BELVEDERE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
JANUARY 19, 2021 6:30 PM
REMOTE MEETING

COVID-19 ADVISORY NOTICE

Due to COVID concerns and consistent with State Executive Orders No. 25-20 and No. 29-20, the meeting
will not be physically open to the public. Members of the Planning Commission and staff will participate
in this meeting remotely. Members of the public are encouraged to participate remotely via Zoom or
telephone pursuant to the information and link below. Public comment will be accepted during the meeting.
The public may also submit comments in advance of the meeting by emailing the Director of Planning and
Building at: iborba@cityofbelvedere.org Please write “Public Comment” in the subject line. Comments
submitted one hour prior to the commencement of the meeting will be presented to the Planning
Commission and included in the public record for the meeting. Those received after this time will be added
to the record and shared with Planning Commission member after the meeting.

City of Belvedere is inviting you to a scheduled Zoom meeting.
Topic: Belvedere Planning Commission Meeting
Time: January 19, 2021 06:30 PM

Join Zoom Meeting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84537580407?pwd=SEFNbitoRTdpVG1XdkNgOUJMVFIvQT09

Webinar ID: 845 3758 0407
Passcode: 877325
888 -788- 0099 (Toll Free)
877- 853- 5247 (Toll Free)

The City encourages that comments be submitted in advance of the meeting. However, for members of the
public using the Zoom video conference function, those who wish to comment on an agenda item should
write “l wish to make a public comment” in the chat section of the remote meeting platform. At the
appropriate time, the Meeting Host will allow oral public comment through the remote meeting platform.
Any member of the public who needs special accommodations to access the public meeting should email
the Director of Planning and Building, iborba@cityofbelvedere.org who will use her best efforts to
provide assistance.

HEARING PROCEDURE:

The Planning Commission will follow the following procedure for all listed public hearing items:

1) The Chair will ask for presentation of the staff report;

2) The Commissioner will have the opportunity to question staff in order to clarify any specific points;

3) The applicant and project representative will be allowed to make a presentation, not to exceed 10
minutes for large, or 5 minutes for small, projects, as total for the applicant’s design team;

4) The public hearing will be opened,;

5) Members of the audience in favor or against the proposal will be allowed to speak, for a maximum
of 3 minutes per speaker;

6) The applicant will be given an opportunity to respond to comments made by the audience, for a
maximum of 5 minutes total for the applicant’s design team;

7) The public hearing will be closed; and

8) Discussion of the proposal will return to the Commission with formal action taken to approve,
conditionally approve, deny or continue review of the application.


mailto:iborba@cityofbelvedere.org
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A
B.

E.

CALL TO ORDER OF REGULAR MEETING
OPEN FORUM

This is an opportunity for any citizen to briefly address the Planning Commission on any matter
that does not appear on this agenda. Upon being recognized by the Chair, please state your name,
address, and limit your oral statement to no more than three minutes. Matters that appear to warrant
a more-lengthy presentation or Commission consideration will be agendized for further discussion
at a later meeting.

REPORTS

The Reports agenda item consists of any oral reports from standing Planning Commission
committees (if any), an individual member of the Planning Commission, and staff.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The Consent Calendar consists of items that the Planning Commission considers to be non-
controversial. Unless any item is specifically removed by any member of the Planning Commission,
staff, or audience, the Consent Calendar will be adopted by one motion. Items removed will be
considered in the sequence as they appear below. If any member of the audience wished to have
an item removed, follow the remote meeting procedures referenced above, state your name in the
“chat” section of the remote meeting platform, and indicate the item. If you do not have access to
the Zoom meeting platform, please email the Director of Planning and Building, Irene Borba at
iborba(@cityofbelvedere.org and indicate that you would like to remove a consent calendar item
and identify the item. After removing the item, the City will call for comment at the appropriate
time.

1. Draft Minutes of the November 17, 2020 regular meeting of the Planning Commission.

2. Draft Minutes of the November 10, 2020 special meeting of the Planning Commission.

3. Design Review and Exception to Total Floor Area applications for 118 Bayview Avenue. The
project consists of a kitchen remodel and 13 SF addition. The project requires an Exception
to Total Floor Area because the house is proposed at 3,381 SF and 3,368 is existing. Applicant:
John Swain; Property Owners: Sandra and Brian Saputo. (No recusals). Staff recommends that
the Commission adopt the Resolution(s) of approval.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

4. Demolition, Design Review, Exception to Total Floor Area, Variance and Accessory Dwelling
Unit applications for 30 Cliff Road. The project proposes to demolish the existing home and
construction of a new three-story home with an attached garage including a second unit. The
project requires an Exception to Total Floor Area because the house is proposed at 4,533 SF
and 3,819 SF is permitted. The Variance is required for retaining walls to exceed the allowable
height in the setback. The project proposes a new swimming pool and landscaping throughout
the property. Applicant: Debra Contreras, Regan Brice Architects; Property Owners: Ben and
Devorah Jacoby. (No recusals) Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the appropriate
Resolution(s) of approval.

5. Public hearing to consider recommending City Council approval of proposed amendments to
the Belvedere Municipal Code, Chapter 16.20 Floodplain Management and 20.04 Design
Review, and Administrative Policy 14.7, Administration of Substantial Improvement
Requirements for Projects within Designated Floodplains, as recommended by the Floodplain
Analysis Subcommittee. (N0 recusals) Staff recommends that the Commission recommend to
City Council approval of the Amendments.
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APPEALS: The Belvedere Municipal Code provides that the applicant or any interested person may appeal
the action of the Planning Commission on any application. The appeal must be in writing and submitted
with a fee of $523.00 not later than ten (10) calendar days following the date of the Planning Commission
action. Appeals received by City staff via mail after the tenth day will not be accepted. Please note that if
you challenge in court any of the matters described above, you may be limited to raising only those issues
you or someone else raised at the public hearing described above, or in written correspondence delivered
to the Planning Commission at, or prior to, the above-referenced public hearing. [Government Code Section
65009)b)(2)].

NOTICE: WHERE TO VIEW AGENDA MATERIALS

Staff reports and other writings distributed to the Planning Commission are available for public inspection
at the following locations:

Online at www.cityofbelvedere.org

Belvedere City Hall, 450 San Rafael Ave, Belvedere (Writings distributed to the Planning Commission
after the posting date of this agenda are available for public inspection at this location only);
Belvedere-Tiburon Library, 1501 Tiburon Boulevard, Tiburon.

To request automatic mailing of agenda materials, please contact the City Clerk at (415) 435-3838.

NOTICE: AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT

The following accommodations will be provided, upon request, to persons with a disability; agendas and/or
agenda packet materials in alternate formats and special assistance needed to attend or participate in this
meeting. Please make your request at the Office of the Planning Department or by calling (415) 435-3838.
Whenever possible, please make your request four working days in advance of the meeting.

Items will not necessarily be heard in the above order, not, because of possible changes or extenuating
conditions, be hear. For additional information, please contact City Hall, 450 San Rafael Ave, Belvedere
CA 94920. (415) 435-3838.
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Conflict of Interest Statement

Planning Commission Member:

If you live within 500-feet of any property
involved in any matter coming before the
Commission at this meeting, please
immediately let staff know and be prepared
to disqualify yourself from participating in
any Planning Commission consideration

regarding the matter(s). After publicly
announcing your disqualification,
you should step down from the dais
and retire to the City offices where
you cannot be seen or heard from
the Council Chambers. If you wish
to say something as a private citizen,
you may do so during the time
public comments are solicited from
the audience. Before leaving the
Chambers, let staff know if this is
your intention so they can summon
you at the appropriate time to make
your statement. When the matter is
concluded, a staff member will let
you know it’s time to come back in
and proceed on to the next agenda

item. Disqualification is automatic if you
reside within 500 feet of the property that is
the subject of the matter being considered by
the Planning Commission.

118 Bayview Avenue

None

30 Cliff Road
None




CONSENT 1

BELVEDERE PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
REGULAR MEETING
MEETING HELD VIA ZOOM
NOVEMBER 17, 2020 6:30 P.M.

A. CALL TO ORDER OF THE REGULAR MEETING

Chair Peter Mark called the regular meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. The meeting was held via Zoom
video conference. Commissioners present via Zoom: Peter Mark, Marsha Lasky, Pat Carapiet,
Nena Hart, Claire Slaymaker, Larry Stoehr and Jim Lynch. Absent: None. Staff present: Director
of Planning and Building Irene Borba, Senior Planner Rebecca Markwick, City Attorney Emily
Longfellow, and Planning & Building Permit Technician Nancy Miller.

B. OPEN FORUM

This is an opportunity for any citizen to briefly address the Planning Commission on any matter
that does not appear on this agenda. Upon being recognized by the Chair, please state your name,
address, and limit your oral statement to no more than three minutes. Matters that appear to
warrant a more-lengthy presentation or Commission consideration will be agendized for further
discussion at a later meeting.

No one wished to speak.

C. REPORTS
There were no Reports.

D. CONSENT CALENDAR

The Consent Calendar consists of items that the Planning Commission considers to be non-
controversial.  Unless any item is specifically removed by any member of the Planning
Commission, staff, or audience, the Consent Calendar will be adopted by one motion. Items
removed will be considered in the sequence as they appear below. If any member of the audience
wishes to have an item removed, follow the remote meeting procedures referenced above, state
your name in the “chat” section of the remote meeting platform, and indicate the item. If you do
not have access to the Zoom meeting platform, please email the Director of Planning and Building,
Irene Borba at iborba(@cityofbelvedere.org and indicate that you would like to remove a consent
calendar item and identify the item. After removing the item, the City will call for comment at the
appropriate time.

MOTION: To approve the Consent Calendar for Items1-4, as agendized below.
MOVED BY: Larry Stoehr, seconded by Claire Slaymaker.

VOTE: AYES: Peter Mark, Pat Carapiet, Larry Stoehr, Nena Hart, Marsha Lasky,
Claire Slaymaker, Jim Lynch
NOES: None

ABSTAIN:  None
RECUSED: Marsha Lasky (Item 2), Jim Lynch (Item 4)
ABSENT: None

1. Draft Minutes of the October 20, 2020 regular meeting of the Planning Commission.

2. Design Review request for painting the stucco exterior of the residence a shade of white
“French vanilla” located at 8 Pelican Point Road. No other changes are proposed as part
of this application request. Property Owners: Kay Fields. Applicant: Polsky-Perlstein
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Architects — Tyler Shelton. (Commissioner Lasky recused) Staff recommends that the
Commission adopt the Resolution of approval.

3. Planning Commission consideration of Design Review for the property located at 22
Golden Gate Avenue. The project proposes to reroof the home in composition shingle
“Moire Black.” Project Applicants and Owners: Aaron & Blye Faust. (No recusals) Staff
recommends that the Commission adopt the Resolution of approval.

4. to Chapter 21.20 of the Belvedere Municipal Code. CEQA status: Categorically Exempt
pursuant to Section 15301 of the CEQA Guidelines. Applicant & Property Owners: Mitul
Modi and Steven Howard. (Commissioner Lynch recused) Staff recommends that the
Commission recommend City Council approval of the request for historic designation.

E. PUBLIC HEARINGS

5. Planning Commission consideration of Design Review and Variance for landscape
modifications to the existing front, side and rear yards for the property located at 5 North
Point Circle. The project includes new landscaping throughout the property, a new
swimming pool and new retaining wall at the rear. The project includes consideration of
an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Property Owners and Applicant: Robert
and Lindsey Burmeister. (No recusals) Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the
appropriate Resolutions of approval.

Senior Planner Rebecca Markwick presented the staff report. A slide show presentation
accompanied her remarks.!

Commissioners asked for clarifications on proposed lighting, a new landscaping and fence in the
front area, and a play structure that is shown on the plans.

Open public hearing.

Lindsey Burmeister, property owner, stated that the play structure currently in the rear yard will
be removed when the project commences.

Commissioner Stoehr asked if the owner might consider reduction and relocation in the number
of pool lights.

Ms. Burmeister replied that the Code requires 4 lights in the pool and one in the hot tub. All will
be downfacing and directed so as to reduce glare.

No one from the public wished to speak and no comments were submitted.
Close public hearing.

Commissioners agreed to support the project with clarifications to be provided on the lighting, the
amount of fill, and landscaping changes at the front area on the final plans.

MOTION: To adopt the Resolution for Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration/Mitigation Monitoring Program at 5 North Point Circle.

MOVED BY: Nena Hart, seconded by Marsha Lasky

VOTE: AYES: Peter Mark, Pat Carapiet, Larry Stoehr, Nena Hart, Marsha Lasky,
Claire Slaymaker, Jim Lynch
NOES: None

! The slide show presentation is archived with the record of this meeting.
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ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: None
ABSENT: None

MOTION: To adopt the Resolution granting Design Review for the project at 5 North Point
Circle.

MOVED BY: Nena Hart, seconded by Marsha Lasky

VOTE: AYES: Peter Mark, Pat Carapiet, Larry Stoehr, Nena Hart, Marsha Lasky,
Claire Slaymaker, Jim Lynch
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: None
ABSENT: None

MOTION: To adopt the Resolution granting a rear yard Variance for the project at 5 North
Point Circle.

MOVED BY: Nena Hart, seconded by Marsha Lasky

VOTE: AYES: Peter Mark, Pat Carapiet, Larry Stoehr, Nena Hart, Marsha Lasky,
Claire Slaymaker, Jim Lynch
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: None
ABSENT: None

6. Design Review, Variance and Revocable License applications for a residential remodel
located at 26 Lagoon Road. The project consists of a residential remodel, including raising
the roof 6 inches and a new curb cut to accommodate new parking and a driveway gate.
The project also includes upgrades to the existing landscaping, including new lighting.
Property Owners: Paw and Csilla Andersen; Project applicant: Aleck Wilson Architects
(No recusals) Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the appropriate Resolutions of
approval.

Senior Planner Rebecca Markwick presented the staff report. A slide show presentation
accompanied her remarks.? Late mail has been received from neighbors on both sides of the subject
property which was distributed to the Commissioners today.

Open public hearing.

Paw and Csilla Andersen, property owners described their proposal which will enhance the use of
the outdoor space and update the home.

John Merten, landscape architect for the project explained the scope of the project and that there
had been some modifications proposed in response to neighbor and Commissioner concerns
expressed during site visits.

Commissioners asked questions about proposed lighting and adding timers to exterior lighting.

2 The slide show presentation is archived with the record of this meeting.
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Mr. Andersen replied that they do not intend to leave lights on overnight.

Commissioners asked have the requests from the neighbors, the Rogers and the Kuhns on either
side of the property, been resolved?

Mr. Andersen replied that they have discussed modifications to the front planting area and parking
area that would address the concerns of the Rogers.

Mr. Merten replied that the concerns of the Kuhns are actually already addressed in the current
plans.

Geri Kuhns, neighbor, stated that although this looks like a simple plan, the enlarged deck will
impact their primary views and privacy. They prefer to protect views and will have to sacrifice
privacy.

Close public hearing.

Commissioners agreed that the project can be supported with minor modifications to outdoor
lighting and at the front parking area, to be included as conditions of approval in the Resolution.

MOTION: To Adopt the Resolution granting Design Review for the proposed renovation and
remodel at 26 Lagoon Road, as conditioned per the discussion at the meeting.

MOVED BY: Marsha Lasky, seconded by Nena Hart

VOTE: AYES: Peter Mark, Pat Carapiet, Nena Hart, Marsha Lasky, Jim Lynch,
Claire Slaymaker, Larry Stoehr
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: None
ABSENT: None

MOTION: To Adopt the Resolution granting a Variance for a front yard setback encroachment
by the garage at 26 Lagoon Road..

MOVED BY: Marsha Lasky, seconded by Nena Hart

VOTE: AYES: Peter Mark, Pat Carapiet, Nena Hart, Marsha Lasky, Jim Lynch,
Claire Slaymaker, Larry Stoehr
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: None
ABSENT: None

MOTION: To recommend a Revocable License for improvements located in the public street
right-of way at 26 Lagoon Road.

MOVED BY: Marsha Lasky, seconded by Nena Hart
VOTE: AYES: Peter Mark, Pat Carapiet, Nena Hart, Marsha Lasky, Jim Lynch,
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Claire Slaymaker, Larry Stoehr
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
RECUSED: None
ABSENT: None
ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 7:45 pm.

PASSED AND APPROVED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission on
January 19, 2021 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
RECUSED:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:
Beth Haener, City Clerk




CONSENT 2

BELVEDERE PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
SPECIAL MEETING
MEETING HELD VIA ZOOM
NOVEMBER 10, 2020 1:00 P.M.

A. CALL TO ORDER OF THE SPECIAL MEETING

Chair Peter Mark called the special meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. The meeting was held via Zoom
video conference. Commissioners present via Zoom: Peter Mark, Marsha Lasky, Pat Carapiet,
Nena Hart, Claire Larry Stoehr and Jim Lynch. Absent: Claire Slaymaker. Staff present: Director
of Planning and Building Irene Borba, Senior Planner Rebecca Markwick, City Attorney Emily
Longfellow, and Permit Technician Nancy Miller.

Presenters Present: Stefan Pellegrini and Tony Perez (OPTICOS) and David Javid (PLAN to
PLACE)

B. OPEN FORUM

This is an opportunity for any citizen to briefly address the Planning Commission on any matter
that does not appear on this agenda. Upon being recognized by the Chair, please state your name,
address, and limit your oral statement to no more than three minutes. Matters that appear to
warrant a more-lengthy presentation or Commission consideration will be agendized for further
discussion at a later meeting.

No one wished to speak.

C. REPORTS
There were no Reports.

D. PRESENTATION & DISCUSSION

Planning Commission presentation and discussion regarding Objective Design and
Development Standards (ODDS). The City of Belvedere applied with the County of
Marin and other local Marin jurisdictions for a SB 2 (Atkins) Building Jobs and Homes
Act planning grant to facilitate Housing Element programs. The County and other local
jurisdictions are working together to ensure that design guidelines for multifamily housing
developments maintain a high quality and will be context sensitive. An effort is underway
to prepare Objective Design and Development Standards (ODDS) that will result in a
toolkit of standards that, when adopted, will provide a clear review and approval process.
This will also ensure that design and aesthetic of developments address topics such as
architectural style while accommodating current and future legislation requirements. The
consultants for the project will be presenting the “draft” plan.

Director Borba introduced the presenters and described the background of the City of Belvedere’s
participation in the ODDS project. The request for this evening is that the Planning Commission
and public receive and discuss the update report from the consultants, and that a Subcommittee of
3 Commission members be appointed to work with staff to go through the final draft document for
submittal back to the consultants later this month.

David Javid introduced the agenda, presentation and meeting format.
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Stefan Pelligrini presented the report with a slide show presentation which accompanied his
remarks.! He presented an overview of the “Atlas” and ‘Toolkit’ draft documents, in particular the

pages that are applicable to Belvedere locations for by-right approvals under objective design and
development standards (ODDS).

Certain specific characteristic of Belvedere sites are considered in the recommendations. Also
described were some possible ways that specific applications might be able to have certain
discretionary leeway and still be compliant with the limitations of State law. The consideration as
to how to implement these standards is specific to each community.

Mr. Javid opened the meeting to comment and questions from the Commission.
Chair Mark asked as for clarification as to where would there be any by-right projects in Belvedere.

Director Borba replied that there are already multifamily zones such as Mallard Road, and along
Tiburon Blvd. and Beach Road where this might come into consideration. There are also other
areas that might be redeveloped. This process is meant as preparation for potential applications in
these areas. Related to the process is the upcoming Housing Element update and new RHNA
allocation numbers which is expected to be 10 times the previous allocation (currently 16 units)
increasing to possibly 160 units. The City needs to be prepared to provide for more housing units.
The ODDS toolkit is to help us be better prepared should a by-right project come to Belvedere.

Chair Mark stated, so the purpose of ODDS to create some protections in advance of any as yet
unknown applications.

Director Borba replied that could be true.

Vice-Chair Carapiet asked if the same areas are in the Flood plain would that mean that by-right
approvals cannot be made.

Mr. Pellegrini replied that the FEMA requirements would have to be met but ODDS would still be
applicable. There might need to be another level of discretionary review to be certain that all
regulations are met. This question may require further legal analysis.

Commissioner Lasky said it seems like the applicants might effectively treat this process as if they
were picking from a catalogue of available designs. What criteria can the City still have to legally
review these projects?

Chair Mark replied that in some cases there might still be some Design Review.

Mr. Pellegrini replied that with ODDS in place it could override subjective considerations for by-
right projects. Limited discretionary processes may be available but only under strict limited time
limits.

Vice-Chair Carapiet asked if an Overlay process is adopted for these ODDS would the underlying
zoning requirements be maintained, such as height limits.

Mr. Pellegrini replied that they would, but if a by-right project is proposed then that would be
processed under the ODDS Overlay. Heights in the ODDS could be specified to be the same as
existing zoning but would be subject to allowed increases relative to density bonus allowances in
the State law such as for providing a certain percentage of affordable units in the proposed project.

! The slide show presentation is archived with the record of the meeting.
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Commissioner Stoehr asked how an application is determined to be a by-right project.

Mr. Pellegrini replied that SB35 addresses jurisdictions that have not met their current RHNA
allocations. Jurisdictions in this situation are identified in a list maintained by HCD. A developer
of affordable housing projects would take advantage of making by-right applications in such
locales. An application is submitted as an SB35 proposal and would be vetted and subject to review
under the applicable timelines.

Chair Mark asked if there is any way to have an Overlay Zone for ODDS relative to ADUs and
JADUs.

City Attorney Emily Longfellow replied that the current Ordinance for ADUs/JADUs contains
objective standards. She is not certain how that would be connected to this process. She will
research the question.

Mr. Pellegrini stated that some other jurisdictions have expressed interest in the same question.
Director Borba stated that there do not appear to be any comments from the public at this time.
Close discussion.

Director Borba asked for 3 members of the Commission to work on the document with staff to
submit comments by the end of the following week. A final document would be returned to the
Planning Commission and on to the City Council sometime in the new year.

Chair Mark, and Vice Chair Carapiet agreed to be on the Subcommittee. Commissioner Slaymaker
was also appointed in her absence, with Commissioner Hart as the backup should Commissioner
Slaymaker be unavailable.

Director Borba will provide hard copies of the entire draft documents to all concerned as soon as
they can be copied (they are over 350 pages in length).

Mr. Pellegrini stated that there is a current SB35 application before the City of Novato which might
be useful to review.

Chair Mark asked whether Belvedere is on the State list.
Mr. Pellegrini stated that it is.

Chair Mark and the Subcommittee will meet as soon as possible to return the comments back in
the next two weeks.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 2:16 pm.

PASSED AND APPROVED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission on
January 19, 2021 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:
Beth Haener, City Clerk




CITY OF BELVEDERE PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: January 12, 2021 CONSENT CALENDAR
AGENDA ITEM: 3

MEETING DATE: January 19, 2021

TO: City of Belvedere Planning Commission

FROM: Rebecca Markwick, Senior Planner

REVIEWED BY:  Irene Borba, Director of Planning and Building
Emily Longfellow, City Attorney

SUBJECT: Design Review and Exception to Total Floor Area for an Addition at
118 Bayview Avenue.
RECOMMENDATION

The proposed project includes Design Review and an Exception to Total Floor Area for an addition
to the existing residence at 118 Bayview Avenue. The proposed project requires an Exception to
Total Floor Area as the property currently exceed the allowable floor area and with the proposed
addition, the project will further exceed the requirements. The applications are included as
Attachment 3 and project plans are included as Attachment 4.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct the required public hearing and take the
following actions:

MOTION 1 Adopt the Resolution granting Design Review for an addition at 118
Bayview Avenue (Attachment 1).

MOTION 2 Adopt a Resolution granting Exception to Total Floor Area at 118 Bayview
Avenue (Attachment 2).

PROPERTY SUMMARY

Project Address: 118 Bayview Avenue

APN: 060-155-23

Property Owner: Sandra and Brian Saputo

Applicant: John Swain

GP Designation: Low Density Residential SFD: 1.0 to 3.0 units/net acre

Zoning: R-15 Zoning District, Belvedere Island

Existing Use: Single Family Residential & Legal Accessory Dwelling Unit






PROJECT ANALYSIS/DESCRIPTION

The applicant requests Planning Commission approvals for Design Review and Exception to Total
Floor Area for a 13 SF addition to the existing home. The proposal also includes an addition at
the east facade of 106 SF. The proposal is to enlarge the existing kitchen by popping out a portion
of the wall that is currently under an overhang. The colors and materials of the addition will match
the existing home.

The project includes an Exception to Total Floor Area because the existing residence is currently
over on floor area. The residence currently has 3,368 SF, the BMC allows 2,499 SF and the project
is asking for 3,381 SF. All other components of the proposed project conform to the development
standards in the R-15 zoning district.

DESIGN REVIEW

The Design Review findings, specified in Belvedere Municipal Code Title 20, state that all new
structures and additions should be designed to avoid excessively large dwellings that are out of
character with their setting or with other dwellings in the neighborhood. All buildings should be
designed to relate to, and fit in, with others in the neighborhood and should not attract attention to
themselves. To avoid monotony or an impression of bulk, large expanses of any one material on
a single plane should be avoided. Vertical and horizontal elements should be used to add
architectural variety, to break up building planes, and to avoid monotony. Landscaping will also
soften and screen structures and maintain privacy.

As detailed in the draft Resolution (Attachment 1), staff recommends that all Design Review
findings are satisfied. The proposed project is for a minor addition.

The addition is designed to be unobtrusive and will not be visible to any of the neighbors or the
street. All new or modified windows and have been designed with the adjacent neighbors in mind
and should not be noticeable or provide impacts to privacy for the neighbors.

The project as designed fits in and relates to the other dwellings in the neighborhood and to the
project site. The proposed exterior materials will blend in with the neighborhood, as there is a mix
of modern and traditional homes in the vicinity. The addition has been designed with vertical and
horizontal elements to avoid monotony.

EXCEPTION TO TOTAL FLOOR AREA

The applicant requests an Exception to Total Floor Area to allow 3,381 square feet where 2,499
square feet is the maximum allowed for this size lot in this zone and 3,368 square feet exists. The
total parcel is size is 7,574 square feet in area.

Pursuant to Section 19.52.120(A)(1) of the B.M.C., in order to grant an Exception to Total Floor
Area, the Planning Commission must make each of the following findings:

a. That primary views from adjacent properties, as well as from the street, are not
significantly impaired by the additional square footage;

b. That there are unusual characteristics applicable to the parcel which minimize the
impact of a greater floor area;

c. That the proposed structure(s) are appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for the
parcel, the neighborhood, and the zoning district, and meet(s) all design review criteria;
and
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d. That the additional square footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise
available to residents of adjoining properties.

Staff finds that as proposed, primary views from adjacent properties, as well as from the street,
would not be significantly impaired by the proposed additional square footage. The addition at
the front of the residence will not be visible from the Bayview Avenue as the home is lower than
the street level and there is a garage in front of the home. The addition has been designed in such
a manner as to not impede existing views of adjacent neighbors.

The unusual characteristic of the property that minimizes the impact of the proposed greater floor
area is the location and siting of the existing residence on the parcel as well as the steep topography.
The existing residence follows the downhill slope of the property. The addition is located behind
the garage on the downslope of the property.

The impact of the additional square footage is not significant given where the additional square
footage is proposed/designed.

The project is also appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for the area, and satisfies all Design
Review criteria.

Staff recommends that the findings for Exception to Total Floor Area can be made, as established
in the Resolution included in Attachment 2.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The project has been reviewed under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations. On January 12, 2021 the
proposed project was determined to be categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section
15301 Existing Facilities because the proposed project involves no expansion of an existing use.
It can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have an
effect on the environment. City action is required by March 12, 2021 or the project may be deemed
approved.

CEQA provides certain exceptions where categorical exemptions may not be used. Under one
such exception, a CEQA categorical exemption may not be used if the project has the potential to
cause a substantial adverse effect on a CEQA Tribal Cultural Resource. Here a categorical
exemption is appropriate because there is no potential that the project would cause a substantial
adverse effect on any potential Tribal Cultural Resources that may, or may not, exist on the site.
Here, the project has been identified as “Medium” on the Prehistoric Resource Sensitivity Map.
Here the project is proposed on previously disturbed soil, meaning there is no required integrity
for historical or Tribal Cultural Resource purposes, and the project involves the addition/remodel
and other site improvements for an existing residence. As proposed, the proposed the project
would not disturb existing soils.

CORRESPONDENCE

A copy of the public hearing notice for this item was published in The ARK newspaper and mailed
to all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property. At the time of writing this staff has
not received any correspondence.
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CONCLUSION

Staff believes that the findings can be made for Design Review and the Exception to Total Floor
Area for the proposed addition. Staff recommends that the required findings for the requested
applications can be made as included in the attached Draft Resolutions.

RECOMMENDATION

the following actions:

MOTION 1 Adopt the Resolution granting Design Review for an addition at 118
Bayview Avenue (Attachment 1).

MOTION 2 Adopt a Resolution granting Exception to Total Floor Area at 118 Bayview
Avenue (Attachment 2).

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: Draft Design Review Resolution

Attachment 2: Draft Exception to Total Floor Area Resolution

Attachment 3: Applications

Attachment 4: Project plans

Attachment 5: Correspondence

e e ]
118 Bayview Avenue - Planning Commission Meeting January 19, 2021 5



CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO. 2021
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF BELVEDERE GRANTING DESIGN REVIEW

APPROVAL FOR AN ADDITION
TO THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 118 BAYVIEW AVENUE

WHEREAS, a proper application has been submitted for Design Review pursuant to Title 20 of
the Belvedere Municipal Code to an addition for the subject property located at 118 Bayview
Avenue; and

WHEREAS, the project been determined to be categorically exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to pursuant to Section 15301 Class 1 Existing
Facilities because the proposed project includes the construction of an addition/remodel involving
negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing; and

WHEREAS, project is exempted from CEQA by the Common Sense Exemption CEQA Guideline
section 15061(b)(3), because it can be seen with certainty that the project will not have a significant
effect on the environment; the property is fully developed with an existing residence and other site
improvements and the proposed modification would be constructed in a developed area of the
property, where the soil and grounds are already disturbed. The project site is categorized as a site
of Medium Sensitivity for Tribal Cultural Resources; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a properly noticed hearing on January 19, 2020; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds based upon the findings set forth in Exhibit A
attached hereto and incorporated herein, that with the conditions listed below, the proposed project
is in substantial conformance with the Design Review criteria specified in Section 20.04.110 to
20.04.120 of the Belvedere Municipal Code.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Belvedere does hereby grant approval of the Design Review application pursuant to Title 20 of the
Belvedere Municipal Code an addition with the following conditions:

a) The property owner shall defend and hold the City of Belvedere and its officers harmless in
the event of any legal action related to or arising from the granting of this Design Review
approval and/or associated project, shall cooperate with the City in the defense of any such
action, and shall indemnify the City for any and all awards of damages and/or attorneys’
fees and all associated costs that may result; counsel in any such legal action shall be
selected by the City in its sole reasonable discretion.

b) Plans submitted to the Building Department for permit issuance shall be consistent with the
approved Planning Commission plans prepared by John Swain stamped received by the City
of Belvedere on January 11, 2021.

c) Construction shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except in special circumstances after obtaining written permission from the City Manager.

d) All requirements of the City Engineer shall be met including but not limited to:

1. An Encroachment Permit is required, prior to construction, from the contractor for
temporary and permanent improvements, work activities, and staging or storage of
equipment and materials within the public right of way, subject to approval of the
Public Works Director.

ATTACHMENT 1



Resolution 2021

118 Bayview Avenue
January 19, 2021
Page 2

g)

h)

i)

k)

D

2. This project will require a video recording of the condition of the haul route prior to
start of construction. The applicant will be responsible for any damage, beyond normal
wear and tear, to the roadway or other improvements along the haul route caused by
the removal or delivery of materials by truck. To ensure any damage is repaired to the
satisfaction of the City, a deposit may be required. The deposit amount (estimated range
from $10,000 to $30,000) will be determined by the City Engineer at the time of the
Building Permit review and is dependent upon the duration of the project and total
project valuation. If it is determined that project construction caused damage, the
amount to repair said damage shall be withheld from the deposit amount, with the
remaining amount to be returned to the property owner.

3. The project requires a Site Plan showing the property line locations (referencing the
survey source and mapping information), any existing easements, building setbacks,
encroachments etc.

4. The project will require a Construction Management Plan identifying the following:

* estimated project duration

e construction schedule of milestones (excavation, grading, and offhaul duration;
foundation work; framing; flatwork/paving; punch list/final inspection)

* excavation and disposal methods

* equipment to be used

* site access location

» storage and staging location of materials and equipment/portable toilet/debris box and
waste bins

« truck loading area and temporary traffic control required as necessary haul route
For construction requiring earthwork between October 15th and April 15th, an action

All requirements of the Fire Marshal shall be met at time of building permit.
All Requirements of the Building Department shall be met at the time of building permit.

The general contractor shall submit a proposal to the City Manager, for review and approval,
addressing the schedule for construction and parking locations for construction vehicles.
Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall update the Construction
Management Plan to the satisfaction of the Building Official.

Design Review approvals expire twelve (12) months from the date of approval, unless a
Building Permit has been issued or an extension has been granted.

Construction shall be completed within the Construction Time Limit established for this
project.

These Conditions of Approval shall be printed on the Building Permit Construction Plan set
of drawings.

In the event unanticipated archaeological or paleontological resources are uncovered during
construction, all work must be halted and an evaluation must be undertaken by a qualified
archaeologist or paleontologist to identify the appropriate actions that shall be undertaken.

These restrictions shall be binding upon any successor in interest of the property.
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m) Prior to the issuance of a building permit the property owner shall demonstrate compliance
with State/BAAQMD air quality requirements related to the dust generated by grading and
construction.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission on
January 19, 2021, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
RECUSED:
APPROVED:
Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Beth Haener, City Clerk
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Exhibit “A”
DESIGN REVIEW FINDINGS

The following sections are edited versions of Sections 20.04.110 to 20.04.120 of the Belvedere
Municipal Code and the Design Review Criteria. In order for a design review application to be
approved, the Planning Commission must find the project to be in substantial conformance with
these criteria.

Preservation of existing site conditions. To preserve the landscape in its natural state, the
removal of trees, vegetation, rock, and soil should be kept to a minimum. Projects should be
designed to minimize cut and fill areas, and grade changes should be minimized and kept in
harmony with the general appearance of the neighboring landscape.

All of the existing landscaping will be preserved and is in keeping and harmony with the
appearance of the neighborhood. There are no trees proposed to be removed with this
project. There is no cut and fill with the proposed project. Therefore, the construction of
the addition is in substantial conformance with this finding.

Relationship between structures and the site. There should be a balance and harmonious
relationship among the structures on the site, between the structures and the site itself, and
between the structures and those on adjoining properties. All new buildings or additions
constructed on sloping land should be designed to relate to the natural land-forms and step
with the slope in order to minimize the building mass and bulk and to integrate the structure
with the site.

The proposed modifications are in keeping with the existing style, architecture and form of the
residence and is balanced and harmonious with the existing structures on the site and with
adjoining properties. The design elements and selection of materials will complement existing
colors and materials and they will match. Additionally, the project as designed conforms to
the site and integrates into the existing structure.

Minimizing bulk and mass.

A. All new structures and additions should be designed to avoid monumental or excessively
large dwellings that are out of character with their setting or with other dwellings in the
neighborhood. All buildings should be designed to relate to and fit in with others in the
neighborhood and not designed to draw attention to themselves.

The addition has been designed in such a way that it will fit well on the site and will be
compatible with the existing residence on the property and other residences in the
neighborhood. The proposed modifications would not be massive or out of scale with the site
or surroundings. The proposed improvements fit in with others in the neighborhood and are
not designed to draw attention to it.

B. To avoid monotony or an impression of bulk, large expanses of any one material on a
single plane should be avoided, and large single plane retaining walls should be avoided.
Vertical and horizontal elements should be used to add architectural variety, to break up
building planes, and to avoid monotony.
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The project avoids monotony and the impression of bulk. The design includes a mix of vertical
and horizontal elements that will add architectural variety and blend nicely with the
landscaping and other properties in the neighborhood. There is no monotony or impression of
bulk, or large expanse of any one material and as designed the addition and garage provide
some articulation and interest to the existing unique architectural structure.

Materials and colors used. Building designs should incorporate materials and colors that
minimize the structures visual impacts, that blends with the existing landforms and
vegetative cover, that relate to and fit in with structures in the neighborhood, and that do
not attract attention to the structures themselves. Soft and muted colors in the earthtone
and woodtone ranges are preferred and generally should predominate. Trim and window
colors should be compatible with and complementary to the other building colors.

Colors and materials for the addition will blend in with the existing residence as they will
match the existing materials and colors therefore minimizing visual impacts and would not
attract attention to the structures themselves.

Fences and screening.

A. Fences and physical screening should be located so as to be compatible with the design of
the site and structures as a whole, should conceal and screen garbage areas, mechanical
equipment, and structural elements from public view, should preserve privacy between
adjoining dwellings, where practical, and should not significantly block views.

There are no new fences proposed with this project.

Privacy. Building placement, and window size and placement should be selected to give
consideration to the privacy of adjacent buildings.

The addition is proposed on the property to avoid privacy impacts to the neighbors.

Drives, parking and circulation. Walkways, driveways, curb cuts and off-street parking
should be planned and designed so as to minimize interference with smooth traffic flow, to
encourage separation of pedestrian from vehicular traffic, and to be as safe and convenient
as is practical. They should not be out of relationship with the design of the proposed
buildings and structures on the site, and should not intrude on the privacy of, or conflict with
the appearance or use of neighboring properties.

Not applicable as these are not being modified.

Exterior lighting, skvlichts, and reflectivity. Exterior lighting should not create glare,
hazard, or annoyance to neighboring property owners or to passersby. Lighting should be
shielded and directed downward, with location of lights coordinated with the approved
landscape plan. Skylights should not have white or light opaque exterior lenses.

All new exterior lighting will be shielded and or directed downward as to not create a glare or
annoyance to neighboring property owners.
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Consideration of nonconformities. The proposed work shall be viewed in relationship to any
nonconformities, as defined in Title 19, and where it is determined to be feasible and
reasonable, consideration should be given to conditioning the approval upon the mitigation
or elimination of such nonconformities.

The applicant requests an Exception to Total Floor Area that would allow the property to
further exceed the maximum allowable floor area in the R-15 zoning district for the size lot.
Because the findings for a Floor Area Exception can be made, it is not reasonable or feasible to
mitigate or eliminate the proposed nonconformity.

Landscape plans -- Purpose.

A. Landscape plans should be compatible with the character of the site and surrounding
developed properties. Native or natural appearing vegetation, with generally rounded,
natural forms, should be placed to appear as loose, informal clusters. B. Landscape plans
shall include appropriate planting to soften or screen the appearance of structures as seen
from off-site locations and shall include appropriate screening for architectural elements,
such as building foundations, deck supports, and retaining walls, that cannot be mitigated
through architectural design. C. Landscape plans should provide privacy between
properties. Choice of landscape materials should take into consideration the future impact
which new planting may have in significantly obstructing views from nearby dwellings.

Landscape Plans — Materials. A. Plant materials native to northern California and Marin
County, and those that are drought-tolerant are encouraged. Evergreen species are
encouraged for use in screen planting situations. Because of high water usage, turf areas
should be minimized and narrow turn areas, such as in parking strips, should be avoided. B.
Landscape plans should include a mix of fast and slow growing plant materials. Fast growing
trees that have a short life span should be used only when planted with others which reach
maturity at a later age. C. Landscape plans should include water conserving irrigation
systems. Plant materials should be selected so that once established, much of the major site
landscaping would survive solely on rainfall. Plant materials native to northern California
and Marin County, and those that are drought tolerant, are encouraged. Because of high
water usage, turf areas should be minimized and narrow turf areas, such as in parking strips,
should be avoided.

No new landscaping is proposed with the project.



CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO. 2021

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
BELVEDERE GRANTING AN EXCEPTION FROM SECTION 19.24.050 OF THE
BELVEDERE MUNICIPAL CODE FOR THE PROPERTY
LOCATED AT 118 BAYVIEW AVENUE

WHEREAS, a proper application has been submitted for an Exception to Total Floor Area from
the zoning provisions of the Belvedere Municipal Code to construct an addition to allow a
maximum floor area of 3,381 square feet where a maximum of 2,499 square feet is permitted and
where 3,368 square feet currently exists at 118 Bayview Avenue; and

WHEREAS, the project been determined to be categorically exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to pursuant to Section 135301 Existing facilities
because the proposed project includes the construction of an addition/remodel involving negligible
or no expansion of use beyond that existing; and

WHEREAS, project is also exempted from CEQA by the Common Sense Exemption CEQA
Guideline section 15061(b)(3), because it can be seen with certainty that the project will not have
a significant effect on the environment; the property is fully developed with an existing residence
and other site improvements and the proposed modification would be constructed in a developed
area of the property that has previously disturbed soil and grounds. The project site is categorized
as a site of Medium Sensitivity for Tribal Cultural Resources; and

WHEREAS, there is no possibility of an adverse impact to the significance of an historical
resource under CEQA the property does not constitute an historical resource;

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held duly noticed public hearing on the requested Floor
Area Exception on January 21, 2021; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission made each and every one of the following findings of fact,
as required by section 19.52.120(A)(1) of the Belvedere Municipal Code:

a. That primary views from adjacent properties, as well as from the street, are not
significantly impaired by the additional square footage.

Due to the design and location of the proposed addition primary views from adjacent properties
and the street are not significantly impaired by the additional square footage. The addition is
proposed in an area on the lot that does not have any impact to primary views from the adjacent
property. The existing residence is on a downward sloping lot and there is a garage at the street
level which blocks the addition on the home.

b. That there are unusual characteristics applicable to the parcel which minimizes the
impact of a greater floor area.

The unusual characteristic of the property that minimizes the impact of the proposed greater
floor area is the location and siting of the existing residence on the parcel as well as the steep
topography. The existing residence follows the downhill slope of the property. The addition
is proposed on the lower portion of the lot and will not be visible.

ATTACHMENT 2
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118 Bayview Avenue
Page 2

c. That the proposed structure(s) are appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for the
parcel, the neighborhood, and the zoning district, and meet(s) all design review criteria.

The proposed project is appropriate in mass, bulk and character for the parcel, neighborhood,
and zoning district because the additional floor area is designed to be well integrated into the
existing architecture and site. The materials proposed colors and materials, will match the
existing wood siding. As proposed the bulk and mass of the proposed style structures integrate
well into the site and neighborhood which help to reduce the mass and bulk.

d. That the additional square footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise
available to residents of adjoining properties.

The additional square footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise available to
residents of adjoining properties due to the placement of the structures and design of the
addition. The addition will not cause any substantial reduction in privacy from what currently
exists to residents of adjoining properties.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that based on the findings listed above and
incorporated herein, the Planning Commission of the City of Belvedere does hereby grant an
Exception to Total Floor Area to allow a maximum floor area of 3,381 square feet where a
maximum of 2,499 square feet is permitted and where 3,368 square feet currently exists at 118
Bayview Avenue.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission on January 19,
2021 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
RECUSED:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Beth Haener, City Clerk



Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

APPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEW

CITY OF BELVEDERE * PLANNING COMMISSION
450 SAN RAFAEL AVE * BELVEDERE, CA 94920-2336
PH. 415-435-3838 « FAX 415-435-0430 + WWW.CITYOFBELVEDERE.ORG

Date: et Rec'd. by: Pianning Comm. Approval DE[,

City Of Detveriis Design Review Exception ~ O3
Amount: s&ﬁ’/ - Receipt No.: Staff Approval 0
Parcel No.: Zone: EI/ b

Does this project have an active building permit? No K1 Yes 0O Permit No.:

Does this project have Planning Commission approval? No Yes 0
Address of Property: 118 Bay View Ave.

Record Owner of Property: Sandra and Brian Saputo
Mailing 118 Bay View Ave. Daytime Phone: (415) 444-6866
Address: _ Belvedere, CA 94920 Fax:

Email: bsaputo@mac.com
Owner's Representative: John Swain
Matiling 89 Beach Rd Daytime Phone: __415-435-0468
Address: _ Belvedere, CA 94920 Fax:

Email: jswain@ swaindesign.com

Project Description:
Add 13 square foot addition at kitchen. Remodel kitchen.

Design Review Application = Page 1 of 9 « City of Belvedere

Us\planningmenager\Planning Forms\PLANNING FORMS - LATEST EDITIOMAPPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEWrevI-11-1 1.doc



Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

ZONING PARAMETERS:

Required Existing Proposed
lotArea ............... 15,000 7,574 l
Lot Coverage ........... 2,272 1,594 1,607
Total Floor Area........ 2 499 3,368 3,381
Front Yard Setback . . .. 10 5 ft no change
Left Sideyard Setback . ... 10 12#6in no change
Right Sideyard Setback. . . . 10 12 6in no change
Rear Yard Setback . . . .. 20 32110 1in no change
Building Height Maximum... 36 36 ft no change
Building Height Average... o8 28 no change
Parking Spaces .. ..... 2 o no change

{To Be Completed by Applicant)

Date Fileg: 15 October 2020

General Information

l. Name and address of developer or project sponsor: Sandra and Brian Saputo
118 Bay View Ave., Belvedere, CA

Name, address, and telephone number of persen to be contacted concerning this project;
John Swain, 89 Beach Rd., Belvedere, CA 94920

tndicate number of the permit application for the project to which this form pertains:

2. Address of project;

n/a

5. List and describe any other related permits and other public approvals required for this project, including
those required by city, regional, state and federal agencies: n/a

Existing zoning district: R15

Proposed use of site (Project for which this form is filed): ___Single Family Residence

8.  Year buit:_ 1993 Original architect: ____unknown

Project Description

9. Site size. 7,574

10. Square footage. 13

11.  Number of floors of construction. 1
12. Amount of off-street parking provided. 2
13. Plans attached? yes

Design Review Application » Page 2 of 9 » City of Belvedere

Uiiplanningmanager\Planning Forms\PLANNING FORMS - LATEST EDITIONVAPPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEWrevl-11-1].doc



14,
15.

18.
17.

18.

19.

Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

January 2021 to March 2021

Proposed scheduling.

Associated projects, such as required grading or staging. nia

Anticipated incremental development. nfa

If residential, include the number of units, schedule of unit sizes, range of sale prices or rents, and type of
household size expected. 1

if commercial, indicate the type, whether neighborhood, city or relgionaﬁy oriented, square footage of sates
area, and loading facilities.

if the project involves a variance, conditional use or rezoning application, state this and indicate clearly why
the application is required. n/a

Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects? Discuss below all items checked yes
(attach addifional sheets as necessary).

20.

Change in existing features of any bays, tidelands, beaches, or hills, or substantial afteration of
ground contours.

Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas or public fands or roads.
Change in pattern, scale or character of general area of project.

Significant amounts of solid waste or litter.

Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odors in vicinity.

Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality or quantity, or alteration of existing
drainage patterns.

Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in the vicinity.

Site on filled land or on siope of 10 percent or more.

Use of, or disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as toxic substances, flammables or
explosives.

Substantial change in demand for municipal services (police, fire, water, sewage, efc.).
Substantially increase fossi! fuel consumption (electricity, cil, natural gas, etc.).

Relationship to a farger project or series of projects.

Changes to a structure or iandscape with architectural or historical value.

Changes to a site with archeological or cuitural value such as midden soil.

O0OCc0O0 OO0 OOoogg l:lfmis
RARER RER RERER RZF

Environmental Setfing

34,

35.

Describe the project site as it exists before the project, including information on topography, soil stability,
plants and animals, and any cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Describe any existing structures on the
site, and the use of the structures. Attach photographs of the site. Snapshots or Polarcid photos will be
accepted. ___A large wooded lot with main residence, and

__garage.

Describe the surrounding properties, inciuding information on plants and animals and any cultural, histerical
or scenic aspects. indicate the type of land use (residential, commercial, etc.), intensity of land use (one-
family, apartment houses, shops, department stores, efc.), and scale of development (height, frontage, set-
back, rear yard, etc.). Aftach photographs of the vicinity.  Snapshots or Pofaroid photos will be accepted.

Surrounded by similar single family residential properties.

Design Review Application » Page 3 of 9 » City of Belvedere
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Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

For Design Review applications not requiring a building permit this form does not apply. Design
Review approvals expire twelve (12) months from the date of approval.

This Section advises you of the Time Limit Guidelines that are applied to all Design Review applications
that require a building permit as prescribed by Section 20.04.035 of the Belvedere Municipal Code. “As
part of any application for Design Review, the applicant shall file a reasonable estimate of the cost of
the proposed construction, and based thereon, a construction time limit shall be established for the
project in accordance with Section 20.04.035(b) of the Belvedere Municipal Code. Compliance with
such time limit shall become a condition of design review approval." The maximum time for completion
of construction shall not exceed six months for additions and remodeling up to $100,000 in vaiue; 12
months for construction up to $500,000 in value; and 18 months for construction valued at mere than
$500,000. Failure to complete construction in the agreed upon time will result in fines ranging from
$400 per day to $800 per day with a $200,000 maximum penalty. Application for an extension of the
prescribed time limit can be made providing certain conditions are met. The maximum extension is 6
months. The time for completion of the construction shall also be indicated on the building permit.

in the space provided below please indicate the estimated project valuation.

Estimated cost of construction: $____175,000
Based on the above estimated project valuation, check one of the following Time Limit Guidelines that shail appiy

to your project:

0 1. For new construction, the demonstrable value of which is estimated to be |ess than $500.000.
Construction shall be completed twelve (12) months from the commencement of work Tollowing the
issuance of the building permit.

o 2 For new construction, the demonstrable value of which is estimated to be more than 500,000
Construction shall be completed eighteen {18) months from the commencement of work following the
issuance of the building permit.

o 3 For additions, alterations, modifications and repairs, the demonstrable value of which is estimated at

less than $400,000.

Construction shall be completed six (6) months from the commencement of work following the
issuance of the building permit.

® 4. For additions, alterations, modifications and repairs, the demonstrable value of which is estimated at

less than $500,000.

Construction shall be completed twelve (12) months from the commencement of work following the
issuance of the buifding permit.

[ I For additions, alterations, modifications and repairs, the demonstrable value of which is esimated at

more than $500,000.

Construction shall be completed eighteen (18) months from the commencement of work following the
issuance of the building pemit.

For those projects that do not fall under any of the above Time Limit Guidefines or wish to exceed the time fimit
that was approved by the Planning Gommission, the following outiines the "Extension of Construction Time Limit’
{20.04.035D) process:

Design Review Application » Page 4 of 9 « City of Belvedere
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Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

1. Within twelve months following the original approval of Design Review for the construction, and provided
that no construction activity has yet commenced on the project, the applicant may appiy for an extension of
the established construction time fimit, not to exceed an additional six months.

2. An application for an extension of the construction time fimit shall be accompanied by complete working
drawings for the construction, a written explanation of the reasons for the requested extension, and a fee,
as established by City Council resolution.

3. Within 10 working days of receipt of a compiete application for extension, said application shall be reviewed
by a committee consisting of the City’s Building Official, the City Planner, and the City Engineer, meeting
together with the project contractor, architect, and, at the applicant’s option, the applicant and/or any other

- representatives of the appficant. At the completion of such review, the commitiee shall make a
recommendation to the Planning Commission whether to approve the requested extension.

4. The committee’s recommendation shall be placed on the next available Planning Commission agenda and
noticed as an amendment to the applicant’s existing Design Review approval. Any modification by the
Ptanning Commission of the original construction time fimit shall not extend the existing expiration date of
the Design Review approval.

5.  Administrative extension. Within 10 working days of receipt of a compiete application for extension, said
application shall be reviewed by a committee consisting of the City's Building Official, the City Planner, and
the City Engineer, meeting together with the project contractor, architect, and, at the applicant's option, the
applicant and/or any other representatives of the applicant. The committee may recommend to the Planning
Commission, and the Pianning Commission may approve, an extension if it is determined that any one or
more of the following factors presents an unusual obstacle to complying with the standard construction time
limit:

a. Site topography;

b. Site access,

c. Geologic issues;

d.Neighborhood considerations;

e.0ther unusual factors.

At the completion of such review, the committee shall make a written recommendation to the Planning
Commission whether or not to approve the requested extension and setting forth the findings it has made
justifying its decision. The Committee shall have the authority to administratively approve requests for
extension, subject solely to the guidelines of Paragraphs 2 and 3 above, provided however that such
extensions do not result in a construction time line exceeding 18 months.

This Section advises you of the costs that may be involved in processing Planning-related applications
and/or appeals. You are hereby requested to acknowledge this information and agree to be
responsible for all expenses incurred in the processing of your application{sYappeal(s).

As the property owner/appellant, you agree to be responsible for the payment of all costs, both direct
and indirect, associated with the processing of the applications(s)/appeals(s} referenced below. Such
costs may be incurred from the following source:

Hourly billing costs as of July 1, 2008, (subject to change without notice):

Pianning Manager $ 67.07
Assistant Planner $ 39.29
City Attorney $ 185.00
Specialized Planning Consultant Actual costs + 25% overhead
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Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

For ali applications and appeals, an initiat deposit is required at the time of submittal, with the amounts
determined by City Councit resolution. in addition to the initial deposit, the property ownerfappeltant
may be required to make further deposits for anticipated work. Invoices are due and payabie within 15
days. Application(s} /or appeal(s) will not be placed on an agenda until these deposits are received.

This Section applies to all projects that receive design review. It has been found that there are often
misunderstandings regarding changes to building plans that receive Design Review. This occurs when
construction plans are submitted to the Building Department for permit issuance after planning approval
has been achieved. Another common occurrence is a change to the project while it is underway
without first obtaining an approval from the City for the deviation from the original plan.

To help your project proceed in an expeditious and harmonious manner, the City of Belvedere wishes
to inform you of several basic understandings regarding your project and its approval. By you and your
representative signing this document, you are acknowledging that you have read, understand, and wiil
comply with each of the points listed.

1. Once Design Review approval has been granted, construction plans may be submitted to the City.
The construction plans shall be identical to the plans approved for design review. (Authority:
Betvedere Municipal Code Section 20.04.010). Deviations from the plans approved for Design
Review cannot be approved except by an amendment to the Design Review approval. It is the
applicants’ responsibility to assure conformance, and the failure of staff to bring nonconformities to
the applicants’ attention shalt not excuse the applicant from such compliance.

2. Comments from City staff regarding the project shall neither be deemed official nor relied upbn
unless they are in writing and signed by the City Manager or his designee.

3. Without the prior written approval of the City, construction on the project shall not deviate in any
manner, including but not limited to form, size or color, from approved construction pians. if at any
time during construction, and without such written approval, construction on the project is found by
a member of City staff to deviate from the approved construction plans in any manner, an official
STOP WORK ORDER will be issued by the City, and there shall be a total cessation of all work on
the project.

4. if such a STOP WORK ORDER is issued, the City may initiate proceedings to impose
administrative penalties or nuisance abatement proceedings and issue an order to show cause,
which will compel the undersigned property owner to appear before the City Council and show
cause why the work performed does not deviate from the approved plans and why such work
should not be condemned as a public nuisance and abated. (Authority: Belvedere Municipal Code
Chapters 1.14 and 8.12})
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Project Address:___ 118 Bay View Ave.

Story Pole Requirement

Preliminary Story Poles sufficient to indicate the height and shape of the proposed structure or
additions shall be placed on the site at least twenty (20) days prior to the first meeting date at which
this application will be heard. Final Story Poles must be placed at the site at least ten (10) days prior
to the first meeting date and removed no later than ten (10} days following the final city action on the
project application. Story poles shall be connected at their tops with colored tape or ribbon to clearly
indicate ridges, eaves, and other major elements of the structure.

Limit on the Number of Administrative and Planning Commission Design Review Approvals

Pursuant to Belvedere Municipal Code Section 20.04.020(B)(1)(a), for a site or structure with no
existing active Design Review approval, during any twelve-month period, an applicant may obtain up to
four administrative approvals, which may be in the form of either Staff Approval, Design Review
Exception, or a combination of the two. However, there is no limit to the number of times an applicant
may apply for Planning Commission Design Review. Any such administrative or Planning
Commission Design Review approval(s) shall be valid for a period of twelve (12) months from
the date of approval, unless a building permit has been issued for the project within said twelve
{(12) month period, in which case the Design Review approvai shall be valid as long as there is
an active building permit for the project. '

Once a project has been approved by Pianning Staff or the Ptanning Commission, administrative
approvals to amend the existing active Design Review approval for that project shail be limited to three
such approvals at any time during the lifetime of the underlying Design Review approval, plus one such
approvai during the process of obtaining final inspection approval of the project. Any such
administrative approvai(s) granted shall NOT extend the twelve (12) month term, of the
underlying Design Review approval, or the building permit construction time limit if a building
permit has been issued for the project.

All property owners must complete and sign the section below which is applicable to your property.

Street address of subject property: 118 Bay View Ave.

Assessor's Parcel No(s). of subject property; _060-155-23
Properties Owned by a Trust. LLC, Corporation, Partnership, or Other Enti

Please provide proof of ownership and of the signer’s authority to enter into contracts regarding this
property. One of (or a combination of) the foliowing documents may contain the necessary information.
For frusts: the trust document or a certificate of trust, including any attachments thereto; property deed,;
certificate of title insurance. For other entifies: articles of incorporation; partnership agreement
property deed; certificate of title insurance; written certification of facts by an attorney. Photocopies are
acceptable. To ensure privacy, documentation will be shredded in a timely manner, or, upon request,
retumned to the applicant.

Design Review Application » Page 7 of 9 « City of Belvedere

Utplanningmanager\Pianning Forms\PLANNING FORMS - LATEST EDITIONVAPPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEWrevi-1i-11.doc









Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

APPLICATION FOR EXCEPTION
TO TOTAL FLOOR AREA

CITY OF BELVEDERE * PLANNING COMMISSION
450 SAN RAFAEL AVE * BELVEDERE, CA 94920-2336
PH. 415-435-3838 + FaX 415-435-0430 * WWW.CITYOFBELVEDERE.ORG

Dateé. Jorned Rec'd. by: Amount: 4 T3 Receipt No.:
Assessors Parcel No: Zone: i/ M

118 Bay View Ave.

Address of Property:
Type of Property: Residential
Record Owner of Property: Sandra and Brian Saputo
Maiting 118 Bay View Ave. Daytime Phone: __(415) 444-6866
Address: _ Belvedere, CA 94920 Fax:

Email: bsaputo@mac.com
Owner’s Representative: John Swain
Mailing 89 Beach Rd Daytime Phone: ___415-435-0468
Address: _ Belvedere, CA 94920 Fax:

Email: jswain@swaindesign.com

" ORDINANCE REQUIRES: 2,499 sq.ft. YOUR APPLICATION HAS: 3,381 sq.ft.

As provided in Belvedere Municipal Code Section 19.52.120(1), { hereby apply for an exception to the
floor area requirements in the Zoning Ordinance. | propose that the Planning Commission make the
following findings of fact:

1. That primary views from adjacent properties, as well as from the street, are not significantly

impaired by the additional square footage, because: _Ihe proposed additional 13 square feet of
floor area requiring the Floor Area Exception is under the existing roof.

The proposed square footage is not visible from any adjacent properties or the public right
of way or neighboring properties.
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Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

2. That there are unusual characteristics applicable to the parcel which minimize the impact of a
greater floor area, because: 1he residence is located in the middle of the iot on a down slope.
The proposed13 square feet of floor area will be built under the existing roof and is not

visable from the street or the neighboring homes

3. That the proposed structure(s) are appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for the parcel, the
neighborhood, and the zoning district, and meet(s) all Design Review criteria, because:

The proposed13 square feet of floor area wili be built under the existing roof where there
is a jog in the exterior wall. The addition straightens the existing wall and will have

no visual impact on the exterior of the building.

4. That the additional square-footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise available to
residents of adjoining properties, because: __1he additional square footage is not visibie to

adjacent properties and adjacent properties are not visible from the additonal square footage.

In addition, Section 19.52.120(2) includes guidelines that the Planning Commission must follow. |
propose that the following guidelines can be met:

5. That the proposed new construction would not create a new or expand on existing nonconformity
on the property, because: _The 13 square foot addition is under the existing roof fine

and the project does not require additional variances.
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Project Address: 118 Bay View Ave.

(For purposes of this Section, floor area in the existing structure which is in excess of the requirements
of this chapter shall not be considered to be an “existing nonconformity” on the property, and the grant
of a floor area exception hereunder shall not be deemed to create a “new nonconformity.” Additionally,
for purposes of this section, where an applicant proposes to construct new and additional parking
spaces, construction of parking structure or spaces within a setback shalfl not be deemed to create a
nonconformity.)

6. That the proposed new construction is not a continuation, expansion, or subsequent phase of a

project for which one or more variances were granted, which project was completed within two

years prior to the floor area exception application, because: __NO project has been completed

within the previous two years.

1, the undersigned owner of the property herein described {or owner representative, as authorized by
completion of a Statement of Ownership and Designation of Representative), hereby make application
for approval of the exception as requested, and | hereby certify that the facts, statements and
information presented herein in the attached exhibit(s) are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief ‘

Signature:

Name: John C. Swain
Date: =28-Marchr20t8* =27 o7 202 c»
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CITY OF BELVEDERE PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
REPORT DATE: January 12, 2021 AGENDA ITEM: 4
MEETING DATE: January 19, 2021
TO: City of Belvedere Planning Commission
FROM: Rebecca Markwick, Senior Planner

REVIEWED BY: Irene Borba, Director of Planning and Building
Emily Longfellow, City Attorney

SUBJECT: Demolition, Design Review, Exception to Floor Area, Variance and
Accessory Dwelling Unit requests to construct a new residence for the
property located at 30 Cliff Road

RECOMMENDATION

The applicant requests approval of Demolition, Design Review, Variance and Exception to Total
Floor Area applications to build a new single-family home, attached garage and other associated
site improvements. The application is included as Attachment 5 and project plans are included as
Attachment 6.

The applicant has also submitted an Accessory Dwelling Unit application which is a ministerial
approval and included in the report for informative purposes.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct the required public hearing and take
the following actions:

MOTION 1 Adopt the Resolution granting Demolition of the existing home at 30 Cliff
Road (Attachment 1);

MOTION 2 Adopt the Resolution granting No Historical or Tribal Cultural Resource
per CEQA at 30 Cliff Road (Attachment 2);

MOTION 3 Adopt the Resolution granting Design Review for the property located at 30

Cliff Road, (Attachment 3);

MOTION 4 Adopt the Resolution granting Exception to Total Floor Area approval to
allow a total floor area of 4,533 SF, where 3,819 SF is permitted at 30 CIliff
Road. (Attachment 4);

MOTION 5 Adopt the Resolution for a Variance for a retaining wall and pool deck to
exceed the allowable height in the setback for the property located at 30
Cliff Road (Attachment 10)



PROPERTY SUMMARY

Project Address: 30 Cliff Road

APN: 060-221-43

Project Applicant: Regan Bice Architects

Property Owner: Ben and Devorah Jacoby

GP Designation:

Zoning: R-15 Zoning District, Belvedere Island
Existing Use: Single Family Residential

Site Characteristics: The project site is a steep,
upward sloping lot within the R-15 zoning
district, Belvedere Island. The project site slopes
upward of Cliff Road, a private road. The
property has a total lot area of 13,740 SF, and
11,573 SF excluding CIliff Road roadway
easement. The site affords views of Richardson
Bay, San Francisco, Bay Bridge, the Golden Gate
Bridge and Mount Tamalpais.

Low Density Residential SFD -1.0 to 3.0 units/net acre

ZONING PARAMETERS
ELEMENT PRESCRIBED EXISTING PROPOSED
Lot Area 13,740 Gross SF
15,000 SF 11,573 Excluding No Change
Roadway Easement
Total Floor Area 3,819 SF, 33 % 3,310 SF, 28.6% 4,533 SF, 39.2%
Lot Coverage 3,472 SF, 30% 2,020 SF, 24 % 2,418 SF, 21%
Structures Structures Structure
5,786.5 SF, 50% 4,868 SF, 42.1% 4,742.5, 41 % w/
w/Decks w/Decks Decks
Left (West) Side Yard 4 1) s 1 y 1 s
Setback 6’4 % 15" ¥ 11°10
Right (East) Side Yard s 1) 10 s evos
Setback 6’4 % 47 Y% 6’9
Rear Yard Setback 20° 46°4” 31°3”
Front Yard Setback 10° 1047 87°4”
Building Height 28’ or 36’ if slope
Maximum at footprint is over 35°8” 36’
30 percent
Parking Spaces ) 1 3
30 Cliff Road January 19, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting Page 2




PROPERTY HISTORY

1965- Building Permit to construct the new single-family dwelling.
1977- Building Inspector approval to convert the existing garage into a bedroom and bathroom.

2013- Planning Commission Retroactive Design Review approval for construction of a new
support wall for an existing walkway at the south, rear elevation of the existing lower deck.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

The applicant requests Planning Commission review and approval of the following entitlements:
Demolition, Design Review, Variance and Exception to Total Floor Area. The applicant has also
submitted for an 800 SF Accessory Dwelling Unit which does not take Planning Commission
review and approval, but rather is reviewed at a staff level. The applicant proposes to construct a
new 4,533-square-foot residence which includes an Accessory Dwelling Unit and attached garage.
The project also includes site and landscaping improvements including new patio areas, an upper
floor wraparound deck, swimming pool, decks, and outdoor dining area. Landscaping is proposed
throughout the property.

The applications are included as Attachment 5. The proposed single-family dwelling exceeds the
allowable floor area on the property for the R-15 zoning district; therefore, an Exception to Floor
Area is required to allow construction of the new single-family dwelling with attached Accessory
Dwelling Unit. The Variance is required for the retaining wall height and the swimming pool, both
exceed the allowable height in the setback. Section 19.48.190 (B) states that retaining walls and
decks are permitted in yards provided that they do not exceed 4 feet in height. Portions of the
retaining wall are proposed 7’8" and portions of the pool deck are proposed to be 5’°4” from grade
which is why the Variance is required.

The project includes an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU). The ADU complies with the Belvedere
Municipal Code, it is 800 square feet, meets the setback requirements, and is less than 16 feet in
height. As a result, the ADU is not counted towards the total floor area or lot coverage of the
proposed home. Asnoted above, the ADU is included here for informational purposes only. Given
all of the requirements of the ADU Ordinance are being met the ADU will be administratively
approved by staff as allowed per the code.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Architectural Style, Colors and Materials

The applicant proposes a new Contemporary style three story residence with an attached three car
garage. The proposed colors and materials of the residence consist of dark metal cladding, wood
siding, glass and stainless-steel guardrails, board form concrete and thermal brushed basalt pavers.
The colors consist of grays and browns. All retaining walls will be covered in board form concrete.
The house walls are proposed in ipe wood siding, with metal clad windows, doors and sun canopy
which are appropriate and will complement the homes in the neighborhood.

Site and Floor Plans

The applicant proposes to construct a new three-story, 4,533 square-foot residence designed to
limit grading and impacts to the surrounding vegetation by maintaining the existing retaining walls
and driveway. The house is designed as two smaller masses separated by a glass core.
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The floor plans include three floors, cascading down the hillside. The project was peer reviewed
by Mark Sandoval (cities architectural consultant), attachment 7 and here is an excerpt from his
report:

“The main axis of the new home has been slightly rotated in alignment with the upper most
northern property line. This allows the project to fit within the tight constraints of the site’s
topography and to better utilize the only existing flat and level areas found on the property.

The massing of the home has been broken down into two block-like forms or wings, one setback
from the other, and separated by a centrally placed glazed core which connects the two. The
arrangement of the building’s forms reflects how the architect has cleverly organized and
arranged the internal spaces of the home in relationship to the site’s steep and challenging

topography.

The uphill or north wing of the home contains the two-car garage, laundry room, guest bath, and
study. It has been placed approximately 4°-0” above the main entrance level to the home from the
driveway. The study on the main floor level enjoys views of the infinity pool and Richardson Bay
beyond. Off this room, a small outdoor patio is attached and leads from a set of steps to the pool
terrace and infinity pool below. Placed on the upper floor level above are the gym and two separate
bedrooms and bathrooms. The gym above the garage enjoys views of Richardson Bay and Mount
Tamalpais, the middle bedroom has views of the upward-sloping terrain to the north, the second
bedroom enjoys views of Richardson Bay and the San Francisco Bay Bridge.

Located below the north wing at the driveway level on the main floor is the primary entrance to
the home. At this level, the vertical stairs, two-stop elevator, and upper floor bridge that connect
each of the upper floor wings to each other are found. The ceiling of the space is shown to be 18-
6”in height and has large floor to ceiling vertical windows placed on each of the outside walls
and around the main entrance door. The door itself is shown to be constructed of glass and
aluminum, which results in creating a completely transparent passage connection link between
the two wings of the home, in addition to providing the maximum viewing enjoyment of the
impressive views of Richardson Bay and beyond.

Located across from the two-story entrance floor level is the south wing of the home. It has been
positioned at a floor level approximately 2°-7" below the main entrance and on the main level
contains the kitchen, dining, and living rooms along with the wraparound cantilevered outdoor
balcony. From the living room, sliding glass doors provide access to the south terrace, infinity
pool, and spa garden. From the spa garden, a semi-circular foot path and stairs provide access to
the pool deck, the pool, and the patio off the study above. Placed below the main floor level crawl
space, the applicant is proposing an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), which can only be accessed
from an outdoor staircase that leads from a small outdoor landing to the south terrace above.

On the upper floor above, the master bedroom suite, and outdoor wraparound roof balcony are
placed. The rooms on both the main and upper floor levels of this wing have been designed with
open floor plans so as not to obstruct the important panoramic views of Richardson Bay, Marin,
and San Francisco from the interior spaces of the home.

The architect has designed each building’s elevation in an imaginative, compositionally
pleasing, and visually cohesive manner in an effort to make the building more transparent and
less massive. In stepping back the structure to fit within the existing landform and features found
on the site, in addition to utilizing large horizontal wraparound floor-to-ceiling glass windows
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and doors, cantilevered walkways and balconies, and projecting shading design elements all
successfully.”

Roof Plans

The proposed project is a maximum height of 36 feet and has an average height of 25°3”. The
roofs are all flat and will be built-up asphalt with solar panels. The solar panels will cover the
majority of the roof, allowing for necessary walkways and venting. Additionally, the roofs will
have metal fascia and metal canopies to add visual interest.

Landscaping
There are 4 trees proposed to be removed, 1 stump and 5 tree clusters proposed to be removed.
e One 9-inch Oak
e Two 10-inch Oaks
e 1 six-inch Oak
e 4 Oak clusters, 1- 4 inch, 3- 5 inch, 4 -six inch, 1- 7 inch and 1- 8 inch

The remainder of the trees on the property will remain. The project proposes an extensive
landscape plan for the entire property including the planting of three 24-inch box Quercus
Agrifolia, and 8 five-gallon Quercus Agrifolia.

There are no new fences proposed with the project. The existing retaining walls and entrance pillars
will remain and be covered in board formed concrete. One new four foot in height retaining wall
is proposed at the front of the property in board from concrete to match the existing walls.

New planting areas are proposed between the front fence and the entry of the home as well as
planting areas along the left side of the property.

Exterior Lights

The existing lights in the retaining wall will remain. There are 14 recessed wall lights proposed
in the driveway and car turnaround, 7 recessed linear lights in the entry walk and south terrace, 4
shielded sconces on the garage, 6 path lights in the rear yard landscaping, 4 recessed ceiling lights
in the entry canopy, 1 recessed light on the sconce. Cut sheets of the proposed exterior lights are
included as attachment 6 and the lighting plan is included on sheet Al.1.

ARCHITECTURAL CONSULTANT REVIEW

The proposed architectural design was reviewed by the City’s Consulting Architect, Mark
Sandoval who concluded that with additional certain changes to which the applicant has agreed,
the project is in substantial compliance with the Design Review requirements of Title 20. The
project architect made the changes recommended by Mark Sandoval and they are reflected in the
attached plans. His comments are provided in a letter dated December 21, 2020 (Attachment 7)
and have been incorporated into the Design Review findings, where appropriate.

DEMOLITION PERMIT:

Pursuant to Belvedere Municipal Code Section 19.08.136 and Chapter 16.28, specific findings for
a Demolition Permit must be made for the Planning Commission to approve the Demolition Permit
for the removal of the existing residence and carport.
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Staff suggests the findings for a Demolition Permit can be made. First, the project has been
conditioned and designed as to avoid impacting the public health, safety, and/or welfare of the City
because the project will be required to adhere to the requirements for a Demolition Permit from
the Building Department, such as preparing an Erosion Control Plan, and must comply with all
Regulations from the Building and Fire Code. Adequate measures will be implemented during and
after grading activities to provide adequate site protection and the project will be conditioned to
identify how the project complies with State air quality requirements.

Second, the proposed project will not result in the removal of a building which has been recognized
as having historical or architectural significance. First, the property is listed only as having a
“medium” likelihood of historic value per the City’s General Plan historic resource survey map.
Second, a Historic Resource Evaluation was conducted by Preservation Architecture.

“In sum, the house at 30 Cliff Road has no identifiable historical or historic architectural
significance:

* As a private, single-family residence dating to the mid-1960s, there are no potentially
associated events of historic importance.

* There are also no direct associations to persons of identifiable historic importance, as
the Summers are not of any identifiable historical importance.

* The residence is not a distinctive example of a building type or architectural period or
style. Rather, it is an anomalous example of a house of its period, as it dates to 1965 yet
predominately embodies characteristics of any earlier period.

* While the original 1965 design of the subject house was authored by a designer, Jack S.
Heidelberg, who in the context of Belvedere has potential historical importance, such
potential importance would be specific to his own Belvedere house, dating to 1935, along
with an associated group of houses, dating from the 1940s, standing on the east shore of
Belvedere. In the context of which this late, whimsical 1965 design is irrelevant.

» The subject site and house do not stand amongst a group of properties that have any
potential to form a historic grouping, setting or district.

Finally, the home is not listed as a historic resource on any federal, state or local register.

Lastly, the proposed project is consistent with the City of Belvedere Housing Element due to the
fact that the project proposes to build a single-family home to replace the single family home
demolished. Additionally, the project proposes an Accessory Dwelling Unit which will create an
additional unit to what exists now. Staff has determined that the required findings for the Planning
Commission to support the Demolition Permit can be made and a Resolution has been prepared
for consideration (Attachment 1).

HISTORICAL/TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCE

Historical Resources:

CEQA provides certain exceptions where categorical exemptions may not be used. (CEQA
Guideline sections 15300.2(a)-(f).) Under one such exception, a CEQA categorical exemption
may not be used if the project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse effect on a CEQA
Historical Resource (CEQA Guideline section 15300.2(f).) As explained below, staff suggests
that 30 Cliff Road does not constitute a historical resource per CEQA, and therefore a categorical
exemption is proper.
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CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5(a)(3) and interpreting case law provides that the City in its
discretion may determine that a property is a Historical Resource for purposes of CEQA pursuant
to Section 15064.5(a)(3), regardless of whether the property is listed in, or eligible for listing in, a
local register of historical resources or the California State Historical Register. As explained, staff
does not find that the subject property constitutes a historical resource.

First, the property is designated as “medium” sensitivity in the 2030 Historic Resource Sensitivity
Map in the 2030 General Plan, meaning that the property has a low likelihood of constituting a
historical resource. “Medium” sensitivity structures are those between 45 and 100 years of age,
those with an unknown construction date, and those not previously listed as a historic resource.

Second, a Historic Resource Evaluation was conducted on the home by Preservation Architecture.
The report concludes that the home is not a historical resource.

Based on the above information, staff suggests the required findings per CEQA Guideline Section
15064.5(a)(3) that the property does not constitute a historical resource.

Tribal Cultural Resources:

Recently the California Legislature amended CEQA to include “Tribal Cultural Resources” as a
protected resource, similar to the category of “Historical Resources”. As with a Historic Resource,
now a project may not use a Categorical Exemption if the project would cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource. (See, Pub. Res. Code, § 21084.2; CEQA
Guidelines, § 15300.2(f).) However, if there are no Tribal Cultural Resources on site, a Categorical
Exemption is proper. Therefore, the City must first make a determination as to whether Tribal
Cultural Resources exist on the property.

A Tribal Cultural Resource may include a variety of resources such as site features, places, cultural
landscapes, and sacred places or objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe.
(Pub. Res. Code, § 21074.) A Tribal Cultural Resource is designated in one of two ways: 1) the
resource is listed in a national, state, or local register of historic resources; or 2) the City in its
discretion determines the site contains a resource. If there is substantial evidence in the record to
support the finding, the lead agency may determine that a site contains Tribal Cultural Resources
based on the following factors per Public Resources Code section 5024.1:

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.

(2)  Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values.

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Here, as explained below, staff suggests that substantial evidence in the record does not support a
finding that Tribal Cultural Resources exist on the property. Staff recommends that the City make
the determination that no Tribal Cultural Resources exist on the property, and that therefore a
Categorical Exemption from CEQA is proper.
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The property is not designated as “high” prehistoric sensitivity, but rather “medium” in the
Prehistoric Sensitivity Map in the 2030 General Plan.

Parcels defined as having a “medium” sensitivity are those that:
e are located adjacent to parcels defined has having a “high” sensitivity;
e parcels with the potential for submerged prehistoric resources;
e parcels within 750 feet of a spring;
e parcels having less than a 30° slope over 50% or more of the area; and,
e parcels located along the bay side of West Shore Road when the adjacent slope is less
than 30°.

An archaeological investigation completed September 26, 2019 by Archaeological Resource
Service and resulted in a conclusion that no archaeological resources were identified on the site.

Staff has prepared a draft resolution regarding No Historical or Tribal Cultural Resources for the
Planning Commission’s consideration (Attachment 2).

Design Review Findings

The Design Review findings, specified in Belvedere Municipal Code Title 20, state that all new
structures and additions should be designed to avoid excessively large dwellings that are out of
character with their setting or with other dwellings in the neighborhood. All buildings should be
designed to relate to, and fit in, with others in the neighborhood and should not attract attention to
themselves. To avoid monotony or an impression of bulk, large expanses of any one material on a
single plane should be avoided. Vertical and horizontal elements should be used to add
architectural variety, to break up building planes, and to avoid monotony. Landscaping should also
soften and screen structures and maintain privacy.

The proposed project includes the proposal of a new 4,533 square foot single family dwelling and
associated site improvements. The house is designed to be unobtrusive and minimally visible from
the street. The lot is steep and the house has been designed to address the site characteristics of the
lot. The house is designed to step into and down the hillside. The house as designed fits in and
relates to the other dwellings in the neighborhood. The proposed exterior materials will blend in
with the neighborhood, as there is a mix of modern and traditional homes in the vicinity. The house
has been designed with vertical and horizontal elements to avoid monotony. New and proposed
landscaping at the front, side and rear property lines will help soften the appearance of the new
home from the street and from adjacent parcels and from the water.

The new house and garage are consistent and compatible with the neighborhood and would be
harmonious with the site and surrounding development. Staff can make the required Design
Review findings as provided in the attached Resolution (Attachment 3).

EXCEPTION TO TOTAL FLOOR AREA

The applicant requests an Exception to Total Floor Area to allow 4,533 square feet where 3,819
square feet is the maximum allowed and 3,310 SF exists. The total gross parcel is size is 13,470
SF square feet in area. The Belvedere Municipal Code The maximum permitted FAR in the R-15
Zoning District is 33% to the lot area. The proposed FAR would be 39.2% on this parcel.

The Belvedere Municipal Code (BMC) section 19.08.300 defines lot area as the total area within
the lot lines of any lot, including all portions of such lot in yards or between street lines and setback
lines, excluding any portion of a lot serving as a public or private street. If the roadway easement
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is included in the lot size, the proposed home at 4,533 SF would be 33% and not require an
Exception to Total Floor Area, however the BMC excludes the roadway easement which pushes
the total floor area up to 39.2%.

The applicant requests Planning Commission approval of a 4,533-square-foot (total) residence.
City staff reviewed the pattern of development within the project vicinity. Although on the higher
side, there are homes within the neighborhood that have higher FAR’s and the lot size is on the
smaller side. Attachment 8 is a table showing FAR’s for 13 homes within a 500-foot radius of
the property.

Pursuant to Section 19.52.120(A)(1) of the B.M.C., in order to grant an Exception to Total
Floor Area, the Planning Commission must make each of the following findings:

a. That primary views from adjacent properties, as well as from the street, are not
significantly impaired by the additional square footage;

b. That there are unusual characteristics applicable to the parcel which minimize the
impact of a greater floor area;

c. That the proposed structure(s) are appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for the
parcel, the neighborhood, and the zoning district, and meet(s) all design review criteria;
and

d. That the additional square footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise
available to residents of adjoining properties.

First, staff finds that as proposed, primary views from adjacent properties, as well as from the
street, would not be significantly impaired by the proposed additional square footage. As noted
above, the new home has been designed to reduce the bulk and mass of the home. There are two
building masses with a transparent entry. The home steps down the hillside, and the roof of the
proposed house is lower than the existing turret roof.

The home has been designed so that none of the windows will impact the neighbors’ privacy. The
view from the street will not be blocked; given the location of the lot on the private road.

Second, the unusual characteristic of the property that minimizes the impact of the proposed
greater floor area is that the roadway easement is removed from the total lot area. If the roadway
easement was included in the total lot area the project would not necessitate an Exception to Total
Floor Area. Additionally, the lot is very steep, and the home was designed around the existing
driveway and retaining walls to prevent excessive grading and the home is stepped down the hill.
The impact of the additional square footage is not significant given the unusually steep lot.

The project also proposes an 800 SF ADU which is not counted towards the total floor area per
the ADU Ordinance. The ADU is proposed on the lower level that will not add to the bulk or mass
of the home. The ADU is not in the purview of the planning commission and will be approved
ministerially by staff as allowed per the ADU Ordinance.

Third, the project is also appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for the area, and satisfies all
Design Review criteria.

Lastly, the additional square footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise available
to residents of adjoining properties because the project will be constructed to step down with the
slope of the land.
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Staff recommends that the findings for Exception to Total Floor Area can be made, as established
in the Resolution included in Attachment 4.

VARIANCE — RETAINING WALL AND DECK HEIGHT

The applicant requests Planning Commission consideration and approval of a Variance from
Section 19.48.190 of the Belvedere Municipal Code to exceed the maximum allowable height of
a retaining wall and pool deck in the setback. The maximum allowable height is 4 feet in the
setback. As proposed, the applicant is requesting maximum of 7°8” for the retaining wall and 5°4”
for the pool deck. Staff supports granting the Variance.

First, the granting of a Variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege to allow for a
retaining wall and pool deck because the project will allow the property owners to enjoy a pool
and soil stability similar to those in the vicinity and the same zoning district. Second, the special
circumstances applicable to the property are the steepness of the lot and the fact that the new home
is designed to minimize grading and excavation by keeping the existing retaining walls. The height
of the structures and the placement is dictated by the steep slope of the lot. The height of the
retaining wall and the pool deck will not be visible from the street and granting a Variance is
diminimus and would not be considered a special privilege. Finally, granting the Variance for
retaining wall height will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or injurious to
the property or improvements of owners of other premises, as all construction will be governed by
the uniform Building Code requirements as well as regulations restricting the construction impacts.
Staff can make the required findings as included in the Draft Resolution (Attachment 10) for the
Variance.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The project has been reviewed under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations. On January 12, 2021, the
proposed project was determined to be categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section
15303 Class 3(a) because the proposed project consists of construction of one single family
residence in a residential zone. City action is required by March 12, 2021, or the project may be
deemed approved.

CEQA provides certain exceptions where categorical exemptions may not be used. Under one
such exception, a CEQA categorical exemption may not be used if the project has the potential to
cause a substantial adverse effect on a CEQA Tribal Cultural Resource. Here a categorical
exemption is appropriate because there is no possibility that the project would cause a substantial
adverse effect on any potential Tribal Cultural Resources that may, or may not, exist on the site.
The subject property is categorized as a Medium Sensitivity site for Tribal Cultural Resources.

Additionally, a Cultural Resources Evaluation was completed by Archaeological Resource
Service, which concluded that there is a negative result for artifacts and potentially significant
cultural resources. Therefore, there is no possibility that any potential Tribal Cultural Resources
that may, or may not, exist on the site would be adversely affected.

As explained above, staff finds that the property is not historic under CEQA, nor eligible for
listing in the local historic register. The discussion regarding CEQA historical issues is
incorporated here by reference.
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CORRESPONDENCE

A copy of the public hearing notice for this item was published in 7he ARK newspaper and mailed
to all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property. As of the writing of this report,
Staff has received comments from three neighbors in support of the project. The addresses for the
neighbors in support are: 303 Belvedere Avenue, 1 Cliff Road, and 43 and 46 Cliff (Same property

owner).

CONCLUSION

Staff can make all of the required findings for the Demolition, No Historical or Tribal Cultural
Resources, Design Review Permit, and Exception to Total Floor Area applications.

RECOMMENDATION

MOTION 1

MOTION 2

MOTION 3

MOTION 4

MOTION 5§

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Attachment 4:
Attachment 5:
Attachment 6:
Attachment 7:
Attachment 8:
Attachment 9:
Attachment 10:

Adopt the Resolution granting Demolition of the existing single-family
dwelling and garage at 30 Cliff Road (Attachment 1);

Adopt the Resolution granting No Historical or Tribal Cultural Resource
per CEQA at 30 Cliff Road (Attachment 2);

Adopt the Resolution granting Design Review for a new house and
associated improvements at the property located at 30 CIliff Road
(Attachment 3);

Adopt the Resolution granting Exception to Total Floor Area approval to
allow a total floor area of 4,533 SF, where 3,819 SF is permitted at 30 CIliff
Road (Attachment 4)

Adopt the Resolution for a Variance for a retaining wall and pool deck to
exceed the allowable height in the setback for the property located at 30
Cliff Road (Attachment 10)

Draft Demolition Resolution

Draft No Historical or Tribal Cultural Resources Resolution
Draft Resolution for Design Review Resolution

Draft Resolution for Exception to Total Floor Area

Project Applications

Project Plans

Report from Mark Sandoval (Consulting Architect).

FAR Chart

Correspondence

Draft Variance Resolution and Application
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CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO 2021-

A RESOLUTION OF
THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF BELVEDERE
GRANTING A DEMOLITION PERMIT TO DEMOLISH AN EXISTING
3,310 -SQUARE-FOOT RESIDENCE LOCATED AT 30 CLIFF ROAD

WHEREAS, a proper application has been submitted for Demolition Permit pursuant to
Title 16 of the Belvedere Municipal Code to demolish an existing 3,310-square-foot single
family residence, built in 1965 at 30 Cliff Road; and

WHEREAS, the demolition project has been determined to be categorically exempt from
the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section
15303 of the CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, at its January 19, 2021 regular meeting, the Planning Commission held a
public hearing and determined that the subject property did not constitute a Historical
Resource nor did the property contain or constitute Tribal Cultural Resources under CEQA,
based on the findings, determinations, and information contained in the “No Historical
Resource™ resolution for this Project, incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the requested
Demolition Permit on January 19, 2021; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds, based upon the findings set forth in Exhibit
A attached hereto and incorporated herein, and with the conditions listed below, the

proposed project is in substantial conformance with the findings specified in section
16.28.110 of the Belvedere Municipal Code.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Belvedere does hereby grant approval pursuant to Title 16 of the Belvedere Municipal
Code to allow the demolition of an existing 3,310-square-foot single-family residence at
30 CIliff, with the following conditions:

a) The property owners shall defend with counsel acceptable to the City and hold the
City of Belvedere and its officers harmless in the event of any legal action related
to, or arising from, the granting of this Demolition approval, shall cooperate with
the City in the defense of any such action with counsel acceptable to the City in its
discretion, and shall indemnify the City for any award of damages and/or attorneys’
fees and associated costs that may result.

b) All requirements of the Building Official shall be met. A permit for demolition must
be issued by the Building Department before the commencement of work

c) All work shall be completed within 70 days of the commencement of demolition
unless deconstruction methods are used in which case 12 weeks is permitted.
“Commencement of demolition™ shall mean the date of the issuance of the building
permit for demolition or a start date specified in written correspondence from the
property owner and approved by the Building Official prior to issuance of the
permit for demolition.
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Resolution 2021
January 19, 2021
30 Cliff Road
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d)

€)

g)

h)

i)

k)

1)

m)

All requirements of the City Engineer shall be met. Encroachment permits, as
distinguished from a Building Permit, shall be obtained for all improvements, work
activities, and staging or storage of equipment and materials within the public right-
of-way prior to commencing work, subject to approval of the Public Works
Manager.

Obstruction or blockage, partial or complete, of any street so as to leave less than
ten feet of unobstructed horizontal clearance for vehicles, shall not be permitted
without first obtaining, twenty-four hours in advance, a street closure permit.
Twelve feet of clearance shall be required for debris boxes or building materials.
Streets shall be left clean and free of any debris at the end of each workday.

Demolition shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except in special circumstances after obtaining written permission from the
City Manager. Demolition is prohibited on City holidays except in special
circumstances after obtaining written permission from the City Manager. The City
Manager is urged to impose a very high-level of scrutiny in the determination of
“special circumstances.”

The site shall be left clean and free of all debris and materials from the demolition
at the completion of work.

All requirements of the Tiburon Fire Protection District (TFPD) shall be met.

The general contractor shall submit a proposal to the City Manager for review and
approval that addresses the demolition schedule and vehicle parking locations.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for demolition, the applicant shall submit
for review and approval an Erosion Control Plan incorporating, as appropriate, the
MCSTOPPP Minimum Erosion/Sediment Control Measures for Small
Construction Projects:

http://www.marincounty.org/depts/pw/divisions/mcstoppp/development/~/media/
Files/Departments/PW/mcstoppp/development/MECM final 2009.pdf

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for demolition, the applicant shall
demonstrate compliance with State air quality requirements related to the control
of dust generated by the demolition and construction and prepare a plan for the re-
use and recycling of demolition materials.

These restrictions shall be binding upon any successor in ownership of the property.

In the event that archeological or paleontological resources are uncovered during
construction, all work must be halted and an evaluation must be undertaken by a
qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to identify the appropriate actions that
shall be undertaken.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission
held on January 19, 2021, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
RECUSED:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:
Beth Haener, City Clerk
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DEMOLITION FINDINGS

Given that the existing residence and garage are proposed to be demolished, a Demolition
Permit is required pursuant to Belvedere Municipal Code Section 19.08.136 and Chapter
16.28. BMC Section 19.08.136, defines Demolition as *“the razing of a building, removal
of a dwelling unit, or the removal of more than fifty percent of the total exterior wall and
roof area from the grade up...Removing a residential second unit or converting a duplex
into a single unit is considered demolition.” In approving the Demolition Permit, the
Planning Commission hereby makes the following findings:

A, That the demolition, as conditioned by the Planning Commission, will not have
an adverse impact upon the public health, safety and/or welfare of the City;

The proposed demolition will not have an adverse impact upon the public health, safety,
and/or welfare of the City because the demolition must satisfy the requirements for a
demolition permit from the Building Department and must also comply with all Building
and Fire Code regulations. Further, staff finds that, with a condition of approval stating
that the applicant demonstrates compliance with State air quality requirements; this
demolition project would not have an adverse impact upon the public health, safety and/or
welfare of the City.

B. That the demolition will not remove from the City a building of recognized
historical or architectural significance, until potential preservation options
can be reviewed;

Demolition will not remove a building of recognized historical or architectural
significance. The existing single-family residence and garage were constructed in 1892.

During the preparation of City of Belvedere 2030 General Plan Update, a Historic Resource
Sensitivity Map was created which categorized the parcels within the City based on the
likelihood of containing a historically significant property. The Historic Resource Map
contains three levels of historic sensitivity which consist of Low, Medium, and High. The
project site is not within an area of *“High™ historical value; but rather is designated as
having “Medium” historic potential. Additionally, A Historic Resource Evaluation was
conducted by Preservation Architecture. The report concludes that “the house at 30 Cliff
Road has no identifiable historical or historic architectural significance.” Also, the home
is not listed as a historic resource on any federal, state or local register.

Moreover, in January 2021, the Planning Commission adopted a Resolution Finding no
Historical Resource under CEQA.

C. That the demolition plan presented by the applicant, as approved, provides for
adequate site protection during and following the demolition.

The plan presented in the application, and as conditioned, would provide adequate site
protection during and following the demolition. The applicant states that an erosion control
plan will be put in place. Demolition is expected to take 30 days to complete.

D.
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E. That the time frame for accomplishing the demolition is reasonable.

The applicant’s estimated 30-day time frame for accomplishing the demolition is
reasonable.

F. That the demolition will not remove a housing unit until options for
maintaining housing on the property have been thoroughly considered.

A housing unit would be removed as part of this application; however, a new housing unit
would be constructed in its place. Therefore, no reduction in housing units will result from
this project. Moreover, a new Accessory Dwelling Unit application has been submitted
which is to be ministerially approved by staff.

G. The proposed demolition is consistent with the goals of the City of Belvedere
Housing Element.

As noted above, the demolition of the existing residence will not have a substantial impact
on the availability of housing units in Belvedere and is consistent with the goals of the
Belvedere Housing Element as it will not remove any housing stock from the City. The
project proposes a new single-family dwelling as well as a legal Accessory Dwelling Unit
(to be reviewed and approved ministerially by staff). The City of Belvedere would be
gaining a unit with the approval of this project.



CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO 2021

A RESOLUTION OF
THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF BELVEDERE
FINDING THAT THE PROPERTY AT 30 CLIFF ROAD DOES NOT
CONSTITUTE A HISTORICAL RESOURCE UNDER CEQA

WHEREAS, a proper application has been submitted for a Demolition Permit pursuant to
Title 16 of the Belvedere Municipal Code to demolish an existing 3,310 square foot house
at 30 Cliff Road; and

WHEREAS, a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) categorical exemption may
not be used if the project has the potential to cause a significant effect on a historical
resource; and

WHEREAS, on January 19, 2021 the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on the requested Demolition Permit and associated project, and heard and
considered evidence on the potential historic resource value of the subject property; and

WHEREAS, the property is designated as “medium™ sensitivity in the 2030 Historic
Resource Sensitivity Map in the 2030 General Plan, meaning that the property has a low
likelihood of constituting a historical resource; “Medium”™ sensitivity structures are those
between 45 and 100 years of age, those with an unknown construction date, and those not
previously listed as a historic resource; and

WHEREAS, a Historic Resource Evaluation was conducted by Preservation Architecture
that concluded the home does not have historic integrity and therefore does not constitute
a CEQA historical resource; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds, based upon the findings stated above, the
Historic Resource Evaluation conducted by Preservation Architecture incorporated herein,
as stated in the staff report incorporated herein, and based on substantial evidence in light
of the whole record, that the subject property does not constitute a historical resource under
CEQA; and

WHEREAS, because the property does not constitute a CEQA historical resource, the
project does not have the potential to cause a significant effect on a historical resource, and
a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303 is proper; and

WHEREAS, the demolition project has been determined to be categorically exempt from
the provisions of CEQA pursuant to Section 15303 of the CEQA Guidelines; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Belvedere does hereby find, in exercising its independent discretion, based on the findings
listed above and in the staff report, incorporated herein, that the property located at 30 Cliff
Road does not constitute a historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section
15064.5(a)(3) as follows:
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Resolution 2021-
30 Cliff Road
January 19, 2021

Page 2
1.

2.

The subject property is not associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broader patterns of California’s history and/or cultural heritage.
The subject property is not associated with the lives of persons who are important
to the community’s historical past.

The subject property does not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
region, or method of construction, nor does it represent the work of an important
creative individual, or possess high artistic values.

The subject property has not yielded, nor is it likely to yield, information important
in prehistory or history. The property is not representative of distinctive
characteristics of historical or architectural significance.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission
January 19, 2021, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:

ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
RECUSED:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark. Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Beth Haener, City Clerk



CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO. 2021-
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF BELVEDERE GRANTING DESIGN

REVIEW APPROVAL FOR A NEW HOUSE, AND
GARAGE AT 30 CLIFF ROAD

WHEREAS, a proper application has been submitted for Design Review pursuant to Title
20 of the Belvedere Municipal Code for a new house, garage and other associated site
improvements at 30 Cliff Road; and

WHEREAS, the project been determined to be categorically exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15303, New Construction; and

WHEREAS, CEQA provides certain exceptions where categorical exemptions may not be
used. Under one such exception, a CEQA categorical exemption may not be used if the
project has the potential to cause a substantial adverse effect on a CEQA Tribal Cultural
Resource. Here a categorical exemption is appropriate because there is no potential that
the project would cause a substantial adverse effect on any potential Tribal Cultural
Resources that may, or may not, exist on the site. A Cultural Resources Evaluation by
Archaeological Resource Service concluded that the project area does not contain traces of
intact archaeological deposits. Therefore, there is no possibility that any potential Tribal
Cultural Resources that may, or may not, exist on the site would be adversely affected.
Further, the property is not designated as a “high” historic sensitivity, but rather “medium”
in the Historic Resource Sensitivity Map in the 2030 General Plan. “Medium” sensitivity
structures are those between 45 and 100 years of age, those with an unknown construction
date, and those not previously listed as a historic resource. Additionally, the residence at
30 Cliff Road constructed in 1965, is not listed as a historic resource on any federal, state
or local register.

Additionally, the property does not constitute a CEQA historic resource, based on the
findings, determination, and information contained in the associated ‘“No Historic
Resource” resolution for this Project and its findings, incorporated herein by reference. A
Historical Evaluation of the property prepared by Preservation Architecture concludes that
the property does not have historical significance; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held properly noticed public hearing on January
19, 2021; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds based upon the findings set forth in Exhibit
A attached hereto and incorporated herein, that with the conditions listed below, the

proposed project is in substantial conformance with the Design Review criteria specified
in Section 20.04.005 and 20.04.110 to 20.04.120 of the Belvedere Municipal Code.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Belvedere does hereby grant approval of the Design Review application pursuant to Title
20 of the Belvedere Municipal Code to build a new house and garage with the following
conditions:

1. The property owner shall defend and hold the City of Belvedere and its officers
harmless in the event of any legal action related to or arising from the granting of
this Design Review approval and any other City approvals associated with the
project, shall cooperate with the City in the defense of any such action with counsel
acceptable to the City in its discretion, and shall indemnify the City for any award
of damages and/or attorneys’ fees and associated costs that may result. This
approval is conditioned upon the accuracy of all facts stated in the application and
supporting documents.

2. Construction shall conform to the drawings prepared by Regan Bice Architects,
stamped received by the City of Belvedere on January 8, 2021.

3. Construction shall be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday, except in special circumstances after obtaining written permission
from the City Manager.

4. The landscape plan shall be reviewed by the Marin Municipal Water District
(MMWD) for conformance with the District’s Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
(WELO) prior to issuance of the building permit. Prior to issuance of a building
permit the applicant shall demonstrate that the proposed landscape plans comply
with MMWD.

5. All requirements of the Fire Marshal shall be met prior to issuance of a building
permit including but not limited to:

e Vegetation on this parcel shall comply with the requirements of the Tiburon
Fire Protection District and the recommendations of Fire Safe Marin. CFC
304.1.2.

e The structure shall have installed throughout an automatic fire sprinkler
system. The system design, installation and final testing shall be approved
by the District Fire Prevention Officer. CFC 903.2.

e Approved smoke and carbon monoxide alarms shall be installed to provide
protection to all sleeping areas. CFC 907.2.10.

e The vegetation on this parcel shall comply with the requirements of TFPD.
CFC 304.1.2.

e The fire pit shall comply with TFPD Policy 423.9.

6. All requirements of Public Works shall be met prior to issuance of a building permit
including but not limited to:

An Encroachment Permit is required, prior to construction, from the contractor for
temporary and permanent improvements, work activities, and staging or storage of
equipment and materials within the public right of way, subject to approval of the
Public Works Manager.
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The project will be subject to the City of Belvedere Regulations for Road Closure
Applicants, see the following link:
http://www.cityofbelvedere.org/documentcenter/view/68

This project will require a video recording of the condition of the haul route prior to
start of construction. The applicant will be responsible for any damage, beyond
normal wear and tear, to the roadway or other improvements along the haul route
caused by the removal or delivery of materials by truck. To ensure any damage is
repaired to the satisfaction of the City, a deposit may be required. The deposit
amount (estimated range from $10,000 to $30,000) will be determined by the City
Engineer at the time of the Building Permit review and is dependent upon the
duration of the project and total project valuation. If it is determined that project
construction caused damage, the amount to repair said damage shall be withheld
from the deposit amount, with the remaining amount to be returned to the property
owner.

A Geotechnical Investigation or geotechnical review letter is required. The
geotechnical investigation/letter should address site preparation, foundation, grading
and drainage recommendations. The Geotechnical Engineer of record shall also
provide a letter indicating their review the proposed Grading & Drainage Plans for
conformance with their recommendation prior to Building Permit issuance.
Topographic Survey information shall be included either on the site plan or on a
separate plan. The basis for determining elevations (assumed, NGVD, or NAVD)
should also be clearly indicated. The surveyor’s name and license number shall be
included.

The project requires a Site Plan showing the property line locations (referencing the
survey source and mapping information), any existing easements, building setbacks,
encroachments etc.

The project will require a detailed Grading & Drainage Plan showing cut and fill
earth volumes. Said plans shall incorporate, as appropriate, the MCSTOPPP
Guidance for Applicants: Stormwater Quality Manual for Development Project in
Marin  County. This can be found at the following website:
(https://www.marincounty.org//media/files/departments/pw/mcstoppp/guidancefor
applicantsv_2508.pdf)

The project will include soil disturbance during construction and applicants
therefore must submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) for approval
by the City prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. Please also submit the Erosion
and Sediment Control tracking documentation (See the following link) for the Marin
County Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTPPP) Construction
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Applicant Package, revised November 2015:
(https://www.marincounty.org//media/files/departments/pw/mcstoppp/developmen
t/mcstoppp-erosion-and-sedimentcontrol-plan-applicant-package.pdf?la=en).

Prior to issuance of a building permit and where required by City of Belvedere
municipal code Section 8.36.090 D., permanent stormwater controls for new and
redevelopment projects, the applicant shall develop, submit and implement an
approved Stormwater Control Plan (SCP) that follows the appropriate template in
the most recent version of the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Association (BASMAA) Post Construction Manual. All water treatment or storm
water control feature shall be clearly identified on the plan.
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The project will require a Utility Plan (if not shown on the Site Plan) showing the
existing site utilities and their current alignment and locations, along with any
proposed new locations, alignments or connections for sewer, water, irrigation, gas,
electrical, telephone, cable TV, etc.

The project will require a Landscape Plan and Irrigation Plan subject to review and
approval by

Marin Municipal Water District. Please see the requirements outlined in the Marin
Municipal

Water District Landscape Plan Review Packet (link below) for project applicability.

https://www.marinwater.org/sites/default/files/2020-
12/Landscape%20Plan%20Review%20Packet 0.pdf

The project will require a Construction Management Plan identifying the following:
estimated project duration construction schedule of milestones (excavation, grading,
and offthaul duration foundation work; framing; flatwork/paving; punch list/final
inspection) excavation and disposal methods equipment to be used site access
location storage and staging location of materials and equipment/portable
toilet/debris box and waste bins truck loading area and temporary traffic control
required as necessary haul route. For construction requiring earthwork between
October 15th and April 15th, an action plan for storm water pollution prevention and
erosion and sediment control prior to an anticipated rain event.

7. All exterior lighting shall be shielded and directed downward. Prior to the
issuance of a Building Permit, a final exterior lighting plan shall be submitted for
the review and approval by the Planning Commission Chair and the Director of
Planning and Building.

8. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, a final landscape plan shall be submitted

for the review and approval by the Planning Commission Chair and Director of
Planning & Building. Said landscaping plan shall include a tree protection plan
prepared by a certified arborist. The plan shall identify measures to protect existing
trees on the project site that are to be retained and shall include but not be limited to
the following:

e Installation of orange mesh construction fencing or other protective barrier
at the drip line of trees prior to commencement of demolition.

e Adjustments to protective barrier/fencing anticipated during the different
stages of demolition and construction.

e  Excavation and trenching methods used to avoid unnecessary root damage.

e Communication and coordination with the adjacent property owners
regarding tree protection measures, including obtaining consent of property
owner, if required, to access property and perform these measures.

e  Monitoring by the arborist during work around the trees to remain Prior to
the issuance of a Building Permit, a final landscape plan shall be submitted
for the review and approval by the Planning Commission Chair and Director
of Planning and Building.
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9. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit for review &
approval a Construction Management Plan to the satisfaction of the Building
Official & Public Works Manager. The Construction Management Plan &
Construction Parking/Staging Plan submitted pursuant to City Regulations No. 290
and shall include the following:

a.

b.

The delivery of materials and equipment to and from the construction
site shall be limited to weekdays between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM.
Parking of deliver trucks shall be limited by Belvedere Municipal Code
Specifications and Standards for Encroachment Permits for Work in the
City Right-of-Way.

Street parking for construction related vehicles shall be limited to three
(3) vehicles in accordance with City requirements.

Construction vehicles shall not block Cliff Road and are subject to the
requirements of the City of Belvedere Public Works Department
Noticing and Road Closure Permit Process. Road closures are limited
to the hours of 9:00AM to 4:30PM and three (3) business day advance
notice.

Construction vehicle ingress and egress shall be per route shown on the
Construction Parking & Staging Plan (Sheet A1.0).

Pre-construction and post-construction surveys of the condition of
West Shore Road; road impact fee; and any other required deposits shall
be completed in conformance with the City of Belvedere Building
Department application requirements.

To limit construction vehicle traffic, the project proponent agrees to: (1)
rent or purchase a ten (10) person van that will be used to shuttle
workers and trades people to and from the property; (2) establish an off-
site parking area for workers and trades people to park; and (3) hire a
designated driver for the ten-person van who will be available during
construction hours to shuttle persons from the off-site parking area to
the property.

Code compliant handrails shall be installed at all stairways with four (4)
Or More risers.

Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) project
approval is required prior to the issuance of the building permit.

Site, roof, retaining wall, and all other storm drainage shall comply with
City of Belvedere standards and shall terminate at the street or bay in an
approved dissipater. All on site dispersion methods shall be reviewed
and approved by the GeoTechnical Engineer.

Existing retaining walls impacted with additional loads shall be
evaluated by the structural and GeoTechnical engineers for structural
stability.

A construction time limit (CTL) will be imposed on the project per
BMC 20.035.04. The time limit will be assessed per the valuation of the
proposed project. Per the proposed scope of work, it appears that an 18
month CTL will be assessed to this project.
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m. The submittal for the future Building Permit must detail the construction

of the proposed improvements, including compliance with relevant
portions of the California Residential, Green Building, and Energy
Codes, along with a geotechnical investigation report and detailed full
engineering design and drawings, etc.

10. Plans submitted to the Building Department for permit issuance shall be
consistent with the approved Planning Commission plans.

11. Design Review approvals expire eighteen (18) months from the date of
approval.

12. Construction shall be completed within the Construction Time Limit established
for this project.

13. In the event unanticipated archaeological or paleontological resources are
uncovered during construction, all work must be halted and an evaluation must be
undertaken by a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to identify the appropriate
actions that shall be undertaken.

14. These Conditions of Approval shall be printed on the Building Permit
Construction Plan set of drawings.

15. These restrictions shall be binding upon any successor in interest of the property.

16. Prior to the issuance of a building permit the property owner shall demonstrate
compliance with State/BAAQMD air quality requirements related to the dust
generated by grading and construction.

17. Prior to approval of the framing inspection, the applicant shall provide an
elevation survey prepared by a licensed surveyor to the Building Department
indicating the height of the new residence.

19. Prior to approval of the foundation inspection, a licensed surveyor shall stake
the corners of the foundation (with offset) and shall submit a survey of the
foundation stakes to include the boundaries of the property.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission
on January 19, 2021 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
RECUSED:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:
Beth Haener, City Clerk




Resolution 2021
January 19, 2021
30 Cliff Road
Page 7
EXHIBIT A

Preservation of existing site conditions. To preserve the landscape in its natural
state, the removal of trees, vegetation, rock, and soil should be kept to a minimum.
Projects should be designed to minimize cut and fill areas, and grade changes
should be minimized and kept in harmony with the general appearance of the
neighboring landscape.

The architect is proposing to place the new structure in the general location of the older
home that is to be removed and to reuse the existing driveway and most of the existing site
retaining walls to avoid unnecessary disturbance of the existing landscape grading and
other earthwork.

The site plan shows that the downward sloping driveway retaining walls are to be
repositioned and slightly expanded in width to provide better vehicular maneuverability
and to construct an additional onsite parking space, along with a cantilevered turnaround
backup space in front of the new home.

The existing lower semi-circular patio retaining wall occupying the project’s rear yard is
to remain as well, except for the wall sections that interfere with the construction of the
new larger footprint of the home, the swimming pool, and the other proposed site features
and amenities shown in the drawing.

Other than the thirteen existing trees of various sizes that appear to fall within the new
building footprint, along with the trees impacted by the site’s grading operation, almost all
other large established oaks and Monterey cypress trees found at the site are to remain and
will be reincorporated as part of the project’s new landscape plan. All other existing site
amenities and landscaping are to be replaced with new.

There are 18 trees proposed for removal, and the remainder of the trees will remain. The
house was designed so that the existing as well as the proposed landscaping will help soften
and screen the house. There is minimal cut and fill with the proposed project, as the project
is designed to use the cut from the pool to fill in the backyard to raise the ground level one
foot.

The construction of the proposed residence, the removal of the trees and associated outdoor
space complement the topography of the site, there is minimal cut and fill required for the
construction, and therefore creation of the residence and associated improvements are in
substantial conformance with this finding.

Relationship between structures and the site. There should be a balanced and
harmonious relationship among the structures on the site, between the structures and
the site itself, and between the structures and those on adjoining properties. All new
buildings or additions constructed on sloping land should be designed to relate to the
natural land-forms and step with the slope in order to minimize the building mass
and bulk and to integrate the structure with the site.

The project proposal maintains a balanced and harmonious relationship between the
structure and its site and adjoining properties because the proposed new residence and
garage have been designed to relate to and fit with the adjacent properties and the slope of
the land. The new house is designed in a manner as to minimize the building mass and
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bulk on this site as the home is proposed in the location of the existing home and the project
utilizes the existing driveway and retaining walls.

Minimizing bulk and mass.

A. All new structures and additions should be designed to avoid monumental or
excessively large dwellings that are out of character with their setting or with other
dwellings in the neighborhood. All buildings should be designed to relate to and fit
in with others in the neighborhood and not designed to draw attention to themselves.

The residence is designed to avoid appearing monumental or excessively large in size. The
home is proposed in a similar footprint to what exists now, although larger, the design is
in character with the neighborhood. The design of the home relates to and fits in with the
others in the neighborhood as there is a mix of homes along Cliff Road and Belvedere
Avenue. The residence is not out of character with the setting or the neighborhood and is
designed to not draw attention to itself. There are a mix of modern and traditional homes
on Cliff Road and the modern home fits in well with the neighborhood. The proposed
materials and rooflines are in character with the setting, the proposed residence and garage
appear in character with the mixed architectural style of the dwellings in the neighborhood.

B. To avoid monotony or an impression of bulk, large expanses of any one material
on a single plane should be avoided, and large single plane retaining walls should be
avoided. Vertical and horizontal elements should be used to add architectural
variety, to break up building planes, and to avoid monotony.

The proposed project is designed so that it does not include large expanses of any one
material, although the project has a lot of glass, there are a variety of materials that will
add to architectural interest and will help break up building planes.

The house is designed with horizontal elements in different materials that add architectural
variety which break up the building planes and avoids monotony.

Further, the proposed residence and garage would not increase the impression of bulk due
to its location on the lot and the existing landscaping as well as the proposed new landscape
plan.

Materials and colors used. Building designs should incorporate materials and colors
that minimize the structures visual impacts, that blends with the existing landforms
and vegetative cover, that relate to and fit in with structures in the neighborhood, and
that do not attract attention to the structures themselves. Soft and muted colors in
the earthtone and woodtone ranges are preferred and generally should predominate.
Trim and window colors should be compatible with and complementary to the other
building colors.

The building design and materials minimize visual impact, blend with the landform and
neighborhood, and do not draw attention to the structure themselves. The house is
proposed board-formed concrete finish on all retaining walls along with brushed basalt
finish stone pavers on all pathways, patios, and terrace wall surfaces. The exterior walls of
the new home are shown to be clad in resilient wood 1 x 8 IPE siding. All metals, including
windows, sliding doors, sun canopy, and fascia materials, are shown to have an applied
dark anodized finish. Guardrails are to have a brushed stainless-steel finish with tempered
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glass infill panels. Each building material appears to be durable and appropriate and should
be compatible with and complement the materials and colors of the nearby homes in the
immediate vicinity.

Fences and screening.

A. Fences and physical screening should be located so as to be compatible with the
design of the site and structures as a whole, should conceal and screen garbage areas,
mechanical equipment, and structural elements from public view, should preserve
privacy between adjoining dwellings, where practical, and should not significantly
block views.

There are no new fences proposed with this project, the garbage will be kept at the top of
the driveway out of view from Cliff Road.

Privacy. Building placement, and window size and placement should be selected to
give consideration to the privacy of adjacent buildings.

Given the location of the proposed home on the lot, and the location of lot on Cliff Road,
the windows will be not be visible to the neighbors. Window placement and privacy
screening has been proposed to give consideration to privacy. All reasonable consideration
has been given to preserve privacy, and there are large trees proposed to mitigate the noise
and to provide privacy. The project also proposes landscaping to screen the house, and
outdoor spaces in consideration of the neighbor’s privacy.

Drives, parking and circulation. Walkways, driveways, curb cuts and off-street
parking should be planned and designed so as to minimize interference with smooth
traffic flow, to encourage separation of pedestrian from vehicular traffic, and to be
as safe and convenient as is practical. They should not be out of relationship with the
design of the proposed buildings and structures on the site, and should not intrude on
the privacy of, or conflict with the appearance or use of neighboring properties.

The applicant is proposing to utilize and widen the existing driveway connecting the
property to Cliff Road, which crosses the front of the property. Although the widening of
this driveway will help in providing better vehicular maneuvering turnaround space and
add one additional onsite parking space in general, any change to both the pedestrian safety
and traffic flow currently experienced along this section of Cliff Road will probably be
negligible.

Exterior lighting, skylights, and reflectivity. Exterior lighting should not create glare,
hazard, or annoyance to neighboring property owners or to passersby. Lighting
should be shielded and directed downward, with location of lights coordinated with
the approved landscape plan. Skylights should not have white or light opaque exterior
lenses.

The applicant proposes exterior lighting that will not create glare, hazard or annoyance to
neighboring properties or to passerby’s; as conditioned, all proposed light fixtures are
shielded and or directed downward.
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Consideration of nonconformities. The proposed work shall be viewed in relationship
to any nonconformities, as defined in Title 19, and where it is determined to be feasible
and reasonable, consideration should be given to conditioning the approval upon the
mitigation or elimination of such nonconformities.

The proposed house will exceed the allowable floor area. The findings for Exception to
Total Floor Area can be made, it is not feasible or reasonable to eliminate any
nonconformities.

Landscape plans -- Purpose.

A. Landscape plans should be compatible with the character of the site and
surrounding developed properties. Native or natural appearing vegetation, with
generally rounded, natural forms, should be placed to appear as loose, informal
clusters. B. Landscape plans shall include appropriate planting to soften or screen the
appearance of structures as seen from off-site locations and shall include appropriate
screening for architectural elements, such as building foundations, deck supports,
and retaining walls, that cannot be mitigated through architectural design. C.
Landscape plans should provide privacy between properties. Choice of landscape
materials should take into consideration the future impact which new planting may
have in significantly obstructing views from nearby dwellings.

The proposed project includes a combination of existing landscaping to remain and new
landscaping. The majority of the healthy trees will remain. The extensive landscape plan
will provide screening and softening of the proposed house and garage. The landscaping is
in substantial conformance with this finding as it includes natural and native vegetation, is
compatible with the character of the site and the surrounding properties, and is designed to
provide screening of architectural elements.

Landscape Plans — Materials. A. Plant materials native to northern California and
Marin County, and those that are drought-tolerant are encouraged. Evergreen
species are encouraged for use in screen planting situations. Because of high water
usage, turf areas should be minimized and narrow turn areas, such as in parking
strips, should be avoided. B. Landscape plans should include a mix of fast and slow
growing plant materials. Fast growing trees that have a short life span should be used
only when planted with others which reach maturity at a later age. C. Landscape
plans should include water conserving irrigation systems. Plant materials should be
selected so that once established, much of the major site landscaping would survive
solely on rainfall.

The proposed landscape is in substantial conformance with this finding. The project
proposes many shrubs, perennials and vines that will screen the home from the neighbors
above. The plants proposed are low water use and include slow and fast growing species.



CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO., 2020

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF BELVEDERE GRANTING AN EXCEPTION
FROM SECTION 19.52.115 OF THE BELVEDERE MUNICIPAL CODE FOR THE
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 30 CLIFF ROAD

WHEREAS, a proper application has been submitted for an Exception to Total Floor Area from
the zoning provisions of the Belvedere Municipal Code to permit a maximum floor area of 4,533
square feet where 3,310 square feet currently exists and 3,819 square feet is permitted at 30 Cliff
Road, and

WHEREAS, the project has been determined to be exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Section 15303 of the CEQA Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the requested Floor
Area Exception on January 19, 2021; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission made each and every one of the following findings of fact,
as required by section 19.52.120(A)(1) of the Belvedere Municipal Code:

a. That primary views from adjacent properties, as well as from the street, are not
significantly impaired by the additional square footage.

Primary views from adjacent properties and the street are not significantly impaired by
the additional square footage. The General Plan, p. 111, defines a Primary View as,
“views of Mt. Tamalpais, San Francisco Bay and its environs, bridges, and the
surrounding hills of Tiburon or Belvedere Island as seen from inside the public or
common areas of the home.” The new home has been designed to reduce the bulk and
mass of the home. There are two building masses with a transparent entry. The home
steps down the hillside, and the roof of the proposed house is lower than the existing
turret roof. The home has been designed so that none of the windows will impact the
neighbors” privacy. The view from the street will not be blocked; given the location of
the lot on the private road.

The impact of the new home will be minimal from the street as well as from the adjacent
properties.

The new home conforms to the allowed height requirements for the R-15 Zoning
district, and the home has been designed to follow the development pattern of the
surrounding neighborhood.

b. That there are unusual characteristics applicable to the parcel which minimize
the impact of a greater floor area.

The site has unusual characteristics that minimize the impact of the additional square
footage. The unusual characteristic of the property that minimizes the impact of the
proposed greater floor area is that the roadway easement is removed from the total lot
area. Ifthe roadway easement were included in the total lot area the project would not
necessitate an Exception to Total Floor Area. Additionally, the lot is very steep, and
the home was designed around the existing driveway and retaining walls to prevent
excessive grading and the home is stepped down the hill. The impact of the additional
square footage is not significant given the unusually steep lot.

ATTACHMENT 4
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c. That the proposed structure(s) are appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for
the parcel, the neighborhood, and the zoning district, and meet(s) all design review
criteria.

The project meets all Design Review criteria and it fits in with the size, scale, and mix
of classic and modern-style homes in the R-15 Zoning District. The new dwelling and
garage fit in well to the character of the existing neighborhood. Although there are
many older homes on Cliff Road, there are also newer, more modern homes as well.
The project proposes an attractive dwelling that is appropriate in terms of mass, bulk
and character for the neighborhood.

d. That the additional square footage will not substantially reduce the privacy
otherwise available to residents of adjoining properties.

The additional square footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise
available to residents of the adjoining properties. Specifically, the proposed single-
family residence is designed to incorporate the existing, established landscaping to
provide privacy to the adjacent neighbors. The incorporation of new landscaping and
will not result in a substantial impact of privacy that otherwise would be available for
residents of the adjoining properties. Additionally. the project is designed to slope
down with the land, ensuring privacy to neighbors.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Belvedere does hereby grant an Exception to Total Floor Area to allow a maximum floor area of

4,533 square feet where 3,310 square feet currently exists, and 3,819 square feet is permitted at 30
Cliff Road.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission held on
January 19, 2021 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
RECUSED:
ABSTAIN:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Beth Haener, City Clerk






Project Address: 30 Cliff Road
26K GVW

5. Size/Type of trucks used to haul demolition material:

6. Estimate of cubic yards of demolition material to be removed:
C&D: 500 cubic yards, Concrete and Brick: 70 yards

7. Proposed development plan and development timetable for the site once demolition is completed:
Construction after demolition is projected to be May 2021.

Period of time demolition is expected to take: 2 months

9. Size and location of trees or other vegetation and location of any drainage system to be removed in

conjunction with the demolition: Please see Civil and Landscape drawings.

10. Erosion, sedimentation, and /or drainage control plans for the site following demolition:
Containment fence with silt fence at bottom of site. Installation of jute netting and straw wattles on hillside.

Please see Civil drawings for more information.

11. Relocation provision for tenants, if any, occupying building to be demolished: None.

12. Year building to be demolished was constructed: | 202

13. Official designation of historical or architectural significance, if any: None.

14, Other:

Note: The demolition contractor will be required to provide the City with a certificate of worker's
compensation insurance and may be required to post a bond. The contractor must also secure a City
of Belvedere business license before the actual demolition permit can be issued by the Building Official.

I, the undersigned owner of the property herein described (or owner representative, as authorized by
completion of a Statement of Ownership and Designation of Representative), hereby make application
for the demolition permit requested, and | hereby certify that the facts, statements and information
presented herein and in the attached exhibit(s) are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and
belief

7 7
Signature: 5’{" ?’ﬂ

Ben Jacoby

Name:
10/26/20

Date:
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15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

Project Address: 30 Cliff Road

Associated projects, such as required grading or staging. No associated projects.

Anticipated incremental development. _None

If residential, include the number of units, schedule of unit sizes, range of sale prices or rents, and type of
household size expected. 1 single family residence, 1 800 sgft ADU

If commercial, indicate the type, whether neighborhood, city or regionally oriented, square footage of sales
area, and loading facilities.

If the project involves a variance, conditional use or rezoning application, state this and indicate clearly why
the application is required. Variance required to allow reconstruction of existing retaining wall and new
pool deck over 4'-0" in height within a setback.

Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects? Discuss below all items checked yes
(attach additional sheets as necessary).

20.

21.
22.
23.
24,
25.

26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Change in existing features of any bays, tidelands, beaches, or hills, or substantial alteration of
ground contours.

Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas or public lands or roads.
Change in pattern, scale or character of general area of project.

Significant amounts of solid waste or litter.

Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odors in vicinity.

Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality or quantity, or alteration of existing
drainage patterns.

Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in the vicinity.

Site on filled land or on slope of 10 percent or more,

Use of, or disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as toxic substances, flammables or
explosives.

Substantial change in demand for municipal services (police, fire, water, sewage, etc.).
Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, natural gas, etc.).

Relationship to a larger project or series of projects.

Changes to a structure or landscape with architectural or historical value.

Changes to a site with archeological or cultural value such as midden soil.

NEENER EOR HEEEEE BZ
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Environmental Setting

34.

35.

Describe the project site as it exists before the project, including information on topography, soil stability,

plants and animals, and any cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Describe any existing structures on the

site, and the use of the structures. Attach photographs of the site. Snapshots or Polaroid photos will be

accepted.

__The proposed house is located on a tear-shaped and steeply down sloping lot, studded with oak and cypress trees. The
design is predicated on maintaining the majority of existing retaining walls and driveway, and preserving the majority of

—screening vegetation. Located similar to the existing structure, the proposed house utilizes the existing car turnaround as pool —
terrace and garden. Please see attached photos of the site and existing house.

Describe the surrounding properties, including information on plants and animals and any cultural, historical

or scenic aspects. Indicate the type of land use (residential, commercial, etc.), intensity of land use (one-

family, apartment houses, shops, department stores, etc.), and scale of development (height, frontage, set-

back, rear yard, etc.). Attach photographs of the vicinity. = Snapshots or Polaroid photos will be accepted.
An image of the existing neighborhood and site context has been submitted to show scale of existing homes.

—A rendering of the proposed project is included to demonstrate the impact the proposed house will have on the —
neighborhood.
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Project Address:__ 30 Cliff Road

For those projects that do not fall under any of the above Time Limit Guidelines or that wish to exceed
the time limit that was approved by the Planning Commission, the following is the “Extension of
Construction Time Limit” process (BMC Section 20.04.035(D):

D. Extension of Construction Time Limit.

1l An applicant may request a construction time limit extension at the
time of the design review hearing or after the issuance of a building permit. An applicant
is limited to one construction time limit extension per project.

2. The Planning Commission has the authority to grant, conditionally
grant, or deny a time limit extension request made at the time of a design review hearing
based on the reasonable anticipation of one or more of the factors in this Subsection.
The Planning Commission’s decision may be appealed in writing to the City Council.

3. The extension committee has the authority to administratively
grant, conditionally grant, or deny a time limit extension request made after the issuance
of a building permit based on one or more of the factors in this Subsection. The
extension committee shall consist of the City Building Official, the Director of Planning
and Building, and the Public Works Manager, who shall meet with the project contractor,
architect and, at the applicant’s option, a representative or the applicant. The extension
committee shall review the extension request within 10 working days of receiving a
complete application. Within 10 working days of receiving the decision, the applicant
may appeal the extension committee’s decision to the Planning Commission and the
Planning Commission’s decision to the City Council. All appeals shall be scheduled
within a reasonable time of the receipt of the appeal.

4, An application for a construction time limit extension shall be
accompanied by complete working drawings for the construction, a written explanation of
the reasons for the requested extension, any other information requested by Planning
staff, and a fee as established by City Council resolution.

5, Projects with an initial 18-month construction time limit may
receive a maximum 6-month extension for a total time limit of 24 months. Projects with
an initial 6 or 12-month construction time limit may receive an extension, provided that
such extensions do not result in a total construction time limit exceeding 18 months.

6. Landscaping Extension. When landscaping work, which was approved
as part of a larger construction project, is delayed because of inclement weather, the
applicant may file with the City Manager for an extension to complete the landscaping
work. The request must be filed prior to, and may not exceed 30 days beyond, the final
building inspection approval, issuance of an occupancy permit, or expiration of the 90-
day landscaping time limit granted per Subsection C2 above, whichever occurs later.
The City Manager shall grant said extension only if, in his or her opinion, such extension
is warranted because of delays caused by inclement weather.

T Construction Time Limit Extension Factors. Requests for
construction time limit extensions shall be determined based on one or more of the
following factors:

Site topography

Site access

Geological issues

Neighborhood considerations

Other unusual factors

Extreme weather events

Unanticipated discovery of archeological resources

Other conditions that could not have been reasonably
anticipated at the time of project application

Terea0ow
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Project Address:_ 30 ciiff Road

»> Designation of Owner’s Representative (Optional)

| hereby authorize to file on my behalf any applications, plans,
papers, data, or documents necessary to obtain approvals required to complete my project and further
authorize said person to appear on my behalf before the Planning Commission and/or City Council.
This designation is valid until the project covered by the application(s) is completed and finaled or until
the designation is rescinded in writing.

Signature of Owner: Date:

Signature of Representative: Date:

Design Review Application * Page 9 of 9 « City of Belvedere

P:\Planning Forms\PLANNING FORMS - LATEST EDITION\WordVersions\APPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEWrev7-25-18.doc






Project Address:___ 30 Cliff Road

2. That there are unusual characteristics applicable to the parcel which minimize the impact of a
greater floor area, because:

30 Cliff Road is an irregularly shaped and sized lot for the R-15 zone. The gross lot area is smaller than the minimum
15,000 saft at 13,740.5 sqft. It is further encumbered by a road easement that makes up 2,167.5 sqft. of available lot

—area. If the full gross lot area were able to be considered, the house FAR would be within the maximum FAR of 33%  —
with an B0O sqft. ADU.

3. That the proposed structure(s) are appropriate in mass, bulk, and character for the parcel, the

neighborhood, and the zoning district, and meet(s) all Design Review criteria, because:

The proposed design is in keeping with the intent of the R-15 zoning ordinance. The FAR for the proposed
structure is lower than the 4800 sqgft. maximum FAR for larger lots in the R-15 zone. Itis also within the 33%
——maximum FAR for lots with and area below 15,000 sqft, if the lot area was not impacted by a road easement.

Aesthetically, the proposed house is designed to minimize the bulk of the structure by separating two
building masses with a transparent entry. The roof steps down with the slope of the existing grade. Where
possible, balconies and decks are cantilevered so that they appear to float and further minimize the bulk of
the building mass.

4. That the additional square-footage will not substantially reduce the privacy otherwise available to
residents of adjoining properties, because:

—To minimize impacts fo adjoining properties, the proposed structure is located in approximately the same location as the -

existing house and is oriented towards the view to the west and south. The roof of the proposed house is lower than the
" ridge line and turret of the existing house and will appear less bulky. This will open views for neighbors to the east. The
__additional square footage is not out of keeping with like homes in this zone.

In addition, Section 19.52.120(2) includes guidelines that the Planning Commission must follow. |
propose that the following guidelines can be met:

5. That the proposed new construction would not create a new or expand on existing nonconformity

on the property, because:

The proposed new construction would not create a nonconformity on the property because the size of the house is notout _
of keeping with the intent of the R-15 zoning ordinance and it has been designed with neighbor privacy and view corridors in
mind. =
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Project Address: 30 Cliff Road

(For purposes of this Section, floor area in the existing structure which is in excess of the requirements
of this chapter shall not be considered to be an “existing nonconformity” on the property, and the grant
of a floor area exception hereunder shall not be deemed to create a “new nonconformity.” Additionally,
for purposes of this section, where an applicant proposes to construct new and additional parking
spaces, construction of parking structure or spaces within a setback shall not be deemed to create a
nonconformity.)

6. That the proposed new construction is not a continuation, expansion, or subsequent phase of a
project for which one or more variances were granted, which project was completed within two

years prior to the floor area exception application, because:

—This is not applicable to the request for a floor area exception

I, the undersigned owner of the property herein described (or owner representative, as authorized by
completion of a Statement of Ownership and Designation of Representative), hereby make application
for approval of the exception as requested, and | hereby certify that the facts, statements and
information presented herein and in the attached exhibit(s) are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and bl?&f

. 77
Signature: j?*"‘ f’/ ﬂ

Name: Ben Jacoby

Date: 12-10-20
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stair under a semi-circular pent roof. The elongated front of the house has a balcony spanning the
upper story, under the front roof lip, and which wraps around both sides, the sides under sloped
porch roofs, Wood balcony posts and railing assemblies respectively include carved brackets and
balusters. Two other semi-cylindrical single-story appendages with sloped roofs are extant, one a
projecting and enclosed bay at the center of the north side and the other the aforementioned stair
volume at the cylindrical rear bay. Roofs are a dominant feature of the house and all are roofed with
wood or wood-like shakes. The exterior walls are wood trimmed with an array of stucco, wood, brick
and molded glass cladding materials, all rustic in character. Doors and windows are steel with, in
some cases, ornamental lathed newels applied as muntins.

The site is itself shallow, steep and consequently challenging, the house shoehorned into its shallow
depth. Cliff Road crosses directly below the front of the site, its driveway accessed from the north.
The site is steeply sloped upwards front to back and was cut in order to create a driveway across the
back, under the cylindrical bay and to a parking area atop retaining walls at the south side of the
house. Originally, a garage was located in the southeast corner of the lower story, entered from the
south side, yet which garage was converted to a bedroom in 1977 — one of the few identifiable
alterations — and where a semi-circular patio has been added. Given the lay of the land, the house is
minimally visible from the public way.

At the first floor level, below the front deck, a walk crosses the front from one side to the other,
terminating at the north end on a semi-circular patio. This walkway and patio are supported by story
high walls below, the patio’s rounded walls also brick clad. A second permitted alteration, that
walkway construction was extensively repaired and partially rebuilt in 2013 (T. Willis Design,
designer).

The design of the house is a mix of romantic period styles, predominately Tudor Revival/Storybook
yet with Chalet-esque aspects. Another component style, based on its bric-a-brac use of materials,
is Modern-Bohemian. Altogether, it is a convoluted and whimsical design.

Associated Persons

Sabert Summers (1910-1978) was, at the time of the subject home's construction, an appliance
executive in San Francisco, which other records indicate was his career path, as he was identified
as a house appliance salesman in Sacramento in the 1920 U.S. census, while the 1963 San
Francisco directory listed his company as the Electrical Appliance Service Co. Following his passing,
Martha Summers remained on their property up to the present, the property having just been sold to
its second owners.

Designer

Jack S. Heidelberg (based on part on "The Heidelberg Legacy, Belvedere, California,” by John
Colver, dated September, 2012)

Following success as a young insurance executive in San Francisco, Jack S. Heidelberg (1904-
1986) moved to Belvedere and where, in 1935, he had a residence built for himself and his wife at
250 Beach Road. Between 1935 and 1950, Heidelberg acquired and developed several properties
adjacent to his and where he designed and built several residences while also adding to his own
property. The architecture of these several houses and associated buildings were explicitly romantic
period designs in the Tudor tradition and Storybook style. That residential grouping is prominently
located on the east side of the Belvedere peninsula, facing the Cove, so are well known properties.

30 CLIFF RD,, BELVEDERE
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Consequently, Heidelberg has name recognition and notoriety, both also a consequence of the
flamboyant mid-20th century lifestyle of he and his wife Hazel, who were prominent local socialites
whose activities received extensive local news coverage.

Heidelberg later developed other designs for several other Belvedere sites, though very
intermittently, as his works are few. Around 1960, several of his last designs dropped the period
romance in lieu of modernist design. Yet, curiously, the subject house returned, at least in part, to a
Storybook style design with some contemporary forms and materials, though more rustic and funky
than modern.

Evaluation

Given its type and recent origins, the subject house has not previously been evaluated for historic
resource potential. The following evaluates the Summers house per the subjects and nomenclature
that form the basis of the historic resource evaluation criteria for the California Register of Historical
Resources (CR) followed by a summary re: the City of Belvedere.

California Register

Two of the four historic resource criteria under the CR — potentially historic events and historic
persons (CR criteria 1 and 2, respectively) — are, based on the available evidence, not applicable, as
a private, single-family residential property and building at 30 Cliff Road has no association to
potential events of historical importance. Further, its family of origin, the Summers, are not
identifiable as persons of importance to local or regional history. Consequently, no events or persons
of identifiable historic importance were associated with the origins of this residence.

Likewise, CR criterion 4, which addresses historic and pre-historic information potential, is not
relevant to the consideration of an architectural resource of such recent age. Additionally, per a
current cultural resources evaluation, which further delineates the historic setting, that
“reconnaissance found no indication of the presence of prehistoric archaeological deposits in the
project area. Due to the steep terrain and history of land modification, the potential for previously
undiscovered archaeological resources also appears quite low.” (Archeological Resource Service,
Sept. 26, 2019, pp.16-17).

Consequently, the substance of this historic resource evaluation is focused on the design and
construction of the subject residence, under CR criterion 3, which provides that a resource eligible
for the CR:

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction or
represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values. (from OHP California Register of
Historical Resources Evaluation Criteria @ hitp://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page id=21238).

In sum, the architecture of this house may best be described as anachronistic — i.e., out of place
relative to its time. It is highly romantic and highly personal and relates to nothing in its setting or
vicinity. On the one hand, it embodies romantic Tudor/Storybook style forms — steeply pitched and
curvilinear roof lines, turrets, timbering and traditional wood details; and on the other semi-Bohemian
characteristics, specifically an unusual mix of materials; though the former period character and
characteristics dominate. While the latter Bohemian tendency may have regional parallels in the mid-
1960s, if intended, the design of this house was literally a fantasy in the context of Belvedere and in
the form of an upscale home for an evidently well-to-do San Francisco businessman.
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Heidelberg's earlier home designs were not so out of place, his own in particular, which dates to the
mid 1930s so is related to the late academic period styles, specifically the Tudor Revival. It was also
created for an individual who moved to Belvedere with accumulated wealth, and as that style was
often deployed to manifest such wealth (thus, the popular 1920s label, Stockbroker Tudor). While
the properties surrounding the Heidelbergs may not fit directly into the period of the 1920s and 30s,
they were constructed in direct relation to and within the direct context of the original Heidelberg
house. Despite substantive changes, that grouping is clearly in evidence today (though those
properties have not been evaluated for historical significance).

In addition to its anachronistic and whimsical character, the subject site is also precarious and the
present condition of the house unstable, alarmingly so given its relatively young age.

Consequently, the house at 30 CIliff Road in Belvedere does not meet the pivotal CR criterion 3, so is
not a potential historic resource under the CR. The property is evidently also not a potential
contributor to any potential historical setting or grouping, as there are no historic building
relationships in the immediate vicinity.

City of Belvedere Register

Per the City of Belvedere's criteria for designation to the Belvedere register and based on the
above details:

1. The subject house is not an outstanding example of a particular period, style, construction
method or material.

2. |tis not outstanding because of age.

It is not outstanding because it is the work of a significant architect or builder.

4. Itis not outstanding because it is the first, last, or most significant architectural property of its
type in the City.

5. Itis not a unique or original design nor does it demonstrate outstanding craftsmanship.

6. Itis not associated with a person, group or event significant to the City or State, or embody
and express the history of the City.

7. It does not contributes to the character of the street or neighborhood area nor is it a visual
landmark owing to its prominent location,

ool

Of additional importance, designated City of Belvedere properties must, appropriately, have the
property owner’s agreement.

Conclusion

The single-family property and residence at 30 Cliff Road in Belvedere do not meet any State or City
historic resources criteria so have no potential historic importance.

Signed:

et 5—

Mark Hulbert
Preservation Architect

attached: Figs.1-10 (pp.5-9)
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3. Complete your submittal, which will include:

* Project Data Form
+ Site Plan or Sketch

» Completed checklist for each Runoff Reduction Measure selected

Step 1: Project Data Form and Runoff Reduction Measure Selection

Complete all fields.
Project Name/Number 30 Cliff Road
Application Submittal Date 10-20-2020

[to be verified by municipal staff]

Project Location
[Street Address if available, or intersection and/or
APN]

30 Cliff Road, Belvedere
APN: 060-221-44

Name of Owner or Developer

Ben & Devorah Jacoby

Project Type and Description
[Examples: "Single Family Residence," "Parking Lot
Addition," “Retail and Parking"]

Single Family Residence

Total Project Site Area (acres)

0.315 acres

Total New or Replaced Impervious Surface Area
(square feet)

[Sum of impervious area that will be constructed as
part of the project]

6,882 square feet

Total Pre-Project Impervious Surface Area

7,527 square feet

Total Post-Project Impervious Surface Area

7,929 square feet

Runoff Reduction Measures Selected
(Check one or more)

(1 1. Disperse runoff o vegetated area
[ 2. Pervious pavement

O 3. Cisterns or Rain Barrels

[J 4. Bioretention Facility or Planter Box

Step 2: Delineate impervious areas and locations of runoff reduction measures

Delineate the impervious area. On a site plan or sketch, show the impervious area— for example, a
roof, or portion of a roof, or a paved area— that will drain to your runoff reduction measure,
Typically, these delineations follow roof ridge lines or grade breaks. Alternatively, show the type
and extent of pervious paving. An example sketch is attached.

Indicate the location and kind of runoff reduction measure you've selected. At least one option,
designed to manage runoff from some amount of impervious area —or to avoid creating runoff —

is required.
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For each option selected, there is a brief checklist to confirm your design and your submittal meet
minimum requirements.

Step 3: Complete and submit yvour plan

"Consult with municipal staff about when and how to submit your Stormwater Control Plan.

Runoff Reduction Options

N\
\,

Option 1: Disperse runoff from roofs or pavement to vegetated e
areas.

This is the simplest option. Downspouts can be directed to vegetated
areas adjacent to buildings, or extended via pipes to reach vegetated
areas further away. Paved areas can be designed with curb cuts, or
without curbs, to direct flow into surrounding vegetation.

On the site plan, show:
O Each impervious area from which runoff will be directed, and Connecting aroof leader fo a
its square footage. vegetated areq. The head from
O The vegetated areas that will receive runoff, and the e msre RO o e

appro imate square footage of each. to route roof drainage some

distance away from the buiding.
Q If necessary, explain in notes on the plan how runoff will be

routed from impervious surfaces to vegetated areas.
Confirm the following standard specifications are met:

U Tributary impervious square footage in no instance exceeds twice the square footage of
the receiving pervious area.

U The design, including slopes and soils, reflects a reasonable expectation that an inch of
rainfall will soak into the soil and produce no runoff.

O Roof areas collect runoff and route it to the receiving pervious area via gutters and
downspouts.

U Paved areas are sloped so drainage is routed to the receiving pervious area.

O Runoff is dispersed across the vegetated area (for example, with a splash block) to avoid
erosion and promote infiltration.

U Vegetated area has amended soils, vegetation, and irrigation as required to maintain soil
stability and permeability.

O Any drain inlets within the vegetated area are at least 3 inches above surrounding grade.
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Option 3: Cisterns or Rain Barrels

Use of cisterns or rain barrels to comply with this requirement is subject to municipality approval.
Planning and Building Permits may be required for larger systems.

Show on your site plan:
O Impervious areas tributary to each cistern or rain barrel.
U Location of each cistern or rain barrel.
Confirm the following standard specifications are met:
O Rain barrels are sited at grade on a sound and level surface at or near gutter downspouts.

O Gutters tributary to rain barrels are screened with a leaf guard or maximum 2-inch to %-
inch-minimum corrosion-resistant metallic hardware fabric.

O Water collected will be used for irrigation only.

O Openings are screened with a corrosion-resistant metallic fine mesh (1/16 inch or smaller)
to prevent mosquito harborage.

O Large openings are secured to prevent entry by children.

O

Rain barrels and gutters are to be cleaned annually.

O The local mosquito and vector control district is informed of the installation. The district
will be provided additional information and/ or rights of entry if they request.

Option 4: Bioretention Facility or Planter Box

An above-ground planter box may be appropriate if the

development site lacks level landscaped areas for L \
dispersion and pervious pavements are not practical. ( -l""? 1
Planter boxes and bioretention facilities can treat runoff j LIIL:/’F e
from impervious surfaces 25 times their area (sizing factor T = ']\
of 0.04). o
Detailed design guidance for bioretention facilities is in N g
Chapter 4 of the BASMAA Post-Construction Manual. &
Show on your site plan: &

O Impervious areas tributary to the planter box. Flow-through planter built inta a hillside. Flows

; ; from the underdrain and overflow must be
U Location and footprint of planter box.

directed in accordance with local requirements,
Confirm the following standard specifications are met:

QU Reservoir depth is 4"-6" minimum.
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O

18" depth soil mix with minimum long-term infiltration rate of 5" /hour. See
http:/ /www.cccleanwater.org/c3-guidebook.html for a list of soil mix suppliers.

Surface area of soil mix is a minimum 0.04 times the tributary impervious area.
“Class 2 perm” drainage layer 12" deep.
No filter fabric.

B ag

Perforated pipe (PVC SDR 35 or approved equivalent) underdrain with outlet located
flush or nearly flush with planter bottom.

O

Connection with sufficient head to storm drain or discharge point.

O

Underdrain has a clean-out port consisting of a vertical, rigid, non-perforated PVC pipe,
connected to the underdrain via a sweep bend, with a minimum diameter of4" and a
watertight cap.

Overflow outlet connected to a downstream storm drain or approved discharge point.
Planter is set level.

Emergency spillage will be safely conveyed overland.

Plantings are suitable to the climate, exposure, and a well-drained soil.

o8 O B O

Irrigation system with connection to water supply, on a separate zone.

Useful Resources

The following references may be useful for design. Designs must meet the minimum standard
specifications herein.

BASMAA Post-Construction Manual.

Start At the Source: Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality.
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association, 1999.

Concrete Promotion Council of Northern California
California Asphalt Pavement Association

Interlocking Concrete Pavement Institute
http:/ /www icpi.org/

Porous Pavements, by Bruce K. Ferguson. 2005. ISBN 0-8493-2670-2
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CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO. 2021

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
BELVEDERE GRANTING A RETAINING WALL AND DECK HEIGHT
VARIANCE FROM SECTION 19.48.190 OF THE BELVEDERE
MUNICIPAL CODE FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT
30 CLIFF ROAD

WHEREAS, a proper application has been submitted for a Variance from Section 19.48.190 of
the Belvedere Municipal Code to allow a retaining wall and pool deck to exceed the allowable 4
feet in height at 30 Cliff Road; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held duly noticed public hearings on the requested walls
and deck height Variance on January 19, 2021; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission made the following findings of fact:

1.

The granting of the Variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent
with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property
is situated.

The granting of the Variance will not constitute the granting of a special privilege as the
Variance would allow a wall height and deck height that is common on very steeply sloping
lots, enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and zone. The height of the proposed wall is
necessary to provide safety for the property, additionally the height of the proposed retaining
wall will not exceed the existing retaining wall height. A portion of the proposed pool deck
will exceed the allowable height which is predicated on the design of the home and the pool
deck to minimize grading and excavation. The wall and deck will be a benefit to those in the
neighborhood and not a special privilege to the applicant.

Because of special circumstances applicable to the property, including size, shape,
topography, location, or surroundings, the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance
section would deprive this property of privileges enjoyed by other properties in the
vicinity and under identical zoning classification, so that a denial of the application would
result in undue property loss.

The special circumstances applicable to the property are the extreme steepness of the lot and
the fact that the home has been designed to minimize grading and excavation by keeping the
existing retaining walls. A portion of the existing wall will be rebuilt to accommodate the
home on the lot. The portion that is proposed to be rebuilt will exceed that allowable height
and a portion of the pool deck will also exceed the allowable height, however due to the
steepness of the lot and the location of the existing walls the small portions of wall and pool
deck will be diminimus. Additionally, due to the steepness and the location of the walls,
rebuilding a portion of the wall will allow the home to be built in compliance with the 36 feet
height requirement.

A strict application of the retaining wall height and deck height requirements would deprive
this property and the adjacent properties of safety privileges enjoyed by other properties in the
vicinity and under identical zoning classification. Therefore, a denial of this application would
result in undue property loss.

ATTACHMENT 10



Resolution No. 2021
January 19, 2021

30 Cliff Road

Page -2 —

3. The granting of this Variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements of owners of other premises, or to
the quiet enjoyment of their premises.

Granting of the Variance to allow additional retaining wall height and pool deck height will
not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare, or injurious to the property or
improvements of owners of other premises, or to the quiet enjoyment of their premises, because
all construction associated with the Design Review Permit for which the Variance is granted
will be governed by the Uniform Building Code and other regulations that restrict construction
activities.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Belvedere does hereby grant a Wall Height Varian ce from the requirements of Title 19 of the
Belvedere Municipal Code to allow a retaining wall to be constructed up to 7’8’ and a pool deck
up to 5’4” in height where 4’ is permitted on January 19, 2021.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission held on
January 19, 2021 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
RECUSED:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:
Beth Haener, City Clerk




Project Address: 30 Cliff Road

APPLICATION FOR VARIANCE

CITY OF BELVEDERE * PLANNING COMMISSION
450 SAN RAFAEL AVE * BELVEDERE, CA 94920-2336
PH. 415-435-3838 « FAX 415-435-0430 * WWW.CITYOFBELVEDERE.ORG

FOR STAFF USE ONLY ]

Date: Rec’d. by: Amount: Receipt No.:

Assessors Parcel No: Zone:

I To BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT ]

Address of Property: _30 Cliff Road

Type of Property: Single Family Residential, R-15 Zone

Record Owner of Property: _ Ben and Devorah Jacoby

Ma”mg 29 Via San Fernanda Daytime Phone: 415.265.8365
Address: Tiburon, CA 94920 Fax:
Email: benjacoby@earthlink.com

Owner’s Representative: __Regan Bice Architects, Debra Contreras

Mailing 950 Grayson Street Daytime Phone: office 510.549.1499  cell 510.332.6199

Address: Berkeley, CA 94710 Fax: 510.845.1901

Email: _debra@reganbice.com

Description of project and variance(s) requested:

A new single family residence is requesting a variance to allow for new concrete retaining walls and pool
—retaining walls to exceed 4'-0" in height within a side and rear yard setback.

ORDINANCE § REQUIREMENT EXISTING PROPOSED
19.48.190.B retaining height 4’-0” existing retaining 7’-8", max.
max. within a setback walls vary between

7871019
19.48.190. in ground pool walls and 5'-4", max.
deck, 4’-0" max. within a
setback

Variance Application ¢ Page 1 of 2 ¢ City of Belvedere
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30 Cliff Road

30 Cliff Road

Single Family Residential, R-15 Zone

29 Via San Fernando

Ben and Devorah Jacoby

Tiburon, CA 94920

benjacoby@earthlink.com

415.265.8365

Regan Bice Architects, Debra Contreras

office 510.549.1499

Berkeley, CA 94710

950 Grayson Street

cell 510.332.6199

debra@reganbice.com

510.845.1901

A new single family residence is requesting a variance to allow for new concrete retaining walls and pool retaining walls to exceed 4’-0” in height within a side and rear yard setback.

retaining height 4’-0” max. within a setback

existing retaining walls vary between 7’-8” to 1’-9”

7’-8”, max.

19.48.190.I

19.48.190.B

in ground pool walls and deck, 4’-0” max. within a setback

5’-4”, max.


Project Address:__ 30 Cliff Road

| hereby apply for a variance from the strict interpretation of the Belvedere Zoning Ordinance to permit
the construction described on the previous page. | propose that the Planning Commission make the
following findings of fact in order to grant the requested variance:

A. The granting of this variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent
with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property
is situated because:

The proposed building is located on a steeply sloping lot. An existing retaining wall is currently within the side yard setback. The
proposed wall is a rebuilds a portion of this existing wall sot that it allows for a path of travel around the new structure. The
proposed retaining wall does not exceed the existing retaining wall height. In addition, rebuilding the retaining wall allows for the
house to be within the maximum allowable height of 36’. A small portion of the proposed pool exceeds the maximum height within
the rear yard setback. The height of the pool deck is is predicated on minimizing grading and excavation on the site.

B. Because of special circumstances applicable to the property, including size, shape,
topography, location, or surroundings, the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance
section would deprive this property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity
and under identical zoning classification, so that a denial of the application would result
in undue property loss, as follows:

-The irregular shape and location of existing site walls limits the location of the building envelope. The proposed building location is

similar to that of the existing house in order to preserve the view corridors for neighbors. By reconstructing a portion of an existing

_retaining wall, within in the side yard setback, the house can be located so that it does not exceed 36’-0” in maximum height. The
rear yard is a sloping plane. The level pool deck is positioned to avoid an excessive amount of excavation.

C. The granting of this variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or
welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements of owners of other premises, or to
the quiet enjoyment of their premises because:

—The proposed retaining wall rebuilds an existing site wall located in the side yard setback. It does not change the existing —
site conditions. The proposed pool, located within the rear yard does not impact privacy or views enjoyed by abutting
__neighbors. -

I, the undersigned owner of the property herein described (or owner representative, as authorized by
completion of a Statement of Ownership and Designation of Representative), hereby make application
for the variance requested, and | hereby certify that the facts, statements and information presented
herein and in the attached exhibit(s) are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief

Signature:
Name: Ben Jacoby
Date: 12-10-20

Variance Application ¢ Page 2 of 2 < City of Belvedere
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30 Cliff Road

The proposed building is located on a steeply sloping lot.  An existing retaining wall is currently within the side yard setback.  The proposed wall is a rebuilds a portion of this existing wall sot that it allows for a path of travel around the new structure.  The proposed retaining wall does not exceed the existing retaining wall height. In addition, rebuilding the retaining wall allows for the house to be within the maximum allowable height of 36’.   A small portion of the proposed pool exceeds the maximum height within the rear yard setback.  The height of the pool deck is is predicated on minimizing grading and excavation on the site.

The irregular shape and location of existing site walls limits the location of the building envelope.  The proposed building location is similar to that of the existing house in order to preserve the view corridors for neighbors.  By reconstructing a portion of an existing retaining wall, within in the side yard setback, the house can be located so that it does not exceed 36’-0” in maximum height. The rear yard is a sloping plane.  The level pool deck is positioned to avoid an excessive amount of excavation.

The proposed retaining wall rebuilds an existing site wall located in the side yard setback.  It does not change the existing site conditions.  The proposed pool, located within the rear yard does not impact privacy or views enjoyed by abutting neighbors.


CITY OF BELVEDERE PLANNING COMMISSION

./ STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE:  January 12, 2021 AGENDA ITEM: 5

MEETING DATE: January 19, 2021
TO: City of Belvedere Planning Commission
FROM: Brian Van Son, Building Official

REVIEWED BY: Irene T. Borba, Director of Planning and Building
Emily Longfellow, City Attorney

SUBJECT: Recommendation to City Council of Ordinance Amendments and
Administrative Policy Manual Amendments regarding floodplain
regulations for residential construction projects located within the AE
and VE flood zones

RECOMMENDATIONS
Adopt resolutions recommending City Council adoption of Ordinance Amendments and
Administrative Policy Amendments regarding application of floodplain regulations.

MOTION 1 Adopt resolution recommending City Council adoption of Ordinance amendments
to Design Review, Chapter 20.04, adding section 20.04.200 regarding analysis of “substantial
improvement” for floodplain regulation purposes (Attachment 1).

MOTION 2 Adopt resolution recommending City Council approval of amendments to the
Administrative Policy Manual regarding application of substantial improvement analysis for
floodplain regulation purposes (Attachment 2).

Background

At its September meeting, the Planning Commission held a public hearing item to consider the
recommendations of the Floodplain Subcommittee to amend the Municipal Code and
Administrative Policy Manual. At the hearing, the Planning Commission decided that the issue
would return to the Floodplain Subcommittee for further consideration. The Subcommittee has
since met and its recommendations are before the Planning Commission tonight.

The Subcommittee’s most recent recommendations include: 1) an administrative policy
amendment stating that there must be a minimum of 12 months of construction inactivity
between projects for purposes of making a substantial improvement determination (which is the
City’s current practice); 2) the substantial improvement determination can be made at any point
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prior to the finalization of the building permit; and 3) use of a staff scope of work valuation
worksheet to evaluate and document valuation of a proposed project.

The following is a background of the substantive issues. Floodplain regulations in the Belvedere
Municipal Code (Attachment 3) and under FEMA require all projects that constitute a
“substantial improvement” in the AE and VE flood zones be raised to one foot above base flood
elevation. A “substantial improvement” is when the value of the proposed project equals or
exceeds 50% of the fair market value of the structure prior to construction.

An applicant submits an estimate of construction costs and an appraisal of the structure with the
Design Review application. If the Floodplain Administrator calculates that the cost of the
project equals or exceeds 50% of the structure’s appraised value, then the project is a substantial
improvement and must be elevated pursuant to Floodplain rules. However, because this
information is submitted early in the planning stage, it is often inaccurate.

For example, while an applicant gives an estimate of project cost at the initial planning stage, a
contractor is not selected until the end of the building permit process. Often, once a contractor is
secured, the estimated project value is more accurate and increases. If the project estimate at the
building permit stage is equal to or exceeds 50% of the structure’s value, then it would require
elevation per floodplain regulations. The project would then require revision and go through the
approval process again with additional time and costs to the property owner and the City.
Additionally, questions have been raised regarding the accuracy of a structure’s valuation in
certain instances.

Currently, there is no mechanism to cross-check the estimated project valuation or appraisal, and
staff notes that in many instances, the appraisal and project valuations submitted by an applicant
do not meet the 50% substantial improvement threshold.

Questions have been raised regarding the accuracy of appraisals and project cost estimates. If an
applicant wishes to avoid raising the structure pursuant to Floodplain requirements, there is an
incentive to overvalue the structure and undervalue the estimated cost of construction. For
example, if the appraised value of the structure appears high, and/or the cost of construction
appears low, the cost of construction will be less likely to meet the 50% threshold required for a
substantial improvement, thereby avoiding Floodplain regulations.

Noted above, to address this concern, and to provide consistency and predictability, a Planning
Commission subcommittee was formed to develop tools to use when performing a substantial
improvement analysis. These tools will confirm the accuracy of both the appraised value of a
structure and the estimated costs of construction — the two factors necessary for analyzing a
substantial improvement. The proposed policies and ordinance amendments will also allow a
more accurate determination of substantial improvement early in the planning stage, increasing
predictability for applicants and the City.

The proposed ordinance and policy amendments were initially heard at the September 22, 2020
Planning Commission Meeting: The minutes may be reviewed at this link:

https://www.cityofbelvedere.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/ 09222020-523
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At this meeting, the Planning Commission directed staff to make minor modifications to the
proposed modified definition of “Demolition”, as well as, revisions to the proposed modified
“Substantial Improvement” definition. Staff was also asked to investigate the necessity of
revising the current Floodplain Policy and the possibility of revising the text of the preamble of
the City’s Floodplain Management Ordinance. These modifications were to be presented to the
Floodplain Analysis Committee at the next publically noticed Sub-Committee Meeting.

The next Floodplain Analysis Committee meeting was held on December 1, 2020. The audio
recording of the meeting is found at this link:
https://www.cityofbelvedere.org/DocumentCenter/View/7099/2020-12-01-Regular-Meeting

Staff presented the proposed policy modifications, as requested by the Planning Commission, to
the Sub-Committee. The policy and ordinance amendments were discussed, and generally
approved by the Sub-Committee, with two minor modifications to be made. These modification
consisted of; 1) eliminating the proposed “Substantial Improvement” definition and capturing the
current City practice of requiring a one year construction hiatus between large construction
projects; and, 2) additional language provided in the demolition section of the policy clarifying
that a project may be deemed a demolition at any point during the construction project, prior to
the finalization of the building permit, and subsequently may be deemed a substantial
improvement for Floodplain purposes. The proposed Amendments reflect the subcommittee’s
recommendation to the Planning Commission.

Proposed Administrative Policy Amendments

Below please find a summary of the proposed Administrative Policy Amendments. Please note
that no one policy is dispositive. For example, if a project is not a substantial improvement
under one policy that does not necessarily indicate that it is not a substantial improvement under
a separate policy, analysis, or Code section. The policies are intended as tools for evaluation and
guidance.

A. Demolition in Flood Zones Presumptively Constitute Substantial Improvement Subject to
Floodplain Regulations

The proposed Administrative Policy provides that any project located in a designated flood zone
that meets the definition of a demolition in BMC section 19.08.136 is presumptively a substantial
improvement subject to Floodplain regulations unless the individual facts and circumstances of
the project indicate otherwise.

A substantial improvement is a project where the cost of a project equals or exceeds 50% of the
value of the structure prior to construction. In most cases, the cost of construction to replace a
demolition — which is defined as including the removal of more than 50% of exterior wall and
roof areas — will necessarily exceed 50% of the structure’s value, thereby qualifying as a
substantial improvement. This determination may be made at any point prior to the finalization
of the building permit.

Floodplain Ordinance Amendments and Administrative Policy Amendments Page 3



Please note that the Administrative Policy gives the Floodplain Administrator discretion to
determine, based on the unique facts of the particular case that a demolition does not constitute a
substantial improvement.

B. Preferred Appraisal Method and Independent Third-Party Evaluations and Appraisals

The proposed policies provide tools to ensure the accuracy of an appraisal.

First, the policy provides that the applicant’s submitted appraisal must be an “Actual Cash
Value” appraisal in most circumstances, unless the Floodplain Administrator determines
otherwise based on the unique facts of the case. The Actual Cash Value appraisal method
evaluates the cost to replace a structure on the same parcel with a new structure of like-kind and
quality, minus depreciation due to age and use. The Actual Cash Value method is accepted by
FEMA.

Second, the policy provides that the Floodplain Administrator may require that the applicant pay
for an independent third-party appraiser, to be retained by the City, to perform an independent
appraisal and/or an evaluation of an appraisal submitted by the applicant. This independent third-
party analysis and/or appraisal will help confirm the accuracy of any appraisal initially submitted
by the applicant.

C. Standardized Per Square-Foot Multiplier

Currently, the valuation of a construction project is provided by the applicant at the time of
building permit application before a contractor is selected. Often when the contractor is selected,
the project costs become more accurate and increase.

The proposed policy provides for a standard per square-foot multiplier to allow the Floodplain
Administrator to evaluate construction costs based on a standardized measure, and create a
transparent system that allows property owners, architects, contractors, and members of the
public to better understand how the City of Belvedere evaluates projects within the flood zones.

The policy provides that the Floodplain Administrator analyzes a project-based valuations
provided by the Craftsman National Building Cost Manual (CNBM). This publication provides
a national averages per square foot for construction within specific regions of all 50 states, as
well as, local area modification factors for construction within a specific region.

For example, the most common type of home built in Belvedere’s Floodplain qualifies as luxury
construction (Attachment 4). The NBCM provides a cost per square foot of construction as
$388.89 for luxury construction in the Bay Area with a local area multiplier of 27%. For a 2,600
square foot home, staff would initially multiply the square footage of the project by the cost per
square foot, $388.89. This totals $1,011,114.00. That total would then be adjusted with the local
area modifier of 27%. This totals $1,284,114.78. Therefore, the total cost of construction for
this project would be $1,284,114.78, or $493.89 per square foot. This amount would be used in
the substantial improvement determination, unless the Floodplain Administrator determines that
another methodology is appropriate based on the unusual facts of the case.
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CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO. 2021-

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISISON OF THE CITY OF
BELVEDERE RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL ADOPTION OF AMENDMENT TO
DESIGN REVIEW CODE CHAPTER 20.04 TO ADD CONSIDERATION OF
FLOODPLAIN “SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENT”

WHEREAS, floodplain regulations in the Belvedere Municipal Code and under FEMA, require
all projects that constitute a “substantial improvement” in the AE and VE flood zones be raised to
one foot above base flood elevation; a “substantial improvement” is when the value of the proposed
project equals or exceeds 50% of the fair market value of the structure prior to construction; and

WHEREAS, if an applicant wishes to avoid raising the structure pursuant to floodplain
requirements, there is an incentive to overvalue the structure and undervalue the estimated cost of
construction, and questions have been raised regarding the accuracy of appraisals and/or
construction cost estimates submitted by some applicants; and

WHEREAS, a Planning Commission subcommittee was formed for the purpose of developing
tools to assist in making predictable and accurate substantial improvement determinations; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission subcommittee has recommended amendments to the
City’s Administrative Policy Manual that provide additional tools in making substantial
improvement determinations prior to a project coming before the Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission subcommittee also recommended adoption of an
amendment to the Design Review Code allowing independent consideration of substantial
improvements (“Code Amendment”); and

WHEREAS, the Code Amendment is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality (“CEQA”) Guideline section 15061(b)(3) as it can be seen with certainty that there is no
possibility that the policies will have a significant adverse effect on the environment; and

WHEREAS, on January 19, 2021 the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing
and recommended City Council adoption of the proposed Code Amendment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that

1. The above recitals are true and correct and incorporated as findings herein.
2. The Planning Commission of the City of Belvedere does hereby recommend that the City
Council adopt the proposed Code Amendment as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission on
January 19, 2021 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
APPROVED:
Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

Beth Haener, City Clerk

ATTACHMENT 1



Resolution 2021 -
Substantial Improvement Ordinance Amendment Recommendation
January 19, 2021

EXHIBIT “A”

Section 20.04.200 of the Belvedere Municipal Code, Design Review, is hereby added as follows
with remaining Code section to be renumbered as appropriate:

20.04.200 Substantial Improvement. The proposed work shall be evaluated as to whether it
meets the definition of “substantial improvement” as defined in Section 16.20.040 of the
Municipal Code. If it is found that the proposed work constitutes a “substantial improvement”
then it must satisfy all applicable floodplain requirements in the Municipal Code and pursuant to
Federal Emergency Management Agency guidelines.




CITY OF BELVEDERE
RESOLUTION NO. 2021-

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
BELVEDERE RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL AMENDMENT TO THE
ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY MANUAL SECTION 14.7 REGARDING
ADMINISTRATION OF SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENT REQUIREMENT TO
PROJECTS WITHIN DESIGNATED FLOODPLAINS

WHEREAS, floodplain regulations in the Belvedere Municipal Code and under FEMA, require
all projects that constitute a “substantial improvement” in the AE and VE flood zones be raised
to one foot above base flood elevation; a “substantial improvement” is when the value of the
proposed project equals or exceeds 50% of the fair market value of the structure prior to
construction; and

WHEREAS, if an applicant wishes to avoid raising the structure pursuant to Floodplain
requirements, there is an incentive to overvalue the structure and undervalue the estimated cost
of construction, and questions have been raised regarding the accuracy of appraisals and/or
construction cost estimates submitted by some applicants; and

WHEREAS, a Planning Commission subcommittee was formed for the purpose of developing
tools to assist in making predictable and accurate substantial improvement determinations; and

WHEREAS, the Administrative Policy Amendments provide tools for the Floodplain
Administrator to use in making accurate determinations for estimated project costs and structure
appraisals, which policies include: 1) providing that a project meeting the definition of a
demolition presumptively constitutes a substantial improvement; 2) providing for third-party
independent appraisals and evaluations based on an Actual Cash Value methodology; 3)
providing for a consistent and industry-standard per square foot multiplier; and 4) requiring a
time period of inactivity between construction projects; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission is responsible for providing recommendations to the
City Council regarding proposed Administrative Policy Amendments; and

WHEREAS, the Administrative Policy Amendments are exempt from the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality (“CEQA”) Guideline section 15061(b)(3) as it can be seen
with certainty that there is no possibility that the policies will have a significant adverse effect on
the environment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing regarding the
proposed amendments on January 19, 2021 and recommended City Council approval of the
Administrative Policy Amendments at said meeting.

ATTACHMENT 2



NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that:
1. The above recitals are true and correct and incorporated as findings herein.
2. The Planning Commission recommends City Council approval of the Administrative
Policy Amendments as set forth in Exhibit “A” attached hereto.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Belvedere Planning Commission held on
January 19, 2021, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
RECUSED:

APPROVED:

Peter Mark, Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Beth Haener, City Clerk



EXHIBIT A

CITY OF BELVEDERE — ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY MANUAL

POLICY 14.7
ADMINISTRATION OF SUBSTANTIAL
@ | |MPROVEMENT REQUIREMENT FOR PROJECTS
WITHIN DESIGNATED FLOODPLAINS

Adoption Date: | 7?77?27 Adopted by: | City Council Motion
Creation Date: Revised by: None
Authority: City Council

14.7.1 BACKGROUND

We intend the following Administrative Policies to help ensure the consistent and predictable
application of floodplain regulations to projects within the City’s flood zones. No one policy shall
be dispositive. For example, if a project is not subject to floodplain regulations under one policy
or Municipal Code section, it may still be subject to such regulations pursuant to another policy or
Municipal Code section.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) has designated two floodplain areas in
Belvedere, which are the AE and VE Zones. Projects in these Zones are subject to the Floodplain
Management Code sections in the Belvedere Municipal Code, Chapter 16.20, and applicable
FEMA regulations.

Pursuant to Chapter 16.20, any construction project that constitutes a “substantial improvement”
is required to be elevated a minimum of 1 foot above Base Flood Elevation (“BFE”), with minor
differences between the separate zones. Municipal Code, section 16.20.040 provides that a
“substantial improvement” is any project where the cost equals or exceeds 50% of the market value
of the structure prior to the start of construction. Municipal Code section 16.20.035(AK) further
provides that “market value” is the appraised valuation for the property minus the land value as
determined by an appraiser.

To assist in establishing whether a project constitutes a substantial improvement subject to
Floodplain regulations, an applicant submits with the Design Review application an estimate of
construction costs and an appraisal of the structure. If the Floodplain Administrator calculates that
the cost of the project equals or exceeds 50% of the structure’s appraised value, then the project is
a substantial improvement and must be elevated pursuant to Floodplain rules.

However, there have been questions raised regarding the accuracy of some structure appraisals and
project cost estimates. If an applicant wishes to avoid raising the structure pursuant to Floodplain
requirements, there is an incentive to overvalue the structure and undervalue the estimated cost of
construction. For example, if the appraised value of the structure appears high, and/or the cost of
construction appears low, the cost of construction will be less likely to meet the 50% threshold



required for a substantial improvement, thereby avoiding Floodplain regulations.

The intent of the following policies is to provide tools for the Floodplain Administrator to make
the “substantial improvement” determination by confirming the accuracy of both the appraised
value of a structure and the estimated costs of construction. These tools will help provide
consistent and predictable determinations for whether a project constitutes a substantial
improvement and must be raised per Floodplain regulations.

If the Floodplain Administrator determines that a project constitutes a substantial improvement
subject to floodplain regulations, then the Floodplain Administrator shall inform the Planning
Commission of this determination in writing at the time the project is reviewed by the Planning
Commission. This determination will advise the Planning Commission’s review of the project.

14.7.2 COMMENTS

1. Demolition In Flood Zone Presumptively Substantial Improvement Subject to Floodplain
Regulations

This Administrative Policy provides that any project located in a designated flood zone that meets
the definition of a demolition in BMC section 19.08.136, determined at any point prior to the
finalization of the building permit, is presumptively a substantial improvement subject to
Floodplain regulations, unless the individual facts and circumstances of the project indicate
otherwise. BMC section 19.08.136, defines demolition as:

19.08.136 Demolition. “Demolition,” for the purposes of this Title and Title 20, means
the razing of a building, removal of a dwelling unit, or the removal of more than fifty percent of
the total exterior wall and roof area from the grade up, including all exterior openings. Removing
a residential second unit or converting a duplex into a single unit is considered a demolition. The
following activities shall not be considered to be demolitions within the meaning of this definition:
a retrofit (see Section 19.08.458); maintenance, repair and/or replacement of exterior surfaces,
so long as the materials are consistent with the requirements of Section 20.04.140 “Materials and
colors used;” and other maintenance efforts deemed by the Building and Planning Departments
to be minor in nature and scope. It is the intent of this definition to ensure that all alterations to
existing structures that are part of a major project for the remodel, alteration, construction, or
repair of a home or accessory structure are reviewed by the City through a Design Review process,
pursuant to Title 20 of the Belvedere Municipal Code.

A substantial improvement is a project where the cost of a project equals or exceeds 50% of the
value of the structure prior to construction. In most cases, the cost of construction to replace a
demolition — which is defined as including the removal of more than 50% of exterior wall and roof
areas — will exceed 50% of the structure’s value, thereby qualifying as a substantial improvement.
However, the Administrative Policy provides that the Floodplain Administrator retains discretion
to determine, based on the unique facts of the particular case, that a demolition does not constitute
a substantial improvement.



2. Preferred Appraisal Method and Independent Third Party Appraisals and Evaluations

The City finds that in most circumstances, the “Actual Cash Value” appraisal method, which is
accepted by FEMA, is accurate and should be used. The Actual Cash Value appraisal method
evaluates the cost to replace a structure on the same parcel with a new structure of like-kind and
quality, minus depreciation due to age and use.

The Administrative Policy provides that initial appraisals submitted with building permit
applications shall use the Actual Cash Value approach, unless the Floodplain Administrator in
his/her discretion determines otherwise, based on the particular property.

The Administrative Policy also allows the City to hire an independent licensed appraiser to
evaluate the appraisal submitted by an applicant, and/or perform an independent appraisal of a
structure. All costs for any such appraisal and/or analysis shall be paid by the applicant. The third-
party appraiser shall use the Actual Cash Value appraisal methodology unless otherwise
determined by the Floodplain Administrator based on the particular property.

3. Standardized Per Square-Foot Cost Estimate

Establishing an accurate project cost estimate is an important component in determining whether
a project constitutes a substantial improvement.

An applicant submits an estimated project cost with a building permit application. In most cases
an applicant’s project cost estimate is a rough estimate by the architect, designer, and/or property
owner. These estimates may be inaccurate because a contractor has not been selected, final “build”
drawings have not been prepared, or other reasons. If estimate project costs increase after issuance
of a building permit, the project may trigger the 50% threshold for substantial improvement,
compelling the City to rescind project approvals, require modification of the project, or require the
home to be raised pursuant to Floodplain regulations.

To avoid this outcome, and to provide predictable and accurate project cost estimates, the
Administrative Policy provides that the Floodplain Administrator may compare the applicant’s
estimated project costs with an estimated project cost using a standardized cost per square foot set
forth in the latest version of the Craftsman National Building Cost Manual (the “NBCM”). The
NBCM provides a national and statewide average per square foot valuation for construction within
specific regions of all 50 states, including the Bay Area, and considers the size and configuration
of the home, as well as the type of construction.

For example, the most common type of home built in Belvedere’s Floodplain qualifies as luxury
construction. The NBCM provides a cost per square foot of construction as $388.89 for luxury
construction in the Bay Area with a local area multiplier of 27%. For a 2,600 square foot home,
staff would initially multiply the square footage of the project by the cost per square foot, $388.89.
This totals $1,011,114.00. That total would then be adjusted with the local area modifier of 27%.
This totals $1,284,114.78. Therefore, the total cost of construction for this project would be



$1,284,114.78, or $493.89 per square foot.

Additionally, for projects consisting of remodels, staff has developed a scope of work valuation
worksheet to evaluate and document the valuation of the proposed construction. Staff would
utilize a percentage of the square foot valuation provided above for areas of the proposed remodel,
with a higher percentage being given to areas commonly known to have higher construction costs,
such as kitchens and bathroom, as well as, areas with more extensive construction.

If the NBCM project cost estimate is greater than the project cost estimate submitted by the
applicant, the NBCM cost estimate shall be used in the substantial improvement analysis. The
Floodplain Administrator has the discretion to use the applicant’s project cost estimate if
appropriate based on facts and circumstances of a particular project.

4. Time Period of Inactivity Between Construction Projects

FEMA regulations prohibit the “phasing” of construction projects. Phasing construction projects
is defined as separating a large construction/remodel project into multiple smaller projects to keep
the total project valuation under the Substantial Improvement threshold.

In order to address this issue this policy requires a minimum of one year of construction inactivity
between projects. The one-year timeframe will begin at the finalization of the initial building
permit. Any subsequent building permits will not be issued until a minimum of one year following
a building permit final. Should a building permit need to be issued during the time of required
inactivity, the valuation of the initial building permit and any other building permit issued during
that time, will be added together for the purposes of making a Substantial Improvement
designation.

Additionally, during the time of construction inactivity, the site and structure must be safe and
habitable, as determined by the Building and Planning Departments. The structure and/or site shall
appear finished and shall not appear incomplete or unfinished in any way during the time of
required inactivity between projects. A complete or finished appearance may require the
installation of site improvements, landscaping, or other features required by the Planning and
Building Departments.

14.7.3 PoLICY/PROCEDURE

1. A Demolition in Flood Zone Presumed Substantial Improvement for Floodplain
Regulation Purposes.

If a project located in a designated floodplain constitutes a “demolition” as defined in Belvedere
Municipal Code chapter 19.08, determined at any point before building permit finalization, then
the project presumptively will be considered a substantial improvement pursuant to Belvedere
Municipal Code chapter 16.20 and as such, must comply with all applicable Floodplain
regulations. In his or her discretion, based on unusual facts or circumstances, the Floodplain
Administrator may determine a demolition is not a substantial improvement and is not required to
satisfy Floodplain regulations.



2. Use of Independent Licensed Appraisers and Preferred Appraisal Method

The Actual Cash Value appraisal method evaluates the cost to replace a structure on the same
parcel with a new structure of like-kind and quality, minus depreciation due to age, use, and
neglect. The Actual Cash Value appraisal method is accepted by FEMA.

The initial appraisal submitted with a Design Review application shall use the Actual Cash Value
approach, unless otherwise agreed to by the Floodplain Administrator based on the facts and
circumstances of the particular property. All submitted appraisals shall use FEMA approved
appraisal methodologies. Currently, FEMA approved appraisal methodologies can be found at
https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/20130726-1535-20490-4788/unit8.pdf

Additionally, in its discretion, the City may hire an independent licensed appraiser to evaluate any
appraisals submitted by an applicant, and/or perform an independent appraisal of a structure’s fair
market value. The applicant shall pay all costs of such evaluations and/or appraisals. Appraisals
and appraisal evaluations shall use the Actual Cash Value appraisal methodology, unless otherwise
directed by the Floodplain Administrator based on the facts and circumstances of the particular

property.
3. Standardized Per Square-Foot Cost Estimate

In his or her discretion, the Floodplain Administrator may analyze the accuracy of an applicant’s
estimated project cost by comparison with the standardized project cost per square foot
construction established in the latest version of the Craftsman National Building Cost Manual (the
“NBCM”). If the NBCM project cost estimate is greater than the project cost estimate submitted
by the applicant, the NBCM cost estimate shall be used in the substantial improvement analysis.
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this section, the Floodplain Administrator may use the
applicant’s project cost estimate if appropriate based on the facts and circumstances of the
particular project.

4. Time Period of Construction Inactivity Between Projects

Unless there is a period of at least 12 months of construction inactivity between the finalization of
an initial building permit and the issuance of subsequent building permits, the value of such
projects will be added together for purposes of making a Substantial Improvement determination.
During this time of construction inactivity, the site and structure must be safe and habitable as
determined by the Planning and Building Departments. Each project must receive final inspection
approval from the City. The structure/site must appear in finished form and shall not appear
incomplete in any way during the time of inactivity between projects. This may require the
installation of site improvements, landscaping, or other features required by the Planning
Department.






























































































































































































































1/19/2021

Good morning,

| am sending you two emails from Debra, the project architect for 30 Cliff regarding the story pole for
the pool. It her review yesterday, it turns out the pool deck pole measures at 5’ and it is actually going
to be 4’10”, shorter than the pole that is on site due to a discrepancy from interpreting the grade
elevation (on the plans) prior to having the point marked by the surveyor.

Additionally, it has been determined that the pool and pool deck as proposed are closer than 3’ to the
property line, which is not allowed under section 19.48 of the BMC. Attached is a revised plan showing
the pool in conformance with 19.48. The design review resolution has a condition of approval that a
final landscape plan shall be reviewed by the PC Chair and Director of Planning and Building.

Thanks,

Rebecca

Rebecca Markwick

Senior Planner

City of Belvedere

(415) 435-8931 office

(415) 404-2932 mobile
rmarkwick@cityofbelvedere.org

Hi Rebecca,

I should further clarify that when we applied for the variance, the high point of the wall was
determined by interpreting the survey. After submitting the application, the surveyor marked the
location of the story poles and provide grade elevations for those points. The height represented on
site is true to the elevation of the pool. | am happy to amend the variance application to represent
the pool retaining wall as 4’-10”. This wall would exceed the allowable height of 4’-0” by 10” rather
than 16”.

Please let me know if that would be helpful,
Debra

From: debra@reganbice.com <debra@reganbice.com>

Sent: Monday, January 18, 2021 1:51 PM

To: Rebecca Markwick - Senior Planner <AssociatePlanner@cityofbelvedere.org>
Subject: 30 Cliff Road Story Poles

Hi Rebecca,

| wanted to follow up with you regarding the validity of the story pole heights. The grade at the base of
the story poles were located by the surveyor, Charles Allen. The top of the poles were determined by
the elevations called out on the drawings. The elevation of the pool wall in the southwest corner is
90.5’, and the grade is 85.6’. The story pole should be 4’10”. We measure the pole as 5’-0” tall. | believe
the discrepancy comes from interpreting the grade elevation prior to having the point marked by the
surveyor.

| am attaching the grade elevations for the base of the story poles for your reference.
Please let me know if you have any other questions.

Thanks,
Debra



REGAN BICE ARCHITECTS
950 Grayson St., Berkeley CA 94710  T:510.549.1499
www.reganbice.com
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS

ALLCO ENGINEERING, INC.

PD BOX 629, MILL VALLEY, CA 949420629

PHONE: {415) 888-8202 ® FAX: (415) 383-5243 & EMAIL: allcoena@comeast.net
STATE LIGENSE No's: 21898 & TR267

12/22/2020

30 Cliff Road
STORY POLE NUMBERS AND ELEVATIONS

NO. ELEVATION

SPl 94.3
sSp2 89.1
SP3 90.1
Sp4 71.4
SPS 68.3
SP6 76.2
sSp7 80.7
SP8 90.3
SP9 92.6
SP10 91.9
SPll 87.1
SPl2 85.6

_"\\

DESIGN ENGINEERS




N —~ VY

/A AN A WA ‘F\f Y

CORNER LOCATIONS
30 CLIFF ROAD




1/A3.0

———\5133 4
R=q

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF—

BCDC LIMIT OF JURISDICTION

8 "
5.00- \45\\
.10~
~
\\
~
~N
~
\\
N
N
~
N
N
N
N
(E) ELEC. METE N
(E) INLET N\ |
N\
e
\
|
L RETAINING '
CWALLS
/u;,
8
CLIFF ROAIV' B RS
. ASPHALT 8
e
o (E) INLET
(E)TV BOX
, ",'(E)ROCKWALL’TO:
] "~ REMAIN -~
- 3/A3.0. ’ Co
2/A30 |  (E) GASMETER —
. (E)P.G.&E. BOX-
— /\3\‘\«.
7 N 0°5 .
(1] o 7101-
e 8073000 W 3.26 ;
_ 300N (E)WOOD POST :
) ELEC. SERVICE g
(E) EDGE OF ASPHAL '
(E) FENCE —
\
GARAGE FOR _
43 CLIFF ROAD _
7
=
L

950 Grayson Street
Berkeley, Ca 94710
Tel 510.549.1499

OWNER

BEN AND DEVORAH JACOBY

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
NEIGHBORING HOUSE AT 303 BELVEDERE
AVENUE

LINE OF EXISTING

HOUSE TO BE
REMOVED

(E) BRICK PILLAR SUPPORT

TO BE REMOVED, (E)

MAIN LEVEL PLAN

1/A3.0

(E) FENCE TO
REMAIN

(E) ROCK
WALL

(E) CONCRETE
EDGE

(E) INLET
(E) GATE

(E) LINE OF PAVEMENT

e

6
RETAINING WALL TO A
REMAIN 1
TRASH BIN 50.99" S 30°21'24" .98'
STORAGE = 10 S 7°45'00" W
1
_ - /4&_\//
1 . < — — N =
=~ il ) : S N B AR
\ | —~ 1 PPNV i J L VAT e = c
2\ - T — A ——_ —
2) INE OF BAY — ol | - — .
%\\‘I — ABOVE | I T~ CONCSTONE ;\
A\ A 575 _ | (13| i S = ‘,;\
u“\,k IS R0 7. - / o Y \ e
:FQ\\ X709,. P || 20'-0" | ' D | s, }--————-—"——1 4 3\ ——T.0. PLANTER\
‘ 'i\\/ § \\ ,/ / / I 7@ | 7\<|7”\77I BATI_[ I 1‘r i T &y ‘77EL 94'- 4"\ ‘\ ~—
P X ~ T —I T r N |AU BRY—L\ TILE | II | | ‘ BN
A | | [~
‘I 3 \\ 90 | I | I CIIJ TIL Q—Ig 0" X 77" STUDY ‘
e ~ ‘ | [CPRTE¥ CE S - ——— \Jwoop| | !
| Q" 9 /’—+_——_+—‘ —+f._.+.—?~—~+b—' WA — EL. 945 oL TERRACE
\ S \\ w [ ”‘/\Kl# | VHIE L 120" X 13-10 R@ ~_STONE AN
Y \ DRIVE SO ~ | | L | : ( EL.‘92-7 N
N , e8]
s ot S TS ‘ EL. o4-4" ’:IJ\EX%%GE o e PATIO |
~ ~ 0 | - = I = > - | DN
SEON >y ~_~ / f W ———=y——-CON ETEmT‘o——l STONE N
~0 : = | [ == EL. 944 -
VS iy o = omvewar | T s, R[] s
| . JERAR 5 : T <l ———— =T\ ONCRETE  / — 4 | P Ae————
| \ / ~ 7 Y e - /_4 Bl g2 29% SLOPE / L “I—«—‘ e+ L |W : : \//—TO PLANTER POOL DECK
‘ | ~S 5 ; = __)ﬂ\i vl : I \‘I ﬁ\ | upt— v I _ EL.o44" | STONE
, = /oy I I EL. 90-10"
TRIINN \ / DAY TR — 13410 172" | | I% | ml N\ |
|/ PaRKINGA ~ SL s\ AT = o moors TN | ! [ ] HE
‘ 8'-0" X 18'-0" ~ Y ot ~ 7 /’ro (N) CURB, RN w o - ‘ |
£ 7 \ © R { /. EL. 94-10" \ % i
N 7 I
= — / \\ — —
| NI / ENLRY | T | :i% py st 2
| 1__F a a ‘ I ABOVE |
8 oy i B WALK | Ry ENTRY——+ | | | INFINITY POOL
‘ 10 ! STONE, fNé;gs // ANDING D’:Fé b | 420 X 120"
Y TURNAROUND — |- ‘E?_Tgc')\'li"’ B INE OF BFIDGEts( :
A , ESLTg; EJ I N I oN / ' || ABOVE oy I
-/ . : N e~
. S 16-10" x114 - —
/ ‘I PR D¢ R SJR—@L—,,\L/ TRy Il wie |—APPLIANGE | mer CABINET — S):f CAB. Ny
SN \ ~ = ||| |ropENTO ABOVE 1| — /// - === __COUNTER — o ———— ———" | —
: o o \ ' ' ) = e A [m I//M/N':n': \ ; —~ N N Vv v YV N v oy YV S < / / »
| TS . ~ LINE OF WALL | YA
R ~<C sonewer=—t-— || il gpmesene e _ | M\ MAVAMAN WA RN
‘ Cee, ol ee, R T \ Q 1) | /1 = 1 o db‘ N
R IS DY LL 135 35~ NS ay | /] ! 1E \ SFAGAF(DEN) \
BT PRV oy T = 4, | DINNGTERRACE | | /[ 1 iR I L \ o Eer
’ | ;o alo D P ] 16'-1 ') STONE I T ) / I NN \ Fﬁ_ S
I \ ~ A S | . EL. 874" oq ] // L‘ — S — [ IR ‘ j
: ; 1Y ~ . 2 181X 414 IY,I, Ny | S E— DINING ROOM LIVING ROOM ! o] g g ‘
| | S = S | I /f P R — WOOD e ] — — ‘ |
: S LINE TREE TO BE ! - ] —EL. 875" i / L. 87-5" N R =TeY SOUTH TERRACE ‘
S T REMOVED. TYP. LINE OF CANOPY - / | :EIG"S"XIB"O"_I—} ! N PRes "STONE , // 3 i
‘ S T ABOVE | | L — | N = - ELes1” /) .
| L I L ‘ i 19‘ox132‘ s
RPN AR (RN . 7
et o . e L > wa®," ©° wa®, TS o r.0. PLANTER' ‘ I i |
S \\\ S S ) o= \‘\ I . EL. 87'-4"4 DN ( «“
— e T TR T T T T T T e T~ =
o e Ty SR =S < T
" T T - — — =
.~ g — _——_— ~
e = —— % <
~ .
\\ 92_1 "/, \\\
~ 00"\
~
~
~
~
~
~
~
~
~
~— 123 '
\\\ 15 N2103000'
~
~
~
~
~
~
\\\
~ 6
\\
~
\\\ 49.34' S 30°02'00" E
\ _
~
~
~
~
~_7
\5\4'5\7'37
\\7020'00':
\\

NORTH

VIEW TO MOUNT TAM.

(1
N

\\'. (N) LANDSCAPE STAIR

13R @ 6"

3/A3.0

O FEY !/7APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF

VIEW TO BAY BRIDGE

VIEW TO S F.

VIEW TO GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE

2/A3.0

39,05
s 12=03
00
£

(E) RETAINING WALL
TO REMAIN

BCDC LIMIT OF JURISDICTION

S.F. TOWER

REGAN BICE ARCHITECTS

29 VIA SAN FERNANDO

TIBURON, CA 94920
P: 415-265-8365

EMAIL: benjacoby@earthlink.net

APN: 060-221-44

THE JACOBY RESIDENCE
30 CLIFF ROAD

PRELIM. BID ]

PRINTED 01.18.21

PLANNING [] SCALE  1/8"=1-0"
— L1 A2.0
PLANNING [] o1 4 . .
DRAWN DLC
desjacoby@hotmail.com B E L V E D E R E, C A L I F O R N I A 9 4 9 2 0 © 2020 REGAN BICE ARCHITECTS - JOB JACOBY




	Item 4.pdf
	30 Cliff SR ebl(3)
	Item 4 30 Cliff Road (3)
	Item 4 30 Cliff Road (2)
	1tem 4 30 Cliff Road
	doc06638320210111140327

	30 Cliff DR Reso ebl


	30 Cliff Reso Variance Rear Yard
	Application for Variance 12.14.20
	Assessors Parcel No: ____________________________      Zone:
	Type of Property: __________________________________________



	Item 5.pdf
	Attachment 1 Draft Ordinance Title 20 Floodplain
	Item 5 Flood plain Ordinance and APM amendments REV 2
	Attachment 2 Draft Resolution and Exhibit A APM Amendments
	PC Reso Recommending Floodplain Admin Policies 1.5.21
	1.5.21 Floodplain Construction Analysis Policy Draft ebl

	Item 5 Flood plain Ordinance and APM amendments REV 2
	PC SR Floodplain Analysis 1.5.21 ebl-bvs (002)



	Late Mail.pdf
	30 Cliff narrative to accompany revised pool plan fr architect 2021 01 19
	Late mail re 30 Cliff Rd from architect 2021 01 18_
	30 Cliff Revised plan sheet A2.0 30 Cliff Road 1.18.21


