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Staff Report

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

September 8,2022

Mayor Kuhl and Council Members

Nishant Seoni, Planner

24 Allen Avenue

Recommendation
Town Council approval of Resolution No. 2269 (see Attachment 1) approving Design Review and
Variance for the subject project as described below.

Property Address:
A.P.N.:
Applicant:
Property Owner:
Zoning:
General Plan:
Flood Zone:

24 Allen Avenue
073-261-38
lmprints Landscape Architecture
Warren and Robyn Luhning
R-1:B-7.5
ML (Medium Low Density)
AE (High Risk)

Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review to remodel and relocate an
existing deck; construct a new in-ground pool and patio; and install new landscaping. A Variance
is required to allow the proposed renovation and new construction to deviate from setback
standards. The lot has an approved permit for an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) that is not part
of the proposed project.
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Project Data
This project consists of landscape and hardscape changes only which will not affect the project
data table except in the impervious surface coverage.

Code Standard Existing Proposed

lmpervious Surface
Coverage

Minimize and/or
mitigate for any
increase.

3,301SF 3,784 SF

The project provides
bioretention to off-set
the 482 SF of
impervious surface per
Ross Municipal Code.

Background
The project site is a developed 10,991- square foot lot on the east side of Allen Avenue. The lot
has an average slope of 2.O84%. The lot is not a Hillside Lot as it has an average slope of less than
30%. The property contains an existing 1,989 square foot single-family residence with deck and
attached garage. An approved ADU is currently being constructed on the southwest portion of
the lot and is not part of the subject application. Access to the site is provided via Allen Avenue,
and outdoor parking is provided on an existing driveway. The existing home and deck are
nonconforming with respect to the minimum required 4O-foot rear yard setback and 15-foot side
yard setback.

The project was reviewed at the June 21, 2022 Advisory Design Review (ADR) meeting and the
ADR members did not support that project as designed. Members stated that the increase in
permeable surface was too high and that the setback encroachment from the proposed pool will
be impactful to the neighbors. The applicant revised the project and replaced a proposed bocce
court with permeable paving to reduce the increase in permeable surface. The applicant also
removed a proposed barbecue, fire pit, and arbor from the project. Minutes from the June 21,
2022 ADR are included as Attachment 4.

The project was reviewed again at the August t6,2022 ADR meeting. ADR members did not come
to a unanimous recommendation regarding the revised project, four members discussed the
project and two supported it and two did not. One member of the ADR Group recused
themselves from the project. Two members stated that the setback encroachment from the
proposed pool was too significant to meet necessary findings, and did not recommend approval.
Two members stated that while the pool encroached into existing setbacks, the project was
consistent with surrounding developments and therefore the project should be allowed, and
recommended approval. The ADR Group did not have a unanimous recommendation. Minutes
from the August 16,2022 ADR are included as Attachment 5.
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Project Description
The project proposes to remove a portion of the existing deck and relocate it; construct a new
in-ground pool and a patio; and modify landscaping. Some existing fruit trees will be removed
and the lawn at the southeast side of the house will be removed and replaced with turf.
Construction will occur primarily at the rear of the house. The proposed project includes a L66
square foot bio-retention basin to offset an increase in impervious surface area on the site. The
proposed pool will encroach into existing setbacks. The applicant applied for a Minor Exception
to allow for construction of a pool equipment room within side yard setbacks on the north side
of the house, and this equipment room is no longer part of this proposed project. This Minor
Exception has been approved.

As discussed above, the applicant revised the project in response to ADR Group comments and
replaced the proposed bocce court with permeable paving to reduce the increase in permeable
su rface.

Project application materials are included as follows: Project Application as Attachment 2;
Project Plans as Attachment 3.

Discussion
The proposed project is subject to the following permit approvals pursuant to the Ross Municipal
Code:

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 for Attics, a Hillside Lot Permit, and/or a Variance.

The ADR Group reviewed the project on June 2L, 2022 and again on August 1,6, 2022. The ADR

Group received information from the applicant, received public comments, 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 Ross Municipal Code Section 18.41.100
and the Town of Ross Design Guidelines. As discussed above, the ADR Group expressed concerns
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regarding increase in impervious surface and the extent of proposed setback encroachments due
to the proposed pool. The applicant revised the project and removed the proposed bocce court,
barbecue, fire pit, and arbor and increased the proposed pervious surface on the site. The ADR
did not unanimously recommend that project be found consistent with the purpose of Design
Review and the Design Review criteria and standards per Section 18.41.L00.

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

site; and preserve natural hydrology and drainage patterns and reduce stormwater runoff
associated with development.

Pursuant to Town Council Resolution No. 1990, Advisory Design Review is required for all
applicants seeking discretionary land use permits.

Pursuant to Section t8.4I.20 (a), the proposed project requires a Design Review Permit for an
increase in impervious surface of over 1,000 feet, extensions of existing buildings exceeding two
hundred square feet of new floor, alteration of more than twenty-five percent of the exterior
walls or wall coverings of a residence, and grading or filling in excess of 50 cubic yards.

Staff recommends approval of Design Review, as summarized below and as supported by the
findings in Exhibit "A" of the attached Resolution.

The project provides excellence of design consistent with the scale and quality of existing
developmen| 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. The proposed additions are not
monumental nor excessively large size and are compatible with others in the neighborhood and
do not attract attention to themselves. The project proposes materials and colors that minimize
visual impacts, blend with the existing landforms and vegetative cover, are compatible with
structures in the neighborhood and do not attract attention to the structures. Exterior lighting
is shielded and directed downward to avoid creating glare, hazard or annoyance to adjacent
property owners or passersby. Landscaping protects privacy between properties, all proposed
lighting is down lit with covered bulbs. The post-project stormwater runoff rates from the site
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would be no greater than pre-project rates with inclusion of the proposed bio-retention basin.
While the ADR Group did not unanimously recommend approval of the project, staff believes
that despite setback encroachments due to the proposed pool, the project is consistent with
surrounding development and uses and would not result in incompatible land uses.

Variance for Swimming Pool
Where practical difficulties, unnecessary hardships and results inconsistent with the general
purpose of the zoning code may result from the strict application of certain provisions thereof,
variances, exceptions and adjustments may be granted, by the Town Council in appropriate
cases. Variances shall be granted only when, because of special circumstances applicable to the
property, including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings, the strict application of the
zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity
and under identical zoning classification. Any variance granted shall be subject to such conditions
as will assure that the adjustment thereby authorized shall not constitute a grant of special
privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which
such property is situated. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which
authorizes a use or activity which is not otherwise expressly authorized by the zone regulation
governing the parcel of property.

ln granting any variance, exception or adjustment under the provisions of Chapter 18.39, the
Town Council shall designate such conditions in connection therewith as will in its opinion, secure
substantially the objectives of the regulation or provision to which the variance, exception or
adjustment is granted, as to light, air, and the public health, safety, comfort, convenience and
general welfare. ln order to grant any variance, exception or adjustment, the findings of the
Town Council shall be that the qualifications under Section 18.48.020 apply to the land, building,
or use for which variance, exception or adjustment is sought, and that the variance shall be in
harmony with the general purpose of this title.

Pursuant to Sections 18.32.050 and 18.32.060, which establish development standards in the R-

1:B-7.Sdistrict for minimum required setbacks and maximum allowable building coverage,
respectively, the proposed project requires a Variance to allow for new construction which is

nonconforming with respect to the minimum required side yard and rear yard setbacks

lf Council intends to approve the Variance, staff recommends that the required findings for
approval be satisfied for the proposed project, as follows:

That there are special circumstances or conditions applicable to the land, building or
use referred to in the application. (Section 18.48.020 (U)

That the granting of the application is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of
substantial property rights. (Section 18.48.020 (2)

That the granting of the application will not materially affect adversely the health or

t
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safety of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the property of the
applicant and will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
property or improvements in the neighborhood. (Section 18.48.020 (3))

Staff suggests that a special circumstance does exist based on the constraints associated with the
existing development of the site. The only reasonable area to locate a swimming pool within the
project site would be within the area of where the swimming pool is proposed. Even if the pool
were slightly shifted from the side and rear property lines, a Variance from the setbacks would
be required due to the shape and the only available location to construct a swimming pool,
Therefore, staff suggest the special circumstance finding can be achieved. Staff further suggest
that the use is consistent with the zoning and that approving the swimming pool would not be a
grant of special privilege as supported by review of the applicants table showing where swimming
pools have been approved in the past, which demonstrates that other properties in the Town
have received variances for swimming pools in setbacks.

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

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

Environmental Review
The project has been reviewed under the provision of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEaA) and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations. On August 24, 2022, the
proposed project was determined to be categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section
15301 because the proposed project consists of the project consists of minor alteration of
existing private structures, facilities, or topographical features, involving negligible or no
expansion of existing or former use.

Public Comment
Public Notices were mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the project site 10 days prior
to the meeting date pursuant to the Ross Municipal Code. Three emails of support have been
received for the project.

Attachments
1. Resolution No.2269
2. Project Plans

3. Project Application
4. ADR Group Meeting Minutes, June 2L,2O22
5. ADR Group Meeting Minutes, August 16,2022
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TOWN OF ROSS

RESOLUTION NO. 2269
A RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN OF ROSS APPROVING DESIGN REVIEW AND

VARIANCE AT 24 ALLEN AVENUE, A.P.N. O73-26L.38

WHEREAS, applicant lmprints Landscape Architecture, on behalf of property owners Warren and
Robyn Luhning, has submitted an application requesting approval of Design Review to remodel
and relocate an existing deck; construct a new in-ground pool; construct a patio and arbor; and
install new landscaping; and a Variance to allow the proposed renovation and new construction
to deviate from setback standardsat24 Allen Avenue, A.P.N. 073-261-38 (herein referred to as

"the Project").

WHEREAS, the Project was determined to be categorically exempt from the requirement for the
preparation of environmental documents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

under CEQA Guidelines Section L5301 (Existing Facilities), because it consists of minor alteration
of existing private structures, facilities, or topographical features, involving negligible or no
expansion of existing or former use; and

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2022, 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 8th day of September,2022, by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

P. Beach Kuhl, Mayor



ATTEST:

Linda Lopez, Town Clerk
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EXHIBIT'A"
FINDINGS

24 ALLEN AVENUE

A.P.N. O73-26L-38

l. ln accordance with Ross Municipal Code Section 18.41.070 (b), Design Review is approved
based on the following mandatory findings:

(1) The project is consistent with the purpose of Design Review as outlined in Section
18.41.010.

The project provides excellence of design consistent with the scale and quality of existing
development; preserves and enhances the historical "small town," low-density character and
identity that is unique to the Town of Ross; preserve lands which are unique environmental
resources; enhances the area in which the project is located; and promotes and implements
the design goals, policies and criteria of the Ross General Plan.

(2) The project is in substantial compliance with the design criteria of Section 18.41.100.

Lot coverage and building footprints are minimized, and development clustered, to minimize
site disturbance. New structures and additions avoid monumental or excessively large size.
Buildings are compatible with others in the neighborhood and do not attract attention to
themselves. Buildings use materials and colors that minimize visual impacts, blend with the
existing landforms and vegetative cover, are compatible with structures in the neighborhood
and do not attract attention to the structures. Good access, circulation and off-street parking
is provided. Exterior lighting is shielded and directed downward to avoid creating glare,
hazard or annoyance to adjacent property owners or passersby. Decks, balconies and other
outdoor areas are sited to minimize noise to protect the privacy and quietude of surrounding
properties. Landscaping protects privacy between properties. The post-project stormwater
runoff rates from the site would be no greater than pre-project rates.

(3) 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 Medium Low Density land use designation of the General Plan and the
Single Family Residence and Special Building Site zoning regulations; therefore, the project is

recommended to be found consistent with the Ross General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
Consistent with Chapter 18.48, findings are recommended to support the requested variance.

ll. ln accordance with Ross Municipal Code Section 18.48.010 (c), Variance is approved based
on the following mandatory findings:

a) That there are special circumstances or conditions applicable to the land, building or use
referred to in the application

The special circumstances and conditions applicable to the land include the existing shape of
the lot, specifically the rear and side lot lines angles as they approach the rear of the property
where the pool is proposed. Additionally, the location of the existing home on the lot, given
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the required setbacks, there is nowhere reasonable or feasible to place the swimming pool
outside of the setbacks given the shape of the lot.

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

Due to the special circumstances of the small narrowing lot at the rear, the strict application
of the zoning ordinance provisions for minimum side and rear yard setbacks (15 and 20 feet)
in the district would deprive the subject property of the ability to construct a swimming pool.
Granting of the variance request, in a neighborhood where existing nonconforming side yard
setbacks are not uncommon, may be deemed necessary forthe preservation and enjoyment
of the owner's substantial property rights. Granting of the variance would not constitute a

grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the
vicinity and zone in which such property is situated.

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

The proposed new swimming pool will not adversely affect the health or safety of the persons
residing or working in the neighborhood as the pool construction is subject to the California
Building Code. No members of the general public including owners of adjacent properties
have expressed concerns or issues with respect to the project.

4



EXHIBIT,,B,,

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

24 ALLEN AVENUE
A.P.N. O73-26L-38

1. This approval authorizes Design Review Design Review to remodel and relocate an existing
deck; construct a new in-ground pool; construct a patio and arbor; and install new
landscaping; and a Variance to allow the proposed renovation and new construction to
deviate from setback standards at24 Allen Avenue, A.P.N. 073-26I-38 (herein referred to as
"the Project").

2. The building permit shall substantially conform to the plans prepared by lmprints Landscape
Architecture, entitled, "24 Allen Avenue", dated 7/28/22; and reviewed and approved bythe
Town Council on September 8, 2022.

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.

7. BEFORE FINAL INSPECTION, the applicant shall call for a Planning staff inspection of approved
landscaping, building materials and colors, lighting and compliance with conditions of project
approval at least five business days before the anticipated completion of the Project. Failure
to pass inspection will result in withholding of the Final 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
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9. The Project shall comply with the following conditions of the Town of Ross Building
Department and Public Works Department:

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

b. 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 reviewthe Project, shall be paid as incurred and priorto 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 L.

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
officia l/public works director.

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

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

The applicant shall submit a schedule that outlines the scheduling of the site development
to the building official. The schedule should clearly show completion of all site grading
activities prior to the winter storm season and include implementation of an erosion
control plan. The constr,uction 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 alltimes.

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.

n. 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, Juneteenth, lndependence Day,
Labor Day, Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. lf the holidayfalls on a

Sunday, the following Monday shall be considered the holiday. lf the holiday falls on a
Saturday, the Friday immediately preceding shall be considered the holiday. Exceptions:
1.) Work done solely in the interior of a building or structure which does not create any
noise which is audible from the exterior; or 2.) Work actually physically performed solely
by the owner of the property, on Saturday between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.
and not at any time on Sundays or the holidays listed above. (RMC Sec. 9.20.035 and
e.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 L8.39.100). The violations may be
subject to additional penalties as provided in the Ross Municipal Code and State law. tf a

stop work order is issued, the Town may retain an independent site monitor at the
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expense of the property owner prior to allowing any further grading and/or construction
activities at the site.

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 15.25.L20.

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 prior to project
final. Damage assessment shall be at the sole discretion of the Town, and neighborhood
input will be considered in making that assessment.

u. Final inspection and written approval of the applicable work by Town 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.

i. The existing vegetation shall not be disturbed until landscaping is installed or erosion

8



control measures, such as straw matting, hydroseeding, etc., are implemented

All construction materials, debris and equipmentshall 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.

ilt 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 annulthe 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.

9



ATTACHMENT 2



! v o L m o { E m @ o 4, ! I o z

gH
*d

E
If

c$
3 

fii
:3

r:
# 

H
lc

H
gF

d 
hg

E
d

06
E

 O
st

E
fF

: 
r't

F

;f;
$d

H
E

E
6E

P
 gE

H
g

qH
E

sH
g:

E
iH

gE
6;

{t
 

lS
'

! v o L m o -{ -.
1 m =

E
iE

69
E

!tH
 5

3p
q'

48
 !:

b
g'

*E
 4e

E

'F
c 

E
iE

g;
 s

;E

!a
 ;

H

is
?

3 
39

; 
eE

I

o I m m -{ z 0 m x

9A
95

G
ra

5p
-.

-:
::-

:H

r

iE
;fi

E
H

'fi
E

.6
i 

il 
p 

tE
;4

Q
 i 

H
l

fit
's

l
rB

 
I I

o -{ m =al I
F

F
H

F
E

E

F
F

F
hF

'

ItF

H
H

E
H

H

F
E

T
T

ffi
[

o m z m 1 t- z o { m o

tlg hr
E

E
:'j

E
;2

h"
5 

5l
'o

id
L

ii;
E

=
fiE

!o
b

;E
b

=
fiH

Io g; 1a

€ 9

;0
c6

,,9
9S

'e
 
th

:l 
3;

1:
 :

 1
lE

I 
rm

dr
!<

no
E

;u
d,

:d
s3

3:
F

F
ffi

f,$
iA

$E
E

:'"
sE

E
eE

d 
"5

*

tR
S

i
gf

iP
A

i6
.i9

dg
 E

:
1o

 1
2

*=
bd

66
e2

lrP
d

dE
:E

P
9U

6

{E
E

=

ns
;A

ts
:; 

H

;E
id

B
A

6P
dF

se
6

rH
x

t9
i

5a
i

4E
E

E
zy

q3
P R
6

5; E
il

9E gE 6; *E

o - m ! r z I @ o - tl 09 il o

\\ I\ 
S

E
E

tl 
iq

!
\\-

-'
\\

I \

n6
E

\ I td i= \'

\ \

I \ \

I

\

d

6

I

nr
e

l^
-.

...
t1

l! 
"-

*'
_ 

_ 
ll

$

o io i" I \

I

I

B
4 t3

*s
9

t,&
,

s c z -{ 3 !

I

a i t ; I 5

! I

'n
?t ;io

r 
"n

"'

't I 1.
. ::

s

"*
 g_

,

€i
:

t i I ;4

o!

I

24
 A

LL
E

N
 A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
S

S
, 

C
A

 9
49

57
A

P
 #

:0
73

-2
61

-3
8

@
, li]

;ll
E

lii
iii

;il
 l

 l 
l l

. [
t 
l.!

 l 
l i

ili

LU
H

N
IN

G
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E

G
o*

or
*

t- I I



t4

rl t

I !

N
-:

N
i

N
 '* f, .L

I

4t
A

U
^e

11
g

H
i. dE ;E I g

I I I I sf
ili s I

- 
it?

b 
_

I T 1 I

'[!
8,

S
ill

l
t

I fl lt f,n !

4 ri I F t-
'B

iE IH h ix I f

li .t

e
*

iii
:ii

lii
u

(
24

 A
LL

E
N

 A
V

E
N

U
E

R
O

S
S

 
C

.\L
IF

O
R

N
I.{

A
.P

.0
73

-2
61

-3
8

E
E tr

E
os

;iF
E

iH
H

fi

E a

F
c) I

ql I
g

f,
ci

>
6J ! =



O
E

n?

& I fr

\d 6 E

il \\ 
cc

e
\l 

gs
E

11
"-

'
\\

ee
E

E
al *i

fi] \ 
55

&
dB

ed
E

E
Z

9

Ir t1

\ \r

cE
g

E
H

C

I I \ \ \

il 
H

o

!*
'F oH E

H

U
F

sE

gE

i E
s 

F
l;i

lfl
iii

iil
il 

lll
l_

! 
lI"

l |
i"|

 |;
ii

G
*o

LU
H

N
IN

G
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E

@
24

A
LL

E
N

 
A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
S

S
, 

C
A

 9
49

57
A

P
 #

:0
73

.2
81

.3
8



6m

g-o'
,-q

EGlffi

9ECnON

5?ttre k"=,lLo,

qFnre &

unE
(El

PRET ryINARYPLANTI TST

'tB
W
(Mrft mrcuso

sN6E@re

fr
$WOWSro{

E muffiff u@
6 @swNe.
wEs6/l,aWM/Ctls/eO@S@N
* Alro..c@SW 

'M 
E?F

lffiU'lR@

@
Mnr&N&OBllrc@lffiN

t'!dw!el@r

tc 4xa
rro uxa E?F

ro 2xa EvF
ro 2x2

EYF

Iro

J6 .X{

ELEVATION

?OOL EQ 9HED

PEBMEABLE STONE PAVING

PERMEABLE PAVER DRIVEWAY

PEHMEABLE ARTIFICIAL TURF

IEI!48EAEI
- 

sTffE @D W flff

-91 
E6ftft

GI.q EA€E

N
6lO.RETEltlONi

"SEEClVlLi

LIGruGJ,DGEID

Luhning Residence
24 AlleD Ro66, CA.
AP: 073-261-3t
Datc. I I 3l I 2022 Sc.le: l/E'=1'-0'
Landscape Concept Plan

@fFlsl
sHr'.f,':r L2.1

Gu*n
Sffilv:

(E)@9EK

aEND (N)ffi

W'EK
{@!ry atsflN6 Er)

(E)IMNO

{O ?AWG

MAIN HOU9E
(rccul@)

+26Q

L
{Are@uNoER9ESCEturr)

r# "t,l ,o'

groNE 4 dC. ilB PAVre STEP LIGI{T Reds€d:6/13/il22
R€visd: ?/ 19/2t22



E
gE

O
E hq

o io io I

B
9P

E
nq

cf
iP

E
g!

*

\ \ \_ ld I'
ed

F

E
fr

Z

I I I I I

n,
a 

u,
nr

t

I j

LU
H

N
IN

G
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
G

,o
,*

t- S
,t

irE =
pE

rii E
"#

F
l;l

*|
qi

iii
ili

@
24

A
LL

E
N

 
A

V
E

N
U

E
R

O
8S

, 
C

A
 0

4S
57

A
P

 #
:0

73
.2

61
.3

8

rll
Jd

.u
ad

se
s



LTD Enginering Inc.
t@b@chftrs
rd.r*roldfigurD

a Lneeb..Qlzi
tu*Mb&M

tudLfttueL
tuqtutu16
qtu7aP,nM.dh
i6tuDtututm

!u
6

HA{/ nn
2,d
ry6
64 1

E; S
[Eno

=x <

=v

=d

3
atI
o
!t
o

COVER
SITEET

2

1e3

G1

-l

^l

^l

LE€ENP
B

I @gArN@ru

@INIRffiA@PIEI

9I@ MN PE

ffiROtO\€R@LrE

ffiR4[tx{I&R/m

@M6ATIdO@LIM

@rAndu\reRlru

SINT1]?ffi

ilIIRffi

MB LINE

6€ LIE

MG@AO

EXffi

WrureIM

B,@WE

il9t&ru
aryAn4 @Md
FtNtffiffi
ELEVATION @NTffi

-4-

-x-

th

+

-aar/-o2 r

65t

x @Milre

EffiLIE

al@@rul

RtMOITCN/8t4ru

N9]1@giL

@&@Ft[MRI

ffiwtE

ffifr@ll@B{re

ffisr|l.@lMsf

9fuMru

MROAtwl4

9N F@ DIEONON

.F-

+-)

wNx-
-ITIT-IIIIE-'ll-rrrl:

@

C#EB@ 9T(MB
E@ffi

@

-.--.-.3

ffifRtwtrffi

ffiINM9T(MER

s
m

S*INruT

HDM FImAION M

ffiROBTIdfuIM

t-w ffifur PAV& l1l@Vr6)

@EEPAVIE (ffi]

BFreTffiPAVreil|lw|@]

@ffiPA@(#tffiV@)

@WWreNIM)

PL,!W,Lliwl@@

'IffitutJ'tigFrl

ffi
i\\\ r.\'.1
pe
E@E

r-Gl

@@

E
@

O

@@4I@@NtE
0rRV@)

Mtd@N@M{q

&tDM@lnA
@R]N

ruNMW

wLffR

flftmw

6&NErR,@ntCffi

MRffi

arc

EX re RIruIM

INDEX AF DRAI'{IN69

ERttrtd

ffiffir
@I&AMfuIl@PN

ru1reM.

o1
G2
a3

UTILITY CONNE6NON NolE

ABBREVIATIONg

B WAftW
N MWIM
rc &ruN
NA MrdN hrfl Dr9€ Lrng &T
M l@5P&1ffi
@x @xtMf
Eil N.@IfrdETTHARS
W rofrAK
W fu@RFl?mfl4DryEE
cw (rcA@@{Pttr

@ (:'mrcAtfl
@w4 (,mta{adffiN
@fr4@ MbAn W
@w M
cl @lc f aw
D &IreIMf,
OIA DMER
E E@RIaL
Et@ L&RtaAlM
EM EL&RIC&tnWeiW
EQ gtarvw
EL d W EWATId
u ualv

FLffi ruN
FNffiFld@AT]d
FL* LIE
FINffiffi@ANON

6AVAN@
6€WR
6UOEffiMIW
ftIdf 6EXP@WFM
N6e9
fl 4 ruIff POLffiEE PIE

IWT AEVA]]OX

J]NTUTLry]w{
LffitMFNffiFLdEW
@@tNTFtNtg@FLdeW
WW
MME
MINIW
MINl&FNIruFL@Efl
WN ffiICIP4 MER A9N6T()\/M
P&tFtoo& NwaRo
rcLW WL 4@E P E
@ATffi@WGD @E

*ffi
&@&
9HILR
5T@ruNMME
9STTAW *EgSITARYffil4ME
9rA@re AWrd UTO
le6MWAlt
T@ G ru trVATION

WF@ @I&Nd9TN@, MNNffi
Ulm ffL FINIffi FLffi ELEV
VA€ PX

MBffi
MER V{f

d

H

E
ffi

tw
j

w
MIN

l@
d

R
RIM
tu

9
A
5tu
5ilH
%
wtl
ffi
TC
M

W
w
n
ry
w

. tr l@ rud@I@frrld @4 ffiTOE W MT
m Arc@ BY AVCE rcVtrc. @W1& a WW
ffi @IMTIN6 Nfl ftrIfr RIG lMffi TO 4BMIE
FJLtr @ N trdl@ RI6E @ffi FAF. reVfl EL
P@mLfr@Nt ffiffiA[gn]fl8&@
RGTO(ftruna,

2.WtUn ffiVtrfrJOWrc&T 9E re lw@ tr,
MR MRNMCLP{MRDqR'f

ffi, @5VAF5A[mYA9RCiM.t

ffiRO POB' P&F]C OE M MRC FOEA

o&, P&lFtc @ M EwRa Fead

rrui Ar4T

aME, aN,Laf

€,ENERAL I.IO]E9.

r. aE *w M r4(4P|tcrew rcA@ BY |,@E miEN
*w46vLrolffi l@ ffi W,M|U VW,6A q44 OAED
@/qru, DAM E M M&N d9 MAF M,

2tr tdnoNd45nMUl{lM ftltf,Edtl,@E#M

EFOSION CONTROL FLAN

AN AFFROVED EROgION .OI|IROL FTA}I 19 RAJIRED FOR AII
FRaEd5 lllvolvlt{6 EXrAVAnoit DRltIn€, ot}ER ErrR[uper a.
EXFOgED BCRE SOIL II.NE FLAI'I I'IET TE gT.EMTTED TO TTE TO},N
E}IdItER AND AFFROr'ED PRIOR TO 5TARfl}€ TWK. I},fI.T}TM
EROSION COtfiROL IGAS,FE5 YEAR. RA}D A9 AFFROFR]AIE.
RtrITJARLY MCII{TOR ERO5Id{ COI{IROL I,EAIXE5 A}I' PROM'TLY
REPAIR OR FEF!.ACE AIT DAIA€ED OR IETFE6r1VE ERO6IOI{
COT{F'L }GA3,RE9 A5 REd'IRED BI IlE ROSION CONTRoL PT.A}I-

A 9A@ @f 6 IIE R,€ION Crt{IR L HrA}{ MET fr PGIED Ar
T}E I,I'RK 5ITE.

3, EIU BME AVG P]E ffi re AIgNE MR ffi
N f€ ffi, AE ffi MR *VIG P ft FRT€ @@ FIE
ffi]ffiEOAME, @AGffiMRl{mF THE
Nl{mAE Ctr&Ift FGre WIW FItr ffi|ffi ru4 UE

4, MT AytW tlJffiIl4 6 ffi A5nM ffi LA]ro. rePArR
d@wEffi s1ru IFE r|@n4R4T9#nfrAIffi
Plf 19 PT IN STF&TT (ruITId OR F re SE4 lE MI
ffiY Nfr (ffiT ffi VM ilITNY D]9ROI M. I

9TNl@.

ffi BFIP BY tr rel@ AP M 4ME L5 t@ 6T0 ft
AMI I ffi 4 tFGMATTdtrN d ft ru6. re
@fuTld (ffiId WT PIry WL ry @SE A' WT ru
MWM DA19 ffide *AVAnd N ffil Ftru LeAnd d U
u!I)@ frrlIB. au U}{I)@ ffivaE ffir dEr\) AT 0[ 4
w-a-%@. MWulF r@ mrelftrufloN ru ff(i@mY @Tlre ro ft 9ATff&nd G ffi L&{ mlw rorw, Af
tr ?E ffi 4 M@l!ruT@ AW l@fi OreG DAre IO
@W@ F&L]NF ru E @A]@ TO re SATI*&TId d IE
MW N OM AT re # ffi OF ffi@WTft,

ESfIMATED EARTHI^IORK d,,ANTITIE9

ECf
hcl

45 C1

&av^ltd

*6
W, E&AVAI4 FTH

DIgrlJ@AEA

EARIH',ORK MTE3.

I MMTE AE lN-Pre' gNSE ANO M MI INffi A UOMM!
FG ffiINK ffi ru, ENIAE & Fffi PEffiM& ffi ruY.
@llruT@ 19 @N# @ tffiar ffiMr{tM 4NTrTrE
F&@]roaAN@&.

9RAINA6E AANgTRU4TION REVIEA
IIE CON'RTA6TOR glnLl CONTAoT TIE E'€ltGER AID REd/E5T
REMEil OF AlL AEsRFACE 

'RAIRA€E 
FIPITIo A.}.{D STORMMTER

DRAIIIA6E PIPII{' AT LEA5T 2 OAY' EFFcRE d-&If6 AA(XFIIL
I.{AIER]AL. 2. EOMY Dtfffit W MAERT4 iTf-5rE.

A 1E #Ore E PT WIM Al:]]@&Iffi 15 N ARL F re
PruI@ N NIT& BY re AILDre ffiEAV DI&I4 6 @IC WK5.

FLOAD PLAIN INFORMATION

TtE FEvrA FLtrD ll,lS.RAl&E RATE l'{AF ar?FE}fiLY lN EFFftT
9+CI6 TI€ FR'FEFTI I.{IftIIN'II€ I@-YEAR FLO@ FLAIN 

'{IIII 
A

Bt€f.Ft-eD a-D,tAllo''t 0F t10 FEEI NA\4raa. 5EE FfLtA MAP
M4I(N+*F DNED +16-216. H.OOD' €REATER I}iAN T}E
ao-'ft|R am c$t dttR. ND amDt1AlR. catD a*.
ABAr'E 16' FEEI, I{AVD66.

RETAlNll.ls AALL AND FaJN'ATION ELEVATION9
A,Ltlll6 FOOTll6. €R AOE BEAl'l AllD FoU'lrATk N l'{A[!
EI-F/ATIOi6 ARE E+IOM.I ON TIE AR'IIIIETTJRAL A}D STRTNRAL
tRAl.rNda RErAtNtl€ nAlI ElwAnoi6 gto),$l oil rHt5 €,RAD[.|6
FtJ\t{ ARE BASED aN SIq.ElD 

^lEI@o&AFr+f 
. ad,ttl6r lIE

EI€IIGER IF AcIUAL 5I1E ELB/ANo}6 DFFER FR'M ITG
ToPO6RAFI{|'g{Or^tl ON n€ €,Rlolfi6 Ft-aN CttIlCNTd.lS
@c',€la..E FcF. @INATII16 AL! FA}DATIOI{ AI@ REIAINII{6
MLL AEVANOM ruTl{ I}E €,RADIII6 FI-AII, AR'HIEilRAL FI.AIE,
SIRTJOITRAL FIA}6 iA,}D LA}DSCAPE PLAT€. (AIITO| lIE
E}IaIIGER AI@ AR4{T&T TO FESOLVE A}I/ COT$LI6T9 BET}EEN
|{AII ETEVAIOT€. Fdt@AnOr{ Et.Br'AtOtrS oR Il€ gIE
TMt&tl

6REEN EIJILDIN€ gTANPAR9g

ITE €RAPINo 
'.}O' 

DRAINA€E FL$I9#N ON T}E DRANNE,5
CO[trI-IE9 NI}I oAIFORN|A EfiEEN SJILDI}E CODE
9Tltolac6 *1lc|'^l4.l@3 REd,lR}16 MANA€EI"ENT OF
9,FFAdE MIER FLO1"6 TO KEEP I'{ATER FR'[' E}.IIERJI€
E]tLDt:tta,

2. ltE@IRlr,1cR.t9 REiPoi€tE[.E rcR HANI6I€
gTCFI*{AIER'RAINA€E'I'?IT16 6OI6IRII'I1OI.{ TO FREVEITI
N.@DIIb OT TO.]r'rll.II FROFERTY, FREVENT EROgION AIT'
FEIAIN FUI'FF OIl T}E gTE A9 REd,,IRED RI oALIFORNIA
€,FEE}{ EJILDII.I6 6ODE 9TAiDARDS llc,,l 4.1&2.

gTARMNATER PLAN 5U},||,,IARY

Nffia
) 3trU*
) 42t

d6\re 9t
2frf

aba2 3F

1@VtMWffi
@ffiPA@@vrffi)
aNw,^* tut^al

pETAIL AN' aEO1ON DESIdNATIONS

/
L+:)

IA

\*^__

tuataN

DEAAlL

g&EtllitBlgtEt
L l@v ffi *F&9 ELE Rd, Rr\fui A@8, tuOL & PAr6. F4

T T1]T:]T':.::.YYff ^* ,*AE &A
2. BoRMMT|4R'**^11,3^



Lm Engin*dng, lnc.
lG0 bdg.! DiA td.a$

t4.t*M dat'Jt7tilg

a nvetuevryi
tuMt\&M

tudnMLtuAMMdqtuF.Prrtuba n
4.EddM,1w.

ruu
6wz

Gt ad

ffiS iHE
H9 8qd
#,8 #g
= x <{oI (9 dn

CONCEPTUAL
GRADIilG AND

DRAINAGE
PLAT{

2*3
c-2

]

A

Exl9Tll.16 UTILITY LooATloN
(4ItR&fA"B@ElBl F6R LOCAT|I€ Al_
EXrgTrt€ t flLtTtES FRIoR TO gTARrlt€ ,,t,RK
6d.lT/arT llf Ell6llEER TO RFllEl'{ UT1UTY

LOoATION A}D AY C6fi-I6T5 }.{1H TIE
PROPO5ED }"IiRK FR]OIR TO STARNNa }'I'FK
I'flLITY LO6AT]OM SIbYN OII THI5 DRANII9 ARE
T'A.trED L.&ATIOIE tsA€JED Ot{ VISIBIf FEAIIFES
Ai@ riAY llt lil6uiDE Al"I ExtgTtt€ unltTlEg.

H0$
t

il

A,P,071-241-17

P@L @W VroLT MN
Dlffiroa4ffid

BEIN

GfAE
DI EX

ptM

lw 24,t9
rcE

lqIE
l, ffiT4@ftL@ATd4@lffi

Mfl PIE AO(:@TfuIW ffi ffiAIR

/!\ ao+rmor
Uwecelg=

@a0x@+o@'tBxo2.
ffiM4

dEtrLd RM
ullMNlw

. 745
- b,1
" 243

A

A.P.07J-261-0J lt
f?'r

4t'

fl

M

/'\
r@ ffioiloN

A
\!1/ ww

ffidffi
EB

v

\@ 0
A.P. 073 261 39

obtb24t.t,r,t
<AE N Eff

ffitc{ 2 F@I-A 4
@D reTANM MLL

E5ttb,ffiffiG3
Blo-trfftoN btl;

6', Rlffi PE nrfr
HINIW IFIL&'ION
RAE 5 IW

wq,6tvq Bt&K
n - b'atE
RW@K .WW t

I
I
I

L 26] 
-

Et 255 _

tl 2b.1 2b.l

lMd Ptft
#Mre4NFG

t&a1lq9EE N WJAIL9

I

ffigro]]m
rA]19

ctA% 2
E@E

frMLN

ryl@mN cw' 2
EW

q%wt@L,

SEcTION A

3IO.RETENTION BA9 N PETAIL /E\\,

ilm

rc*M

M@r{

gECTION B



LTD Enginerinq, lrc
t050M@h,5&450

T':xffi
dBtry@B@t

r@dLo@il

i't,'d'6t|M;M

ui
6

E6
+r fo)

HE I@tt p
ceU i9+ I
=x <

3zc
o

o

o
I

DgtttLs

2

3tr3
G-3

A

A

rcON(i@LNI]EI&L
Bb 6',0t614@*MO
l@&TO9TffPA].R9
e'4'x3'4').ffiE@b\
@wtturerrFop
D9rr]R@A@dFrH91E4
]w4ATFINIffiffigLffi

IAIE@-AEE4-IELJI4PEB
2'DAffi W%d
3'DAIE,W tbto%fr
4'DIA|ffi 

'ffiqFl2'fl|ffi \tu*fr
n't4' LM 3ru4F1

(B@d4WS|M{Lrtwrft)

CLl&M.
.2"WY@5lOMR@

t@roPA\/mr
.4'rcf @t@tOWfl
! 6' tus @9 9D F IO EARfl

@EE,

ffire Kre ffiAfr V
tSto M L,!rcU3RNPIft.@AE

FNAN4RIWAE
.@A EWAT d AT M ffR
MLl!ffiNPEIll\Fffipm

FgffJM
reTUpffiIG

trurrdEH@
NffidEffi

foM@affi-
Mft
5W

r
MNMT]EMERIArc6

&ANI' MAERI{ N
@KLffiflN2'DA
@w&114ffiwfi

@w4nat (ofil)
illMffiAR#

@Il@ETAIL

wIa&wa|E
@w&aaNbtfr1)

4'PWM@ A6iD
ffifi@4HQ NCPtft

PERx,ffi
MAERI

E5T@]]ruPW

AlEMEffi
*Wffi&@Pft
nfrc{T!w6rc2EMff
MARI{ fP N' 9T A9 fuM

4ffi M N. OOD TO RIN
IN]reLAEB&FI[.
aA%2 &6war
MTIW MARA. @F&T
T@ 0' TO q5t RfuI E
ffi&Ib\ al51).

P@IEIAB6 M4fA

P]E D]AER

PIPIM AI tr M* d AL l@ LEffi €
@@d64F@tAlMlre@E
fu116 AIB.I. MINLEM€AM
@WIR9 @WW IA A 4ILD N6 STOU
ffiruTUWAruT ET{@AT
N#*GflEqfiGLEMRffiW

45'*M, m
4'MIMEffiRPIPIM
5,O.OP tN

TfP CAL DRA NA6= FIFE TFEN4N DETA L
3 , 4" ANP 6 DIAMETER, FIFE /'t\

@w1RffiNtI@Manla lftffizo'r{mN RoaF LEADER ooNNEcioN p=TArL ,^
M dI 6aWnE,

FOUN9AT ON zRA NA6E AT
gLAB ON ORA9E DETAIL

@&NE 'gt V*NE .@
cRl9ft re v- 9MtN @X

h a FoD trtM4c@
MLTOWW'@'

WK
F Nffi @MREft

zNw*L zt4%

ffi

PA\IEBT
FN@ffi

matrD

btLo

wl@oM9t* .ON'6E Dfu<

,'@BBtr
FINIffD €RM at6-6ww,tw.

PIft A]B rcE MN-
coMMAnd d no cAP.{ffircop@MlN

MN-RFFI6 HA@56APE AREAS
gEEg@INPN

BA*
l4p444LrLH

LAM*APE A*A5 ^P.dffi&:s*
| *le.w,g

u*1SUBDRAIN 4LEANOUT 9ETA L tB*

BIqFEMON rcIN NO.I SEING LTD EqlnEdn& h!.

o
,d

d

4

r!tuq@d(nhf sieE)
hnor@u! F{6 A

o

MOE@OR@MI 
'F,@Aiw-ftA@lN

OM]T D*IN
atM9

ffiffi'

pnopo6eo rupenvtous



ATTACHMENT 3



DocuSign Envelope lD: 38A13917-2F92-4EC6-940D-C867B4FFA50F

-, 
ruwn or noss

I - ia Planning Department

T$ill{ Post Office Box 320, Ross, CA 94957

R$SS Telephone (41s) 4s3-1453, Ext. L2LFax (41s)4s3-19s0
iE www.townofross.org

PLANNI NG APPLICATION FORM

Type ol Application (check allthat apply):
Advisory Design Review
Appeals
Basement ond Attics Exception
Ce rtificate of Co m pl io nce

Demolition Permit
Design Review
Desig n Review- Ame nd me nt
Finolor Parcel Mop
Generol Plon Amendment
Hillside Lot Permit
Lot Line Adjustment

Minor Exception
Non-conformity Permit

Accessory Dwelling U nit
Tentative Mop
Te ntotive Mo p Ame nd me nt
Time Extension
Use Permit
Vorionce
Zoning Ordinance
Amendment Other:

fi other:

II T
n

To Be Completed by Applicont:

Assessor's Parcel No(s) : O7?-241-?R

24 Allo.n ArrenueProject Address:

Property Owner: \Uarren and Robvn Luhninq

Owner Mailing Address (PO Box in Ross):

City/State/Zip: Ross. CA 94957

rlr rhninnd)nmail cnrn

24 Allen Avenue

Owner's Phone: 415-225-0264

Owner's Email:

Applicant: lmnrints I andseane Arehiteetrrrc

Applicant Mailing Address: 202 Rosemont Avenue

city/state/zip: MillVallev.CAg4g4l Applicant'sPhone: 415-380-0755 danielokar

A cant's Email

Primary point of Contact Email: lOwner I Auyer I Agent flArchitect

danielokane@mac.com
To Be Completed by Town Staff:
Date Received:

Application No.:

Zoning:

Date paid

Planning 5300

Tree Permit 5305
Fee Program Administration 5315-05

Record Management 5316-05

Record Retention 5112-05
Technology Surcharge 5313-05

TOTAL FEES:

Make checks pavable to Town of Ross. Fees mav not be refunded if the a is withdrawn



DocuSign Envelope lD: 38A13917-2F92-4EC6-940D-C867B4FFA50F

Version elblt6

SUBDIVISION INFORMATION ONtY

Number of Lots:

tOT IINE ADJUSTMENT ONLY

Describe the Proposed Lot Line Adjustment:

Parcel S Porcel L: Parcel 2:

usted Parcel Si Porcel 7: Porcel 2:

PARCEL ONE

Owners Signature:

PARCET 2

Owner's Signature

Date Date:

Owner's Name (Please Print): Owner's Name (Please Print)

Assessor's Parcel Num ber: Assessor's Parcel Number:

* lf there are more than two affected property owners, please attach separate letters of authorization.

REZONING OR TEXT AMENDMENT ONLY

The applicant wishes to amend Section of the Ross Municipal Code Title 18,

The applicant wishes to Rezone parcel rom the Zoning District to

GENERAL OR SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT ONLY

Please describe the proposed amendment

CERTIFICATION AND SIGNATURES

l, the property owner, do hereby authorize the applicant designated herein to act as my representative
during the review process by City staff and agencies.

by:

Owner's nature:
4/6/2022

Date

l, the applicant, do hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the facts and information contained in this
application, including any supplemental forms and materials, are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge

DateOwner's Signature

For nrore information visit us online at www.townofrcss.org 2



DocuSign Envelope lD: 3BA13917-2F92-4EC6-940D-C867B4FFA50F

Versicn 4/6/1S

SIGNATURE:

I hereby authorize employees, agents, and/or consultants of the Town of Ross to enter
upon the subject property upon reasonable notice, as necessary, to inspect the premises
and process this application.

lhereby authorize Town staff to reproduce plans and exhibits as necessary for the
processing of this application. I understand that this may include circulating copies of the
reduced plans for public inspection. Multiple signatures are required when plans are
prepared by multiple professionals.

I further certify that I understand the processing procedures, fees, and application submittal
requirements.

I hereby certify that I have reod this application form and thot to the best of my knowledge, the
information in this application form and oll the exhibits are complete and accurate. I
understand that any misstatement or omission of the requested information or of ony
informotion subsequently requested shall be grounds for rejecting the application, deeming
the application incomplete, denying the applicotion, suspending or revoking a permit
issued on the basis of these or subsequent representations, or for the seeking of such other
and further relief as moy seem proper to the Town of Ross. I declare under penalty of
perjury under the laws of the State of Californio that the foregoing is true ond correct and
that this application was signed at

warren t-uhni ng 4/6/2022
, California on

by:

Signature of Property ne 5 and Applicant(s)Signature of Plan Preparer

Notice of Ordinance/Plan Modifications

tr Pursuant to Government Code Section 65945(a), please indicate, by checking this box, if
you would like to receive a notice from the Town of any proposal to adopt or amend the
General Plan, a specific plan, zoning ordinance, or an ordinance affecting building
permits or grading permits, if the Town determines that the proposal is reasonably
related to your request for a development permit.

Alternate Format I nformotion
The Town of Ross provides written materiols in on alternate format as on accommodotion to
individuals with disabilities that odversely affect their ability to utilize standard print materials.
To request written moterials in an olternote format please contoct us at (415) 453-1453,
extension 705.

3For rnore information visit us online at urww.townr:fross.arg
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Version 4/$/1.{J

c

Consultant I nformation
The following information is required for all project consultants.
Landscape Architect
Firm I morints Landscaoe Architectu re
Project Landscape Architect Brad Eiqsti
Mailing Address 202 Rosemont Avenue

MillVal SfoteCA 

-

2tP94941
Phone 41 5-380-0755 Fqx
Email
Town of Ross Business License lvo.00300250 Expirotion oate 121311202.

Civil/ Geotechnical Engineer
Firm LTD Enoineerino
Project Engineer Glenn Dearth
Mailing Address 1050 Northoate Drive Suite 450

Rafael StoteCA- 2tP94903
Phone 415-446-7402 Fax

tma i I gdaarth @LTDen gi n eeri ng. com
Town of Ross Business License

Arborist
Firm
Project Arborist
Mailing Address

stote- ztP
Phone
Emoil

Fax

Town of Ross Business License No._ Expiration Date

Other
Consultont

ztP
Phone
Emoil

Fax

Town of Ross Business License No Expiration Date

Other
Consultont

state- ZIP

Phone Fox
Emoil
Town of Ross Business License No._ Expiration Dote

Moiling Address

Moiling Address

4For rnore information visit us online at www.tos/nofross.c:rg
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Versisn 4/6/16

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 S18.41.L00).

WE ARE PROPOSING TO REMOVE THE (E) WOOD DECK AT THE SA/V HOUSE SIDE

DECK AT THE N/vV HOUSE SIDE, RELOCATE AN (E) STEEL PANEL AT THE N^// PROPERTY LINE,

ON DEMO PLAN.

WE ARE PROPOSING TO BUILD A NEW 12'X26'POOL AND SPA, INSTALL NEW STONE PAVERS
WTURF, INSTALL A NEW PATIO AREA, A NEW WOOD DECK AT THE S/W HOUSE SIDE, A NEW
WOOD DECK AT THE NA// HOUSE SIDE WITH S STRUCTURE. RELOCATE AN (E) STEEL PANEL
AT THE N/vV PROPERTY LINE, INSTALL A FIREPIT, A BOCCE/GAME COURT AT S/W CORNER AND A
Tl IRF ARFA AT TF{tr S/tr t-{.)t tStr Srntr

5For more information visit us online at www.townofross.org
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VrrsiErn 416/16

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

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

Because of the triangular shape of the site and the fact that the house encroaches on the setback, the
proposed site for the pool is the best suited situation for the pool as requested by our client.

Substantial Property Rights
That the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial property rights.
Describe why the project is needed to enjoy substantial property rights.

6For more infr:rmation visit us online at ww\M.townofross.crg
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Version 4/6/16

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

7For more information visit us online at www.townofross.org



(1) That there are special circumstances or conditions applicable to the land, building or use
referred to in the application;

A special circumstance does exist based on the constraints associated with the existing
development of the site. The only reasonable area to locate a swimming pool within the project

site would be within the area of where the swimming pool is proposed and the pool is
appropriately sized for the lot dimensions. Even if the pool were slightly shifted from the side
and rear property lines, a variance from the setbacks would be required due to the shape and
the only available location to construct a swimming pool. Therefore, the special circumstance
finding can be achieved.

(2) That the granting of the application is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of
substantial property rights;

24 Allen Avenue is a smaller lot thus a pool that sits within setbacks allows the property to enjoy
rights enjoyed by other properties in the neighborhood. Granting of the variance is necessary
for the preservation and enjoyment of the owner's substantial property rights to improve the
subject property by constructing a new pool, which is a privilege enjoyed by other properties of
similar size in the vicinity and under identical zoning classifications.

Several other properties in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification with similar sized
lots enjoy pools. This list includes:

r l9AllenAve

r 21 Allen Ave

t 32 Allen Ave

t 34 Allen Ave

r 36 Allen Ave

Pool sits within setbacks

Pool sits within setbacks

Pool sits within setbacks

Pool sits within setbacks

Pool sits within setbacks

Lot is 9,100 SF.

Lot is 12,000 SF

Lot is 11,700 SF.

Lot is 12,000 SF

Lot is 11,455 SF.

Furthermore, similar projects recently approved in the vicinity include:

45 Bolinas: The pool is -2.5 feet from the property line and 45 Bolinas has higher
property density as compared to 24,Allen Avenue.
105 Bolinas Ave
70 lvy
10 Ames
21 Fernhill
74 Shady Lane

The Town's historical practice in terms of approving setback variances for swimming pools

within setbacks. As seen from Google maps and Marinmaps, there are many swimming pools



and/or hot tubs that have been constructed within front yard, side yard, and rear yard setbacks.
Past Town Council minutes also demonstrate approvals for past setback variances for
swimming pools and hot tubs (e.9., 124 Winding Way approved in 1974). The information below
provides the Town Council actions regarding the new construction of pools and/or hot tubs in
setbacks from 2011 to 2017 (hot tubs were included in the table since they are considered to
have similar noise impacts related to swimming pools)

29 Makin Grade Rear yard (22 teel) and side yard (19 feet) variances to allow a hot tub
1 Southwood. Rear yard (20 feet) setback variance for new swimming pool.
98 Shady Lane. Rear yard (8 feet) and side yard (12 feet) variance for a swimming pool
and spa
60 Baywood. Rear yard (36 feet) variance for a hot tub
10 Morrison. Rear yard (36 feet) variance for a hot tub
93 Bolinas. Rear yard (36 feet) variance for a hot tub
30 Wellington. Rear yard (39 feet) variance for a hot tub
92 Shady. Rear yard (33 feet) variance for a hot tub
53 Winship. Side yard (10 feet) setback variance for a hot tub
50 Willow.Front yard (5 feet) and side yard (5 feet) variances for a spa and pool
extension
33 Wellington. Side yard (LL feet) variance for a new swimming pool
12 Brookwood. Rear yard (15 feet) setback variance to allow for a new pool and spa
90 Glenwood. Rear yard (15 feet) setback variance to allow for a new pool and spa

As shown in the above 2011-2017 list, the Town Council typically approves swimming pools
and/or hot tubs in setbacks. Out of the above 13 projects, only one project was denied (98
Shady Lane).

The use is consistent with the zoning and that approving the swimming poolwould not be a
grant of special privilege as supported by the above information which demonstrates that other
properties in Ross and in the 24 Allen Ave near vicinity have received variances for swimming
pools in setback.

(3) That the granting of the application will not materially affect adversely the health or safety of
persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the property of the applicant and will not be
materially detrimentalto the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the
neighborhood. (Prior code $10 112 (part)).

The new poolwill be located a minimum of 6'3" from the North side property line which abuts a
carport at 10 Allen Ave and a garage al22 Allen Ave; the pool at 24 Allen Ave will be screened
by existing and new fencing and landscaping. The West side property pool line is facing a
vegetable garden and garage at 34 Allen Ave and is 6'11' at the nearest point to the property
line. Also, 24 Allen Ave has received a permit exception for the new pool mechanical equipment
placement.
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June 27, 2022 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

MINUTES
Regular Meeting of the

Ross Advisory Design Review Group
6:00 PM, Tuesday, June 2t,2022

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

1. 6:00 p.m. Commencement
ADR Group Chair Mark Kruttschnitt called the meeting to order.
Present: Mark Kruttschnitt, Laura Dewar, Stephen Sutro, Josefa Buckingham, and Mark Fritts
Director Rebecca Markwick and Planner Nishant Seoni were present representing staff.

2. Approvalof Minutes.
The ADR Group unanimously approved the May L7,2022 minutes.

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

4. Planning Applications.
a. 1 Hillgirt Avenue

Property Owner: Simon and Veronica Katz

Applicant: Steve Swearengen
Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review, Demolition,
Variances, and a Nonconformity Permit to demolish the existing two-story residence,
detached garage, and detached accessory structure and construction of a new single-
family residence with an attached two car garages. The Variances are required to exceed
the allowable lot coverage and to construct within the creek setbacks. The project also
proposes new landscaping and hardscape throughout the property, including a new
driveway, walkway and rear patio. (Markwick)

Director Markwick summarized the project.
Project architect Swearengen introduced and summarized the project and reviewed the
advice that was given to the applicant.
Chair Kruttschnitt opened the public forum.

Mark Fritts
House feels too big, keep it to the existing square footage
Height is too tall at the front fagade, terrace towards the back of the home
House looms over the street
Deck over the garage is unnecessary onus to the property to the north. Can not
support the deck over the garage

Minimize the interior head height, need substantive reduction in height.

a

a

o

a

1

a



June 2L,2022 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

Laura Dewar
o Lower height of the garage, no balcony on the garage
r Height of the home is too tall, and too close to the street. The massing is very

large at the street frontage.
. Wants more naturalistic materials.
r Concerned with the window placement and privacy

Joev Buckingham
o The house as proposed looms over the street, out of character with the

neighborhood, given the size of the home.
r Need to reduce the total FAR. lt is not guaranteed that you get the existing FAR of

the existing house if you are rebuilding.
o Numbers do not work for the FAR and the height of the house.
o Need to reduce the size of the home so that it fits into the context of the

neighborhood.
o Need more natural materials that blend into the landscape

Steve Sutro
o Scale is too big for the streetscape
o Should not exacerbate non-conformities
r Agrees with all of the other comments regarding and specifically the FAR

b. 189 Lagunitas Road (A.P.N. 073-211-38)
Property Owner: Jennifer and Jeffrey Bogan
Applicant: Brooks McDonald
Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review and a Variance
for renovation of the exterior of the existing house; relocation of a basement ADU to
above the existing garage; construction of a horizontal addition to the existing house, new
fences, a pool and spa, and outdoor lounge areas; and modifications to existing
landscaping. (Seoni)

Nishant Seoni introduced the project.

Architect, Brooks McDonald introduced the project and answered questions from the
ADR members. ln response to questions from the ADR, the applicant clarified the
location and height of the deck, that the garage door is made of wood, and that the
house and garage roofs will be made of similar materials.

Chair Kruttschnitt opened the public forum

One neighbor at 193 Lagunitas stated that the proposed horizontal addition would be
too close to their property and create privacy issues. One member of the ADR recused

2



June 21, 2022 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

themselves from the project. The ADR approved of the proposed design and materials
with some recommendations. The ADR recommended that stone cladding around the
home be terminated at porch height rather than higher; that the pool and patio be
relocated to reduce or eliminate setback nonconformance, and that the applicant work
with the neighbors to reduce privacy impacts of the horizonal addition by reducing the
number of windows used. The ADR requested that the applicant clarify to Planning
whether a wet bar will be located in a setback, and if so to relocate it.

Steve Sutro
o Project is well designed, the dormer is contextually appropriate. ADU needs to

be recorded as an ADU.
o Sad to see the logs go, however new materials are beautiful.
o The balcony and windows are very far from the property line and are

appropriate in their locations. Maybe remove or reduce size of the windows.
o Lower the band of stones.
. Suggests making the patio smaller so that it is 25 feet from the property line,

even though that would still require a Variance.
o Do not exacerbate the non-conformity with new patios.
o Can support the project as designed.

Laura Dewar
a

a

a

o

a

Really nice design, materials are great.

Modest and proportional to the lot and consideration of neighbors

Move the third window to accommodate the neighbors
The shade structure is okay in the setback, given that there is an easement that
the setback is taken from. Needs more detail on the wet bar.
Supports the project

Mark Kruttschnitt
o Echo's the stone comment, lower the stone detail.
r Remove one window to accommodate the neighbors.
r The deck is small, it will not be a large gathering place so he can support the

deck.
. Supports ADU
r Pool is in setback, so it appears that it needs a Variance, or move it so that it

does not need a Variance. Thinks that the pool should be moved, and the wet
bar needs more detail.

o There should not be any lighting in the trellis structure in the setback.
o Fully supports the project, specifically with one of the windows on the north

being removed.

c. 24 Allen Avenue (A.P.N. O73-26L-381
Property Owner: Warren and Robin Luhning

3



June 21, 2022 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

Applicant: lmprints Landscape Architecture
Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review to remodel and
relocate an existing deck; construct a new in-ground pool; construct a patio, arbor, fire
pit, pool equipment room, and recreation court; and install new landscaping. A Variance
is required to allow the proposed renovation and new construction to deviate from
setback standards. The parcel has an approved permit for an Accessory Dwelling Unit
(ADU) that is not part of the proposed project. (Seoni)

Nishant Seoni introduced the project

The applicant summarized the project and existing conditions, and stated that they
proposed a bio-retention basin to offset the proposed increase in impervious surface.
The ADR stated that the increase to impervious surface was still too high and that the
proposed pool was too far into the existing setback for necessary findings to be met.
The ADR stated that as proposed they could not support the project.

d. 98 LaurelGrove Avenue (APN 072-211-38)
Property Owner: Dwinells Family Trust
Applicant: Polsky Perlstein Architects
Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review to remodel and
expand the existing main residence at the front and south side; construct new attached
trellis structures at the south side and rear building elevations; construct a new storage
accessory building in the south side yard; construct a new pool and associated terrace
and retaining wall in the south side yard; and renovate the south side yard and rear yard
landscape. Variances are required to construct a new storage accessory building, new
trellis projections, and a new pool and associated structures with nonconforming yard
setbacks. (Seoni)

Nishant Seoni introduced the project. The applicant stated that recently modified plans

removed a proposed storage shed, and that the proposed pool was in its location within
a side yard setback because the land on the adjacent property was unusable and the
pool's proximity to the property line was unlikely to affect the neighboring property. The
ADR supported this. The ADR supported the design of the project with a recommendation
that additional windows or articulation of some kind be placed on the east side of the
garage to improve its visual character.

e. 18 Madrona Avenue
Property Owner: L8 Madrona LLC

Applicant: Sean Bailey
Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review to remodel the
existing 2,877 square foot single family residence and an addition of l-,983 square feet.
The project includes a new roof and new landscaping throughout the property. The
existing pool and patio will remain. (Markwick)

4

Laura Dewar
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a Likes the design and can support the project.

Steven Sutro
o Design and material are great, the contemporary design is also great
o The story poles read that the project is very tall at the street.
o The roof line needs to be minimized.
o Wants a roof modification before he can fully endorse it to the council

Mark Fritts
o Likes the architecture and symmetry of the project, however the roof over the

street is somewhat looming. The shed roof does not do the site justice.
o Likes the red cedar, has a concern about the amount of glass and lighting.
o The mass of the roof is too large.
o Likes the articulation, and mass of the structure except for the mass and front

fagade of the home.

Mark Kruttschnitt
r Can support the project as designed.
o Suggested that the project applicant work offline with the Steve and Mark F. to

work on the roof line.

Conceptual Advisory Design Review.
a. 3 Skyland Way (APN 072-2Ll-L2l

Property Owner: Stephen and Hanna Ensley
Applicant: Historical Concepts Architecture and Planning

Project Summary: The applicant requests pre-application review and
recommendation on preliminary design for demolition of the existing house, pool, pool
pavilion, and drives. Proposed new construction for a single family-residence to include:
main house with attached garage, detached garage, detached guest house, pool, drives,
and gardens.

The design team presented the project at 3 Skyland

The ADR had questions about whether any of the proposed house, pool and landscaping
were proposed in the setbacks. There was a question about the seating area, and patios
that are proposed in the setback, advised that the applicant should bring all the
improvements out of the setbacks. They discussed that the project would be coming in
with a non-conformity permit. The ADR discussed that that was probably okay, provided
it was not noxious, and impactful to the neighbors. Some suggestions were made to
convert the guest house to an ADU which would be mutually beneficial. The ADR asked
that as the project goes forward to block out the adjacent neighbors so that it was clear

5
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where they are on the site plan. The massing at the home near the sports court might
appear large, depending on what is below it, however difficult to determine at this point,
the architects agreed to address that. The basement was discussed, and stacking spaces
is okay. The materials were discussed, they have not been determined, however will be
natural in appearance. The ADR members thought that the project is beautiful, liked that
it is out of the setbacks. The design looks in scale, and the massing is wonderful and can
support the non-conformity permit. lt was recommended that no Variances be asked for.

b. 10 Southwood (APN O73-t5L-231
Property Owner: Ron and Allison Abta
Applicant: Julie M Jonson, AUA LEED

Project Summary: The property at L0 Southwood Avenue is a single-family residence
approximately 2,341, SF currently under renovation. The project proposes to remove the
existing carport and relocate to the west side of the house, this would also relocate the
current driveway to the western side of the property. The current driveway is

approximately 9 ft wide, located on the east side of the home; therefore, relocating to
the west would allow much more generous space.

Additionally, there is an existing cottage in the rear of the property, the project proposes
to install a dormer on the second floor, above the existing stair. The existing cottage is

original and exists within the rear yard setback. The existing carport that bi-sects the rear
yard (proposing to demolish) and the proposed relocation, exist in the side and rear
setback.

The project architect introduced the project and the ADR discussed it. There were
questions about whether a garage or carport is being proposed, the proposal is for a carport.
The idea is that the existing carport be removed, and a new one be removed. A discussion
about what the code requires in terms of covered parking, and what that means. The ADR
was not favorable to carports. The ADR indicated that they can support the project going
forward and it was recommended thatthe trees remain to construct the carport because they
provide great screening.

5. Communications
a. Staff

b. ADR Group Members

6. Adjournment
Chair Kruttschnitt adjourned the meeting at 10:12 PM.

5
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August 16, 2022 ADR Group Meeting Minutes

MINUTES

Regular Meeting of the
Ross Advisory Design Review Group
6:00 PM, Tuesday, August L6,2022

Video and audio recording of the meeting is available online at the Town's website at:
townofross.orglmeetings.

L. 6:00 p.m. Commencement
Chair Kruttschnitt called the meeting to order.
Present: Laura Dewar, Stephen Sutro, Josefa Buckingham, and Mark Fritts.
Director Rebecca Markwick and Planner Nishant Seoni were present representing staff

2. Approval of Minutes.
The ADR Group unanimously approved as amended the july It,2A22 minutes

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

4. PlanningApplications.
a. 1 Hillgirt Avenue

Property Owner: Simon and Veronica Katz
Applicant: Steve Swearengen

Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review, Demolition,
Variances, and a Nonconformity Permit to demolish the existing two-story residence,
detached garage, and detached accessory structure and construction of a new single-
family residence with an attached two car garages. The Variances are required to exceed
the allowable lot coverage and to construct within the creek setbacks. The project also
proposes new landscaping and hardscape throughout the property, including a new
driveway, walkway and rear patio. (Markwick)

Director Markwick summarized the project.
Project architect Swearengen introduced and summarized the project and reviewed the
advice that was given to the applicant. ADR members asked questions and the Mr.
Swearengen provided information.

Vice Chair Buckingham opened the public forum. Tony Curtis, 7 Hillgirt spoke and
discussed the side porch and indicated that there was no roof on it and it was constructed
without a permit. He also questioned the existing floor area, indicating that there is too
much mass and bulk of the home. Sharon Baker, 3 Hillgirt invited the ADR members to
view the home from her backyard as there will be impacts to her view and light.

1
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Mark Fritts
. Appreciates the reduction in floor height.
o Still struggling with the mass over the streetscape.
o lt is an imposing structure at the street. The mass at the street needs to be

addressed.
o 3,800 square feet is not appropriate for this lot, which continues to be a problem

with this home, should be around 3,300 square feet.
o Recommends moving the home back from the front property line, prefers

encroaching into the rear yard setback instead of the front yard.
o Driveway gate needs to be more transparent
o lncorporate different materials to break up the mass and soften it.

Laura Dewar
o The home still feels large, the massing is too much
. Appreciates the reduction in height
o Shifting the building back might help with the mass
o The primary bedroom at the back is too tall.
o Add more landscaping to help soften and screen.

Joev Buckingham
o Thanks for the reduction in height and complying with square footage
o Does not remember the porch being roofed, and is questioning the extra 500

square footage
o The house looks too big, too much floor area.
o The modern design does not fit into the vintage look of the street.
o Lower the plate height one more foot on each floor
o Design needs to be warmed up, it is cold and stucco.
o Add vertical or horizontal wood siding, the tall elevations could be a warmer finish.
o More wood on the facades.
o Suggested design features for the front of the home.
. Square footage is too much, and the massing is too much.

b. 78 Shady Lane (A.P.N .073-LOL-4L\
Property Address: 78 Shady Lane
Applicant: Tatyana Mironova
PropertyOwner: KimVictoria/MironovaTatyana

Proiect Summary: The applicant is requesting approval of Design Review, Demolition
and a Variance for a major renovation and remodel to the existing single-family dwelling.
The project includes demolishing the existing 580 square foot carport. The project
proposes construction of a new 39L square foot garage in the side and rear yard setbacks.
Two separate additions are proposed on the second story, a tL7 square foot addition is
proposed above an existing first floor roof on the right side of the home, and a 19 square
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foot addition is proposed on the left side, also above a roof eve and a small addition on
the second story.

Director Markwick introduced the project.
Architect, WillJones introduced the project and answered questions from the ADR

members.

Vice Chair Buckingham opened the public forum. Cheryl Unterrmann, 1 Locust Avenue
spoke and objected to the project, privacy, light, mass and bulk proposed are too close
to her property and will impact her. Janet Redfield, 80 Shady Lane, opposed the project,
specifically the garage proposed in the setback.

Steven Sutro
o okay with the swapping of floor area for floor area.
o Does not have an issue with the second story addition, thinks the volume on top

is okay.
o The porch changes are great, supports the volumetric change.
o The garage in the setback, and exacerbating a non-conformity is not supported.

ioev Buckinsham
o The garage in the setback, and exacerbating a non-conformity which she cannot

support
o Second story additions are reasonable, it needs to be modernized. Makes sense.
o The design should mimic the charm of the existing. The west elevation needs

more windows and different finishes that are more charming.
o Project needs a very detailed landscape plan
o ls okay with the garage 4 feet from the side setback and 10 feet from the rear.

Laura Dewar
. Supports the additions to the main house.
o The garage is too close to the neighbors house. The garage is okay encroaching

into the side yard setback but should be moved to 10 feet from the rear yard
property line.

c. 24 Alf en Avenue (A.P.N. O73-26L-381
Property Owner: Warren and Robin Luhning
Applicant: lmprints Landscape Architecture
Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Design Review to remodel and
relocate an existing deck; construct a new in-ground pool; construct a patio, arbor, fire
pit, pool equipment room, and recreation court; and install new landscaping. A Variance
is required to allow the proposed renovation and new construction to deviate from
setback standards.
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Mark Kruttschnitt
. Appreciates the homeowner's great neighborhood relationships.
o ls okay with the pool, none of the neighbor's care, however the Town Council has

to be comfortable with the Variance findings.
Steven Sutro

o The pool is surrounded by garages on the adjacent properties.
o Can recommend approval based on the context of the site and neighborhood

Mark Fritts
o Does not think the lot supports the pool, does not typically support pools in the

setbacks.
o Cannot make findings for the pool in the setbacks, based on the town guidelines
o Encourages the Town to review the code and make guidelines for pools in the

setbacks.
Joev Buckineham

o Agrees with Mark F.

o Lot is too small to support the pool
o Thinks Town Council needs to amend codes to allow pools in the setbacks.

d. 2 De Witt (APN 073-201-091

Property Owner: Tom and Linda Coates
Applicant: David Kotzebue
Project Summary: The applicant requests approval of Demolition and Design Review to
demolish the existing two-story single family home, detached garage, cabana, and tennis
court. The project proposes to construct a new two-story single family home, detached
garage, pool house and Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU). The project also proposes new
landscaping and hardscape throughout the property, including a new driveway, walkway,
and pool.

Director Markwick summarized the project.
Project architect Kotzebue and Landscape Architect Michael Yandle introduced and
summarized the project and reviewed the advice that was given to the applicant. ADR
members asked questions and the Mr. Swearengen provided information.

Chair Kruttschnitt opened the public forum. There were no comments made during the
open forum.

Joev Buckineham
o Beautiful plan, likes that it is out of the setbacks
o There is a lot of one material in white, approaching the size of a hotel
o Can the home be softened, stone for example
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o Consider a more elegant roof material like slate, not metal, add copper rain
gutters

o Beautifully set on the landscape
Stephen Sutro

o Agree with Joey completely, can recommend approval.
o Round copper gutters would give substance, just a suggestion.

Mark Fritts
o The scale is large, the main hall seems very large. Gutters might help from the

exterior, or other materials.
o Encourage a low profile on the roof of the ADU.
o Can the scale be reduced?
o Loves the entrance off of Shady, can support the project.

Mark Kruttschnitt
a Agrees with other members

o More articulation in the exterior
o Roof materials could be changed
o Supports the project as designed

5. Conceptual Advisory Design Review.

a. 0 Bellagio (APN 072-031-04)
Property Owner: Shadi Aboukhater
Applicant: Winder Gibson Architects
Project Summary: The applicant requests a pre-application review and
recommendation on the preliminary design for a new construction single-family
home. There are no structures currently on the existing undeveloped site. The project
includes a new 2-story home with 5 bedrooms and 4 baths, a pool, a 3-car garage (with
one additional uncovered parking space), and an attached ADU below the main house.

The Architect summarized the project for the ADR, the public hearing was open, and no
one wished to speak.
Steve Sutro

a Not sure if he can support the non-conforming height, however, can support the
rest ofthe project.

Joev Buckingham
o Partial to this style of the home
o Likes the gable roof and the natural materials
o ls okay with the retaining walls
o No findings to exceed the allowable height limit
o Suggested moving the ADU
o Right side of the house is proportionally too tall and big
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Mark Fritts
a

o

a

Agrees with Joey and Stephen
Can not support a Variance for height
Articulation of the wing on the right needs some work

b. 3 Skyland Way (APN 072-2LL-t2)
Property Owner: Stephen and Hanna Ensley
Applicant: Historical Concepts Architecture and Planning
Proiect Summary: The applicant requests pre-application review and
recommendation on preliminary design for demolition of the existing house, pool, pool
pavilion, and drives. Proposed new construction for a single family-residence to include:
main house with attached garage, detached garage, detached guest house, pool, drives,
and garden.

The architects discussed the project, and the public hearing was open, and no one wished
to speak.

A Code discussion about a non-conforming structure, and a non-conforming permit,
versus a Variance for the height of the structure took place. The ADR recommended that
they do not ask for a Variance.

The ADR discussed allowing a garage in the rear, and that the structure is required to look
like a garage.

6. Communications
a. Staff

b. ADR Group Members

7. Adjournment
Chair Kruttschnitt adjourned the meeting at 9:30 PM.
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