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Staff Report

Date: March 3I,2015

To: Mayor Elizabeth Brekhus and Councilmembers

From: Elise Semonian, Senior Planner

Subject: Gamble, Design Review, l-4 Norwood Avenue, File 2000

Recommendation
Council approve the project subject to the findings and conditions attached

Project Summary
Owner:
Location:
A.P. Number:
Zoning:
General Plan:

Flood Zone:

Mark and Molly Gamble
14 Norwood Avenue
73-091-30
R-l:B-20 (Single Family Residence, 20,000 sq. ft. min. lot size)

Low Density (1- 3 units per acre)
Zone A and X (lot partially within 100-year floodplain)

Design review for work within 25 feet of a watercourse. The project involves replacement of
approximately 70 feet of wood retaining wall, which has partially failed, with a new retaining
wall along the west bank of Ross Creek, downstream of the Norwood Avenue Bridge. The
applicants would remove and replace the existing wall with a new timber-lagging wall in the
same location. A tree removal permit is requested to remove one maple growing through the
existing.wall. The Town Council will consider if the proposed project is categorically exempt
from CEQA.

Background, project description and discussion
The applicants request approval to allow the reconstructíon of a portion of an existing timber
lagging retaining wall along Ross Creek, downstream of the Norwood Avenue Bridge. The wall is
in poor to failing condition and needs to be refurbished or replaced to prevent it from falling
into the creek. The applicants propose to remove and replace the wall with one of similar
height, location, materials and design.
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The existing concrete Ross Creek is home to federally-listed endangered salmonids (steelhead).
The applicants propose to construct the wall when the creek is dry to avoid any impact to the
fish. ln addition, all equipment would be located at the top of the bank and no equipment will
be operated on the bed ofthe creek.

Planning and building files do not indicate when the existing wall was built. A "wood wall" is

shown on a site survey submitted by the applicants with an application to redevetop the site in
2003.

The applicant retained Matt Smeltzer, P.E. Geomorphologist/Hydrologist, who investigated
alternatives to a vertical creek wall. These are detailed in his March 2015 Hydraulic Study
Report, attached (attachments reference in that report are not attached). Since the wall will be
replaced in kind, the report concludes there will be no effect on creek hydraulics, such as water
surface elevations, flow velocity or velocity patters that might affect adjacent or downstream
properties. The report also concludes that alternatives to wall replacement would not reduce
upstream flood water surface elevations or reduce velocity, due to downstream constrictions.

Applicant Mark Gamble reviewed the proposal to replace the wall at two Marin Project
Coordination Meetings, a monthly meeting of state, federal and local agency staffto informally
review projects and guide projects through the environmental and regulatory permit process.
The agencies supported the replacement wall in concept and they will require permits.

ln May 2003, the Town Council adopted Ordinance No. 575 instituting guideline watercourse
setbacks designed to protect the Town's riparian areas from development. Specifically, the
ordinance requires design review approval for any "construction, improvements, grading/filling
or other site work within twenty-five feet of a creek, whether or not a building permit is
required." (RMC 518.41.020(d)). The design review criteria and standards for development
near a waterway require that,

All development shall maintoin a setbock from creeks, waterwoys and drainageways.
The setbock sholl be maximized to protect the natural resource value of riporian areos
ond to protect residents from geologic and other hazards. A minimum fifty-foot setback
from the top of bank is recommended for all new buitdings. At leost twenty-five feet
from the top of bank should be provided for all ímprovements, when feasible. The orea
along the top of bank of a creek or woterway should be maintained in a noturol stote or
restored to a naturol condition, when feasible.

Council may approve the design review application if they find:

The project is consistent with the purpose of the Design Review Chapter as outlined
in RMC Section 18.41.010.
The project is in substantial compliance with the design criteria of Section 18.41.100.
The project is consistent with the Ross general plan and zoning ordinance.

L.

2.

3.
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The gener¡l plan and design review criteria recommend improving and restoring creek habitat
where feasible. As proposed, the project will not have any negative impact on the creek. The
project will improve the existing site conditions by preventing failure of the wood wall into the
creek and the addition of new riparian landscaping at the top of the bank. Based on the
engineering reports, the project will not raise surface water levels or create other negative
hydrological impacts on up or downstream neighbors. The wall will remain similar to the
existing wall in appearance.

The applicants contacted adjacent neighbors by email (attached). As of the date of this report,
staff had not received all required neighbor acknowledgements.

The wall is very close to the property line of 12 Norwood Avenue. Conditions of approval
require the applicants to obtain permission from this neighbor to work or build on their site.

Based on the project plans, supporting material, and staff report, staff recommends approval of
the project based on the findings in the staff report and with the following conditions:

t.

2.

This approval is for removal of one tree and replacement of a creek wall as shown on
plans approved by the Town Council on April 9,2015.
A building permit is required. The conditions of approval shall be reproduced on the first
sheet of the plans. The permit shall not be issued until all appropriate permits are
obtained by applicable state, federal and local agencies with jurisdiction over the
project.
No work is permitted on the 12 Norwood site without permission of that property
owner, or an easement.
As proposed by the applicant, the work shall only take place when the creek bed is dry.
No creek dewatering is permitted by this approval.
As proposed by the applicant, no mechanical equipment shall be located in the creek
bed.

The applicant is responsible for obtaining any appropriate Federal, State and local
permits prior to issuance of a building permit. The applicant shall comply with any
additional requirements of the agencies.
Any person engaging in business within the Town of Ross must first obtain a business
license from the Town and pay the business license fee. Prior to the issuance of a

building permit, the owner or general contractor shall submit a complete list of
contractors, subcontractors, architects, engineers and any other people providing
project services within the Town, including names, addresses and phone numbers. All
such people shall file for a business license. A final list shall be submitted to the Town
prior to project final.
This project is subject to the conditions of the Town of Ross Construction Completion
Ordinance. lf construction is not completed by the construction completion date
provided for in that ordinance, the owner will be subject to automatic penalties with no
further notice. The project shall fall under the permit timeline for the project under
construction at the site and shall not extend the L8-month construction period

3.
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9.

10.

perm¡tted for that project. Alternatively, the applicant may complete the current project
and wait 9 months to secure a new permit for this project.
No changes from the approved plans shall be permitted without prior Town approval.
Red-lined plans showing any proposed changes shall be submitted to the Town Planner
for review and approval prior to any modification.
Failure to secure required building permits and/or begin construction by April 9, 2OL7

will cause the approvalto lapse without further notice.
The applicants and/or owners shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Town harmless
along with its boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and consultants from
any claim, action, or proceeding against the Town, its boards, commissions, agents,
officers, employees, and consultants attacking or seeking to set aside, declare void, or
annul the approval(s) of the project or because of any claimed liability based upon or
caused by the approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notify the applicants
and/or owners of any such claim, action, or proceeding, tendering the defense to the
applicants and/or owners. The Town shall assist in the defense; however, nothing
contaíned in this condition shall prohibit the Town from participating in the defense of
any such claím, action, or proceeding so long as the Town agrees to bear its own
attorney's fees and costs and participates in the defense in good faith.

IL.

Fiscal, resource and timeline impacts
lf approved, the project would be subject to one-time fees for a building permit, and associated
impact fees, which are based in part on the valuation of the work proposed. The Town currently
serves the site and there would be no operating or funding impacts associated with the project.

Alternative actions
The Town Council may deny the project if it cannot make the design review findings.

Environmental review (if applicablef
The project is categorically exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) as a replacement or reconstructon of existing structures and facilities where
the new structure will be located on the same site as the structure replaced and will have
substantially the same purpose and capacity as the structure replaced and negligible or no
expansion in capacity (CEAA Guideline Section 15302). No exception to the Categorical
Exemptions applies, as detailed in the LSA Memorandum dated February 5,20L5.

Attachments
o Site history
o Plans and lnformation submitted by applicant

4



Jr-rly 1f), 2003 Minutes

8 ' Pñor to proj îl'il#*å:::i;îîi.i:i"'
aPProval"Tl ne.
belween de 

5-foot tall tree shall be planted

9' Prior to pr 
ions from a 2-story to c l-story

in froni oft 
he hottse, subject to Tolvn

st1-tlcttlre to

Arborist alr 
additional landscape screenlng

10' Tire Town
for up to wn of Ross must first obtain a

1 1. A¡y perso 
siness license fee. Prior to the

btlsinesS lic
f a building permit' the owner or general contractor shall submit a

o".rorr, iu*"n,ro.io.ri*hitects, engineers and any other

oject se;;;; li'r¡" theTown' including names' addresses

AlI J;';;pi" tr'tLL nrt for a.business license' A hnal list

sha1l be submitted to the Town prior to proj rct hnal

12' d;'öilis and/or owners shall defend'

::*i,ï,
ïffiil al(s) of the project or becauseof

any crairn ;j::;iî:ï'jiilT:xï,:,iJÏ
Town sha' rplicant, ond/o. owners.

actlon' or o the a1

ff;:ä ;'"*nn:iå'i,:'îi ,^

iiefense o ling so long as the Town agrees to

bear its o dicipates in the delense in good

faith'

Secondecl by Council member Gray and passed unanimously'

?1, DEMOLITION PER]VTIT' VARIANCE AND DESIGN REYIEW AND TREE
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constitrtte a r.vine cellar and therefore represented FAR under the Torvn zoni¡g code.
The rvine storage area was not included in the FAR calculations so staffcalculated a
total F,AR of 73.7o,/o, which would include the rvine cellar. Mr. Broad said that staff had
no objection to the ¡emoval of the car bam. He said that four lefte¡s were received in
sLrp¡ort of the application and there were no letters of opposition. The applicants
proposed fencing around the properly as sho,,vn on the plans, The Torvn Àruo.irt
revierved the site and did not raise anyconcems regarding the proposed tree removal,
lvh'. Broad noted the existing nlahrre landscaping between the road and the residence
.,vould screen the mass/bulk of the house.
Mayor Zorensky said that the house is well within the setbacks and no variances are
requested except for the car barn which is to be reconstructed in the same location as
the existing, 15 ieet fìom the side property line (20 ft. required).
council member Gray asked if there was any other location on the site where the car
barn could be moved and he noted that the counciljust passed an ordinance requiring
that all sttuchtres be 25 feet from the creek bank.
NIr. Broad felt that the side yarcl variance was warranted because the creek and
floodplain are at the rear ofthe car barn and the¡e are severai large trees at its center.
He said that the newly adopted ordinance ¡efened to nerv structures being located 25
feet from the creek bank.
Mr. Brooks Walker, archiiect, said th storically
the area has flooded. He said that if t site, it
would have more of an impact on the rnhill
Avenue would be the most impacted and they had no objections. He felt the findings
for the variance would be that it is an irregular shaped lot and a good portion ofthe site
is not buildable.

[üfi.

council member Gray questioned why the house could not be moved back 10 feet and
then the car bam also be moved back 10 feet. He felt that the Council could not make
the findings k variance on such a large lot.
Mr, George t, asked if the applicants were just to remodel the
car barn, wo said that they are going through great pains to
preserve the

Council member Gray responded that it would not be permitted because of the amonnt
of denrolition being requested on the property. He could not recall the councìl
approving a project where structures were in the setbacks when there was no specifìc
hardship associatecl with the land.
lvlayor Zorensþ said that he understood the change in the topography but it is still a
large lot.
lvlr. walker said that because of the inegular shaped lot, it is not a simple task to
relocate the bam.
Mayor Zorensky said that clearly the sense of the Council is that it would like to have
thecarbarnrelocatedoutofthesetbacks. Hesaidheunderstoodtheirdesiretoretain
the beautiful walnut tree.

council member Byrnes said the co'ncil should give the rpplicants some
comprchensive gui delines.

Mayor Zorensky said he r.vas concerned witli the mass of the house and felt that it
appeared a little top heary. He was troubled by the scale in the front and felt that it
gave the appearance ofbeing unbalanced.
council member Gray also felt that the upper floor overhang made the house look top
heavy and he did not favor the white trim on the gables. He rvas also concemed about
the inconsistent window patterns and the bulk/ mass. He said that the Council reviews
many applications where the applicants have to remove r.vindows but this is a large lot
and the applicants liave the choice of having more rvindolv space. He felt the
applicants should take advantage ofit.
Council tnember B1'rnes said that he did not have a problem rvith the rvhite trim but he
agreed rvith council r¡ember Gray on the fenestration and the different styles. He
suggested making the rvinclow larger in the fi'ont gable and expressed concern about the
rnass/ bulk.
Cor-rncil membe¡ Bar¡ rvondered if changing the rvinclorv pattern rvould help address the
top-lieavy look of tlie house. she felt that the existing plans showed more mass on the
top.
Mavor Zorensky felL that the plans looked better on the elevations than on the
renderings. He thought that the lvindows were too small.
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rat they liked the existing house but they loved
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;;;;¡lh" netgúuois feltihe same. She rhought the proposed house was beautifrrl.

Ms. Mary Amonette of Norwood Avenue

absoluteiy beautiful and strited the neighb

who is well-known and the Council shoul

Mr. Reinhart said that the properly ts ve

mahtre vegetation. He cautioned the Councll about I

il ;ì,;. Iie preferred it tucked into the comer like the existing lrottse'

CouncilmemberGrayaskedaboutthegateandMr.Girvinsaidthatthegatewouldbe
madeofstakes,threetofourinclresspacedbetween.CouncilmenrberGraysaidthat
itr. oppii"ant would need to submit a design of the gate'

rr¿..-ði*;" saiu that they would look for anotherlocation for the car barn but he was

concerned about the waín't tree and moving the house 25 feet into the front yard' He

"""..¡""¿thethotrghtofcerrteringtlrehomeinthemiddleofthelotinorde¡tomoveagarage that alreadY exists'

Conncil member Ban saiti that oftentimes rvheu applicants take another look at their

plans, they are happier u'ith the altemate plans'

council member Gray moved that the matter be contintted' seconded by council

member Byrnes and passed unanimonsly

COUNCILMEIVIBERGRAYSTEPPEDDowNFROIUTHECOUNCIL
CTTAPINNNS AND TOOK A SEAT IN THE AUDIENCE'

.J+t+17
VARIANCE AND DESIGN REVIE'W.

¡oltn ,n¿ Frrnkie Gray, 1 Upper Roa l' A'P' No' 73-122-09' R-1:B-A (Sin¡

ft*ifyResideuce,lacreminimum)'Varianceanddesignreviewtoallorv
i.*ou"l of an existing 220 square foot porch and its replacement rvith a 16r

;;;t;. foot covered entry ancl a 60 square foot pitched-roofporch'

Lot area

Present Floor Arer Ratio

Proposed Floor Arel Ratio

Present Lot Coverage

Proposed Lot Coverage

87,556 square feet

133%
13.4% (15% Permitted)
rt3%
713% (15% Permitted)
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, rlt+q1.y'
ÐEIVTOLITION PERNIIT. VARIANCE, DBSIGN REVIEW AND TREE
RBMOVAI.
NIark and Molly Gamble, 14 Norrvood Avenue. Ä.P. No, 73-091-30, R-l:B-20
(Single Family Residence, 20,000 square foot minimtrm). Demolition permit
to allorv the removal of I 2,843 square lbot residence and a 1,356 square foot
car barn. Variance and design revietv to allorv construction of the folJowing:
1.) a 5,514 squ¡u'e foot, hvo-story residence includittg a 171 square footrvine
cellar nud nn otherlvise unfinished basement; 2,) n645 square foot galage

rvith a 371 squal'e foot guest unit on the second floor within the north side

yard setback (20 feet requit'ed, 15 feet proposed) nnd rcar yard setback (40

feet required, 12 feet proposetl); 3.) 387 cubic ynrds of cut and 387 cubic
yards of fill; 4.) a 6 foot tall, open grape-stake fence along the Norrvood

Ävenue property line with a maximum 6.5 foot high driveway gate on

Norwood Avenue (6 feet permitted); and 5.) a 6 foot high rvire mesh deer

fence on the easteru side of the property and within 25 feet ofthe
rvatercourse. A tree removal permit is requested to allolv the removal or
relocation ofsix trees including three magnolias (9, I5, and 22 inches) two

hollies (12 rnd 14 inches), and a 15 inch redwood.

Lot arer 51,295 square feet

Present Floor Area Ratio 8.2%

Proposed Floor Area Ratio 72'7%
Present Lot Covernge 4.7%
Proposed Lot Covcrage 8.I"/o

(15% permitted)

(15% permitted)

(T[e existing residence is nonconforming in setb:rcks and maximum height.)
Mr. Broad said that at the July meeting, the Council voiced concems about the

architecture ofthe residence and the placement ofthe car barn on the property. In
response to these concerns, the applicants submitted revised elevations, scaled

back 340 sq. feet ft'om the July submittal and made changes in fenestration and in
detailing. Council member Gray requested that the applicants submit the gate

design and that was included in this submittal. These plaus continue to show the

car bam ìn the previous location. In response to the Council's concems about its

inability to make the necessary findings to approve side and rear yard variances

for the car barn's ¡econstruction, the project proponents submitted revised

fìndings attached to the staffreport.
Ms. Molly Gamble then gave her report and explained that they had reduced the
bLrlk/r-nass, particularly on the second floor and softened the exposure in the west
elevation. She said that fhey rvere seeking approval for a 5ft. 5" side yard setback
encroaclu¡ent for the car barn which is a 12 foot reduction frorr the existing
condition. She said that all her neighbors have voiced thei¡ support for the

project. Rebuilding in the setback is the only variance they were seeking. Ms.
Gamble said that she researched every other possible alternative for the barn and
described each ofthe site plans whicb. she feìt, illustrated that each plan created

additional problems adverseiy affecting neighbors or was in conflict with the

Town's General Plan.

Mrs. Jessica Hart of 3 Thomas Court asked that the Council not talk an.rong

themselves rvhen the applicant is presenting her plans. She expressed support of
the plans.

Council member Curtiss apologized for talking but said he .,vas just explaining

one of lvfs. Gamble's colrìments.

Mayor Zorensky felt that the applicant had been responsive to the Council's
requests and he applauded the nerv design.

Council nrember Gray said that the CoLrncil has to make hndings as required in
the General Plan.

Council member Curtiss said that the findings can be made on the nature of the lot
and because it is in a flood plain.

Council member Ban saici that the bam lias been in the same location since 191 1.

Council member B1.mes said that the present location would be less intrusive to

the adjoinirig neighbors.

Mr. Broad said that the Council has then made the finding that it is an unique

shaped lot and the barn's present location rvould have less inrpact and visibility to

ûNr
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L/ÑI. neighboring properties and woulcl sunounding properties'

Ir¡r]groa¿ iai¿ iliat several sunou hat this is the best

placerrent of the :;tructure in terms of thei ent of thejr property'

il"vã, zor"nrk¡.askerl that tlie color board be revier.ved administratively and if

itr.i" i, a problent. rhe rìratter has to come back to the council. This is to be

oåã"¿ to Lhe list of conclitio's and the rvindotvs must be true divided tight r'vith

f .nl*n"n, wood r¡ullions. Tlre entry gate is to be th¡ee-inch rvide slars with at

i"ir, I ninch ,laps, subject to planning Department approval. The applicrnts rvill

."vorli with stailon the gate aud fence destgn'

lvfs. Gamble saitl that the ne'"v color w tlld be stained gray in the same stone color

as the existing lütl have white trim'

Cotrrrcilnrembet.Barrnrovedapprovalrviththefìndingsinthestaffreportrndthe
additional hndings o, propo"d obove and the following amended conditions: 

.

l'Priortotheisslranceofotuitoingpermit.theapplicantsshallsubmitafinal- 
grading plan, riesigned to mrnimizã filling along the creek' for the revierv and

ãpproval of the Planning Director'

2,Pnortotheissuanceof-"buildingpemit,theapplicantsshallsrrbmitat¡ee- 
protection plan drafted by a certifiàd ar.bo1s1 for the review and approval of

it 
" 

lton]ring Director o.,á To*n Arborist. The plan shall include, but is not

iim,"¿ to: i) limitation of hlling to 6 inches within the root zone of the two

large oaks at the center ofthe prãperty; 2.) a requirement lor hand excavation

o.rãbridging of roots witirin tlte root zone of \he22 inch rvalnut at the center

of the prãperty; and 3.) detailed meûsures designed to protect the health of the

22'^";'rtuìip inagnolia at the front of the existing residence during

transpl antation and thereaft er'

S.Withtl',"exceptionofthewinestoragearea'basementareasârenotincluded
as floor area, and may not be frnishetl' NO SHEET ROCK OR OTHER

FINISIIINGMATERIALISPERMITTEDonthebasementwalls,floors,
ã, ,eilit.,g. No plumbing or other improvements that would allow the area to

lr" ¡nirnã¿ a.e p"r-itted. A concrete floor only shall be provided. THE

BASEMENTSHALLBELIIVIITEDToA6.FooT6-INCHMÁ"\(IMUM
CEILING HEIGHT. Ceiling height shall be measu¡ed from the floor to the

""itirrg¡oirtr. 
A maximttm of two small utility electrical outlets shall be

;;;"-i;å in the unfinished basement. Final basement plans shall be subject to

Þlanning Director approval prior to the issuance of a building permit io ensure

the above requirements are met'

4. prior ro the issuance of a building permit, complete marked-up lloor plans and

floor area calculations, including the wine storage area as floor area and

rrrakingnoreferencetoafutrrreguestcottage,shallbesubmittedfolthe
review and approval of the Plan¡ing Director'

J. All rvindows shall be true divicled light wood windows (no cladding) with
-' 

p"àon"nt wood mLrllion s. Mtillions shall be proportionnl to the urchitecturnl

style of the resitlettce

6.Filtrtl"colol.sctntplesofrlrcproposedprojectcolorsoJgravlvithojfwhitelrint
shull be submitied foì Planning Depa,ttneilt 

'pproval 
prior to their on-site

application
l. iti" g,'np" stake fence shall consist of 2 to 2 % inch grape stakes 6 inch on

cetttir. The 
"¡¡¡1t 

gate shall be 3 hch wide slats tvith at least 3 t/t inch gaps'

stúiect to Planning )epartment approval'
g. No kitchen is permitt"d in the living space above the garage rvithorÍ Town

approval.
g. Êrior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicants shall submit r 

-
construction/traffic management p an to the Department of Public works for

revierv and approval. The plan shall include, but shall not be limited to: l.)

locrtionof.quip.''.ntandrnaterialstagirrgareas;and2.)parkinglocationsfor
constntction vehicles and equipment'

10. prior to project final, a iandicape plan shall be submilted fo¡ the revierv and- 
opprouoi ofthe plan¡ing Director. The plan shall focus on softening those

ai"as benueen site improvements and the adjacent parcels and roadway'

t t. i¡e proposed sen,ice gate providing access to the utility yard at the front of
- - 

the pìoperty shall be tñoroughly and permanently screened from public view'

f Z. f'ne forvn 
-Council 

,.r.*.rih. right to require additional landscape screening

for up to three (3) years from project frnal'

il
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13. No changes frorn the approvecl plans shall be permitted rvithout prior approvrl
of tlie Planning Director. Red-lineci plans showing any proposed changes shall
be submitted to tlie Planning Director prior to the issuance of any bLrilding
permits.

14. Ary exterior lighting shall not create glare. hazard or anxoyance to adjacent
property owners. Lighling shall be shielded and directed downward.

15. This project shall comply rvitli ihe follorving recommendations to the
satisfaction of the Deprrtment of PLrblic Safety: 1.) Sprin-klers are reqLrìred; 2.)
All bnrsh impinging on the access roadlvay must be clerred; 3.) A street
nnmber must be posted (rninimum 4 inches on contrasting background;) 4.) A
Knox Lock bol must be installed; 5.) Al1 dead or dying flammable materials
must be cleared and removed as per Ross Municipal Code Cltapter 12.12; and
6.) A24 hou¡ monitored alann must be installed.

16. The project owners and contractors shall be responsible for maintaining town
roadways and right-of-ways free of thei¡ construction-related debris. All
constnrction debris, including dirt and mud, shall be cleaned and cleared
immediately.

17. Any person engaging in business within the Town of Ross must first obtain a

business license from the Town and pay thê business license fee. Priorto the
issuance of a building permit, the owner or general contractor shall submit a
complete list ofcontractors, subcontractors, architects, engineers and any
other people providing project sewices within the town, including names,
addresses and phone numbers. All such people shall file for a bLrsiness license,
A f,inal list shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to project
final.

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

This was seconded by Council member Gray aud passed unanimoLrsly.

71. VARIANCE AND DESIGN REVIEW.
I(athleen Malrouey and, Ozzie Àyscue, 6 Southwood Avenue, A.p. No. 73-
757-20, R-l:B-20 (Single Family Residence,20,000 square foot minimum) to
allow the following:
l) Removal of ¡27.5 square foot shed. a 52 share foot shed, a 28 square foot
closet and a 57 square foot closet; 2) pool construction rviihin the rear lrarcl
setback (40 feet required, 12 feet proposed); 3) a patio witbin the side yard
setback (20 feet required, 13 feet proposed) and rear yard setback (40 feef
required,8 feetproposed);4) pool equipment and pad withi¡ the eastside
yard setback (20 leet required, 16 foot proposed); 5) stone steps and stoop
withi¡r the east side yard setback (20 feet required, 14 feet proposed) and nerv
steps to basement (20 feet required, 16 feetproposed); 6) relocltion ofthe
existing barn plus a 29 square foot addition rvithiu the rearyard setback (40
feet required, 6 feet proposed) and within the west side yard setback (20 feet
required. 10 feet proposed) with the lorver level for a,2-ctr
garage/bathroom/storage rvith a front dormer added for an upper level
office, adding 197 square feet offloor area;7) addition ofa ribbon drivervav
to access the proposed rear barn/garage; 8) netv iront steps and pilasters
lvithin the front yard setback (25 feet required, 17 feet proposed); 9)
demolition of the existing rear section of the residence containing the kiichen
and family room and construction of a nelv family room and kitchen rvith an
82 square foot brealif¡st nook addition; 10) conversion 0f202 square feet of

t2
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MINUTES
CONTINUED MEETING OF THE ROSS TOWN COUNCIL

HELD MO|IDAY, APRIL 26,2004
6:00 P.M.

6:00 P.M. Roll Call.
Present: Mayor Barr, Mayor Pro Tempore Byrnes, Council member Strauss,
Council member Hunter, Council member Poland, Town Attorney Hadden
Roth.

Pôsting of Agenda.
The Clerk reported that the agenda was posted according to Government Code.

Open Time for Public Expression.
(Time limited to three minutes for each speaker for items not on the agenda).

Mayor Barr requested that all cell phones be turned off while the Council is in
session. She asked that when the community members speak, they should give

their names and addresses for the record.
Ms. A. McNalty of 291 Riveria Drive, San Rafael, referred to a letter of April 22,
2004 from the Marin Designers Showcase requesting permission to hold tbe
Design Showcase at William A. Cheek's house on 121 \ilinding \Yay. She said
that three Marin Designers Showcase homes had formerly been held in Ross.

She explained that it is produced by the Auxiliary of the Center for Volunteer
and Nonprofit Leadership of Marin. The event would be held from September
21,2004 througb Sunday, October I0,2004.
Mayor Barr said that the matter would be given to Public Safety for review and
placed on a future agenda. Ms. McNally said that she would work with the
neighbors and the community.

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WERE CONTINUED FROMTHE REGULAR
COUNCIL MEETING OF APRIL 8, 2OO4:

4. REVISIONS TO AN APPROVED DEMOLITION PERMIT, VARIANCE,
DESIGN REVIEW AND TREE REMOVAL.
Mark and Molly Gamble, 14 Norwood Avenue, A,P. No. 73-091-30, R-l:B-20
(Single Family Residence, 20,000 Square Foot Minimum). Amendment to a
September, 2003 Town Council approval allowing demolition of the existing\

1.

I

J.

¿oilf-

¡/ residence and barn and construction of a 5,514 square foot, two-story residence
and a 645 square foot garage with a 371 square foot guest unit on the second
floor. The applicants request that condition of approval No. 3, allowiug a

maximum 6-foot 6-inch basement ceiling beight, be amended to allow a 7-foot 5-
inch maximum ceiling height.
Planning Director, Gary Broad, said that the applicants were requesting the Council to
reconsider a condition of approval of their original application because if they are

held to a ó.5 foot maximum ceiling height in the basement, clearance below the beam

would be limited to 5.5 feet.
Mr. Mark Gamble referred to his letter of March 22,2004, requesting a ceiling height
of 7.5 feet. He said that if they applied the current height definition of 6.ó feet, the

clearance would be approximately 5.7 feet to the bottom of the steel beam, creating a

head whacker that runs the width of the space. He said that this would not contribute
to bullJmass and would not be contrary to the Town's General Plan. He said that the

Town Council recently removed porches from the FAR because it was concerned

about losing architectural enhancements. He felt that the Council would, in the
future, change the definition of basement ceiling heights and he felt it could be a

Please visit our website at www.townofross.org
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shame if they were to build and later find out that the definitions had changed. He

asked that they be allowed to raise the ceiling to 7 feet.

Fomrer Mayor Bruce Hart of Glenwood Avenue explained why the former Council
became more stringent on basement ceiling heights. He said it was the feeling of
some applicants that if the height were to be seven feet or seven and a half feet, it
could be eight feet and be used as living space and if it were to become living space,

it would increase the overall density; i.e., two additional bedrooms would have an

impact on traffic, parking on the street, etc. It was the intent of the Council that

basements not be trsed for living space.

Mr. David DeRuff of Sonthwood Avenue, said it is dangerous to work in a basement

that low when yon are six feet three inches tall. He said that when it is underground,

who would care?

Cotrncil member Poland noted that the applicant's March22,2004 letter requested a

7.5 foot ceilìng but now he was requesting a 7 foot ceiling.

Councilmember Strauss felt the Council should adhere to the previous condition of
approval that it remain at a 6.6 foot height.
Council rrember Blrnes said that generally he is reluctant to undo a policy done by
previous Councils. He said it was his hope that the regulations would change but the

Council needed to study the issue and get public input.

Mayor Barr said that the Council inherits past Councils' decisions and the present

Council has to appreciate the wisdom of how they came to these conclusions. She

said that many people have been held to the 6'6 foot height.

Co¡ncil rnember Poland did not feel that the basement height should be limited to 6.6

feet.
Council member Hunter said that the 6.6 foot limit has been uniformly applied since

March 2002. He said that he looked forward to reviewing the zoning ordinance as

part of the General Plan discussions but added that the 6.6 foot limit had been applied

for a good reason and thought it wottld be difficult to change it at this point'
Mayor Barr felt that a 7-foot limit would be a compromise.

Building Official, Mr. Mel Jarjoura, clarified that in order to use a basement for a

bedroom, certain criteria has to be met; i.e., ingress/egress, a bathroom, and the height

has to be 7 feet 6 inches, which is the minimum height for living space. Bathrooms,

hallways and kitchens are pemritted at7 feet.

Council member B).¡rnes said that the 6.6 foot height was not codified and that the

historical standard in Ross has been 7 ft. He felt that he could support the 7-foot

height limit.
Council member Poland moved approval of a 7-foot height ceiling limit with the

findings in the staff report and the following conditions:
I. Except as amencled herein, all conditions of the previous approval shall

remain in full force and effecr,

2. With the exception of the wine storage area, basement areas are not
includecl as floor area, and may not be finished. No sheet rock or other
finishing material is permitted on the basement wa1ls, floors, or ceiling.
No plumbing or other improvements that would allow the area to be
finishecl are permittecl. A concrete floor only shall be provided. THE

,I BASEMENT SHALL BE LIMITED TO A 7 FOOT MAXIMUM CEILING
HEIGHT, which shall be measured from the floor to the ceiling joists. A
maximum of two small utility electrical outlets shall be provided in the
unfinished basement. Final basement plans shall be submitted to the
Planning Department for their review and approval prior to the issuance

of a building permit.
3. This projecr is subject to the conditions of the Town of Ross Consrmction

Complerion Ordinance. If consrmction is nor completedby the construction
completion date providecl for in that ordinance, the owner will be subjecr to
automatic penalties with no furlher notice.

4. No changes from the approved plans shall be permitted without prior
Town approval. Redlined plans showilg any proposed changes shall be

submicred to the Torvn Planner prior lo the issuance of any buildilg permits.
5. The applicants and/or owners shall defend, i¡demnify, and hold the Town

harml.ess along with its boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and

consultants from any claim, action, or proceediag against the Town, its
boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and consultants affacking

0Nl.

2Please visit onr website at www.tou'nofross.org
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I

5.

This was secollded by Council member Bymes and passed with three affirmative votes.
Conncilmembers Strauss and Hunter were opposed.

VARIANCE AND DESIGN RE\'IEW.
Kathleen Mahoney and Ozzie Ayscue, 6 Southwood Avenue, A.p. No. 73_l1l_20,
R-l:B-20 (Single Family Residence,20,000 square foot minimum) to allow the
folf owing: l) Removal of a 27.5 square foot shed, a 52 share foot shed, a 2g
square foot closet and a 57 square foot closet; 2) pool construction within the
rear yard setback (40 feet required, 12 feet proposed); 3) a patio within the side
yard setback (20 feet required, 13 feet proposed) and rear yard setback (40 feet
required, 8 feet proposed); 4) pool equipment and pad within the east side yard
setback (20 feet required, l6 foot proposed); 5) stone steps and stoop within the
east side yard setback (20 feet required, 14 feet proposed) and new steps to
basement (20 feet required, 16 feet proposed); 6) demolition of the existing barn
and construction of a 558 square foot 2-car garage with bike storage to the rear
ofthe existing residence accessed by a ribbon driveway and a gravel
turnaround; 7) creation of a 188 square foot finished basement, including a
laundry room; 8) new front steps and pilasters within the front yard setback (25
feet required,lT feet proposed); 9) demolition ofthe existing rear section ofthe
residence containing the kitchen and family room and construction ofa new
family room and kitchen with an 82 square foot breakfast nook addition; l0)
conversion of202 sqrrare feet ofsun porch into a 136 square foot reading room;
11) a porch, wood deck and bluestone paving and steps addition to the west
elevation; 12) alterations to the exterior of the residence, including new windows
at the basemeut, first story, second story and third story levels and the addition
of a third story dormer at a height of35 feet (30 feet permitted); and an
expanded play court area within the side yard setback (18 inches proposed) and
front yard setback.

Lot area
Present Floor Area Ratio
Proposed Floor Area Ratio
Present Lot Coverage
Proposed Lot Coverage

16,140 square feet
28.7V"
28.7oÂ (l5o permitted)
20.1o
22.3o/o (l5o permitted)

(The existing residence is nonconforming in front and side yard setback, height,
stories and covered parhing. The existing barn/carriage house and pool are
nonconforming in rear yard setbacl<s. The property is nonconforming in covered
parhiug-two covered spaces required, none provided.)
Mr. Broad explained the plans as outlined in his staff report of April r,2oo4. He said
that the Council previously encouraged the owners to demolish the bam and construct
a garage that conforms to setback requirements. The proposed garage complied witb
zorring ordinance provisions which allows a gatage that is used only for garage
purposes, to be located within l0 feet ofthe side and rear property lines. Letters of
concem had been received from adjacent neighbors.
Mr. Ozzíe Ayscue said that he was in agreement with the conditions of the staff report
with two exceptions: condition Tluee - that the council approve the plans as is or
permit a four-foot hardscape all around the edge of the pool. condition Seven: that
the Council permit electrical outlets in the basement because lighting is c¡itical and
electricity is needed for a sump pump. He said that some neighbors were concemed
about use oftl.re garage, consequently, he nroved his office space into the house.

JPlease visìt our website at \À/w.w.townoÍìoss.org
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6.

10.

7

Failure to secure any required building permits and begin construction by
August 5,2005 will cause the approvalto lapse without further notice.
The project owners and contractors shall be responsible for maintaining
all roadways and right-of-ways free of their construction-related debris.
All construction debris, including dirt and mud, shall be cleaned and
cleared immediately.
The Town Council reserves the right to require additional landscape
screening for up to three (3) years from project final.
Any person engaging in business within the Town of Ross must first
obtain a business license from the Town and pay the business license
fee. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the owner or general
contractor shall submit a complete list of contractors, subcontractors,
architects, engineers and any other people providing project services
within the Town, including names, addresses and phone numbers. All
such people shall file for a business license. A final list shall be
submitted to the Town prior to project final.
The applicants and/or o\À/ners shall defend, indemni$,, and hold the
Town harmless along with its boards, commissions, agents, officers,
employees, and consultants from any claim, action, or proceeding against
the Town, its boards, commissions, agents, officers, employees, and
consultants attacking or seeking to set aside, declare void, or annul the
approval(s) of the project or because of any claimed liabilþ based upon
or caused by the approval of the project. The Town shall promptly notifu
the applicants and/or owners of any such claim, action, or proceeding,
tendering the defense to the applicants andlor owners. The Town shall
assist in the defense; however, nothing contained in this condition shall
prohibit the Town from participating in the defense of any such claim,
action, or proceeding so long as the Town agrees to bear its own
attorney's fees and costs and participates in the defense in good faith.

8

9.

18. DESIGN REVIEW.
Molly and Mark Gamble, 14 Norwood Avenue, A.P. No. 73-091-30, R-1:B-20 (Single
Family Residence,20,000 Square Foot Minimum.). Design review to allow
construction of 54 linear feet of retaining wall with a maximum height of 5 feet. The
retaining wall is proposed within guideline watercourse setbacks (25 feet
recommended, 10 feet proposed.) The applicants also propose 245 cubic yards of fill,
portions of which are to be located within guideline watercourse setbacks (25 feet
recommended, approximately 10 feet proposed.)

Planning Director Gary Broad presented the staff report. Mark Gamble indicated that
they were amenable to the proposed conditions of approval. Accordingly, Council
member Hunter moved for approval, seconded by Council member Strauss, with the
findings and conditions in the staff report:

The retaining wall and grading plan are not approved as submitted. Prior
to the issuance of a building permit, or to the commencement of any
development, grading, or filling associated with this application, project
proponents shall submit a revised retaining wall and grading plan to the
PlannÍng Department for their review and approval. The revised plan shall
relocate the proposed retaining wall out of guÍdeline watercourse setbacks and
shall limit filling to the minimum necessary to fÍll the existing depression
located directly to the south of the proposed wall. No additional filling
within the riparian terrace is hereby approved.

5

+

t.
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2. Failure to secure any required building permits and begin construction by
August 5, 2005 will cause the approval to lapse without further notice.

3. This project is subject to the conditions of the Town of Ross Construction
Completion Ordinance. If construction is not complered by the construction
completion date provided for in that ordinance the owner will be subject to
automatic penalties with no further notice. This approval does not alter the
construction completion date established upon the issuance of the origÍnal
building permit for the redevelopment of this property.

4. No changes from the approved plans shall be permitted without prior
Town approval. Red-lined plans showÍng any proposed changes shall be
submitted to the Town Planner prior to the issuance of any building permits.

5. The project owners and contractors shall be responsible for maintaining all
roadways and right-of-ways free of their construction-related debris. All
construction debris, including dirt and mud, shall be cleaned and cleared
immediately.

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

19. VARIANCE.
Margaret Wynne,3 Redwood l)rive, A.P. No. 73-312-05, R-l:B-7.5 (Single Family
Residence,7,500 Square Foot Minimum.) Variance to allow the legalization of an
existing 408 square foot rental unit, located in a detached accessory structure at the
rear of the applicant's property, through the creation of a nonconforming
residential second unit. The residential second unit is proposed to be located within
required rear yard setbacks (40 feet required, 6 feet existing) and between the
primary residence and Poplar Avenue. No additional screened on-site parking is
proposed.

l. The applicant shall reserve one legal on-site parking space for the sole use of
the tenant or guests of the tenant residing in the residential second unit hereby
approved. The owner of the property shall utilize Redwood Drive for the on-
street parking of her car and the cars of her guests.

2. With the exception of the variances approved herein, the residential second
unit shall comply with all provisions of the Town's Residential Second Unit
Ordinance.

3. Prior to legal occupancy, the orwner shall complete a Building Department
health and safety inspection and shall make all necessary corrections.

4. The Town Council reserves the right to require additional landscape screening
for up to two (2) years from project final.

5. Thís project shall comply with the following requirements to the satisfaction
of the Department of Public Safety: l.) a street number must be posted
(minimum 4 inches on contrasting background.)

6
Please visit our website at www.townofross.org



Staff Use Only

Recelved By:

Date: _
Fees Pald:

Date:Town of Ross
Planning Department
Post Office Box 320, Ross,

Phone (415) 453-1453, Ext.
Web www.townofross.org

cA 94957
121 Fax (415) 453-1950

Emai I esemonian @townofross.org

VARIANC E/DESIGN REV I EWDEMOLITION APPLICATION

Parcel Address and Assessor's Parcel No. l't tt/o¿UUoA eUUa¿ø Affr Ô7 3- n - 30
Owner(s) of Parcel ßt/- + tl,to tl

Mailing Address (PO Box in noss) 7, Ô. B¿X /e9 6
Ci Poçs State NP Q¿ft¡7
Day Phone ¿/lî.7ßJ - B/o{ Evening Phone qtç- qât -âOSÒ

Email 3L(a bl¿

Archítect (Or applicant if not owner)

Mailing Address

State NP

Phone

Email

Existing and Proposed Conditions lfor definitions please refer to attached fact sheet.)

Gross Lot Si:e €/, 8Q{ sq. n. Lot Area¿-r_-- ,51, ft

Existing Lot Cot,erag, Ll, I 0 tf sq. ft. Existing Floor Area ó,î?t tq ft
Existing Lot Cot,erage Ê 16"l' Existing Floor Area Ratio IJ /Lv,
Coverage Removed ft. Floor Area Removed sq.ft

Coverage Added ft. Floor Area Added sq. ft.

Net Change- Coverage sq. ft. Net Change- Floor Area

Proposed Lot Coverage sq. ft. Proposed Floor Area

Proposed Lot Coverage .-% Proposed Floor Area Ratio %

Existing Impervious Areas sq. ft. Proposed Impervious Areas 

--sq.ft.
Existing lmpervious Areas % Proposed Impervious Areas 

- 
-%

Proposed Netu Retaining IWall Construction '1Ò ft. (length) 7 ft. (max height)

sq.ft.

sq.ft.

Proposed Cut cubic yards Proposed Fill cubic yards



Vclsion 8l29l12

Written Project Description - may be attached.
A complete description of the proposed project, includins 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 $ 18.41. 100).

¿lt

2For more information visit us online at www.townofross.org
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Consultant lnformation
The following information is required for all project consultants

Landscape Architect
Firm
P roj e ct Lands cap e Archite ct
Mailing Address

State

Fax
ZIP

Phone
Email
Town of Ross Business License No. Expiration Date

Civil/ Geotechnical Engineer
Firm L
Project Engineer
Mailing Address
Ci State

Fax
NP

Phone
Email

tlîo
, covþ\

Totun of Ross Business License No.6bHlL4IO Expiration Date

åråorist Hr¡dølqi;f f 8,,4;*,.^
Firm L ñ)
Project ,4+4e+++
Mailing Address f4

State nP qlqô I
Phone
Email

s -9 Fax

Totun of Ross Business License No Expiration Date

Other 6eokch-;al
€ffi#tlr#L y'lnro
Mailing Address

Phone
Email
Town of Ross No. Expiration Date

c

Other Shu/u¡¿(
Consultant
Mailing Address

Phone
Email
Town of Ross License No

State

Fax

,*

ZIP

Expiration Date

State ZIP

5For more information visit us online at www.townofross.org
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Project Architect's Signature

I HEREBY CERTIFY under penalty of per.jury that I have made every reasonable effort to ascertain the

accuracy of the data contained in the statements, maps, drawings, plans, and specifications submitted with
this application and that said information is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. I
understand that any permit issued in ¡eliance thereon may be declared by the Town Council to be null and

void in the event that anything contained therein is found to be erroneous because ofan intentional or
negligent misstatement of fact.

I further certifl that I have read the attached Variance/ Design Review/ Demolition Fact Sheet and

understand the processing procedures, fees, and application submittal requirements

Signature ofArchitect Date

Owner's Signature

I HEREBY CERTIFY under penalty of perjury that I have made every reasonable effort to ascertain the

accuracy of the data contained in the statements, maps, drawings, plans, and specifrcations submitted with
this application and that said information is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. I
further consent to any permit issued in reliance thereon being declared by the Town Council to be null and

void in the event that anything contained therein is found to be erroneous because ofan intentional or
negligent misstatement of fact,

I further certifl that I have read the attached Variance/ Design Review/ Demolition Fact Sheet and

understand the processing procedures, fees, and application submittal requirements

s/ee/K
Signature of Owner

Signature o (if appl icable)

Date

Date

3

Notice of Ordinance/Plan Modifications

E 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:

Variance/ Design Review/ Demolition aPProvals expire 365 days after
the granting thereof.

6For more information visit us online at www.townofross-org



Elise Semonian

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Mark Gamble < mark@gamblepartners.com >

Monday, March 30, 2015 6:47 PM

Rob Braulik; Elise Semonian
Retaining Wall Project - 14 Nonruood

1L34 01- Fl- - SITE PLAN.pdf; L134 01 F2 - SECION A-A'.pdf

Dear Neighbor,

The 70 ft. section of our wood retaining wall starting at the Norwood bridge down to the Maple is decades old. We
would like to replace this portion of the wall and remove the Maple tree that is growing between the wall before any
chanceoffailuremightoccur. lnpriorfloodeventswoodwallshavehadsectionsthatfail,floatdownthecreekand
cause jams. Replacing this section of wall pr¡or to a failure is a positive as it reduces risk to downstream neighbors. ln
April, we will go before the Town Council to seek approval to rebuild the retaining wall in the same location.

We will be rebuilding the retaining wall at or below the existing height and in the same location as the old retaining
wall. The new wall will be nearly identicalto the existing wall. Riparian plantings will be installed on the upper bank
above the wall. The wall replacement design was decided upon after consulting with a creek hydrologist, a structural
engineer, The Army Corps of Engineers, The Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board. Per government requirements, other wall replacement options were examined for this section,
including a rock-reinforced sloped embankment, but none of them were able to significantly lower either the 100 yr.
flood level or the 10 yr. water speed. Replacing the wall in the same location allows us to re-use the existing sub-surface
concrete grade beam and minimize disturbance to the creek bed.

Due to government environmental regulations, the work will be performed between June L5 and October 15. The
attached site plan shows where the work will be done. Plantings will be added after the wall is finished. November and
December are generally best months to install riparian vegetation.

lf you have any questions at all, you can contact us directly or you can contact Elise Semonian, the Senior Planner for the
Town of Ross. Both her and Rob Braulik, Town Manager, are copied on this email and are familiar with the project.

Regards,

Mark & Molly

Mark D. Gamble
Gamble Partners LLC

100 Montgomery Street, Suite # 650
San Francisco, CA94tO4
Of'Íice: 475-7 82-8100 ext. 105

Fax: 415-782-8109

ma rk@ ga m ble pa rtners. com



STEEL I-BEAM AN D 4x12
TIMBER LAGGING WALL

TOP OF WALL
ELEVATION = 96'
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TIE ROD

WALL HEIGHT
6 TO 7-FT

STEEL WALER
(E) CONCRETE WALL
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____l

SECTION A-A'
CONCEPTUAL REPAIR OPTION

NO SCALE

Miller Pacific
ENGINEERING GROUP

504 R€dmod Ellvd

Suito 220

Novato, CA 94947

T 415 t3A2-3444

F 415t382-3450

www millerpac com

SECTION A-A'

14 Norwood Avenue
Ross, California

Project No. 1 134.01 Dale: 31251'15
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PLANT LIST
FOR BANK STABILIZATION

Rhamnus Californica (Coffeeberry)
Myrica (Bayberry)
Sambucus Canadensis (Elderberry)
Vaccinium Ovatum (Huckleberry)
Sequoia Sempervicen (Coastal Redwood)

Ribes Viburnifolium (Flowering Current)
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REMOVE 36 IN. MAPLE TREE

o
co

REPLACE EXISTING WOOD WALL WITH
NEW 7O-FT LONG RETAINING WALL,
SAME LOCATION AS EXISTING WALL, NO
ENCROACHMENT INTO CHANNEL, SEE
SECTION A-A'ON FIGURE 2.
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lntroduction

This Hydraulic Study Report (JARPA Attachment 2) summarizes results of hydraulic model analysis

and assessment of potentialdesign alternatives for configuring the proposed replacement structure
forthe existing poor-to-failing-to partially failed condition verticalsoldier-pile timber left creek bank
retaining wall on Ross Creek at l-4 Norwood Avenue in Ross, CA. This report documents the
hydraulic differences between existing conditions, proposed conditions, and alternative design

conditions for the proposed wall replacement project, both in terms of approximately L00-year
flood water surface elevations and approximately 10-year flood reach-maximum channel averaged

flow velocities.

For more project information, please also see:
. JARPA application documents;
. JARPA Attachment L: "Design Plans"; and,
. JARPA Attachment 3: "Management and Monitoring Plan Report"

Photo 1. View to near downstream end of existing left bank retaining wall replacement project
limits approximately 65 feet downstream from Norwood Avenue Bridge (January 2015). Note
partially failed condition of wall segment immediately upstream from the forked maple tree to be
removed by the project.
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Project Need and General Design Objectives

An existing verticaltimber soldier pile left bank retaining wallon Ross Creek at 14 Norwood Avenue
is in poor to failing condition and needs to be refurbished or replaced to prevent partialwallfailure
into the creek during future floods (e.g., see Photo 1).

The 7O-ft-long failing wallsegment may be replaced with a similar configuration vertical retaining
wall, a stable sloped embankment, or a combination of new wall segments and new sloped bank
segments. Specifically, either a stab¡l¡zed sloped embankment covered with appropr¡ate CA native
riparian woodland plantings, or a replacement vertical retaining wall with similar vegetation
installed covering the same effective plan area landward of the top of wall - or a combination of
those two generalstructure types - should be constructed during a summer construction season
when reliably dry creek bed conditions are expected at the site.

The retaining wallreplacement structure should be designed and configured for restoring a similar
levelof bank stability and flood damage protection at the site and adjacent sites, while also
providing to the extent practically feasible within the practical expectations for the scope of a bank
stabilization and/or retaining wall replacement project on private property:

lmproved native CA riparian nearshore and canopy forming vegetation;

lmproved aquatic habitat for steelhead and salmon;

The same or reduced reach-scale (e.g., L0-year flood) flow velocities and velocity patterns
both for aquatic habitat improvement and minimizing bank erosion pressure on adjacent
properties; and,

The same or reduced reach-scale 100-year flood flow water surface elevations for avoiding
impacts to flooding and providing flood reduction benefits at the site and adjacent
properties.

a

o

a

Project Location

The site is the left bank of Ross Creek in Ross, California beginning immediately downstream from
the Norwood Avenue Bridge over Ross Creek (Figure 1). The existing timber retaining wall begins
immediately downstream from the left abutment wall of the bridge and extends about 185 feet
downstream. The failing segment to be replaced is the upstream most 7O-ft-long segment
beginning immediately downstream from the bridge (Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Site Location.
The 14 Norwood site is located ot the left bank of Ross Creek obout 7,500-7,700 creek feet upstream

from the mouth tributory to Corte Madero Creek ín Ross. The site is within the opproximately 5,000-

ft-long sect¡on of Ross Creek within the Ross Corporate L¡mits ("Study Reoch") downstreom from
Notolie Coffin Greene Park. Ross Creek is generally perennial within the pork limits ond reliably dry in
the summer with some disconnected perenniol pools within 7,000 feet downstreom from the park
boundory. The feosibility of moking releoses from Phoenix Loke for extending continuous spring
surfoce flows downstream from the park is presently under study.

The site area includes the 7O-ft-long walland the upper bank upslope from the walland downslope
from an existing top of bank fence. Several large trees occur and generally dense mature vegetation
occursimmediatelylandwardofthetopof bankfence, Theupstreamendofthewall(site)occursat
the downstream end of the left bridge abutment at Ross Creek Station 16+98 ft (1,698 feet
upstream from the confluence with receiving Corte Madera Creek). The downstream end of the site
considered in this analysis is about 70 feet downstream from the bridge at about Station 16+28 ft.
The upstream end of the right bank (1-2 Norwood) retaining wallcurrently under permit analysisfor
proposed 20L5 construction season replacement also occurs at Station 16+28 ft.
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Figure 2. Replacement Wall Plan.
The proposed 14 Norwood replacement woll would be instolled in exoctly the same plan
configuration as the existing foiled/foÌling condition retaining woll.
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Fígure 3. Replacement Wall Cross-Sect¡on.
The proposed 74 Norwood replocement woll would re-use the existing concrete grode beam ond
replace the existing foiled timber woll moter¡ols with q steel beqm ond timber løgging woll in the
some locotion ond configurqtion ond hoving the some finished top of wall elevotion ond finished
creekside foce position. lt would not encrooch into the creek compored to the existing retaining woll.

Project Description

The proposed project is an in-kind creek bank retaining wallreplacement project. The exlsting 5-7-
ft-high poor/failed/failing timber retaining wall would be entirely removed and a same height, same

finished face new timber lagging retaining wall would be installed in precisely the same

location/configuration, reusing the existing concrete grade beam located at or beneath the existing
adjacent top of gravel bar elevation.
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The project work would be completed using small i.e., "bobcat" loader/excavator deployed
equipment operated from the top of bank and upper bank upslope or landward of the wall. No
equipment will be operated on the bed of the creek.

The projectwould result in no impactstothe existing habitat byvirtue of it matchingthe plan
configuration of the existing wall and not encroaching into the creek from existing wall face. lt
follows, then, that the project would have none or negligible or de minimus effect on creek flow
hydraulics such as moderate and high flow or flood peak water surface elevations and flow velocity.
The project would also have none or de minimus effect on velocity patterns in the reach, thereby
not potentially increasing bank erosion pressure on adjacent or downstream properties, or resulting
in changed gravel bar scour and deposition dynamics and concomitant influences on velocity
patterns, high velocity current vectors, or suitability of aquatic habitat.

For more project information please see also JARPA Attachment 3: "Management & Monitoring Plan

Report".

Existing Conditions

The existing approximately 185-ft-long vertical timber soldier-pile retaining wall begins immediately
downstream from the left bank Norwood Avenue Bridge abutment wall(Photo 2). The existing wall
appears to have been constructed in about 1982-1.983 conforming tightly to the then-existing near-
vertical (i,e., probably actively eroding in places) creek bank.

The upstreom most opproximately 7)-ft-long segment of the woll is in poor to foiling ond
portiolly failed condition and proposed to be reploced by this project with a similar type,
moterial, and precisely same plon configured wall. The proposed finished creek side face of the
wall will not be closer to the creek than the existing wall and the finished top of wall elevotion
will not be greoter thon the existing wall.

The timber soldier piles are footed in a below-grade poured concrete grade beam of undetermined
dimensions extending along the length of the wall. The downstream approximately half of the wall
was refurbished in about 2006 or 2OO7 by replacement of the originalredwood posts and timber
lagging with pressure-treated posts and timbers which furred the creek side face of the wall out
about2-3inches. Theexposedheightofthewallabovethecreekbedlevelvariesfromabout6.5to
3.5 feet. The top of the wallis generally higherthan the existing ground elevation immediately
landward of the wall. Ross Creek is widest immediately downstream from the bridge then becomes
abruptly narrower about 70-75-ft downstream from the bridge where an existing right bank vertical
concrete creek bank retaining wall (12 Norwood Avenue) also confines the creek. The narrowest
part of Ross Creek occurs at the downstream end of the timber wall.

The upstream 100-110 feet of the 12 Norwood Avenue retaining wallon the right bank adjacentto
the site failed into the creek in December 201,4. The failed right bank wall currently proposed (i.e.

geomorphDEsrGN Alaska . Callforn¡a mobile/Òff ice 510-219-1064 www.geomorphdesig n.com
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see pending JARPA application submitted by the l-2 Norwood owner February 2015)to be replaced
in summer 2015 with a similar vertical concrete retaining wall set back 3-6 horizontalfeet from the
existingwall. Notethattheupstreamendoftheproposedl-2Norwood(rightbank) replacement
wall is at the same creek location as the downstream end of the 14 Norwood (left bank )

replacement wall.

The creek bed is reliably completely dry along the entire length of the project site earlier than June
l-5th of every year. A primary limiting factor for fish habitat at the site is extended dry channel bed
conditions occurring every year at the site. The site is about 3,300 feet downstream from the
downstream limit of perennial flow conditions (near the downstream border of Natalie Coffin
Greene Park).

Photo 2. View to Upstream End of Existing Left Bank Retaining Wall lmmediately Downstream from the
Norwood Avenue Bridge left abutment wall (January 2015).

geomorphDEsrGN Alaska . Cal¡forn¡a mob¡le/office 510-219-1064 www.geomo rphdesig n. com
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The plan view configuration of the existing wall downstream from the 7O-ft-long segment to be

replaced is approximately straight or slightly concave. Ross Creek is widest immediately
downstream from the bridge then becomes abruptly narrower about 7}-75-ft downstream from the
bridge where an existing right bankverticalconcrete creek bank retaining wall(12 Norwood
Avenue) also confines the creek. The upstream 100-110 feet of the 12 Norwood Avenue retaining
wallfailed into the creek in December 2014. The failed right bank wallcurrently proposed (i.e. see

pending JARPA application submitted February 2015)to be replaced in summer 2015 with a similar
vertical concrete retaining wall set back 3-6 horizontalfeet from the existing wall.

Ross Creek is narrowest near and at the downstream end of the existing left bank retaining wall.
Before the right bank retaining wallfailed, e.9., per detailed 2009 creek cross-section survey (at

Station 15+1.4 ft)the creek was as narrow as 8.83 ft-wide between then-existing retaining walls
(Figure 3). The failed and to-be-replaced right bank wall segment extends 5 feet downstream from
Station 15+14. The proposed replacement L2 Norwood Avenue retaining wall is to be set back 3-6

horizontal feet from the pre-failure wall. However, at Station I5+I4 ft, the new wall would only be

set back about 1.5 feet from existing because the new wall segment needs to transition smoothly
(for optimum hydraulic efficiency) to join the upstream end of the still intact and to remain as-is

vertical right bank wall segment at Station 15+09. At Station 15+09 ft, Ross Creek is similarly narrow
as Station 1.5+14, but the existing left bank is natural and steeply-sloped not being confined by the
vertica I retaining wall.

Under existing conditions, the channel-averaged flow velocity increases steadily along the length of
the left bank retaining wallto reach a maximum atthe downstream end of the wall(Station 15+14)

-more than about 12 feet per second (fps) according to hydraulic model calculations for the 515-cfs
January 25, 2OO8 flood flow. The 2008 flood flow velocity red uces abruptly to about 2 fps
immediately downstream from the site where relatively natural channel conditions prevail but
downstream channelconstrictions imposed by bed and bank stabilization structures upstream and

downstream from Shady Lane Bridge backwater the hydraulics. Downstream constrictions strongly
backwater the December 3l-, 2005 flood immediately downstream from the site and increase the
flood watersurface elevation (WSE)alongthe length of the wallatthe site. The model-calculated
peak December 31,2005 flood WSE is nearlyflat -- about 36 feet NGVD29 -- from Shady Lane Bridge

to Station L3+60 ft.

The proposed replacement right bank retaining wallat 12 Norwood Avenue would somewhat
improve L0-year flood flow velocities and 100-year flood water surface elevations at the site
compared to existing conditions represented bythe pre-failure wall. The set back 12 Norwood
Avenue wall would reduce the 2008 flood velocity from about 'J.2.4 To about 10.3 fps at Station
!5+1.4 ft. The set back L2 Norwood Avenue wall would reduce the 2005 peak flood WSE at the
downstream face of Norwood Avenue Bridge (Station 16+98 ft) from about 37.0 feet to about 36.8

feet NGVD29. Greater hydraulic improvements are prevented by downstream sluggish hydraulics
imposed by multiple off-site downstream hydraulic constrictions near Shady Lane, as well as the still
relatively narrowly confined conditions at the downstream end of the 14 Norwood Avenue wall

geon'lorph DESTGN Alaska . Cal¡fornia mobile/off ice 57O- 279- 7064 www. g eo morphdesig n. com
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(Station 15+14 ft)and immediately downstream (i.e., Station 15+09 ft)where the existing recently
reinforced right bank retaining wall segment remains as-is.

The December2O'J.4 flood appearsto have raised the creek bed levelalongthe length of the 14

Norwood wallabout 0.5-1.0 feet, with the greatest increase nearest Norwood Avenue Bridge.

Revising the bed levels from the 2009 surveyed elevations in the hydraulic model shows that the
bed level rise may raise the 2005 flood peak WSE at Norwood Avenue Bridge from 37.0 feet to 37.7

feet. However, the proposed set back replacement L2 Norwood Avenue retaining wallwould
mitigate most of this negative impact, lowering the peak WSE back down to 36.9 feet.

For the purposes of this hydraulic analysis comparing the hydraulic performance of L4 Norwood
Avenue retaining wall replacement options -the existing conditions baseline ("Baseline 2") is

represented by:

(1,) Proposed (i.e.,2015)conditions right bank (12 Norwood Ave)verticalretainingwall(based
on "Design 1" conditions in Design Plans (Attachment 1"Io t2 Norwood JARPA);

(2.) 2009 Surveyed Conditions upstream and downstream from the 12 and 14 Norwood
Avenue retaining walls; and,

(3.) 2015 bed elevations reflecting field-measured and estimated post- December 2014 flood
bed elevations in the reach bordered by the 12 and t4 Norwood Avenue (i.e., about 0.5-
1.0 feet higher than 2009 surveyed bed elevations).

Site Hydrology

FEMA (2014) used regional regression equations to estimate various return interval peak flood
discharges at Ross Creek locations upstream and downstream from the site, from which estimates
can be drawn forthe site (using Norwood Avenue Bridge site as a suitable proxy)via drainage area

apportioning (Table 1). The approximate drainage area at the site is 2.7 square miles. Both FEMA

(19771and FEMA (2014) use as technical basis the regression equations of U.S.G.S (L971). And

although FEMA (2014) reportedly made adjustments, or different adjustments, for urbanization
effects according to the same manual, the peak flow estimates are unchanged between publication
yea rs.

From apportioning 2007 & 2014 estimates, the 1-00-year peak flow at the site is about 1,255 cfs and

the L0-year peak flow is about 640 cfs (Table 1).

According to the Marin County Capital lmprovement Plan Study (Stetson Engineers lnc. et al. 20L1)
the December 31, 2005 flood was estimated to peak near about 1,070 cfs on Ross Creek at the
upstream model boundary about 130 feet upstream from Norwood Avenue Bridge. Although it is

generally believed that the 2005 flood was nearly a 100-year flood throughout most of the larger
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Corte Madera Creek watershed, the 1,070-cfs estimate is about the same as the 50-year peak flow
estimated there by FEMA (2014) (i.e., 1,090 cfs at Table 1).

Table 1.

Estimated peak flood flows at Norwood Avenue Bridge and the 14 Norwood Avenue site

determined by drainage area apportioning from FEMA (1977)and FEMA (2014)published

estimates at upstream and downstream Ross Creek locations.

Existing Conditions - Aquatic Habitat Potential and Riparian Vegetation

The creek bed is reliably completely dry along the entire length of the project site earlier than June

1-5th of every year. A primary limiting factor for fish habitat at the site is extended dry channel bed

conditions occurring every year at the site.

Phoenix Dam impounds about 2 square miles of the upper Ross Creek watershed (Figure 1). Partly

due to reservoir leakage at and below Phoenix Dam, and partly due to naturalgroundwater-surface
water interactions, Ross Creek is perennial from the dam to near the downstream end of Natalie

Coffin Greene Park at the Ross corporate limits. Ross Creek runs dry every summer downstream
from the park (i.e., the 5,000 foot-long "study reach" denoted in Figure 1). Numerous isolated scour
pools retain ponded waterthrough allor part of the dry summer months, most of which are within
about L,000 feet from the park boundary. The site occurs about 3,500 feet downstream from the
pa rk.

Location Dista nce

upstream
from
mouth
(ft)

Drainage

Area
(sq mi)

FEMA

(1s77)
(2oL4)

10-Yea r

Pea k

(cfs)

FEMA

(1,e77)

(201,4)

50-

Yea r

Pea k

(cfs)

FEMA

(1e77)
(20r4)
100-

Yea r

Pea k

(cfs)

FEMA

(1s77l'
(201,4)

s00-
Year

Pea k

Pea k

(cfs)

Ross Creek at
Corporate Limits
(Park bdy)

5,000 +/- 2.1.5 500 8s0 990 L,500

Ross Creek at
Norwood Avenue
Bridge

1 7 10 2.70 640 l_,090 'J,,255 t,825

Ross Creek at
Corte Madera
Creek

0 3.00 720 L,220 t,4oo 2,000
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Shallow scour pools typically form along the base of the right bank retaining wall at the site but not
along the left bank (14 Norwood Avenue) retaining wall. The right bank is reliably in the outside
bend channel position at the site because of sharp channel bends immediately upstream from the
Norwood Avenue Bridge and the effect of left bank vertical retaining walls joining with the concrete
floor of the bridge opening to reliably pin the creek to a left bank outside bend channel position at
the upstream bridge face. Moreover, there is a sharp left-turning channel bend about 50 feet
downstream from the left bank retaining wallwhich reliably pins the creek against the right bank

there. There is generally not enough creek length between the upstream face of Norwood Avenue
Bridge (Station 17+20 ft) and the left-turning channel bend downstream (Station 14+60 ft)- i.e,, 260
ft - for the creek to complete a turn to the right bank, then make a turn to the left bank, before
returning to the right bank. Moreover, the narrow confinement between nearly straight and
parallel creek bank retaining walls reduces potential for channel meandering between the upstream
and downstream fix points.

The shallow right bank scour pools are generally scoured to about less than 1.5 feet lower than the
adjacentaverage bed elevation (e.9., Figure 3). . The scour poolsare reliablycompletelydry
throughout summer months. A deeper corner scour pool about 150 feet downstream from the site
is also reliably dry by late summer (Fluvial Geomorphology Consulting 2007).

Fluvial Geomorphology Consulting (FGC) (2007) inventoried perennial pools on Ross Creek with
habitat enhancement potential through creation of year-round surface flows via releases from
Phoenix Lake and installation of aquatic habitat (i.e., cover)enhancement structures. FGC (2007lr

identified eight potential aquatic habitat enhancement sites, all of which were upstream from the
site.

Hydraulic Model Alternatives Analysis

A HEC-RAS one-dimensional hydraulic modelwas adapted for evaluating reach-scale hydraulics for
existing conditions and for multiple potential retaining wall replacement configurations, including an
alternative for replacing the 7O-ft-long failing/failed wall segment with a stabilized sloped
embankment. Modelcalculations were made for evaluating potential project effects on both:

. L00-year or typicalflood flow water surface elevations;

. 10-year flood average flow velocities.

The Capital lmprovement Plan Study (Stetson Engineers lnc. et a|.201.1) estimated December 3l-,

2005 flood flow discharge near the site -'J,,070 cfs - was used for evaluating and comparing existing
conditions and potential project conditions for flood flow water surface elevations. The estimated
peak for the smaller January 25,2008 flood flow - 51-5 cfs - was used as a proxy for evaluating L0-
year flood average flow velocities in the reach near the site.
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A preliminary HEC-RAS one-dimensional hydraulic model analysis was performed for evaluating
hydraulics of Ross Creek along the 14 Norwood Avenue frontage under existing conditions and

various alternative proposed conditions. The model calculated water surface elevation (WSE)

profiles and cross-section averaged velocities for an approximately 1,800 foot long reach of Ross

Creek extending from the tributary confluence at Corte Madera Creek upstream through the 14

Norwood site to about 130 feet upstream from Norwood Avenue Bridge.

Table 2.

Hydraulic model calculated December 3L, 2005 flood water surface elevations and January 25,

208 channel-averaged flow velocity at the downstream face of Norwood Avenue Bridge (RS

16+98) for Existing Conditions, Proposed ln-Kind Wall Replacement Condit¡ons, and two
Alternative Wall Replacement Options.

Specifically, the preliminary hydraulic model analysis evaluated the potential for the proposed wall
replacement structure to be plan reconfigured for: (1) lowering 1-00-year flood water surface
elevations compared to existing conditions; and/or (2) lowering 1-0-year flood maximum cross-

section averaged flow velocity.

Typical hydraulic objectives of creek bank recontouring and/or creek bank retaining wall
replacement in narrowly confined channels are:

(L) reducing upstream flood water surface elevations (WSEs); and,

(2) reducing maximum in-reach flow velocities for more routine flows (e..g, 10-year flood)

Alternative
December 31, 2005 Flood
Water Surface Elevation

RS 16+98 ft
(ft NcvD29)

January 25,2OO8
Average Peak Flow

Velocity
RS 16+98 ft

(feet per second)

Existing Conditions - Baseline 2 36.91 4.37

Proposed Project - ln-Kind Replacement 36.91 4.37

1.25(H):1-(V) vegetated %-ton rip-rap slope 36.90 4.38

New wall setback up to 4 horizontal feet 36.91 4.39
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ln general, hydraulic model assessment indicates that substantially reconfiguring the 14 Norwood
Ave creek bank retaining walld_=oç_s nq! have the potentialto significantly achieve flood WSE

reduction orvelocity reduction objectives. The proposed (i.e., in-kind replacement) does not alter
the reach-scale hydraulics because it is hydraulically identicalto the existing wall(Table 2). Also,
neither the rock rip-rap reinforced vegetated slope alternative, nor the setback vertical wall
alternative would measurably change the reach-scale hydraulics (Table 2), This is because the
reach-scale hydraulics are dominated by downstream constrictions, most strongly bythe narrow
channelconditions nearthe downstream end of the left bank retaining wallabout l-80 feet
downstream from Norwood Avenue Bridge.

Limitations of this Analysis

This analysis relies on existing best available information hydrology studies and hydraulic models for
characterizing the existing conditions and proposed project conditions flood water surface
elevations and average flow velocities at the l-4 Norwood site. This analysis evaluates the potential
effects on flood water surface elevation and average flow velocity of a range of retaining wall
replacement alternatives using a hydraulic model developed for a broader, watershed-scale
purpose. The potential range of measures evaluated included only measuresthat are practically
feasible (i.e., reasonable relationship between project cost and value of hydraulic benefits) and
which may be undertaken entirely within the physical limits of the subject property. However,
because the reach-scale hydraulics are well understood to be dominated by constrictions
downstream from the project limits, the results indicating very little or negligible hydraulic
differences between alternatives appear to be correctly computed by the model.
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        Agenda Item No. 13g. 
 
 

Staff Report 
 
Date: April 3, 2015  
 
To: Mayor Elizabeth Brekhus and Councilmembers 
 
From: Elise Semonian, Senior Planner 
 
Subject: Gamble, Design Review, 14 Norwood Avenue, File 2000 

 
Additional Condition Recommendation 
It has come to staff’s attention that a play structure is located within 25 feet of the top bank of 
the creek. This is the second play structure violation that town staff has had to pursue at this 
site. Staff recommends the following additional condition of approval:  
 

The applicant shall remove the play structure within 25 feet of the top bank of the creek 
within 30 days. Under current regulations, a variance is required to locate any play 
structure within the rear yard setback and within 25 feet of the top bank of the creek. A 
Minor Exception is not permitted for structures within 25 feet of a creek. 
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