B-A

VL (Very Low Density)
X (Minimal risk area outside the 1% and 0.2%-annual-chance
floodplains)

Public Notice
Public Notices were mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the project site at least 10 days
prior to the meeting date.

Project Materials
Project application materials are included as follows: Project Plans as Attachment 2; Project
Description as Attachment 3; Arborist Report as Attachment 4; and Neighborhood Outreach
Description as Attachment 5.



Project Data

Per Low lmpact Development for Stormwater Management, Design Review Criteria and
Standards, RMC Section 18.41.100 (t)

*

Project ltem Code Standard Existing Proposed

Lot Area 1-acre min. 45,800 sf Gross No change

Floor Area L5% max. 5,861 sf (I2.8o/ol 6,870 sf (15.0%)

Building Coverage L5% max. 4,252 sf (9.3o/o) 4,732 sf (10.3%)

Front Yard Setback
(East)

25'min House: 100'+ House: No change

Pool house: 100'+

Side Yard Setback #L
(North)

25'min. House: 80'-2" House: No change

Pool house:40'

Side Yard Setback #2
(South)

25'min House: L6'-t"

Shed: t4'-9"

House: No change

Rear Yard Setback
(West)

40'min. House: 50'+

Garage: 26'-9"

House: No change

Garage: No change

Building Height 30' (2 stories) max. House:26' (2

stories)

Garage: t6'(7 story)

House: No change

Garage: No change

Pool house: L8' (2

stories)

Off-street Parking 4 spaces (2 covered)
min.

4 spaces (3 covered) No change

lmpervious Surfaces * L2,862 sf (28.1o/o) L3,774 sf (30.1%)
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Location Map
Source: Marin Map (www.marinmap.ors).

Note: Building locations are approximate and shown for reference only. Please refer to project
plans for accurate site data.
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Project Site
Source: Marin Map (www.marinmap.org).

Note: Building locations are approximate and shown for reference only. Please refer to project
plans for accurate site data.
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Project Description
The project proposes to construct a new detached two-story, 1,129-square-foot pool house; new
pool, patios, and landscaping; and relocate driveway access from Laurel Grove Avenue to Skyland
Way, at the existing single-family residential property.

The new pool house at the north side of the property would be located 40'from the north side
property line and more than 40'from the Skyland Way road edge. The two-story building would
be L8' at its tallest point. lt would feature a double-gable roof, composition shingle roofing,
shingle siding, and wood trim at exterior elevations. The pool house would be accessory to the
primary residence.l East of the new pool house, a new pool (44' x22') and paved terrace would
be located approximately 40' from the north side property line and Skyland Way. New landscape
screening would be planted around the new pool house and pool area.

West of the new pool house, a new compact hammerhead driveway/auto court with access on
Skyland Way would be constructed of all-weather, load-bearing concrete per standards of the
Ross Valley Fire Department (RVFD). New wood entry gates and stone columns would be
constructed 30'from the Skyland Way road edge.

The existing long, curving driveway occupying the north side of the property would be removed
and the area would be redeveloped for the new pool area and landscaping. An existing pool and
shed at the south side of the property would be removed and replaced with lawn and
landscaping. The existing vehicle entrance on Laurel Grove Avenue would be abandoned. The
existing wire mesh "deer" fencing around the property would be replaced in-kind.

Three new large bioretention areas at the north and east sides of the property would
substantially reduce post-development stormwater runoff rates below pre-project rates. By
reducing runoff below pre-project rates, the bioretention areas would more than mitigate for a

post-project net increase in impervious coverage on the property of 9L2 square feet. The net
increase mostly results from 795 square feet of new pool house coverage and 430 square feet of
increased pool/terrace coverage. The driveway coverage would reduce by 1,378 square feet.

The proposed project is subject to the following permit approval pursuant to the Ross Municipal
Code (RMC):

a Design Review Permit is required pursuant to RMC Section 18.41.010 for a new building
exceeding 200 square feet of new floor area; for fences and gates greater than 48" in
height adjacent to the street right-of-way; for an activity or project resulting in more than
50 cubic yards of grading or filling; and for a project resulting in over 1,000 square feet of
new impervious landscape surface.

Background

1 Pursuant to RMC 18.12.276 and 18.16.030, a residential accessory structure, including a pool house, may not be
used as a dwelling unit unless approved bytheTown as a residential second unit by issuance of of a Conditional Use
Permit and/or Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Permit.
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The project site is a 45,800-square-foot corner lot bounded by Laurel Grove Avenue to the east
and Skyland Way to the north.2 lt has an average slope of L3%. A perennial stream runs in front
of the property along Laurel Grove Avenue. The existing single-family residence and existing
detached garage, which are located in the southwest quadrant of the property, are
nonconforming with respect to the minimum required setbacks at the south side yard and the
west rear yard, respectively.

According to the Town's records, the following approvals were previously granted for the
property:

Variance, Design Review, LO/9/97: Residential additions and alterations with
nonconforming setbacks; new garage.
Demolition Permit, 6/1.L/98: Amend the previously approved project.

The Project History is included as Attachment 5

Advisory Design Review
Pursuant to Resolution No. 1990, Advisory Design Review is required for all applicants seeking
discretionary land use permits, such as Design Review, a Demolition Permit, a Nonconformity
Permit, Exceptions to Attics, a Hillside Lot Permit, Variance, and/or ADU Exception.

The Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group reviewed the project on October 20,2O2O and January
L9, 202L. At the meetings, the ADR Group received information from the applicant, allowed
public comments as described further below, and provided recommendations regarding the
merits of the project as it relates to the purpose of Design Review and the Design Review criteria
and standards per Section 18.41.100 of the Ross Municipal Code (RMC) and the Town of Ross
Design Guidelines. The meeting minutes are included as Attachment 7.

At the October 20, 2O2O meeting, ADR Group Members reviewed a previously proposed version
of the project, which proposed to construct two new ADU's on the property. The ADR Group
unanimously recommended design revisions that included: reducing the density and number of
proposed new units and new development on the property; reorienting the new accessory
building to minimize visibility from Skyland Way; and avoiding vertical addition or expansion at
the existing garage to avoid impacting views from nearby public ways.

ln consideration of comments received from the ADR Group and the general public, the applicant
revised the project design and submitted a revised project design for ADR Group review. The
applicant's revisions included: reducing the number of proposed new ADU's from two to one;
shifting the location and orientation of the proposed new accessory building to minimize the
profile from Skyland Way; and omitting any addition or expansion to the existing garage building.

2ThesubjectlotareaborderingonSkylandWayandlabeled as"!4' stripreservedforfutureroadway"ontheMap
of Ross Acres (January 1959), and offered for dedication for a period of five years from the date of map filing, was
not accepted by the Town within the prescribed five-year period. Therefore, the Town holds no roadway easement
on the subject property.

6



At the January !9,202L meeting, the ADR Group unanimously voted that the revised project was
consistent with the purpose of Design Review and the Design Review criteria and standards per
RMC Section 18.41.100 and therefore recommended approval of Design Review.

The applicant further revised the project to reduce the overall accessory building floor area and
coverage, to eliminate the proposed new ADU from the interior of the accessory building, and to
use the entire new building space as a pool house. Staff recommends that the final revised
project design is consistent with the design reviewed and approved bythe ADR Group. The final
revised project design is included in Project Plans as Attachment 2.

Public Comment
Written public comments received prior to the final report are included as Attachment 8.

ln summary, public comments expressing support for the project based on the project merits
were received from the owner of the following property:

4 Skyland Way,I/26/2L

ln summary, public comments expressing objections and/or concerns related to the project were
received from the owners of the following properties and stating the following concerns:

o 2 Skyview Road, LO/t8/2O, UI7/2L: increased unit density and development; potential
impacts of new driveway and construction; landscape screening; accessory building uses.

c t6 Skyland Way, OI/L5/2L, OUL6/21: potential impacts of new driveway.
o 90 Laurel Grove Avenue, L/L7/21: potential impacts of new driveway and construction;

landscape screening.
o l- Skyview Road, I/L8/2L: potential impacts of new driveway.
o 6 Skyland Way, t/19/2t: landscape screening.
o t4 Skyland Way, t/79/21: potential impacts of new driveway and construction.

Key lssues

Bulk dnd Mass
Pursuant to RMC 18.41.100 (c), 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.

The ADR Group recommended that the proposed new two-story, 1,350-square-foot accessory
building would be appropriately sited, sized, and scaled for the surrounding residential
neighborhood and for Ross. The final revised project design proposes a smaller 1,129-square-
foot pool house in the same location.

7
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Pursuant to RMC L8.41.100 (d), buildings should use materials and colors that minimize visual
impacts and are compatible with structures in the neighborhood; natural materials such as wood
and stone, and colors in the earth tone and wood tone range, are preferred.

The ADR Group recommended that the proposed design is compatible with existing residential
buildings in the neighborhood and Ross, including the use of wood shingle siding; wood doors,
windows, and trim; and wood gates.

Circulation
Pursuant to RMC 18.41.100 (e), walkways, driveways, curb cuts and off-street parking should
allow smooth traffic flow and provide for safe ingress and egress to a site; access ways and
parking areas should be in scale with the design of buildings and structures on the site; and the
area devoted to driveways, parking pads and parking facilities should be minimized.

The project would eliminate an existing driveway access on Laurel Grove Avenue, which is a
connector and alternate route to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. For approximately 0.4 miles
between Canyon Road and Makin Grade, inclusive of the project site, traffic on Laurel Grove
Avenue is uncontrolled, . The project would add a new driveway access to Skyland Way, which
is a sinuous roadway with a single controlled inlet/outlet at Laurel Grove Avenue and which dead-
ends approximately 0.3 miles away. The project would remove the existing driveway across the
property, which is out of scale with the site and which devotes excessive area to the driveway,
and construct a new compact, hammerhead driveway and parking area that better serves the
design of buildings and structures at the west side of the property.

Exterior Lighting
Pursuant to RMC 18.41".L00 (f), 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.

The project includes exterior wall sconces with low wattage incandescent bulbs and glare
shielding at the first-story entrances to the ADU and the pool house; and low path lights and step
lights in the landscape which are shielded and directed downward to avoid creating off-site glare,
hazard or annoyance.

Sueening
Pursuant to RMC L8.41.L00 (j), 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.

The ADR Group recommended that the proposed new landscape screening along the road
frontages of Laurel Grove Avenue and Skyland Way, and around the new accessory building and
pool area, provided sufficient screening from off-site locations including from the public way of
Skyland Way.
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Visual Focus

Pursuant to RMC 18.41.100 (l), 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 accessory dwellings, should be sited to minimize their observed
presence on the site; accessory structures should generally be single-story units unless a clearly
superior design results from a multilevel structure; and the number of accessory structures
should be minimized to avoid a feeling of overbuilding a site.

The ADR Group recommended that the proposed new two-story accessory building is located
and oriented optimally to minimize visibility from off-site locations including Skyland Way; that
its size and siting make it less prominent than, and accessory to, the existing primary residence
on the property; that its location on a slope mitigates for a two-story appearance at the
downslope side only; and that it is consistent with a pattern of minor buildings clustered around
the primary residence, which minimizes the observed presence on the site.

Privacy
Pursuant to RMC L8.41.100 (m), 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 ADR Group recommended that the proposed new pool house, pool, and terrace would be
setback from existing roadways, located away from surrounding residential properties, and
screened by new landscaping and existing and proposed buildings, to avoid impairing the privacy
of surrounding properties or from public ways.

Creek Bonks
Pursuant to RMC 18.41.100 (s), a minimum 50' setback from the top of creek bank is
recommended for all new buildings; at least 25' from the top of bank should be provided for all
improvements, when feasible; and 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,

The project would not construct any new buildings or improvements within 50' from the top of
bank of the creek that runs in front of the property along Laurel Grove Avenue. The project would
remove the existing impervious driveway and gate structure located within 50' from the top of
creek bank, and it would restore the area to a more natural state by installing new turf and
landscape plantings up to the creek bank.

Stormwater Management
Pursuant to RMC 18.41.100 (t), to the maximum extent possible, the post-development
stormwater runoff rates from the site should be no greater than pre-project rates. Development
should include plans to manage stormwater runoff to maintain the natural drainage patterns and
infiltrate runoff to the maximum extent practical given the site's soil characteristics, slope, and
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other relevant factors. vegetative and landscaping controls, such as vegetated depressions,
bioretention areas, or rain gardens, should be used to decrease the velocity of runoff and allow
for stormwater infiltration on-site.

The post-development stormwater runoff rates from the site would be substantially less than
pre-project rates. The project would minimize impervious surfaces to the extent feasible by
removing the existing pool, shed, and driveway from the property, and by reducing new building
footprints by using more than one floor level. Three new large bioretention areas would treat
post-development drainage on the property. By reducing runoff below pre-project rates, the
bioretention areas would more than mitigate for a post-project net increase in impervious
coverage on the property of 912 square feet.

Fiscal, Resource and Timeline lmpacts
lf approved, the project would be subject to one-time fees for a building permit and associated
impact fees, which are based on the reasonable expected cost of providing the associated
services and facilities related to the development. The improved project site may be reassessed
at a higher value by the Marin County Assessor, leading to an increase in the Town's property tax
revenues. Lastly, there would be no net funding impacts associated with the project.

Alternative actions
L. Continue the item to gather further information, conduct further analysis, or revise the

project; or
2. Make findings to deny the application.

Environmental Review
The project is categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of environmental
documents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under CEQA Guidelines
Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures), because it consists of
construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures and installation
of small new equipment and facilities in small structures.

Attachments
t. Resolution No. 2195
2. Project Plans

3. Project Description
4. Arborist Report
5. Neighborhood Outreach Description
6. Project History
7. ADR Group Meeting Minutes, October 20 2O2O and January 19,2021. (draft)
8. Public Comments
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TOWN OF ROSS

RESOLUTION NO. 2L95
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF ROSS APPROVING DESIGN REVIEW TO

CONSTRUCT A NEW DETACHED TWO.STORY, 1,129.SqUARE.FOOT POOL HOUSE;
NEW POOL, PATIOS, AND LANDSCAPING; AND RELOCATE DRIVEWAY ACCESS

FROM LAUREL GROVE AVENUE TO SKYLAND WAY, AT THE EXISTING SINGLE.
FAM ILY RESIDENTIAL PROPERTYAT

92 LAUREL GROVE AVENUE, APN 072.2IL.t7

WHEREAS, property owners Rob and Catherine Hale have submitted an application requesting
approval of Design Review to construct a new detached two-story, L,1-29-square-foot pool house;
new pool, patios, and landscaping; and relocate driveway access from Laurel Grove Avenue to
Skyland Way, at the existing single-family residential property (herein referred to as "the
Project") at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue, APN 072-211,-17.

WHEREAS, the Project was determined to be categorically exempt from the requirement for the
preparation of environmental documents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEaA)
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures),
because it consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or
structures and installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and

WHEREAS, on February II,2O2I, the Town Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider
the Project; and

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE lT RESOLVED the Town Council of the Town of Ross hereby incorporates
the recitals above; makes the findings set forth in Exhibit "A", and approves Design Review to
allow the Project, subject to the Conditions of Approval attached as Exhibit "B".

The foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Ross Town Council at its regular
meeting held on the 11th day of February 202!, by the following vote:

AYES

NOES:

ABSENT

ABSTAIN:



Julie McMillan, Mayor

ATTEST:

Linda Lopez, Town Clerk
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EXHIBIT'A"
FINDINGS

92 LAURET GROVE AVENUE
APN 072-2tt-L7

A. Findings

l. ln accordance with Ross Municipal Code (RMC) Section 18.41.010, Design Review is
approved based on the following mandatory findings:

a) The project is consistent with the purpose of the Design Review chapter as outlined in
RMC Section 18.41.010.

As recommended by the Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group, the project is consistent with
the purpose of the Design Review chapter as outlined in Ross Municipal Code Section
18.41.010. lt provides excellence of design consistent with the scale and quality of existing
developmenU preserves and enhances the historical "small town," low-density character and
identity that is unique to the Town of Ross; preserve lands which are unique environmental
resources; enhances the area in which the project is located; and promotes and implements
the design goals, policies and criteria of the Ross general plan.

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

As recommended by the Advisory Design Review (ADR) Group, the project is in substantial
compliance with the design criteria of RMC Section 18.41.100. The ADR Group recommended
that the proposed new two-story accessory building is appropriately sized and scaled for the
surrounding residential neighborhood and for Ross, and that the proposed design including
the use of wood shingle siding, doors, windows, and trim is compatible with existing
residential buildings in the neighborhood and Ross. The proposed building setbacks and
landscape screening along the road frontages of Laurel Grove Avenue and Skyland Way, and
around the new accessory building and pool area, provide sufficient screening to protect
privacy of surrounding properties and from public vantage points. The project would improve
circulation in and around the property. Vegetative and landscaping controls would
substantially reduce post-development stormwater runoff rates from pre-project rates.

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

The project is consistent with the allowed uses and general development standards
associated with the Very Low Density land use designation of the General Plan and the Single
Family Residence zoning regulations, therefore the project is found to be consistent with the
Ross General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
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EXHIBIT "B'
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAT
92 tAUREt GROVE AVENUE

APNO72.2LL.L7

1. This approval authorizes Design Review to construct a new detached two-story, L,L2g-
square-foot pool house; new pool, patios, and landscaping; and relocate driveway access
from Laurel Grove Avenue to Skyland Way, at the existing single-family residential property
(herein referred to as "the project") at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue, ApN 072-2 rt-L7.

2' The building permit shall substantially conform to the plans entitled, "HALE RESIDENCE, 92
LAUREL GROVE AVENUE, ROSS, CA94957" dated O2-03-202L, and reviewed and approved by
the Town Council on February It,2O2L.

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

4' 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.

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

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

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

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

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

7
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a. Any person engaging in business within the Town of Ross must first obtain a business
license from the Town and pay the business license fee. Applicant shall provide the names
of the owner, architects, engineers and any other people providing project services within
the Town, including names, addresses, e-mail, and phone numbers. All such people shall
file for a business license. A final list shall be submitted to the Town prior to project final.

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

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

d. The applicant shall submit an erosion control plan with the building permit application for
review by the building official/director of public works. The Plan shall include signed
statement by the soils engineer that erosion control is in accordance with Marin County
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPP) standards. The erosion control
plan shall demonstrate protection of disturbed soil from rain and surface runoff and
demonstrate sediment controls as a "back-up" system (i.e., temporary seeding and
mulching or straw matting).

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

f. The drainage design shall comply with the Town's stormwater ordinance (Ross Municipal
Code Chapter 15.54). A drainage plan and hydrologic/hydraulic analysis shall be
submitted with the building permit application for review and approval by the building
official/public works d irector.

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

h. The plans submitted for a building permit shall include a detailed construction and traffic
management plan for review and approval of the building official, in consultation with the
town planner and police chief. The plan shall include as a minimum: tree protection,
management of worker vehicle parking, location of portable toilets, areas for material
storage, traffic control, method of hauling and haul routes, size of vehicles, and washout
areas. The plan shall demonstrate that on-street parking associated with construction
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workers and deliveries are prohibited and that all project deliveries shall occur during the
allowable working hours as identified in the below condition 10n,

The applicant shall submit a schedule that outlines the scheduling of the site development
to the building official. The schedule should clearly show completion of all site grading
activities prior to the winter storm season and include implementation of an erosion
control plan. The construction schedule shall detail how the project will be completed
within the construction completion date provided for in the construction completion
chapter of the Ross Municipal Code (Chapter 15,50).

A preconstruction meeting with the property owner, project contractor, project architect,
project arborist, representatives of the Town Planning, Building/Public Works and Ross

Valley Fire Department and the Town building inspector is required prior to issuance of
the building permit to review conditions of approval for the project and the construction
management plan.

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

l. 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.

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

Working Hours are limited to Monday to Friday 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Construction is not
permitted at any time on Saturday and Sunday or the following holidays: New Year's Day,

Martin Luther King Day, President's Day, Memorial Day, lndependence Day, Labor Day,

Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day, lf the holiday falls on a Sunday, the
following Mondayshall be considered the holiday. lf the holidayfalls on a Saturday,the
Friday immediately preceding shall be considered the holiday. Exceptions: 1.) Work done
solely in the interior of a building or structure which does not create any noise which is

audible from the exterior; or 2.) Work actually physically performed solely by the owner
of the property, on Saturday between the hours of 1-0:00 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).

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

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

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

All electric, communication and television service laterals shall be placed underground
unless otherwise approved by the director of public works pursuant to Ross Municipal
Code Sectio n L5.25.120.

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

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

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

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

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

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

7



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

iii The applicant shall provide a hard copy and a CD of an as-built set of drawings, and a

certification from all the design professionals to the building department certifying
that all construction was in accordance with the as-built plans and his/her
recommendations.

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

il

8



ATTACHMENT 2



ij

BI

z
UZ*?<.n
ap$o>6i;o<
EJEU
a< u ,^-
rJ6
JE]-<4&ts3

J
N6

COVLRSIIEIIT

A0.0

HALE RESIDENCE
ROSS. CALIFORNIA

.,'

-.-\'--

(

{
I

c

'1

I
,.,. i' '

VICINITY MAP PROJECT INFORMATION PROJECT DESCRIPTION CONTACT INFORMATION I sHEerrNorx
@

*rrc
bbrcrr x*) 42>29t pN 4111tt.ta

b&an. w9t. .bp*.

t&6'.*e,/6e@.xe)

9t1T

-":""-.*



::;
l

'i'

r:
 I'

i 
:'

H
A

LE
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
92

 L
A

U
R

E
L 

G
R

O
V

E
 A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
S

S
, 
C

A
 9

49
57

--
z=

>
 <

-4
-o

 
=

eo
 

=

i ; x I

/:-
\

\,i
z 5 = 9 5 o U

l!'
IE P

H
ii

; i>

in l6
\

< ? A $ '?

--
l lc t; t'

:

X

iu
,

e F
. 

id
: 

j$
!

;X
/

r)
:

Y
r

ei 4a

il 'i It ;l ,t ,t :I

I I I i I ) I I I

4r {l

; +

.t
\ 

,-
i 

- 
I

:9
 

, 
I

i 
*,

'" 
l,

, 
t>

{t
u&

! 
,,

it
X

!
rl :l

"t
ix

: 
l 1 xi 5t t: il lt. .F r;
F :$ :ia ti t; 1F

,X
i5 di :J

;l

I l"

s f r_

\

\ iX X
ad

9

'I

I I

I (

13 !; it X
X X

;

,x
F

Ir
tr

irr
 I :-
--

r:
 -

i .
..-

..a
 ? .?

+

,i;
 

x
o.

ii
: 

X
 

to
t 

r,

:ix
X

 
':.

i:
jX

- 
-*

 s
.-

" 
X

x 
is

"-
: 

:;
: 

+
^

F
g

--
--

-;
- /

=
 -

..-
,'

7X

.t

it I I t. ll I'

lr
ls t:

o 
It

a.
r

:r
l

't
-.

'l
Jd

 
-1

O
r

i 
.l :l ;r 5l .,1 :'l

' 
gl .-
l

-x

o

X

X -X
i ta

:i*
- X
a

x X

9 X i

ii'

^v
a



H
A

LE
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
92

 L
A

U
R

E
L 

G
R

O
V

E
 A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
S

S
, 

C
A

 9
49

57

t:
-z

>
9

S
l-o

_z
 U

2Z o

lJ l-

i:5 -i!

!i i; iH €

[:! t

2.
"

E!! rj! E
! -t

*i
oR 'p 6.

i 
E

61
' 

L

i

ci o - r z o

J:
l-\ \l_

/

6 9 - d

"9
B

E
8$

r*
e$

".
]'l

'l'
ll' @ E

H
 i 

q

;a
; 

:
ii;

 
a

l- 1 a 1i

I I ,{ ir t, $ I

E
i$ .-
-/

,
ti

-f
I

- 
43

; 
a$ -il
"

n

sr e.
 

i*

t! S
9

E
t 

-''
Ii 

,/ E
tl

a, L"I I l' I t- l. I I I I ;+ i t
/

'I 4l

rl I I I .r
l l'.
.

l' 
. t..

I i I' I I I I

s

(:
-F

 d '9 6 ,c ir



!l)
z

.,. Ltl

9?r
fipr$o>oa9t
!u U ^-pJo
J trl a)<c&.fl

J
N6

Mr\TIiRlAl.lrOMD
,\ND INTRYCATI.
I]I,I]Vr\TIONS

41.2

lt ll lLlt r

@ 1oor,gtto 
uo ttcut.'\R G^rF 

^r.oNc 
sK\'t.AND w^y

I t'trot ost,o t,t ot S IRI^N c.\Irl li t.AURI L GRovtj AVtl]\Lll\a- _...- C:\Tli AI,ONG l.AUl{1,1. CROVI:

---qqq

POOt-lfnuu0i:
BLIltslt)\ti

tll;I AINI\G W t-t-S:
\tiw ti\(;t_A\t) wAt.t,sL()\ti

RO(n' tool- I IOUSI|:
(:()\tP()sl1to\ sr Jr\cr.ris

P lSfln) wooD lltlM:
aIt\.lAIti\ \(x)ll wilrili t)()vti,

DttlvltvaY &
AUTO COTIIIT PAVI\G:
DrRDSliYl (X)\CRIillt

vlil IIctJtiR (;Af li:
Pllr..1lD wo(n) (;llti w/ \ li\\r l.\(jr.i\D
w t.r s1()\D c()t_u\r\s

t)titIi l.|\cli:
wool) A\l) wllili tllistJ trri\(:r:

rixltRIoR srDI\G t pool-r()us|:
().lir\R sl 1r\(ir_ri sil)t\(;

lixllltltoR stDI\G  l MAI\ I lOtJSIt:
Rti.PAI\1 tt) Sl Il\GI 1i SI)r!(l



H
A

LE
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
92

 L
A

U
R

E
L 

G
R

O
V

E
 A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
S

S
, 
C

A
 9

49
57

z*

l I i l. I l i I I

! 
' 

_,
>

1 -{
:) .[\

t-
a.

')

G ]

l

o o g o p o c g E o o !- z

r" i

I i

--
 

- 
'i 

l_
,

'i:
.,

)
t':

1,
 

{-
N

-)
ir {.
'' 

r-
' j

i I 'I I I



H
A

LE
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
92

 L
A

U
R

E
L 

G
R

O
V

E
 A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
S

S
, 

C
A

 9
49

57

t

bo oo .-
9

z8
N

)
i-)

(; :i
o o c I a o c o o z

l)
(-

_,

)q

I ,'l
\

i:.



l; ::

H
A

LE
 R

E
S

]D
E

N
C

E
92

 L
A

U
R

E
L 

G
R

O
V

E
 A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
S

S
, 

C
A

 9
49

57

;: 
s

;q =
6

z6

! i 3 F i c r $ F :

:

+ +

...
i :: +

+

l I : I 4 c ; : + B f q g

f +

I + t

i



6 iF
f,

:q
t

:F 6

l*
l

E s4 ril
iIl

lll
iIl

lff
l

s, o
92

 L
A

U
R

E
L 

G
R

O
V

E
 A

V
E

, 
R

O
S

S
, 

C
A

 9
49

04

H
A

LE
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
I.

I

a

-1
-v

& >
t

>
?

\-
_

;

x

-4
 ..

t/

=#

I

*t

a
*

I
p

.g

i

v

F E

;4

3 E

I
2

t

B !

r)

*
at

D as

iT z o v I I



r!
z.,. Gl

UZ".
?qO
srsr+n>6
E9*q-v
F< Ll -_-
aJo
Jrl]A<e&
Ff

J
d6

CONSTRUCTION
M,\NACF.MI,NT
PI,AN

CMP

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT NOTES

4F9 d ?PaRAr CN, r\ &ORrANat 
^-, 

Tii lca d R69U a PA. aaDa _ii aC\arlRal ON M,rlV t- 5 r lY 1rt rROw
AAw r, 5PV VONTAY r];%i I R tAY aA\a RLt at 9 tCl
ALLo,t, CN hEEK!ND9 A\D r',)L tAY5.

2 2"4-ac' Di-||Rr, ?f. vaRa9 A< , ![iD rO fr<D^v9

3, 
"r(,K 

a tas 1 RtaK9 axaatt Nc 2b. t\ -!N6 rf 9ra-_
R:ClV! &n.*l^ro\ Lcof zpr\ *FcR! 6crc to ,* 5|E
ao\14/' D.h Ar lt^9r'rc D w9pR4 6C\tRAat4 t
Pa9eav).., f @ a,+aK w . hr RrJrT  ND vAK & ffi rh r
&a€ aA\ MAKa + tR\g ANr VA<r il 5S:-f a if a tf

z <aAD aLato&t t\tt a-ctg9, -4t qlr,, A apARA !
FESyr .RCV DFd l5 R!@ruD Rt4:O a:Cat\e -Ha @A, cq,, M7   L A\a ai 6JRi OR 9l lr ROA, a, 6Ra9 Rad"lRr
%_ \6 9tO\5 A P \t[V 

'r 
z0 4F9 \ ADVA\a,t CONiAa,-

,P hCR lLR !!R vaRvAt A 4ti-ar3 /-53 .xt L

5 M TLaALb 9t@4  -L cr\t%rpN yA'LR]A-9 >:43
 \2 td,tFYt\I 9t ., + grCRCt ON 9ri
6 eoAtldv r-.AUNa: ,: cLtARA&t
MJ9'& farN AM' Ar A-, {:9 AIOS t! <OAr Av.

I POR 3-f trl,!_94\tstfD9 ii9a^tL Vt gtrqqrrD N'ia 48. apta, 1 0f Mf
a. oARKTNO A!- lHlCLt9 {5r pAR< Ar .! .ld MR
a RPOOL. M PARKM J\ *YLANI 

^Aw
.. vA:aRAl Dal r{qlar A\r cr: NAUI (yA3! ix A\r ,L.DRa),
'O 3a a\aa,D.aD \ SvAl aR 'Cra-K9 flzraj Fl A'Br, 4 5-D
aaeA(, i5) to | !1 Mta,t-qtoo, ANr RoAt veAa, A\,
* f 

-!R M@nAr! !)r9' \6 NL O.tsCR,@D 9 Rti 9 AN'
FAR<NO. -C3 R!!A ED R/< AU t' tsa-: RE C &
Rr9tRara, M\6 yoR\E aN, ArtrswN 9i@, D@p ofr

O, ALL qE PRO]T' IOI4R AR'R9i qP4I
RtroyvtlrAllo\i AN, *9 %c aa9 4a aa axStv-qT, A6 \5_ !"<w 2Ji rC aJ_r \ABSA<\a O< *\\t\6
cR Rror9 rRL\7.9 Cq 3'N-aa,Ldp\alotai 40- 70s,
oRgVO {RtV,lJlCO^5 RUa, ONVALiqtAr9 I&AVA.O\
vA lRtag cR:6Ur'{:\ I 11\ E mtp - \t oF t.: ct:9

{C R!\ N6 rr aX 5 l\O ltri 5 * Al I 3a aAVP : l' f D Al1tsCJ'
PRId  PPCOVA, EY 'IT 

'I, 
I\I AND MBORI9I 6S ] 

',ARI 
5

o 3r tAKiN | &RK \a" UNtr! pit .A\aF:, tc ala)
J\Nia!6ARY ?AqA3! tA rt <AOt 

'y5tLU 
C< (,L t t3 &

YA,A<at<y-tRA Pe a

\
(

Iu'u
"ft...""^^-"

t

-u\a

15. PRf. tysRY a,o\-arP"a|o\ 9a,fanl r

axrAVAl ,\  V 9lt!icR<

ROU(,| a,AaPr\tqY
cLLW \O iLtatR|CAL lto,lANaA_
ROOF ANz tXilRCC: \9f!5,
JOOI IAR'{,APT A\D T.A1 MAK

Ar 3, 2a22 - tt9 1.2a22
. lB 1 2CaC - Y^7 20,2C22

ta1 ,3 20), a(- ) ,2a22
w b,2a22

12 Al I aRO9 0N ao\r<o. otF atvl ?L A\5 A\t 9r5t q^a- at9

3. AoPtY An e a ao\' ?al attl' Ri oU \, w d A9 N I fl D .C aq V I vtgR r
lvlgt o€ A\9 +!5 a tuat \nAa:a t<a! ?,i1, \3 co\9 aLa a\
<'@K <OJtf to !i vt^ I R rq\c I xA<t &ut i\,ARr',c . /,qt G@ta at.

tN tc rcs< 4Na9 DVAKr iiVD
\rRr,r&g 0\ 5< !tuN.? q D<AK! SLV, r -[t!L oRov: AV!
:A9r ON L&:6@  !!
AU]V! Ar o: I &{, a@tr  V: ON R 6Fl

^t 
i5, ac?

- *P' a,2C2t

2ta 3t 2a2

,2C2
,2at '
2b,2A2

2.,2A2t

- - 
-1/

i

--
i

.{**'
Lr-;.

I

I

l
I

t | ,- --/ t\1 |

.-l-__f -I.,---r.I
I
i
I

I

I
l
I
I

I

I
I
I

r' 'tl

IR

il

I

l
I

r
I

IIrI i,
"t i

l/

t'



,

a

r
I

N
I

Nro
2
L
<i
UE

ox
O

J
Ut
l
)
N{

u
E
l
a
O
I
L
v
Oo0o
F

c'].0

GR^PHC SC^t8: r'-i0

DATE OF FIELD SURVEY:

LEOEND:

+/-7 SUffiOR'S FELO NOIE

APN AS$SgR'S PARCEL NUMAER
EA AONOT OF BNX

BRE^X N E€VANON

CLUSER OI IREE NUNKS

coNc cdcREE (eso dc)

CP CONTROL PONT
REE */ 2 NUN(S

ER 
'OCE 

S ROAD
E* EDCE O' WALK*AY
FF NNSHEO tOOR EIVATON

cs mouNo sHot ELEvAnoN
cv rRLcAnil coNnq vALva
IE IIERT ELEVANON
UP LP OF GUftR
RE RENFORCED CdCtrI' PIPI

SAN]TMY SEER MANH4E

IC TOF OF MAE

E^SEMENI LINE

PROPERT UNE
IENC'

MrNm cilrouR UNE (2)
a! MA$R coNrouR lNE t0)

BE SOUND^RY lNEs SHOM NEREON fRE
ESIABLISBED BY FOINO MilUH€MANON PER MAF
Of ROSS ACRES.

ALL IREES SNOffi HER€E REFfCT NEIR
AORIZONTAL CROUNO LOCANONS. DIAMEERS URE
M'ASUR€O AI SREAST HEI*I

BENCHMARK NOTE:

*tr:s

\Q
I(i

-jt5$

.-3f,!$

i

,l 
_ 

""*

:!1+s

-$&s

o

;i;'..

POOL

e 't4!

SKYt/ND

PLAN VIEW

97 7s cs

an

LANDS OF
D Al r

6R055 LOI AREA:
45,799.73 SF

HOUSE

l

1

GARAGE

.i

\.

\\INFO\Documents\lobs\2018\'18-150 92 Laurel GroveAve, Ross\DWG\DESIGN\18-150 Design Review.dwg, 10/2O/2020 5:26:35 PM



72
A

O
R

S
C

O
N

C
E

P
T

U
A

L 
C

IV
IL

 S
IT

E
 P

LA
N

92
 L

A
U

R
E

L 
G

R
O

V
E

 A
V

F
N

T
JF

c) N

o9

'P:E

62
E

d
E

 T
i:

;3
: 

ts

nr
d;

I 
d"

e

=
 6B

F

=
 +

;-
E

tc
!

e*

F
F ;E 6F H
P 9d \

b \.
Y

lf, lz
I lo

,"
n

lfr
 m

m
m

q I 2 I g P

4g
i E

eE
l 

=

= d
2

z 
82

2
3 

3d
:

- 
=

?9

n:

rE
B

E
qd

fid
;d

t
$

I I I I

q 
1.

,

!i; :l' I I I I

m t € z

$

6

4 .6 : a F z
,,o

€
,j<

t. I '1
"

:. 
.r

:

=
31

3 8

;i I t: i: I

$

I 
r.

;,-

t- I ,t I

__
__

__
,:_

_
'.-

--
--

--
--

-.
--

--
--

-.
tb

0 o2

l
! .l -t

?

z F Z

?

l

-* 6s B
*

n
id -a

I



\lN
tq

k!
fr

rn
rlo

bN
or

3w
 

re
 e

, 
G

dd
 
c'

k 
A

€,
 io

sw
\D

6r
6n

l3
 

so
 k

 
qi

 r
&

.w
eq

 
2r

la
?r

 
ei

o!
r 

e

72
00

I O

D
R

IV
E

W
A

Y
 P

LA
N

 &
 P

R
O

F
IL

T
92

 L
A

U
R

E
L 

G
R

O
V

E
 A

V
E

N
U

E

dH
B

66
F

oE

ei
.z

; 
E

5, 6l

IE

E
le

va
tio

n

::. i..
.

{.
I

S
D

W
Y

-l ll-
u llr :lr

r n T
rl €

:

if.

4a
'

J

t
-t

_l
_.

1

a,
,'

_l

_l
1

A

J

1
oJ

.
/4

-l
- 

/-
G

F
 1

05
.J

O
IJ'

(r
) 

G
A

R
A

G
E

n

P h ;,
_/ z



e

9

5
5

a

&

E

z

O^zi
aie

z
tz UJ>o<uFU
o9OT

O
E
FU
<8
=f>1t-9sia

c4.0
40F5

92 LAUREL GROVE AVE

EXISTING CONDITIONS

PRE PROJTCT DRANAGE ARTAS

EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS NOTEI
axwirwtr-BE-REiov6-ru *E srn TNcLuDLNG:
POOI PoOL folsE. STATRS, EgrNC, SLABS. ErC
XAIN HdSE & CARACE 10 REMAII.

4

*/
/'!+#", !

PCST PROJECT DRANAGT MANTINANCE ARrAS (DMA'S)

il ",^'

/"
/

20' 20' JO

v

-

KAL. 1"= 20



a

R

I

i

z

9

4
E

2

t
Pi
I
5

t
d
I
?

)
ts
Uo U
J]-z.^u
F<
O

to
-EduFz.J.
Xn
v<
u!

vo
F

c+.1

BIORITENTON AREA _ PLAN
NOT TO SC^f

i .:. ,,.;,;:i

TYPICAL SECTION A_A
B]ORITENTION AREA

NOT iO $ LE

TYPICAL SECTION B_B

B]ORETENTION AREA

NOT TO ru

BUBBTE_UP DETA L

-.-.-.----Noi-m-

OVERFLOW DETAIT
Nor ro scAra



Hale Residence

Landscape Appendix, January 2021

i:!r,i.lirli (rJLil( r1 lla5[],-l



f

)
1{

flrz,e1-

L/
q

q'- t'" "-4

.- --:.{.
P

fi;'^
-rlr

#-

l

". -.- i.;

l<-is"

L
: _- <

It
,
I
I

I

i
I

'i.'1
.1.

:I.

,kn".

$
7

b
\
/(

NORTH WESTVIEW

Hale Residence | 92 Laurel Grove, Ross CA I January 202 I

tA 'l

Everdell Garden Desiqn



I

4

( "{'j\

i

I

:;J
$

I

il

f-

.{

t.rJ

,$.\t

\€
&aezz

:*,
,. ',,'], ?-

I h./) "*''fP,

,b

b

..?.,

-rn

t./"

4u

J
I't
L
t"7

L.

n

t't., >
n

i^l

2.t

NORTH EAST VIEW

Hale Residerrce 192 L.aurel Grove, Ross CA lJanuary 202'l Everdell Garden Design

LA2



n
ll

a.

-tr

et'
--@-

Features

'1 Orchard
2 Lawn
3 Sloped Lawn
4 Pool
5 Spa
6 ADU
7 New Screening Trees
8 Garage
9 Dry Stacked Stone Wall (12-30"tall)

10 Engineered Stone Wall (24-48" tall)
1 1 Existing Driveway & Vehicular Gate (To Be Removed)
l2Terrace
13 14 Foot Setback Reserued for Future Roadway
14 NewVehicularGate
15 Existing Driveway (To Be Removed)
16 Driveway Hammerhead (Fire Truck Turnaround)
17 Property Line
18 Riparian Setback

SKYLAND WAY

19 Screening Hedge
20 Pool Equipment Enclosure
2'1 Residence

LAUREL
GROVE
AVE

Hale Residence | 92 Laurel Grove, Ross CA I January 202.1
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@ Ort Stacked Stone Wall (12-30" tall)

6D Engineered StoneWall (24-48" tall)

@ New Vehicular Gate - Wood with Stone
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Version 416/16

Written Project Description - may be attached.
A complete description of the proposed project, including all requested variances, is required. The
description may be reviewed by those who have not had the benefit of meeting with the applicant,
therefore, be thorough in the description. For design review applications, please provide a summary of
how the project relates to the design review criteria in the Town zoning ordinance (RMC 518.41.100).

Our project at92 Laurel Grove proposes the relocation of a

driveway from Laurel Grove to Skyland Way, the construction

of a two-story pool house and landscape improvements.

The existing driveway and existing pool would be removed

and landscaped.

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

Tree lnventory
92 Laurel Grove Avenue

(APN :072-211-17)

Prepared for:
Rob and Gatherine Hale

d. robe rt. h a I e@q m a i l. co m
catherine.j. h ale@ qm a il.com

Prepared by:
Dr. Kent Julin

ISA Certified Arborist
California Professional Forester

ARBORSCIENCE, LLC

April29, 2019

P.O. Box 111 o Woodacre, CA 94973-0111
office: 415.419,5197 o Field: 415.419.6960 o PayPal: kent.julin@gmait.com

Web : http ://arborscientist. com



ASSIGNMENT

Rob and Catherine Hale hired ARBORSCIENCE, LLC to inventory trees surrounding
their home in Ross. I conducted my inspections of the trees on May 26 and 29,2019.

SCOPE OF WORK AND LIMITATIONS

I evaluated the subject trees using a Level 2 Basic Assessment following
lnternational Society of Arboriculture Best Management Practices for Tree Risk
Assessment. Tree characteristics including form, degree of lean, vigor, and rooting
stability were evaluated in relation to nearby targets. ln addition, I used a dead-blow
hammer to evaluate the presence and extent of internal decay. This assessment is
based on the circumstances and observations, as they existed at the time of the site
inspection. The opinions in this assessment are given based on observations made and
using generally accepted professional judgment, however, because trees are living
organisms and subject to change, damage and disease, the results, observations,
recommendations, and analysis as set out in this assessment are valid only at the date
any such observations and analysis took place and no guarantee, warranty,
representation or opinion is offered or made by Arborscience as to the length of the
validity of the results, observations, recommendations and analysis contained within this
assessment. As a result the client shall not rely upon this Assessment, save and except
for representing the circumstances and observations, analysis and recommendations
that were made as at the date of such inspections. lt is recommended that the trees
discussed in this assessment should be re-assessed periodically.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND CONTEXT

The home at 92 Laurel Grove in Ross
was constructed in 2000 on a gently
sloping, northeast-facing, 0.94-acre parcel
(APN: 072-211-17). lmprovements
included a gated asphalt driveway leading
to a detached garage, single-family home,
and pool. Gardens are nicely landscaped
with both native and ornamental
trees, shrubs, perennialflowers, and lawns.

ARBORSCIENCE - 92 LaurelGroye Ross April 29, 2019 Page 2



SUBJECT TREE DESCRIPTIONS

Trees on the property add considerable value in terms of privacy screening, sound
dampening, shade, beauty, fruit, and wildlife habitat. Marin-native trees on the
property include coast live oak, valley oak, California bay, and coast redwood.
Planted trees consist of deodar cedar, incense cedar, Lawson's cypress, Monterey
cypress, Japanese maple, white mulberry, Chinese elm, English elm, Marina
madrone, blackwood and green wattle acacia Chinese windmill palms, green and
purple leaf plum, orange, olive, Canary lsland date palm, crepe myrtle, and fan palms.
Locations of the subject trees are plotted on the Tree lnventory Map below. Names
and sizes of these trees are presented in Table 1. Most of the trees are in good
condition (On a scale of 1 to 5, where 24, 1 = poor and 5 = excellent). The large
Monterey cypresses (Trees 9 and 10 are declining), one coast live oak (Tree 35 has
sudden oak death), one blackwood acacia (Tree 49) with multiple trunks has failed
and presents a hazard. Several trees (Trees 38, 40, and 41) have significant trunk
decay. The Ross Valley Fire Department considers all of the California bays and
acacias fire-prone.

ll
1l

li

fi
!
tt
4a.I
!l
IE
ts

c{

F

E

t-.-^-_-_* I _"- - - _

@-i @
PLAN .VITY

@,

Map Base: Oberkamper & Associates 1-14-19

fr(f#i'
q$48

ARBORSCIENCE LLC Tree lnventory Map
92 Laurel Grove Avenue
Ross, California

Sound Tree Advice

0 30 80 12O Feel

*d

ARl3C/iSOlE^lCf: * 92- i.aurefGroye f?oss Aprii 29, 2019 Page 3



Table 1. Subject trees growing at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue in Ross.
Condition is on a scale of 1 to 5, where | = poor and 5 = excellent

Tag Common Name Scientific Nome DBH (in.) Condition
L coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 20,24 5

2 coast live oak Quercus agrifolio 15 4

3 valley oak Quercus lobota 9 4
4 coast live oak Quercus agrifolio 1,1, 4
5 Canary lsland date palm Phoenix canariensis 36 4

6 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia t1 4

7 deodar cedar Cedrus deodara 1.2 4
8 coast live oak Quercus agrifolio 9 4
9 Monterey cypress H espe rocy pa ris mo c roco r po 30 2

10 Monterey cypress H espe rocy po ris mo croco rpa 28 2

LL coast live oak Quercus oqrifolio 21, 4

t2 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 13 4
13 deodar cedar Cedrus deodaro 10 4
1.4 deodar cedar Cedrus deodara L3,24 4
15 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 6 4
1_6 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 7 4
17 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia L7 4

18 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 18 4
1_9 purple leaf plum Prunus cerasifero 4,4,6 4
20 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 17 4
2L purple leaf plum Prunus cerasifera 2,3,3 4
22 crepe myrtle Lagerstroemia indica 6 4

23 white mulberry Morus olba 7 4

24 cotoneaster Cotoneoster sp. 3, 4,7 L

25 purple leaf plum Prunus cerosifero 3, 4,5 4

26 green leaf plum Prunus sp. 4,5 4
27 Chinese elm Ulmus parviflora 9 4
28 Canary lsland date palm Phoenix canoriensis 36 4
29 orange tree Citrus sinensis 2,2,3 4

30 Marina madrone Arbutus x marino 9 5

31 Marina madrone Arbutus x morina 9 5

32 crepe myrtle Logerstroemia indico 5 5

33 Chinese windmill palm Trochycorpus fortunei 8 4
34 Chinese windmill palm Trachycorpus fortunei 7 4

35 coast live oak Quercus ogrifolia 13 2

36 incense cedar Colocedrus decurrens 13 4
37 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 16, 18 3

38 blackwood acacia Acocia melanoxylon 7,8 2

39 blackwood acacia Acocia melonoxylon 2L 4
40 California bay U m be ll u I a ria co liforni ca 4-11 (8) 2

ARBCRSCIENCE - 92 Laurel Groye /?r:ss April 29, 2019 Page 4



Tag Common Name Scientific Name DBH (in.) Condition
41. California bay U m bel I u lo ria co lifo rnica 2-e (7) 2

42 Lawson's cypress Cho m aecypo ris I owson i a n o 5 3

43 California bay U m bel I u I o ri o californi co LI 4

44 California bay U m b ell ul a ri a ca liforni co 7-2L (31 4

45 California bay U m bell ula ria californica s-e (s) 4

46 California bay U m bel I u I a ri o colifornica 4,7 4

47 California bay U m bel I u I o ri o co lifornica 7-8 (4) 4

48 California bay U m bell u I o ri a ca liforni co 2-6 (s) 4

49 blackwood acacia Acacia melanoxylon s-1.6 (8) 1.

50 California bay U m bel I ulo ri a co lifornica 4-8 (3) 4

51 coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 20 4

52 valley oak Quercus lobota 55 4

53 lncense cedar Colocedrus decurrens 13 4

54 blackwood acacia Acocio melanoxylon 5 4

55 California bay U m bell u I a ri o californico 2,6 4

56 California bay U m bellu I o ri a co liforn ica 6 4

57 California bay U m bel I ula ria ca liforni ca 7 4

58 California bay U m bel I u la rio co lifornica 14, t5 4

59 blackwood acacia Acacio melonoxylon L4 4

60 California bay U m bell u I o ri o co lifornico 3,4,8 4

61 blackwood acacia Acacia melonoxylon L1 4

62 blackwood acacia Acacia melonoxylon 6 4

53 English elm Ulmus procero L2 4

64 valley oak Quercus lobato 26 4

65 valley oak Quercus lobata 31_ 4

66 blackwood acacia Acacia melonoxylon 4,6,8 4

67 green wattle acacia Acocia decurrens 5,6,6 4

68 English elm Ulmus procerq 1_3 4

Sincerely,

ARBORSCIENCE

Dr R. Julin
ISA Certified Arborist #WE-8733A
ISA Tree Risk Assessor Qualified
California Registered Professional Forester #2648

AREORSCIENCE - 92 LaurelGroye Ross April 29, 2019 Page 5
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92Laurel Grove Avenue
Neighborhood Outreach Regarding Proposed Proiect

UpdateJanuary 29,2021,

Outteach rclated to Advisory Design Review Gnup Meeting held October 20, 2020

On Friday Sept 18, 2020, the Hales, homeownets of 92 Laurel Grove Avenue, contacted their neighbors
at90,91.,93 and94L,aurel Grove and 3,4 & 9 Skyland way to invite them to a group Zoom meeting or a

one on one meeting to discuss the ptoposed project. The Hales contacted their neighbors by email using
the email addresses in the Ross Town Directory.

On Sunday Sept 20, 2020, Rob Hale met with Bruce Chadey at 3 Skyland Way in person. Mr. Chadey
had questions about the project, primarily related to landscape screening and placement of the driveway.
After discussing the project with Mr. Hale, Mr. Chatley was satisfied and said he supported the project.

On Tuesday Sept 22,2020, the Flales met with Jeff Le on 
^t 

4 Skyland Way via Zoom and sent him the
plans. iVIr. Leon had questions about the placement of the driveway and gate, parkrng during
construction and the numbet of parking spaces after completion of the project. After the Hales
addtessed the questions, Mr. Leon indicated he enthusiastically supported the project and thought it
would improve the value of properties on Skyland Way. Mr. Leon asked the Flales to trim the branches
of a pine tree on Skyland Way during the project, which the Hales agreed to do. Additionally, the Flales

committed to avoid parking directly across from Mr. Leon's ddveway during construction.

On Tuesday Sept22, the Robinsons at 94 Laurel Grove requested the Hales send the plans for the
ptoject by email fot review. Aftet reviewing them, the Robinsons indicated on Wednesday Sept 23 they
supported the ptoject and their only question was regarding the consttuction timeline.

On Friday, Octobet 9, the Flales met the Polslas at 90 Laurel Grove in person who indicated full support
of the ptoject. The Polskis wanted to be sure there was plenf of screening from the pool house. The
Hales agreed to trim trees ovethanging Skyland Way and to the Polskis's requested there be a parking
spot on Skyland Way for their visitors during construcdon.

On Sunday, October 18, l{ob Hale met Chris Fasano at 9 Skyland Way in person. Rob addressed Chris'
questions about the project inciuding construction time, parking and dutatron since the Fasanos also have
an upcoming renovation project. Chris rndicated full support of the project.

The Hales attempted to reach out to the neighbots at 6 and 8 Skyland but were not able to locate their
contact infotmation prior to the first ADR Group Meeting held October 20'h.

Outteach rclated to Advisory Design Review Gtoup Meeting held tanuary 19, 2021

In response to comments received by the town planner before the Advisory Design Review Group
Meeting onJanuary 1,9,2021,, as well as comments made by neighbors during this meeting, the Hales

r\l{CHllt'.C15
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conducted additional outreach.

On Tuesday January 19, the Rob Hale communicated wrth Natalie Wilson at 6 Slryland Way by email
after Ms. Wilson contacted the town pianner. Mr. Flale offered explanation of the project by email and
Ms. Wilson teviewed the plans. Ms. Wilson indicated that she believed the new design is an improvement
from the existing design of the property. She commented that she hoped that the ADR would review the
fencing and landscaping plan to ensure there is enough screening. Aside from this, she indicated that
both she and her husband supported the project.

During theJanuary 19'h ADR Group Meeting, three residents commented on the project: Eileen Sheldon
of 1 Skyview Road, Amelia Maccoun of L6 Skyland Way andBarbara Van Meurs of 14 Skyland Vay.
Their concerns all related to traffic and parkrng at the bottom of Skyland Way. The Flales had not
discussed their project with any of these residents befote the meeting due to their locations further up the
road and away from the Flales'properfy. In the days foliowrng the ADR Group Meeting, the Hales
contacted each of these residents by email, indicating that they regretted not explaining their project in
advance and then offering an explanation for the project. The Haies explained their view that the project
will bring the aesthetic of the property into fne with the Laurel Grove and Skyland neighborhood, will
improve trafltc safety and will improve the parking situation in the neighborhood. The Hales also made
assurances that construction patking would be managed carefully to minimize the butden on Skyland Way
dudng the project. After teceiving this email, Eileen Sheldon indicated she suppotted the project, Amelia
Maccoun reitetated her objecuon to moving the driveway to Skyland Way due to parking and traffic
concerns, andBarbara Van Meuts had not tesponded as of the date of this letter.

* *

In summary, the Hales' direct outreach and explanation of their project encompassed hve face to face
meetings and three email-only correspondences. Of these eight, seven indicated support for the project
including from all owners of abutting properties of 92 Laurel Grove Ave and those directly across
Skyland Way from it. One of eight objected to the relocation of the driveway even after explanation.
-fhe Hales assured all that they would make effotts to minimize disruption from construction and be
attentive to concerns and requests dudng the construclion process.

420 N,{lI-T-r,R AVENUE NfiLL VALLtrY CALTTORNIA 94941 | 415 i8l 8326 I wvw.CIlAMBERSr\NDCIlAMI}EttS.COlU
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ROSS TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES, OCTOBER 9, 1997

-9-

Tushers/Gabrietsen/wicholeons properties, he did not have aproblem. Accordingly, he moved approval with the findings inthe staff report and the following condj-t.ions:
1. ApplicanE. sha1l submib a landscaping plan 30 days from

date of ieeuance of building permit and shalL show type,
height and size of the screenj-ng along the enlireproperty lj.nes of the Tusher/cabrielsen/Nicholsons
propert,ies. Landscaping shall be installed as soon aspossible, prior to the st.art of const,ruction.

2. The Town Council reserves the right. to require landscape
screening for up to one year from project fina1.

3. Applicant shalL comply wiEh all requirements of Ehe Ross
Public Safety Department,,

4. Any exherior lighEing shall not. create glare, hazard or
annoyance to adjacent. propert.y owners or passersby.
Lighting shall- be shielded and direcE,ed downwird

5. No change from the approved plans sha11 be permitted
without prior Town approval.

6. Portable boilets shall be off the sbreet and oub of
public view.

\';

This wa€, eeconded
unanimously.

by Councilmember curtiss and passed

23. y_ARIANCE Ar{p pESreN REVIEW.
Geoff and Sandy BarneE, 92 Laurel Grov€ Avenue, Ap 72-ZLL-L7,
R-1rB-A (Single Family ResLdence, One acre mlnlmum)
Varlance and deeign review to allow rnodificatione to an
exleting regldence, including: 1) adding a L,497 square foot
gecond sEory witsh a roof encroaching within the eaet slde yard
setback (15 feet proposed, 25 feet requJ-red); 2) converUing
the atEached garage Lnto llv1ng spacer 3) replacing Ehe rnaln
Ievel porch wl-th a den wlthln tha eide yard aatback (j.6 feet,
propoeed, 25 feet, required; 4) adding a covered walkway.
covered terrace and gt,aLrway at the maLn level. A 7GB square
foot 3-car garage le propoeed to t,he rear of the residence. A
play strueture is propoeed ln the rear and slde yard eetbacks.

,-1
Lot Area

Pregent IJot Cov€rege
Propoaed LoC Coverage
Pr€gent'Floor Area Ratio
Propoeed Floor Area Ratslo

45,850 sq. fU.

(15t permitted)

13 (15* permitted)

The exlstlng resldence is nonconf,ormlng ln slde yard setback.

MAYOR DELAIITY BROWN ITA.IIDED THE GAVEL TO MAYOR PRO TEMPORE GRAY,
STEPPED DOWN FROM THE COI,NCIL CITAI.IBERS AI'TD TOOK A SEAT IN THE
AUDIENCE.

ArchiEect l{ank Bruce presented the plane and mentioned that
Mr. Bruce Chatley, the adjoining neighbor, was concerned about
viewing the proposed addition from his property. The
applicants proposed landscaping t,o screen the area.
Mr. Chatley eaid Ehat it was a one-sbory home and a two-story
is proposed, 20 ft, from hj.s front door. He said that, his
daughter's bedroom window would look directly into the window
of bhe proposed bedroom and he asked that bhe window be
relocated. He asked what type of trees would be planted and
thaE they not be deciduous. Mr. ChaE,ley said that he did not
want bo see ekylights and Mr. Bruce responded that no
skylights were proposed. Mr. Bruce said that it, wouLd not be
feasible to relocate the bedroom window.
There was Eome discussion concerning the play atructure within
the setbacks and the applicant wiL.hdrew Lhis portion of the
application. There was also further discussion concerning
Ehe type and height of trees. After consideraE.ion,
Councilmenrlcer Goodman moved approval wit.h the findings in the
staff reporb and the following conditions:

\l
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24.

25

26

2'l . Adiournrnent.
The meetj-ng was adjourned at

1. Approvals do not include bhe play sLructure in the
setbacks.

2. Landscape screening shall be provided between the
residence and the property to Ehe sout.h. A landscape
plan for this area shall be submitted for Town and Mr.
Chatley's approval prior bo building final. This
landscaping sha1l be installed within 3 months o-f projecl
f ina1, -unless exbended by the Town due Lo \eather
conditions. If the neighbors do not come "to an
agreement, the matter sha11 be brought back to the Town
Council. The Town Council reserves the right to require
additional landscape screening for up to two years from
landscape instal]ation.

3. New exterior lighting shall noL create glare, hazard or
annoyance Lo adjacent property owners. Lighting shal] be
shielded and directed downward.

4. A new cu'lvert sha1l be provided under the driveway at
Laurel Grove Avenue as approved by the Director of Public
Works

5. The entry pylons shal1 not exceed a maximum height of 6

feet.
6. A 24-hour monitored alarm system sha11 be provided

subject, Lo the Ross Public Safety DeparLmenL's approval.
7, The final plans for improvement of the lower Lerrace

sha11 be submitted for Town Planner approval prior to
terrace conslruclion. AI1 areas greater that 18r' from
existing grade shall constitute additional floor area.

B. No changes from the approved plans sha1l be permitted
wiLhout prior Town approval. Red-lined plans showing any
proposed changes shall be submitbed Lo the Town Planner
pri-or to Lhe issuance of any building permi-Ls.

9. Portable Loilels sha11 be off the sLreet and out of
public view.

This was seconded by Councilmember Rei,d and passed
unanimously.

VARIANCE AND DESIGN REVIEW.
Steve and Jeseica Carro]l, 201 Bolinas Avenue, AP 73-031-04,
R-I:B-7.5 (Single Family Reeidence, 7 ,500 sq$rare foot
minimum). Request is to allow a variance and design review to
allow modificationa to an exist.ing residence, including: f)
bhe addition of 180 square foot, farnlly room; 2) the enclosure
of an existing stairway to the garage upper level within the
side yard setback (1-5 feet required, I feet proposed; 3) a
lower level garage expansion and upper level
bedroom/storage/multi-purpose room addition within the side
yard eetbacks (15 feet required, 8 and 10 feeb propoeed.
Continued aL the request. of t.he applicant.

Corregpondence.
Council not.ed a letter received 'from Councilmember Paul
Chignell of San Anselmo.
It was the consensus of Lhe Council that 41 Willow Avenue be
placed on the next agenda for a show cause.

Other Buginess.
Councilmember Goodman expressed concern t.hal t.he under areas
of hil-lside lots are being developed.
A Council/sLaff retreat was set. for Sunday, November 23, 1O:00
a.m. to 3 p.m.

\ \ <.-r- --!--L-\ )\vn\v.\\A_ J\q\l\

12:15 a.m

1anEy Mayor

Virg Stott, Town Clerk

Ma

Thoma Admin.Town Clerk
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approval of the project. The Town ehalt promptly not:ify
bha applicante and/or ovrners of any such claim, action orproceeding, tendering Ehe defense to the applicants
and/or ol^rners. The Town shall assist in lhe defenEe,
however, nothing contained j.n this condition ehall
prohibit the Town from participating ln the defenee of
any euch cLaim. action or proceeding so long as the Towu
agrees to bear its own attorney. s feee and costs and
particlpat,es in the defense in good. falth.

This was seconded
unanimously.

by Councilwoman Browrr and paEE€d

pESIGN REVIEW AryD VARTANCE_.
Tom and Cary Nowell, 2 Spring noad, AP 73-252-05, R-1:B-6
(Slngle FamiJ.y Residence, 6,000 square foot minimum)
Deeign revlew to allow Che construction of a 6-foot high grape
stake fence and gaEe acro€iE the fronE of the property along
Sprlng Road. A variance ie requested to allow a 3-foot high
grape sUake fence on bop of an existing retaining waII along
the entry walkway, resulting in a combined fence,/waII height
ranging from 6 feet bo 9 feet (6 feet permitted.)
Town Planner Broad explained the proposal He said that it l-s
esseniial that the fence be pulJ-ed back co allow for
vegetation,
Councilmember Hart. aaked if there were any comparable fencing
in the neigh.borhood. Mr. Broad reeponded that the Tully
regi.dence al-so has a solid fence.
Mr. Nowell sdid that the Stafford property has solid fencing.
He explain€d that they have a two story home close tso t,he
roadway. He said that without a solid gate his car would be
vielble and the gate wouJ.d give thern privacy from the st.reet.
Mayor Pro Tempore Goodman said that he did not have a problem
wl-th the design.
Mayor cray suggested that the applicant plant a hedge, addlng
that a four foot fence would not have to go before Lhe
Council. Mr, Nowell said Ehat they planned to landscape the
front, of bhe fence and wysteria would drape over t.he fence.
He gald that a four foot fence would not solve the privacy
:legue.
Mayor Pro Tempore Goodman moved approval wit,h the flndings and
condlt,ions ln the staff report and that, the f,ence be lowered
Lo five feet with a Eolid gate. ThiE tras eeconded by
Councllmember Har! and failed co pass with CouncllmemberE
Gray, Delanty Erown and Curtiss voting againat.

va,RIAlIcE AtfD DESIGN REvIEw. -fl iirY,'
Ilerbert and Nancy Tully, L9 Woodside Way, AP 73-252-03, R-1:B-
6 (Single Family Residence, 6,000 sg. ft. minimum.)
Variance to allow the replacement of an exisblng covered patlo
to the eaEt of the reeidence with a 192 square foot etudy
wLthln the rear yard setback from Spring Road (40 feet,
requlred, 22 feet proposed.) oesign review bo allow the
construcEion of a new 6-foot high fence with a fenced-in
refuge araa in the southeast portion of the property along
Spring Road.

tot Area 23,5L6 sq. ft.
PreEent LoC Coverag€ 18.2t
Proposed Lot eoverage L8.2% (20& permitbed)
Present Ffoor Area Ratio L8.2t
Proposed Floor Area Rabio 18.2% (208 permitced)

The exlsting reeidence, pool and patio are nonconforming in
aetbacks.
(Continued ats request of appllcant,)

DEIIOLITTON PERMIT.
Geoff, and Sandy Barneu. 92 Laure1 Grove Avenue, A.P. No. 72-
?LL-L'|., R-1:B-A (Singl-e Family Residence, one acre rninimr:nr)
Demolltion permit to allow an exieEing approximately 2,300

26.
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Equare foot residence and 2-car garage to b€ demollshed in
conjunction with the design review and variance approvals the
Towrr Council granted in October, L997. The approvale perm!.tted
modifications to bhe existing residence, including a 1,,497
Bquare foot second story addit.ion wlth a roof encroachlng
wit,hLn the east side yard setback and converting the at,tached
garage into living space. No changes in the final exterior
appearance Of this residence frorn the previous approval are
propoeed.

tot Area 45,850 sq. ft.
Pr€senb Lot Coverage 5.7%
Approved Lot Coverage L0.0% (15t permitted)
Pregent Floor Area Ratio 6.74
Approved Floor Area Rat,io 13.9% (15t permitted)

TLre existing residence is nonconforming in
setback.

east side yard

COITNCILWOU.AI'I DELArfrY BROWN STEPPED DOWN FROM THE COITNCIL CIIAMBERS
A}ID TOOK A SEAA IN THE ATIDIENCE.

Town Planner Broad explained thab Ehis was approved in 199?
and at that time the plans indicated which exterior nallB
would remain, However, the project proponentss came back to
et.aff and reguested that they be permitted to demolish the
exlsting residence and rebuild on the same site.
litE. Lynn Chat.ley asked if the upstaira bedroom window could be
moved 90 degrees to one ej-de or the other to provide for
privacy to her home.
Mr6. Barnet said that the second scory is not in the setback
and they planted three trees to mitigabe the privacy iseue
dlecugeed at t,he prewious Council meeting.
Councilmenber Hart asked the AIA if the window could be
relocated. Mr. Bruce responded tshat this was bhe most
appropriabe location for light and air and the landscaping
would mitigat.e the privacy issue.
Mayor Gray said that if the Council required ttrem to
reconstruct the house within the setbacks, it would be costly
and inefficient.
CounciLnernber Goodman said that if the demolition was granbed,
the applicants could stare with a clean piece of property and
vtould have Eo justify why they were not building in the
Eetback. Mrs. Barnet responded Ehat the foundation lies in
relationehlp to the driveway and pool. slope and sunlight and
they would have to rebuiLd t,tre driweway and pool if the house
aite were changed,
Town Planner Broad said that, it is a sloping area wtth
ex:[sting vegetation and if relocated, could result in
additional site disturbance to the topography,
lllayor Pro Tempore Goodman moved appro\ral subject, to th6
f,lndings ln the staff report with the additional finding that
moving the house would require movi-ng driveway and pool and
exieting vegeEaUion and cause more damage to the site.
Following are Lhe conditions of approval:

The landscaping shall be reviewed as part of the grant,ing
of the building permit rather than at the end of the
congtruction.
All conditions from the October L997 Council approval
ehall remain in fuII force and effect.
The applicants and/or owners sha11 defend, lndemnify and
hold the Town harmless along with itse boards,
Conmissions, agients, Officers, employeee and consultant,g
from any claim, action or proceeding against the Town,
it.E boards, commissions, agenbs, officers, employees and
consultants attacking or seeking t.o set aside, declare
void or annul the approval(s) of lhe project or becauae
of any claimed liability based upon or caused by the
approval of the project, The Town shall promptly nobify
the applicanls and/or owners of any such claim, acEion or

I
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proceedlng, tendering Lhe defense to the appllcanta
and/or owners. The Town shall assist in the defenee,
however. nothing containecl in this condition shall
prohibib the Town from participat.ing in the defenge of
any such claim, action or proceeding so long as t.he Town
agrees to bear itg own attorney's fees and coste and
participates in bhe defense in good falth.

This was seconded by Councilrnember Hart, and passed wlth
four af firmative vot,es.

COI'NCII.WOMAN DELANTY BROhIN RETURNED TO THE COI'NCIL CHA}{BERS,

27 . N1IENDMENT TO AN APPROVED DEMOI,ITTON PEBI4IT AND DESIGN REVIEW
APPTICATION,
WilLiam and Liebe Patterson, 51 Glenwood Avenue, A.P. No. ?3-
O7L-LL, R-1:B-A (Single Family Residence, One acre rninimum)
An arnendmen! to an approved demolibion permit application to
al.low lhe demolition of an additional 2,292 square fee! of the
reaidence's existing first stor:1/. The existing entry hal1,
dining room, kitchen. library, sLudies and rear bedroom will
be removed. The previous approv;rl allowed the removal of a
2,529 square foot, 2-story addition added in L936, a 180
square foot addition west of the lJ-ving room, a caretaker'g
quarters and a barn with a living unit,
An amendment to the design rewiew approval to allow bhe
reconsbruction of this 2,292 square feet of additional
rernoved area is requested, No charrges in bhe residence's final
exterior appearance from the previous approval are proposed.
The 1ot coverage and floor area ratios wiIl remain aB
previousl-y approved.

Lot Area 99,735 square feet
PreBent Lot Coverage L0.0%
Approved Lot, Coverage 9.7"4 (15% permitted)
Present Floor Area RaLio ]-4,2%
Approved Floor Area Ratio 13.8% (15% permitted)

Town Pfanner Broad explained thaC there were no varianceg
granted in the initial approval. He consulted with the
hj-storical architect at Carey and Co, was totd that the
proposed plans represented a ::easonable approach. They
reconunended that photographs be taken from alL angles and
close up detail photographs prior to the work being done.
Thege photographs are to be taken from far away and elose up.
Councilwoman Delanty Brown moved approval with the findings in
the staff report and the following conditions.
1. A11 conditions from the ,January 1998 Councll approval

shall remain in full force and effect. No changes from
the January 1998 design review approval are authorized by
this approval.

2, Prior Uo the issuance of a building permit, t.he project
proponents sha1l submit labeled phot,ographs of aIt
elevations of the original residence providing det,ailed
documentation of the appearance of the original
structure. Reconstructed areas shall replicate existing
development in character and design detaiLs, subject to
Town staff approwal.

3. No changes from Lhe approved demolition or design review
plans sha11 be permitted without prior Town approval.
ned-lined plans showing any proposed changee shall be
submitted to bhe Town Planner prior to the issuance of
any building permits. No changes in the approved building
permit plans related t,o demol ition or desi"gn reviaw shaLl
be permiEted without prior approval of the Town P1anner.

4. A street nurnber must be provided (minimum 4 inchee on
contra8ting background. )

5. The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify and
hold the Town harmless along with its boards,
commissj.ons, agents, officers, employees and consultant,s
from any claim, action or proceeding agaJ-nst the Tow11'

\i'
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October 20, 2020 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

MINUTES

Meeting of the
Ross Advisory Design Review Group

Tuesday, October 20, 2O2O

Video and audio recording of the meeting is available online at the Town's website at:
townof ross.org/meeti ngs.

L. 7:00 p.m. Commencement
Chair Mark Kruttschnitt called the meetingto order. Josefa Buckingham, Laura Dewar, Mark
Fritts, and Stephen Sutro were present. Planning and Building Director Patrick Streeter and
Planner Matthew Weintraub representing staff were present.

2. Approval of Minutes - September t5,2O2O.
The ADR Group unanimously approved the September 1_5, 2020 minutes

3. Open Time for Public Comments
No comments were provided.

4. PlanningApplications.
a. Hale Residence,92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Owner: Hale Revocable Trust (Rob and Catherine Hale)
Applicant: Chambers and Chambers Architects/ Barbara Chambers
DESCRIPTION:The applicant is requesting approval to: construct a new 800-square-foot,
detached accessory dwelling unit (ADU) in the north side yard; construct a new 718-
square-foot, second-story, attached ADU above an existing, reconstructed
nonconforming garage in the west (rear) yard; relocate the driveway access from Laurel
Grove Avenue to Skyland Way; construct a new pool, patios, and outdoor living areas;
and install new landscaping.

Planner Weintraub introduced the project and summarized written comments received in
objection to the project from Jane Heath at 2 Skyview Way, citing concerns about proposed
density, potential traffic impacts, and landscape impacts.

Stephen Sutro asked staff to discuss potential findings for variances and/or exceptions.
Planner Weintraub discussed the factors and findings to be considered with respect to
requested variances and/or exceptions, including ADR Group recommendations.

Josefa Buckingham asked staff for clarification of ADU allowable floor area. Planner
Weintraub provided clarification.

L



October 20, 2020 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

The applicant, Kim Ngo of Chambers & Chambers Architects, provided an update on
neighborhood outreach and setback clarification.

ADR Group Members discussed the merits of the project. ADR Group Members provided
the following comments:

Mark Kruttschnitt:
r New 2-story ADU structure would dominate views from upper Skyland Way and it would

exacerbate nonconform ities.
r New 1--story ADU structure would appear tall and would not be attractive from Laurel

Grove Avenue.
o New nonconforming south patio should not encroach into setback.

Josefa Buckinsham:
. The lot may be too small to accommodate 2 ADU's - each of which may involve 2-3 new

residents and/or vehicles associated with the property. Off-street parking should be
provided.

o The project should locate new development closer to the center of the lot and the
existing residence, and away from the periphery of the lot.

o New L-story ADU could be relocated away from the road to minimize the height. The
street-facing a rch itectu ra I elevation shou ld be improved/a rticulated.

r New 2-story ADU structure would exacerbate nonconformities. Landscaping may not
provide adequate visual screening.

. Supports driveway relocation.
r The property does not present hardships typically associated with variance/exception

approvals.

Stephen Sutro:
. Agrees with Mark Kruttschnitt and Josefa Buckingham on all their points.
o ADU bulk and mass are architecturally inappropriate and would not support overall

findings for project approval. Too much bulk and mass to justify variances/exceptions.
o Recommends lowering plate height of new 1-story ADU and shifting location away from

road. The street-facing architectural elevation should be improved/articulated.
r Not entirely comfortable with the new 2-story ADU per comments by Mark Kruttschnitt

and Josefa Buckingham.

Mark Fritts
o Concurs with previous comments regarding bulk and mass, building location,

improving/articulating street-facing elevations, and minimizing requested
va ria nces/exceptio ns.

r Recommends carrying over style/character of 2-story ADU to l"-story ADU.
. Supports driveway relocation.
o Does not support south patio setback encroachment.
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Laura Dewar:
. Agrees with previous comments.
o Concerned that new ADU structures would become the new primary visual focus from

roadways.

Natalie Wilson provided a written public comment expressing concerns about potential loss
of on-street parking, and asking if the house address would be changed to Skyland Way and
if the new poolwould involve a tall retaining wall. Chair Mark Kruttschnitt replied that
these issues would be addressed by staff and/or reviewed when a revised project is
reviewed by the ADR Group.

Chair Mark Kruttschnitt summarized the ADR Group's unanimous recommendations:
o Too much bulk and mass.
o Too much development at the periphery of the property.
o Lack of "hardship" justification for requested variances/exceptions.
r Nonconformities should not be exacerbated.
r The proposed design is not consistent with the Design Review criteria and standards of

RMC Section 1-8.41.1_00.

Chair Mark Kruttschnitt closed the hearing

b. Dickerson Residence, 105 Bolinas Avenue
Owner: Roger and Melissa Dickerson
Applicant: lmprints Landscape Architecture
DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approval to construct a new 420-square-foot
combination pool/spa, new stone patio, new mechanical equipment enclosure, and
associated new landscape screening.

Planner Weintraub introduced the project and summarized a written comment received in
support of the project from Trevor Buck at 83 Bolinas Avenue and the applicant's
Neighborhood Outreach Description indicating support of Richard Petovello atLOT Bolinas
Avenue.

Josefa Buckingham asked the applicantto explain the proposed location. Brad Eigstiof
lmprints Landscape Architecture replied that the rear yard is occupied by large redwood
trees, whereas the side yard is currently underutilized.

ADR Group Members discussed the merits of the project. ADR Group Members provided
the following comments:

3

Mark Fritts:



October 20,2020 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

Rear yard seems to be a more natural location for a new pool; may be less impactful on
neighbors and a rearyard setbackvariance could be justified. However, a rearyard pool
location is not ideal because removal of redwood trees is typically not preferred, and a
pool in proximity to redwood trees is problematic.
Proposed pool location in side yard may create noise impacts that minor location
adjustments would not mitigate. The side yard may not be an appropriate pool
location.
lf a pool is located in the side yard, recommends revising size/location to avoid setback
encroachment and to increase distance to neighbor.
ln summary, the side yard location does not appear suitable and the rear yard location is
prefe rred,

Laura Dewar
o Understands the reasoning of avoiding the redwood trees in the rear yard.
e Notes that the side yard setback encroachment is minimal and the pool location allows

for access to the existing residence.
o The proposed pool location is currently visible from the public right-of-way and

additiona I screening is preferred.
o ln summary, the generally narrow lot configurations and existing nonconforming

situations along Bolinas Avenue seem to justify the request.

Stephen Sutro:
o Understands the reasoning of avoiding the rear yard; but does not mean that the side

yard location is suitable.
o Difficult to justify an exception for a design that does not quite fit.
o ln summary, the generally narrow lot configurations and existing nonconforming

situations along Bolinas Avenue seem to justify the request.

Mark Kruttschnitt:
o The rear yard would be the obvious pool location choice if the redwood trees were not

present.
o A rear yard pool location at the back of the lot would justify tree removal.
r A side yard location requires setback encroachment to allow for access to the existing

residence, and minor adjustments to the proposed side yard location would not result in

meaningful improvements with respect to potential impacts on the adjacent neighbor.
r Recommends screening the west yard from the public right-of-way by raising the west

yard fence to 6' in height and/or planting a hedge.

Josefa Buckingham
The Town Council has requested that the ADR Group provide decisive guidance and

recommendations.
Existing neighbor relationships should not be the basis for design decisions.

o

a

a

a

a

o
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r The ADR Group should focus on: ls this good design for the Town? ls this the best
design?

r Concerned that proximity of the new pool to the adjacent residence is not good design
o Prefers removing trees and locating the pool in the rear yard.
o Side yard does not appear to be an appropriate pool location.

Owner Roger Dickerson described the environmental values of and desire to preserve the
existing redwood trees in the rear yard; and explained the predominant shade in the rear
yard that makes the rear yard less suitable. Applicant Brad Eigsti explained existing
development and constraints in and around the side yard; and described existing fencing
and landscaping.

John Boesel at 103 Bolinas Avenue provided a written public comment in support of the
project and describing a Marin Municipal Water District drainage pipe that runs through the
rear yards of properties on Bolinas Avenue including the subject property.

The ADR Group voted 3-2 that the proposed design is consistent with the Design Review
criteria and standards of RMC Section 18.41.100. Josefa Buckingham and Mark Fritts
dissented and preferred a rear yard location for a new pool rather than a side yard location

Chair Mark Kruttschnitt closed the hearing.

c. Stevens Residence, 5 Madera Avenue
Owner: Stevens Family Trust (Ann and Chuck Stevens)
Applicant: Pedersen Associates
DESCRIPTION:The applicant is requesting approval to construct a new 6'-tall retaining
walland 3'-6" guardrail in orderto expand the width of an existing driveway, and to
renovate the existing front entry area exterior to the existing single-family residence
including new landings, stairs, walkways, walls, and plantings.

Planner Weintraub introduced the project

ADR Group Members discussed the merits of the project. ADR Group Members provided
the following comments:

Mark Kruttschnitt:
a Supports retaining wall improvements in Ross.

Mark Fritts:
o Asked for and received clarification from architect Pete Pedersen that there are existing

stucco surfaces on the garage, and the existing railing design and elements would be
reused.

r No concerns about the project.
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Stephen Sutro:
Looks fine with proposed wall plantingsa

Josefa Buckingham:
r Project is a great improvement that should be done.
o Applicant may consider rebuilding/expanding the garage to better match the house;

architect Pete Pedersen responded that nonconforming setbacks are an issue, but
owners may consider as future improvement.

o New retaining wall would not be noticeable after construction.

Laura Dewar:
r Staircase is a nice improvement.
o Expanded driveway/parking area makes sense at the dead-end street.
r Asked for and received clarification from architect Pete Pedersen that the retaining wall

would be planted and minimally visible from neighboring properties.
. Supports all of the work.

Chair Mark Kruttschnitt summarized the ADR Group's unanimous recommendation that the
proposed design is consistent with the Design Review criteria and standards of RMC Section
18.41.100.

Chair Mark Kruttschnitt closed the hearing

5. Conceptual Advisory Design Review.
a. Newell Road Trust Residence, 3 Newell Road

Owner: Newell Road Trust
Applicant: Ken Linsteadt Architects
DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting Conceptual Advisory Design Review of a
preliminary proposal to demolish the existing single-family residence and construct a
new single-family residence.

Director Streeter introduced the Conceptual Advisory Design Review

Architect Ken Linsteadt described the conceptual design for single-family residential
construction.

ADR Group Members provided the following Conceptual Advisory Design Review
comments:

It is difficult to tell how visible the house would be from other residential properties and
from offsite locations; more detailed visual analysis will be necessary.

a
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o Consider the impacts on viewshed of pushing the 2-story element back, especially
considering tree removal.

r Be aware of design review standards and guidelines with respect to ridgelines.
r Current fire safety requirements can take precedent over design considerations. For

example, Fire Department required tree removal at 1 Upper Road which resulted in
greater visibility of massing.

r Consider requesting that the Fire Department identify specific trees that would be
required to be removed, especially in the tightly contoured part of the site near the 2-
story element of the house, prior to making design decisions.

r Josefa Buckingham recommends pushing the house back as far as possible to leave
more open flat space at the house level which could provide for a pool location near the
house, rather than at the lower level.

o Mark Fritts recommends maximizing the potentialfor solar and renewable energy;
appreciates the split-massing design.

Chair Mark Kruttschnitt closed the hearing.

6. Communications
a. Staff
Director Streeter provided an update on downtown developments

b. ADR Group Members
None.

7. Adjournment
The Chair adjourned the meeting at 8:57 PM.
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MINUTES

Regular Meeting of the
Ross Advisory Design Review Group
7:OO PM, Tuesday, Janu ary t9,2O2L

Video and audio recording of the meeting is available online at the Town's website at:
townof ross.org/meeti ngs.

1. 7:00 p.m. Commencement
ADR Group Chair Mark Kruttschnitt called the meeting to order. ADR Group Members Josefa
Buckingham, Laura Dewar, Mark Fritts, and Stephen Sutro were present. Director Patrick
streeter and Planner Matthew weintraub were present representing staff.

2. Approvalof Minutes.
The ADR Group unanimously approved the December L5, 2020 minutes

3. Open Time for Public Comments
No comments were provided.

4. Planning Applications.
a. Hale Residence, 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Owner: Rob and Catherine Hale
Applicant: Chambers and Chambers Architects/ Barbara Chambers
DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approval to construct a new detached two-
story, 1,350-square-foot accessory building, containing separate areas with 850-square-
foot, one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit (ADU) and 500-square-foot pool house; new
pool, patios, and landscaping; and a new driveway with access on Skyland Way, at the
existing single-family residential property,
The opplicotion was previously reviewed ot the October 20, 2020 meeting. The oppticant
submitted o revised project design for review at the January 1-9, 2027 meeting.

Planner Weintraub introduced the project

Written comments expressing concerns and/or objections to the project were received
from the following property owners: 16 Skyland Way;2 Skyview Road; 90 Laurel Grove
Avenue; l Skyview Road; 14 Skyland Way; 6 Skyland Way. Concerns and/or objections cited
the new driveway, construction activities, accessory building uses, and landscape screening.

Applicant Robert Hale described the project.

Eileen Sheldon, 1 Skyview Lane, spoke concerns about traffic and circulation on Skyland
Way. Planner Weintraub provided information.

I



Jonuary 79, 2021ADR Group Meeting Minutes (DRAFT)

Amelia Morris, 16 Skyland Way, spoke concerns about traffic and circulation on Skyland
Way. Director Streeter provided information.

Barbara Van Meurs, Skyview Lane, spoke concerns about traffic and circulation on Skyland
Way and the Town's noticing requirements. Planning staff provided information about
Council hearing dates and public notice requirements.

ADR Group Members discussed the merits of the project and provided the following
comments:

Josefa Buckinsham:
r Circulation and architecture are separate issues.
e Previous ADR Group comments were addressed by the revised design.
r Favors the minimized massing and bulk.
. Supports the architectural design.
o New driveway on Skyland Way is a superior design if safety standards are met. The

existing driveway on Laurel Grove Avenue is not safe.
o An ADU is allowable according to State mandate.
r Recommends using the existing driveway for parking/staging during construction to

minimize offsite impacts.
e The project would provide substantial off-street parking.

Mark Kruttschnitt:
o Revised project design addresses bulk and mass issues.
o Setbacks are compliant and generous.
r lncreasing the number of driveways on Skyland Way should be a minimal impact.

o Revised design addresses previous ADR Group concerns and comments.
o Architectural design is greatly improved.
o Removing the existing long driveway and adding the new driveway on Skyland Way is a

superior design.

Mark Fritts:
o Expressed concerns that pool house and ADU spaces would be combined.
o The new driveway on Skyland Way would have minimal impact on parking and

circulation.
. Supports the project.

Stephen Sutro
o Agrees with comments by other ADR Group Members.
. Superior architectural design would allow for ADU exception

Laura Dewar:
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Fully supports the project as submitteda

Chair Kruttschnitt summarized that the ADR Group unanimously recommended Design
Review approval.

Planner Weintraub provide information on the allowable use of an ADU

Chair Kruttschnitt closed the hearing.

b. Berry Residence, 51Sir Francis Drake Boulevard
Owner: Noah Berry
Applicant: James Coy Architect
DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approval to raise the existing one-story single-
family residence 2.7' above its current elevation in its existing location in order to avoid
inundation of the existing living space during stormwater flood events. The maximum
building height at the roof ridge would increase from L6'-L" to 18'-L0". Associated with
lifting the existing building in place, the project would reconstruct the existing entry
stairs and existing rear deck at the proposed new floor height.

Planner Weintraub introduced the project.

Architect James Coy and owner Noah Berry described the project.

No public comments were received

Mark Fritts:
. Suggests retaining a single-sided entry stairway
o Supports the project.

Stephen Sutro
Open substructure at rear elevation is not an offsite visual issue; could be screened in
the future if necessary.

Supports the project as proposed.

Laura Dewar
. Open substructure at rear elevation is not an offsite visual issue; could be screened in

the future if necessary.
. Suggests improving the garage in the future.
. Supports the project.

Josefa Buckingham:
. Suggests improving the garage in the future.
. Supports the project.

a

a
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Mark Kruttschnitt:
Suggests retaining a single-sided entry stairway
Suggests improving the garage in the future.
Supports the project.

a

a

a

Chair Kruttschnitt summarized that the ADR Group unanimously recommended Design
Review approval.

Chair Kruttschnitt closed the hearing

5. ConceptualAdvisory Design Review. None.

6. Communications
a. Staff
Next regular meeting date: February'J,6, 202L,

b. ADR Group Members
None.

7. Adjournment
Chair Kruttschnitt adjourned the meeting at 8:09 PM.
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jaheath <jaheath@ix.netcom.com >

Sunday, October L8,2020 7:55 AM
Matthew Weintraub
Re: building project at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Re 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Two additional units on this property would take the density of development way above the surrounding area. And be
out of keeping and with currently allowed limits. Allowing this increase in density would set a president for the
neighborhood and subsequently detrimentally change its character.

This proposal includes a new access onto Skyland way a relatively small, steep side road that already provides the single
entry/exit for 19 properties (most of which were not informed of this proposal) Ths road is quite hazardous with the
number of vehicles using it relative to its size and steep drop off on one side. Skyland Way has a sharp right turn onto
Laurel Grove Avenue adjacent to an open large ditch/creek. This turn causes vehicles to have to swing out wide onto
Laurel Grove Avenue into the path of on coming traffic. Vehicles have miss judged this in the past and got their vehicles
struckhere. l'msurethefiredepartmenthavearecordofthis. lhavealsowitnessedseveralnearmisses. Asg2ison
Laurel Grove Avenue, a much wider straighter road where the sight lines are far superior, any expansion of this property
should be required to access from Laurel Grove Avenue and not add additional traffic and onto Skyland Way.

This Property has had several lengthy construction and landscaping projects in the past few years. Each time their
workers vehicles park the length of Skyland Way while leaving their own driveway empty. I have spoken at least four
times drivers who ignore the 'no parklng' zone at the end of Skyland Way. This area is to be kept clear for sight line
safety and ease of emergency vehicle access. There have been many more times when no one was around to speak to. I

noticed when weeks were spent removing trees from there property last year, that the neighbor opposite their new
pedestrian entrance on their Skyland Way boundary had to resort to putting out signs and cones to keep access opposite
their drive way clear for access. Thus I hope that for any future building project on this site that you do all in your power
to insist that their workers NOT be allowed to park in Skyland Way.
Last year after removing natural vegetation from the side and front of the property, leaving a open scar on the natural
wooded feel of Laurel Grove Avenue, they planted an avenue of palm trees along their drive. The result is so out of
character with Ross that just what their intentions are for the final look of this property is concerning.
I find this proposal so out of keeping with the neighborhood and a detriment to Skyland Way and Skyview residents in
relation to traffic and access, that I cannot see any reason to support it and I trust that you will neither.

Sorry for this late comment but I only learnt of this proposal late last week.

Your sincerely
Jane Heath
Two Skyview

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct L5,2020, at 12:43 PM, Matthew Weintraub <Mweintraub@townofross.org> wrote

1

Hello Jane,



It was a pleasure to talk with you. Please find attached a copy of the public notice for the 10/20 ADR
Group meeting. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Best,

Matthew

Matthew Weintraub

Pla n ner

Town of Ross I Planning

P.O. Box 320 | 31 Sir Francis Drake Blvd

Ross, CA 94957-0320

415.453.1453 x116 ( Pla nning)

415.453.1950 fax

mwei ntra u b@townofross.org

Municipal Code I MARINMAP

----Original Message----

From : jaheath @ix. netcom.com <ja heath @ix.netcom.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 15,2020 12:36 PM

To: Matthew Weintraub <Mweintra ub@townofross.org>

Subject: Fwd: building project at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Dear Matthew

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me earlier. I very much appreciate your explanation of the
planning and building process in Ross.

I would be grateful if you would forward the notice of the proposalto me as you indicated on the phone

Jane Heath

jaheath@ix.netcom.com

<ADR NOTICE LO-ZO-2O - 92 LAUREL GROVE AVE.pdf>
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patrick Streeter
Friday, January 75,20212:29 PM

designreview
FW: Protesting driveway entrance on Skyland Wah

Please find comments, below, regarding an item on Tuesday's agenda

From: Ken Morris <kenmorris6@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, January L5,2O2'J.2:03 PM
To: Patrick Streeter <pstreeter@townofross.org>
Subject: Protesting driveway entrance on Skyland Wah

As the owner of 16 Skyland Way (Ken and Amelia Morris), I am submitting a strong protest to the proposed driveway
access for 92 Laurel Grove being moved to Skyland Way. Not only would the construction on our already too-narrow
road be a burden, but Skyland Way-especially at the bottom of the hill, near Laurel Grove-is already often clogged
with parked cars and both commercial and residential traffic. Adding another driveway (which would also force parked
cars to move even further up Skyland Way) is a horrible idea that places an unfair burden on all of us who live further up
the street.

This should not be allowed. When the applicant's purchased their property, they did so with the understanding they had
driveway access from Laurel Grove NOT Skyland Way. We should not be burdened with the lengthy inconvenience of
heavy construction equipment or the increased congestion at the foot of Skyland Way once their driveway is moved.

Ken Morris
415-497-2298
16 Skyland Way

Hale Residence,92 Laurel Grove Avenue : Owner: Rob and Catherine Hale Applicant: Chambers and Chambers
Architects/ Barbara Chambers DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approvalto construct a new detached twostory,
1,350-square-foot accessory building, containing separate areas with 850-squarefoot, one-bedroom accessory dwelling
unit (ADU) and 500-square-foot pool house; new pool, patios, and landscaping; and a new driveway with access on
Skyland Way, at the existing single-family residential property. The application was previously reviewed at the October
20,2020 meeting. The applicant submitted a revised project design for review at the January 19,2O2I meeting
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patrick Streeter
Monday, January 1.8,202L 3:44 PM

designreview
FW: 92 Laurel Grove comment

From: amelia morris <ameliamaccoun@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, January 'J.6,20219:20 AM
To: Patrick Streeter <pstreeter@townofross.org>
Subject:92 Laurel Grove comment

Hello - I'm writing in regards to the proposed remodel at 92 Laurel Grove. I would like to register my objection to re-
orienting the existing drive from Laurel Grove to Skyland Way. Skyland Way is a narrow road with public parking on one
side of the road only, the east side, which is the side of the proposed new driveway. The new drive would not only take
away from existing very limited parking (recall there is no parking on Laurel Grove), it would also add to the already
congested area at the bottom of the hill. Vehicles currently have difficulty navigating the turn and the stop sign given the
narrow road, and often are required to wait for cars to pass on what becomes a one-car road. When busy, traffic can
alsoget backed upon LaurelGrove.The design of Skyland Waydoes notsupportan additionaldriveway.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter

Amelia Morris
1-6 Skyland Way
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jane Heath <jaheath@ ix.netcom.com >

Sunday, )anuary 17,202L 8:56 AM
Matthew Weintraub
amended building project at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

I forward the following comments with regard to the latest proposalfor 92 Laurel Grove

Firstly, once again I have only by chance learned of the proposed plans. lsent in comments on the previous proposal, that
I also by chance heard about. So although it was known that I was an concerned neighbor, no-one thought it appropriate
to notify me. While I understand that Ross may have "no legal obligation " to do so, in this time of COVIC-19 when some
of us are actually following state and country laws and staying home, and working not only our jobs, but also remotely
devoting all our spare time to those who are not as privileged as the residents of Ross, a little extra effort to keep its
residents informed would be appreciated. So, while I am fearfulthat that these comments may again be too late to be

officially considered I hope the points I raise will be thought about in the decision-making process.

1.. The description on the application is I believe incredibly miss leading. I have no confidence at all that the
description of 850-square-foot, one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit (ADU) and 500-square-foot pool house are
what will actually result.

2. N o one needs a 500-squ a re-foot pool house ! Th is is bigger tha n ma ny people's a pa rtments outside of Ross ! Thus,
it raises the question what is it going to be used for?

3. I am not clear what your definition or restrictions are precisely on "an accessory building", but I also have no faith
that is will be used as an accessory to the current residence. Once again this is this a common practice. And in

these days of easy on-line rentals this is hard to monitor and a very lucrative business and source of income for
homeowners. And with a 500-square-foot pool house, and poolwhat a great party rentall

4. Being a two story building with 850-square-foot, one-bedroom with a 500-square-foot pool house below will
conveniently enable a future, if not the current, owner to quickly and quietly convert it to a 1,350-square-foot
two story, independent residence as soon as the owner believes no one it watching. As a former town planner, I

say this because this is common practice.

5. The additionaltraffic onto Skyland Way will be considerable. Already there are times when it is so restricted by
parked vehicles that it is access is difficult for larger vehicles such as garbage and emergency. Although the
existing owner already uses Skyland as a parking lot for allthe service, maintenance and construction vehicles for
this property.

6. Although during COVID-1-9 restrictions traffic accessing the properties on Skyland Way and Skyview has been
drastically reduced, one assumes that this will not be the case post pandemic once full movement is once again
possible. lf the access to this property is moved to Skyland Way is it possible to secure any land needed and
incorporate improvements to the treacherous corner where Skyland Way meets Laurel Grove Avenue with the
exposed ditch? At present instead to an adequate turn radius it is currently almost a 90 degree turn and a

hazardous sharp exposed drop. lf the corner of this property was given to the Town this could be rectified.

I respectfully ask that you consider these comments

Jane Heath



Begin forwarded message

F rom : Matthew Weintraub <Mweintraub@townofross. orq>
Subject: RE: building project at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue
Date: October 19,2020 at2'.29.41 PM PDT
To: Jaheath <jaheath@ix.netco t

Hello,

Thank you for the comments. They will be included in the public hearing materials for the project.

Best,

Matthew

ltiwnof Ross
Flt;.''''1 'ri*
Matthew Weintraub
Planner
Town of Ross I Planning
P.O. Box 320 | 31 Sir Francis Drake Blvd
Ross, CA 94957-O3?O

415.453.1453 x116 (Planning)
415.453.1950 fax
mwe intra u b @townofross.o rg

Municipal Code I MARINMAP

From: Jaheath <iaheath@ix.netcom.com>
Sent: Sunday, October t8,2O2O 7:55 AM
To: Matthew Weintraub <Mweintraub@townofross.org>
Subject: Re: building project at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Re 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Two additional units on this property would take the density of development way above the
surrounding area. And be out of keeping and with currently allowed limits. Allowing this increase
in density would set a president for the neighborhood and subsequently detrimentally change its
cha racter.

This proposal includes a new access onto Skyland way a relatively small, steep side road that already
provides the single entry/exit for L9 properties (most of which were not informed of this proposal) Ths
road is quite hazardous with the number of vehicles using it relative to its size and steep drop off on one
side. Skyland Way has a sharp right turn onto Laurel Grove Avenue adjacent to an open large
ditch/creek. This turn causes vehicles to have to swing out wide onto Laurel Grove Avenue into the path
of on coming traffic. Vehicles have miss judged this in the past and got their vehicles struck here. l'm
surethefiredepartmenthavearecordofthis. lhavealsowitnessedseveralnearmisses. Asg2ison
Laurel Grove Avenue, a much wider straighter road where the sight lines are far superior, any expansion
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of this property should be required to access from Laurel Grove Avenue and not add additionaltraffic
and onto Skyland Way.

This Property has had several lengthy construction and landscaping projects in the past few years. Each
time their workers vehicles park the length of Skyland Way while leaving their own driveway empty. I

have spoken at least fourtimes drivers who ignore the'no parklng'zone at the end of Skyland Way. This
area is to be kept clear for sight line safety and ease of emergency vehicle access. There have been many
more times when no one was around to speak to. I noticed when weeks were spent removing trees
from there property last year, that the neighbor opposite their new pedestrian entrance on their
Skyland Way boundary had to resort to putting out signs and cones to keep access opposite their drive
way clear for access. Thus I hope that for any future building project on this site that you do all in your
power to insist that their workers NOT be allowed to park in Skyland Way.
Last year after removing natural vegetation from the side and front of the property, leaving a open scar
on the natural wooded feel of Laurel Grove Avenue, they planted an avenue of palm trees along their
drive. The result is so out of character with Ross that just what their intentions are for the final look of
this property is concerning.
I find this proposal so out of keeping with the neighborhood and a detriment to Skyland Way and
Skyview residents in relation to traffic and access, that I cannot see any reason to support it and ltrust
that you will neither.

Sorry for this late comment but I only learnt of this proposal late last week.

Your sincerely
Jane Heath
Two Skyview

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 1,5,2020, at L2:43 PM, Matthew Weintraub <Mweintraub@townofross.org>
wrote

Hello Jane,

It was a pleasure to talk with you. Please find attached a copy of the public notice for
lhe 1O/20 ADR Group meeting. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions
or comments.

Best,

Matthew

Matthew Weintraub

Planner

Town of Ross I Planning

P.O. Box 320 | 31Sir Francis Drake Blvd

Ross, CA 94957-0320
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415.453.L453 x1 16 ( Pla nning)

415.453.1950 fax

m we i ntra u b (dtownof ross.o rg

Municipal Code I MARINMAP

----O rigi na I Message-----

From: ia heath @ix. netcom.com <ia heath @ix.netcom.com>

Sent:Thursday, October L5,2O2O 12:36 PM

To : Matthew Weintra u b <Mweintra ub @townofross.org>

Subject: Fwd: building project at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue

Dear Matthew

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me earlier. I very much appreciate your
explanation of the planning and building process in Ross.

I would be grateful if you would forward the notice of the proposal to me as you
indicated on the phone.

Jane Heath

iaheath@ix. netcom.com

<ADR NOTICE LO-2O-20 - 92 LAUREL GROVE AVE.pdf>
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Patrick Streeter
Monday, January 78,20213:45 PM

designreview
FW:92 Laurel Grove plans

2020 OB 11_92 LAUREL GROVE_ADR landscape-1.pdf; 2020 0811_92 LAUREL

GROVE_ADR arch-L.pdf

From: Kirsten Polsky <kirstenpolsky@gma il.com>
Sent: Sunday, January L7,2O2L 3:07 PM

To: Patrick Streeter <pstreeter@townofross.org>
Cc: Steven Polsky <steve@juvo.com>

Subject: 92 Laurel Grove plans

hi there
we live at 90 Laurel Grove. Our back garden gate faces the proposed new driveway and house entrance. The Hales
shared their plans with us. Although, lm is sure the property will be greatly improved. We had a few concerns.

We are concerned that moving the entrance (the address of the property)willcreate more traffic and congestion on
narrow Skyland Way. Can you please take a closer look? Not sure that the narrow street was meant for more driveways,
hardscapes, and overall congestion.

Secondly, when we went over the plans, we requested that the contractor's vehicles, subs, and construction trucks do
not park on narrow Skyland Way. Could these vehicles park inside the property gates during work hours? There is a lot
of room ! The Hales suggested that the project will go on for a year and a half, maybe more.

Lastly, we asked the Hales to include tree screening landscape along the property line going up Skyland way. Mature
trees. What do you suggest for screening and noise reduction? Please take another look at their landscape and advise

best,
Kirsten Polsky
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patrick Streeter
Monday, January 18,202L 3:51 PM

designreview
FW: Skyland Way Impact and Concern

From: eileen sheldonemail.com <eileen@sheldonemail.com>
Sent: Monday, January L8,2O2'J.8:37 AM
To: Patrick Streeter <pstreeter@townofross.org>
Subject: Skyland Way lmpact and Concern

Dear Patrick,

I was recently made aware of the plans for the Hale family to redirect their driveway from 92 Laurel Grove to
Skyland Way. As a long-time resident at L Skyview Road, I am disappointed that their outreach did not extend
to all residents of Skyland Way and Skyview, as this decision impacts all of us who live on these streets and
depend on its not-a-through nature.

My husband and I are not in support of adding more pressure and traffic to the already busy Skyland Way. The
street is at capacity in terms of vehicle traffic, which can be experienced by anyone who accesses it during a

typical weekday. Additionally, Skyland Way is narrow in width and two vehicles are unable to pass one
another from opposite directions without concern. Similarly, there is minimal clearance for residents like
Bruce Chatley and Jeff Leon to turn onto Skyland Way from their driveways, which impacts the flow and safety
of traffic traveling up and down the road. Of greatest concern, is the frequent use of the bottom of Skyland
Way for staging and overflow parking. There are often times more than two or three vehicles parked on this
portion of road, which makes turning onto Skyland Way or onto Laurel Grove dangerous and
frustrating. Adding a driveway to that dynamic will only increase the pressure of vehicle traffic on that portion
of road, and will make it increasingly unsafe.

At the very least, all residents of Skyland Way and Skyview Road should be presented the details of this project
before a decision is made.

Eileen Sheldon

l Skyview Road
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Natalie Wilson <wiznat@comcast.net>
Tuesday, January 19,20214:1-0 PM

Matthew Weintraub
Rob Hale

Re: 92 Laurel Grove

Thank you Matthew. I see there is an email from the Hales in my inbox and I have included Rob in this reply

I do have a comment for tonight to pass onto the committee.

The new design is such an improvement and compliments the existing property. My comment is similar to what the
Poliski's expressed on the fir:st plan, especially now that the pool has been relocated. On Skyland Way the plan calls for
'in kind' fence, and currently that is just t-posts and wire, and the planting of 5gal laurels along the fence line. Laurels
have been planted in the last year and they will take a few years to provide screening. My concern is that there isn't
enough privacy for the Hales at their pool deck and perhaps a different fencing should be considered. lt is hard for me
to know how the other plantings closer to the pool deck will screen the outdoor area but I want to bring it to everyone's
attention, especially since they have young children. Aside from this, both my husband and I support the project.

Thank you for connecting us to the Hales.

Best,

Natalie Wilson & BillWhistler

> On Jan 19,202L, at 8:48 AM, Matthew Weintraub <Mweintraub@townofross.org> wrote:

> Hi Natalie,

> I have forwarded your contact information to the Hales. Per the Ross Municipal Code (RMC), the Town mailed notices
topropertyownerslocatedwithin300'oftheprojectsiteatleastl0daysinadvanceofthehearing. PertheRMC,
notices are mailed to the owner addresses on file with the County Assessor. Your notice was mailed to:
> Owner(s):WHISTLER-WILSON REVOC TRUST ETAL /WH|STLER W|LLL|AM D /TR/ ETAL

> Owner Address:
> PO BOX 577
> ROSS, CA 94957

> Thank you,
> Matthew

> Matthew Weintraub
> Planner
> Town of Ross I Planning
> P.O. Box 320 | 31 Sir Francis Drake Blvd.
> Ross, CA94957-O32O
> 415.453.L453 x116 (Planning)
> 415.453.1950 fax
> mweintra ub@townofross.org
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> ----Original Message-----
> From: Natalie Wilson <wiznat@comcast.net>
> Sent: Sunday, January 17,2021,8:41 AM
> To: Matthew Weintraub <Mweintraub@townofross.org>
> Subject: Re:92 Laurel Grove

> Hi Matthew,
> Thank you for the information on our property. Bill will stop in and speak with Linda.

> I have read through the application for the project and just want you to know that I am not sure how I would be able
to submit any comments on the project if the first time I saw the revisions was when it was posted on 1/15- did I miss a

mailing? AdditionallyourcontactinformationisintheRossdirectorybutifyoucouldpleasepassitontotheHalesthat
would be appreciated:
> Ph 415-456-4427 or 415-706-7544, POB 577. I was surprised to read that they made no real effort to contact us or #8
given we have all been close to home in here.

> Thanks again and if I have any questions I will emailyou ahead of the meeting but if they are addressed during the
discussion, please disrega rd.

> Natalie Wilson
> Sent from my iPad

>> On Jan L2,2O21,, al9:4L AM, Matthew Weintraub <Mweintraub@townofross.org> wrote:

>> Hello Natalie,

>> The 1/19 ADR Group meeting information is located online at
https://www.townofross.org/advisorydesignreview/page/advisory-design-review-group-meeting-128. The project plans
and other meeting materials will be available at that webpage after noon on Friday, L/15.

>> Please find attachedtheT/1,0/2008 Council meeting minutes including the application at 6 Skyland Way. No ADR
Group meeting minutes or other digital files were found. You can review the Planning printed file for 6 Skyland Way at
Town Hall between 8AM and 4PM Monday-Friday. Please obtain the file from Linda Lopez in the Town Clerk's office.
Duetothehealthorder,youwill havetoreviewthefileoutsideoftheoffice(therearebenchesforsitting). Pleasedo
notremoveanymaterialsfromthefileortakethefileoffsite. lfyouneedcopiesofanymaterials,pleaseaskLindato
make copies.

>> Thank you,
>> Matthew

>> Matthew Weintraub
>> Planner
>> Town of Ross I Planning
>> P.O. Box 320 | 31 Sir Francis Drake Blvd.
>> Ross, CA 94957-0320
>> 415.453.1-453 x116 (Planning)
>> 4L5.453.L950 fax
>> mweintraub@townofross.org
>> MunicipalCode I MARINMAP
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>> ---Original Message----
>> From: Natalie Wilson <wiznat@comcast.net>
>> Sent: Monday, January LL,2O2L 3:51 PM
>> To : Matthew Wei ntra ub < Mweintra u b @townofross.org>
>> Subject: 92 Laurel Grove

>> Hello Matthew and happy new year! Please send me the revised project plans at your convenience and the link to the
ADR meeting next Tuesday. Thank you.

>> By chance, do you have any project plans or ADR comments for my house, 6 Skyland Way? We purchased it in 2014
but know it was remodeled around 2008/09. Whatever you may have digitally would be appreciated.

>> Best,
>> Natalie Wilson
>> 415 7067544
>> <July 10, 2008.pdf>
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:

Patrick Streeter
Tuesday, January 19,202L 7:03 PM

designreview
FW:Jan 19th Meeting Re: Hale Project & Proposed Driveway on Skyland WaySubject:

From: Barbara Van Meurs <vmeurs@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, January 19,2021 6:58 PM

To: Patrick Streeter <pstreeter@townofross.org>
Subject: Fwd:Jan 19th Meeting Re: Hale Project & Proposed Driveway on Skyland Way

My Comments concerning Hale Project

1) No driveway on Skyland, as Hale's have plenty of frontage on Laurel Grove to make changes

2) The bottom of Skyland is already narrow and is a bottleneck, mainly due to many contractor crews, gardeners,
cleaning persons, etc.

3) Many autos are parked there up to t hours a day, probably nearby construction crews.

There are already 6 driveways using the bottom for overflow parking, to remove any legal parking spaces would
problematic.

ln conclusion, they bought a home on Laurel Grove and that is where the driveways needs to be positioned.

Thank you and looking forward to the zoom call tonight,

Barbara Van Meurs

vmeurs@comcast.net

Forwarded Message

SubjectJan 19th Meeting Re: Hale Project & Proposed Driveway on Skyland Way
Date:Mon, 1"8 Jan 2021, L0:L7:20 -0800

From:Barbara Van Meurs <vmeurs@ mcast.net>
To: pstreeter@townofross.o rg

CC:Eileen Sheldon <eileen@she

i

Dear Mr. P. Streeter,

il.com>



As a resident of Skyland Way, I would like to be part of the Zoom meeting on Jan L9 @ 7pm. I will submit my comments
prior to the meeting, as I believe that The Hales can reposition their driveway on Laurel Grove, as they have plenty of
frontageonLaurelGrove. ThebottomofSkylandisalreadytoocongestedtohandleanotherdriveway.

Best regards,

Barbara Van Meurs
L4 Skyland Way
Ross, CA 94957
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Matthew Weintraub

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Leon <jeff@glencrestgrou p.com >

Tuesday, January 26,202L 7:05 AM
Matthew Weintraub
The Hale Project, 92 Laurel Grove, Ross, CA

Dear Matthew,

lamtheownerandresidentof4SkylandWay. lwouldliketooffermydirectcommentsinsupportoftheproposed
project by the Hales at 92 Laurel Grove Avenue before Town Council. I fully support their project and told them this
when they approached me about it last summer. I think moving their driveway from Laurel Grove to Skyland makes a lot
of sense and will improve the neighborhood both aesthetically (removing the appearance of a long asphalt driveway as

you turn into the Skyland neighborhood) and in terms of traffic safety and parking.

I understand that some other residents further up Skyland and Skyview have concerns that moving the driveway to
Skyland will exacerbate parking and traffic problems on Skyland. I think they are misunderstanding the current situation
andtheimpactoftheproject. llivedirectlyacrossSkylandfromtheHalessolhaveagoodunderstandingoftheparking
and traffic issues. I am convinced that their redesign willactually pull parking off of Skyland and onto their property
because there will be more parking onsite and the driveway will go straight into their garage instead of regarding a wide
angle turn in the current design which prevents more parking currently.

I also think their driveway curb cut will effectively widen the road and offer another place for cars to pass one another
on Skyland when necessary. And I think moving their driveway off Laurel Grove will also reduce the safety hazard of
blind driveway pull-outs onto Laurel Grove.

I would like to make sure the Hales and the town are thoughtful about construction parking during the project, but in
the long run this will be great for our neighborhood

Thank you for taking my comments and please let me know if you have questions

Best,

Jeff Leon

4 Skyland Way

Jeffrey S. Leon
HLA Ventures - Managing Member
Glencrest Group - Senior Advisor
One Embarcadero Center, Suite 220
San Francisco, CA 94tII
4r5.7t3.360t
www.glen crestFrou p. com
www. m ica ppa rt.com
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