






















































































HEI

The “Modified Rational Hydrograph” method was used to create hydrographs for the purpose
of calculating volumes of increased stormwater runoff to determine detention vault sizes.

B. Drainage Areas
A combination of topographic survey, Google Earth topographic data, and field observation
were used to delineate the boundaries of the watershed areas. See attached watershed map
exhibit (Appendix).

C. Existing Drainage Features
Survey data for the project site was collected by ILS Associates, Inc. The nearest point of
collection for stormwater is a drainage inlet at the northwest comer of the property frontage.

D. Time of Concentration
The time of concentration for each sub-area of the watershed is less than 10 minutes.
Therefore, a minimum time of concentration of 10 minutes was used in the rational method
calculations.

E. Runoff Coefficient
Runoff coefficient of 0.525 was used for the majority of drainage areas on the project site,
which consisted primarily of steep woodland with high potential for infiltration and
negligible surface depressions. Runoff coefficient of 0.9 was used for the drainage areas of
all roofs and the carports at the south end of the project site.

F. Rainfall Data
The rainfall data was obtained from the NOAA'’s Precipitation Frequency Data Server gage
list. The data was used to determine a ten-minute 100-year storm intensity of 3.744
inches/hour.

Peak flow rates for each location within the project area were calculated using the rational
method. Peak flow calculations for each drainage area are shown in Appendix A.

Runoff volumes for each location within the project area were calculated using modified rational
method hydrographs. Modified rational method hydrographs relate the peak flow rate and storm
duration to determine runoff volume for each drainage area. Runoff volume calculations for each
drainage area are shown in Appendix A.

IV.  Design Recommendations

Due to the approximately 300 gallons of increased runoff, HEI recommends the introduction of
two 150 gallon (minimum) rainwater storage vaults, at the northwest corner and adjacent to the
east side of the proposed building, to accommodate runoff increases due to the increase in
impervious area (roof area only). 12” square drainage inlets will be used at pipe junctions and to
capture surface drainage. All inlets and rainwater storage vaults shall be connected by 4” PVC
SDR 26 pipe, ultimately directing runoff to either the existing inlet at the northwest corner of the
proposed driveway or to the roadside gutter, which will maintain existing drainage patterns.

Each rainwater storage vault is anticipated to be a buried 250 gallon plastic vault with and orifice
control outlet. The orifice outlet size is 0.25-inches. Due to the small orifice size, we highly



recommend that the vaults have two sets of filter screens (one at the inlet to the vault and a
second prior to the orifice. Also, the orifice should be a screwed on cap fitting accessible from
the nearest downstream drainage inlet for periodic cleaning of the filters.

V. Abbreviations
cfs  Cubic feet per second
fps  Feet per second
LF  Linear feet
R/W Right of Way

VI.  Appendices
A. NOAA Atlas 14 Point Frequency Estimates for Fairfax, CA
B. Watershed Delineation Map with Hydrology Calculations
C. Modified Rational Method Hydrograph Volume Calculations
D. Stormwater Storage Vault Orifice Calculations
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NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 6, Version 2 BON TEMPE
DAM
Station ID: 84-0969

{ y Location name: Fairfax, California, USA*

| EY | Latitude: 37.957°, Longitude: -122.61°
2 Elevation: B 4
= Elevation (station metadata): 723 fi** T

* source: ESRIMaps
“* source: USGS

POINT PRECIPITATION FREQUENCY ESTIMATES
Sanja Perica, Sarah Dielz, Sarah Heim, Lillian Hiner, Kazungu Maitaria, Deborah Martin, Sandra Paviovic,
Ishani Roy, Carl Trypaluk, Dale Unruh, Fenglin Yan, Michael Yekta, Tan Zhao, Geofirey Bonnin, Daniel
Brewer, Li-Chuan Chen, Tye Parzybok, John Yarchoan

NOAA, National Weather Service, Silver Spring, Maryland

PF tabular
[ PDS-based point precipitation frequency estimates with 90% confidence intervals (in inches)’
X Average recurrence interval (years)
Duration
[ 1 [ 2 [ 5 | 10 [ 25 [ s0 [ 100 [ 200 [ 500 [ 1000
S-min 0.149 0.183 0.231 0.272 0.332 0.382 0.435 0.494 0.579 0.650
(0.133-0.169) |(0.163-0.208) |(0.205-0.263) |(0.239-0.313) |(0.280-0.398) |(0.314-0.469) |(0.347-0.551) |(0.381-0.647) |(0.425-0.797) |(0.459-0.932)
10-min 0.214 0.263 0.331 0.390 0.476 0.547 0.624 0.708 0.830 0.932
(0.191-0.243) |(0.234-0.298) |(0.293-0.377) |(0.342-0.449) |(0.401-0.570) |(0.450-0.673) §0.498-0.790%((0.546-0.927) | (0.610-1.14) | (0.657-1.34)
15-min 0.259 0.318 0.400 0.471 0.576 0.662 0.755 0.856 1.00 1.13
(0.231-0.293) [(0.283-0.361) |(0.355-0.456) (0.4 14-0.542) |(0.485-0.690) |(0.544-0.813) |(0.602-0.955) | (0.661-1.12) | (0.737-1.38) | (0.795-1.62)
30-min 0.439 0.538 0.678 0.799 0.876 1.12 1.28 1.45 1.70 1.91
(0.391-0.498) |(0.479-0.611) |(0.601-0.772) |(0.702-0.920) | (0.823-1.17) | (0.922-1.38) | (1.02-1.62) | (1.12-1.90) | (1.25-2.34) | (1.35-2.74)
§0-min 0.655 0.803 1.01 1.19 1.46 1.67 1.91 217 2.54 2.85
(0.583-0.742) |(0.714-0.912) | (0.897-1.15) | (1.05-1.37) | (1.23-1.74) | (1.38-2.06) | (1.52-2.42) | (1.67-2.84) | (1.87-3.49) | (2.01-4.09)
2.hr 0.961 1.18 1.49 1.76 215 2.46 2.80 317 3.70 4.14
(0.856-1.09) | (1.05-1.34) | (1.32-1.70) | (1.54-2.02) | (1.81-2.57) | (2.02-3.03) | (2.24-3.55) | (2.45-4.15) | (2.72-5.10) | (2.92-5.94)
3-hr 1.25 1.53 1.94 2.28 278 3.18 3.61 4.07 4.74 5.29
(1.11-1.41) | (1.37-1.74) | (1.72-2.21) | (2.00-2.62) | (2.34-3.33) | (2.61-3.91) | (2.88-4.57) | (3.14-5.33) | (3.48-6.52) | (3.73-7.58)
6-hr 1.88 232 2.93 3.44 417 4.75 5.36 6.01 6.92 7.66
(1.67-2.13) | (2.07-2.64) | (2.60-3.34) | (3.02-3.96) | (3.51-5.00) | (3.90-5.84) | (4.27-6.78) | (4.63-7.86) | (5.08-9.52) | (5.40-11.0)
12-hr 2.67 3.35 4.25 5.00 6.03 6.83 7.66 8.53 9.72 10.7
é (2.38-3.03) | (2.98-3.80) | (3.77-4.84) | (4.39-5.75) | (5.08-7.22) | (5.61-8.40) | (6.11-9.70) | (6.58-11.2) | (7.14-13.4) | (7.52-15.3)
24-hr 3.88 4.91 6.27 7.38 8.89 10.1 113 12.5 14.2 15.5
(3.49-4.39) | (4.42-5.57) | (5.62-7.13) | (6.57-8.46) | (7.68-10.5) | (8.53-12.1) | (9.32-13.9) | (10.1-15.8) | (11.0-18.6) | (11.6-21.0)
2.d 5.04 6.35 8.08 9.50 1.4 12.9 14.4 16.0 18.2 19.8
y (4.54-5.71) | (5.71-7.21) | (7.25-9.19) | (8.46-10.9) | (9.87-13.5) | (10.9-15.6) | (12.0-17.8) | (12.9-20.2) | (14.1-23.8) | (14.9-26.9)
3-da 5.80 7.29 9.25 10.9 13.0 14.7 16.5 18.2 20.7 22.5
y (5.22-6.57) (6.56-8.27) (8.30-10.5) |.(9.67-12.4) | (11.3-15.4) (1-2.5-17.7) (13.6-20.3) | (14.7-23.1) | (16.1-27.1) | (17.0-30.6)
d-day | - 6.42 8.07 10.2 . 120 . 144 16.2 “18.1 . 200 22.5 24.5
Y| (. 78-7.28) | (7.26-9.16) | (9.18-11.6) | (10.7-13.7) | (12.4-17.0) (13.7-19.5) (15.0-22. 2) (16.1-25.2) | (17.5-29.6) | (18.5-33.3)
7-da 7.80 9.86 12.5 14.6 17.4 19.5 21.5 23.6 26.4 28.5
Y (7.03-8.85) | (8.87-11.2) | (11.2-14.2) | (13.0-16.7) | (15.0-20.5) | (16.5-23.4) | (17.8-26.5) | (19.1-29.9) | (20.5-34.7) | (21.5-38.7)
10-da 9.13 11.6 14.7 17.1 20.3 22.6 249 27.2 30.3 32.5
Y (8.22-10.3) | (10.4-13.1) | (13.2-16.7) | (15.2-19.6) | (17.5-24.0) | (19.2-27.2) | (20.7-30.7) | (22.0-34.4) | (23.5-39.7) | (24.5-44.1)
12.0 15.4 19.5 2.7 26.7 29.6 324 35.2 38.7 41.2
20-da
y (10.8-13.7) | (13.9-17.5) | (17.5-22.2) | (20.2-26.0) | (23.1-31.6) | (25.1-35.7) | (26.9-40.0) | (28.4-44.5) | (30.0-50.8) | (31.0-55.9)
30-da 14.8 19.0 24.0 27.8 32.6 36.0 38.3 42.4 46.3 49.2
y (13.3-16.7) | (17.0-21.5) | (21.5-27.3) | (24.8-31.9) | (28.2-38.5) | (30.5-43.4) | (32.5-48.4) | (34.2-53.6) | (36.0-60.8) | (37.0-66.6)
45-da 18.1 23.2 29.4 33.9 39.6 43.6 47.3 50.8 55.2
y (16.3-20.5) | (20.9-26.4) | (26.3-33.4) | (30.2-38.9) | (34.2-46.8) | (36.9-52.5) | (39.2-58.3) | (41.1-64.3) | (42.9-72.5) (43 9- 79 1)
60-da 215 275 34.7 40.0 46.5 50.9 55.1 59.1 63.9 67.3
y (19.3-24.3) | (24.8-31.2) | (31.1-39.4) | (35.6-45.8) | (40.1-54.9) | (43.2-61.4) | (45.7-67.9) | (47.7-74.6) | (49.7-83.9) | (50.6-91.2)
1 Precipitation frequency (PF) estimates in this table are based on frequency analysis of partial duration series (PDS).
Numbers in parenthesis are PF estimates at lower and upper bounds of the 90% confidence interval. The probability that precipitation frequency estimates
(for a given duration and average recurrence interval) will be greater than the upper bound (or less than the lower bound) is 5%. Estimates at upper bounds
are not checked against probable maximum precipitation (PMP) estimates and may be higher than currently valid PMP values.
Please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 document for more information.

PF graphical
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PRE-] MENT R Y

WATERSHED A
AREA = 0.018 (AC)

Tc = 10 (UIN)

i = 3.744 (IN/HR)

C=09

Q = AIC = 0.018 x 3.744 x 0.9 = 0.06 (CFS)

V =05 x 006 x 1800 x 7.48 = 404.95 (GAL

WATERSHED 8

AREA = 0.012 (AC)

Te = 10 ()

i = 3.744 (IN/HR)

C=09

Q = AC = 0.012 x 3.744 x 0.9 = 0.04 (CFS)

V = 05 x 0.04 x 1800 x 7.48 = 272.28 (GAL)

WATERSHED C

AREA = 0.167 (AC)

Tc = 10 (MIN]

i= 3744 (W/HR)

C = 0525

Q = AIC = 0.167 x 3.744 x 0.525 = 0.33 (CFS)

V=05 x 033 x 1800 x 7.48 = 2209.18 (GAL)

0

RY

167 AC
(0G)

0.018 AC

POST-DEVELOPMENT (FG) HYOROLOGY SUMMARY

MATERSHED A

AREA = 0.018 (AC)

Te = 10 (M)

i = 3744 (NMR)

C=09

Q = AIC = 0.018 x 3.744 x 0.9 = 0.06 (CFS)
V= 0.5 ¢ 0.06 x 1600 x 7.48 = 404.95 (GAL)

WATERSHED 8

AREA = 0.012 (AC)

Te = 10 (M)

i = 3744 (N/HR)

C=109

0 = AC = 0.012 x 3744 1 09 = 0.04 (CFS)
V= 0.5 £ 004 x 1000 x 7.48 = 272.28 (CAL)

WATERSHED C
AREA = 0.136 (AC)
T = 10 (M)
i = 3744 (W/MHR)

C = 0.525

Q = AC = 0.136 x 3744 x 0.525 = 0.27 (CFS)
V = 05 x 0.27 x 1800 » 7.48 = 1800.88 (CAL

WATERSHED O

AREA = 0.016 (AC).

Te = 10 (MIN)

i = 31744 (NAR)

C=09

Q = AiC = 0.016 x 3.744 x 0.9 = 0.05 (CFS)
V = 05 005 x 1800 x 7.48 = 366.64 (CAL)

WATERSHED E
AREA = 0.015 (AC
Tc = 10 (M)

i = 3744 (N/R)
c=09

Q = AiC = 0.015 x 3744 x 09 = 0.05 (CFS;

V=05 x 005 x 1800 x 7.48 = 333.31 (GAL)
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Altman Residents -Vault Orifice Discharge Calculations

West side vault, minimum storage of 20.2 cubic feet (150 gallons).
Orifice size of 1/4-inch; Head =7.0 feet. Actual Storage 250 gallons.

VY ated ¢
4
..__.__.__, ;
Diameter of orifice (d) 0.25
Area of orifice (A) 0.04909 in’ -
Coe ent of discharge (Cd| O(:)O?
Discharge (Q) ‘19714’

Equivalent discharge of 0.004392 CFS

150 gallons will drain out in 76 minutes.




Altman Residents -Vault Orifice Discharge Calculations

East side vault, minimum storage of 20.2 cubic feet (150 gallons). Orifice size of 1/4-inch; Head =4.5’
feet. Actual Storage 250 gallons.

.
W ¢
]
i.
* td
—_—
]

Diameter of orifice (d) 0.25

0.04909 i
Coefficient of discharge (Cd) 0.607
Center line head (H) | 45!
Discharge @, © -.1.5806] Us.gal/min

Equivalent discharge of 0.0035216 CFS

150 gallons will drain out in 95 minutes.

Calculations using www.Omnicalculator.com
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801 D Street, San Rafel, CA 949071 T: 415.457.7801

Subject: ALTMAN- Task List for Resubmittal to Fairfax Planning 9-30-22
The letter states that they have paused the project until the geotechnical engineer has completed the

subsurface and laboratory tests data, and has provided commentary on the project's exposure to risks
associated with slope instability and surface runoff infiltration.

Response items required:

1. Architectural, Site

Architectural Scope- Apply for encroachment permit

Requiring a detailed construction management plan- this is usually done by the contractor but Kappe
Architects will develop such a plan. They state that this is because structural drawings are not yet
provided. They estimate that the off-haul will be more than 850 cubic yards. We did factor in for
foundations already

2. Civil Scope

C2.0 need to show existing utility locations, and all new utility connections {water, sewer, electrical and
gas) with pipe size labeled.

3. Geotechnical, Site

A. Need faboratory testing for the project- also states that not all comments from the first plan
review were answered.

Response: We have determined that there would be no need for any laboratory testing to
confirm our professional judgement about the soil conditions and our geotechnical
recommendations.

B. Geotechnical report page 3: Geotechnical engineer must comment on potential for slope
instability to impact the proposed development and provide mitigation recommendations if
warranted.

Response: As communicated with Scott Stevens of Miller Pacific during our recent phone
canversation, the proposed project is expected to improve the site slope stability and mitigate
any local slippages and zones of surficial soil creep. In addition, the excavation for construction
of the proposed house would be protected by temporary shoring. The temporary shoring would
be specifically designed to prevent slippage of the overburden soils and potential slope stability
issues associated with construction excavations. Therefore, from a geotechnical engineering
standpoint, we do not anticipate any negative impact on the stability of the subject site and/or
the neighboring properties due to development of the project.

C. Subsurface exploration must extend at minimum- to the proposed garage foundation elevation -

not just 10'. Also, requirement to develop design criteria for temporary shoring, retaining wall
and foundation elements.

67 Tamalpals Rd., Fairfax- Stephen Altrnan 9-30-22



Response: Again, as discussed with Scott Steven, as well as previously stated in our June 21,
2022, response, our ohservation of the site surface conditions as well as our test borings which
were extended well into competent bedrock have provided us with adequate and sufficient
geotechnical information for design and construction of the project. Moreover, during
construction of the temporary shoring, additional information about the nature of bedrock and
presence of any geologic contacts would become available. Based on such information,
supplemental recommendations regarding rock excavatability and excavation equipment could
be provided. We do not anticipate extensive hard rock zones requiring rock blasting.

Geotechnical report page 6: Engineer must provide a recommendation regarding minimum
horizontal confinement of shallow footings for development of lateral passive resistance, if and
where footings will be sited above descending slopes

Response: We have updated our report to include the minimum distance from the slope. See
page 6 of our updated report attached.

Detailed shoring plan is required- conceptual shoring plan is not enough

Response: Detailed shoring design will be developed for the building permit submittal.
Current geotechnical report doesn't clearly address potential geological hazards which may
impact the site: Requirement of exploration to the proposed excavation depth must be
performed and documented. Also, must state the risks of the planned structure from upslope
on-site instability or reduction of site stability from the planned excavation.

Response: At the time of construction, drilled piers for the shoring design would provide the
additional -information about the excavatability. We would provide supplemental

recommendations if needed.

Requirement of supplemental exploration in the area of the proposed garage excavation that
extends to the base of the proposed cut.

Response: Not required.

67 Tamalpais Rd., Fairfax- Stephen Altman 9-30-22
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November 1, 2022
File: 201.212cltr.doc

Town of Fairfax

Ptanning and Building Services Department
142 Bolinas Avenue

Fairfax, California 94930

Attn:  Ms. Linda Neal, Principal Planner

Re:  Third Planning-Level Geologic, Geotechnical, and Civil Engineering Review
New Single-Family Residence and Associated Improvements
67 Tamalpais Road (APN 002-123-03)
Fairfax, California

Introduction

In response to your request and in accordance with our agreement dated March 20, 2018, this letter
summarizes our third planning-level review of project plans and supporting documentation for the
planned new single-family residence and associated improvements at 67 Tamalpais Road (APN
002-123-03) in Fairfax, California. The purpose of our services is to review the submitted
documents, comment onthe completeness and adequacy of the submittal in consideration of Town
requirements, and to provide a recommendation to Town Planning staff regarding project approval.

The scope of our services to date has included:

* A site reconnaissance to observe existing conditions and review proposed development
features;

» Development of opinions regarding project compliance with applicable Town Hill Area
Residential Development Overlay Zone requirements; and

» Development of recommendations to Town staff as to whether the project may be safely
constructed in consideration of any geologic, hydrologic, or geotechnical hazards.

The purpose of our current review is to determine whether all planning-level geotechnicalcomments
and conditions of approval are appropriately reflected by the building plans. it should be noted that
the scope of our review is limited solely to geologic, geotechnical, and civil portions of the project,
and does notinclude review of structural, architectural, mechanical, or otheritems beyondthe scope
of our qualifications. We recommend that non-geotechnical aspects of the plans be reviewed by
suitably qualified professionals.

it should be noted that our First Review letter, dated April 28, 2022, referred to the project address
as “63 Tamalpais Road", while more recent submittals reflect a proposed residence address of 67
Tamalpais Road.

504 Redwood Bivd., Suite 220 Novato. California 94947 E T (415) 382-3444 F (415) 382-3450
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Project Description

The project generally includes construction of a new 3-story, 2,300+ square-foot residencenear the
base of a steeply-sloping, approximately 5,600 square-foot parcel. The residence will incorporate
an attached 1-car garage and 500 square-foot Junior ADU on the ground flioor, with 2 stories of
living space above totaling about 1.800 square feet. A pairof existing parking deck structures at the
top of the parcel will remain. Plans indicate that excavations up to about 22-feet deep will be
required for the project, resulting in off haul of more than 850 cubic yards of excavated material.

Project Review

We performed a brief site reconnaissance on April 26, 2022 to observe existing conditions at the
site. Additionally, we reviewed the following documents provided by the Town as part of our First
Review and as summarized in our letterdated April 28, 2022;

+ Stewart Title (2018), “Preliminary Title Report, 63 Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, California”,
Order No. 162832, dated March 12, 2018.

¢ DAC Associates (2021), "Geotechnical Investigation Report, Altman Residence, 63
Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA", dated July 28, 2021.

» LS Associates (2022), “Topegraphic Map, Stephen Altman, 63 Tamalpais Road, Fairfax,
California”®, Job No. 9600, Sheet 1 of 1, dated March 18, 2022.

+ Kappe Architects (2021), “Altman Residence, 63 Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA 94930",
Project No. 20.13, Sheets A1.1 through A7.0, dated June 22, 2021.

Subsequently, we reviewed the following documents for our Second Review:

s DAC Associates (2022), “Revised Geotechnical Investigation Report, Altman Residence, 63
Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA", dated June 21, 2022.

s DAC Associates (2022), "RE: Temporary Excavation Shoring, Altman Residence, 67
Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA”", dated August 2, 2022.

+ Harrison Engineering, Inc. (2022), “Draft Grading and Drainage Plan, H&H Study, Altman
Residence, Town of Fairfax, 142 Bolinas Road, Fairfax, CA", Sheet C2.0, dated July 20,
2022.

« Harrison Engineering, Inc. (2022), “Altman Residence Grading and Drainage Project Report
at 67 Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA", dated July 27, 2022.

» Kappe Architects (2021), "Altman Residence, 67 Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA 94930",
Project No. 20.13, Sheets A1.1 through A8.0, Second Revision set dated August 11, 2022.
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Most recently, we discussed our comments with the Architect and Geotechnical Engineer by
telephone and reviewed the following documents for this Third Review:

o DAC Associates (2022), “Updated Geotechnical Investigation Report, Altman Residence,
67 Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA", dated September 28, 2022.

+ Harrison Engineering (2022), "Grading and Drainage Plan, Altman Residence, 67
Tamalpais Road, Fairfax, CA 94930", Sheet 1 of 1, Revision 1 dated October 17, 2022.

» Kappe Architects (2022), “Construction Staging Plan", Sheet A2.04, dated October 11,
2022.

s Kappe Architects (2022), “ALTMAN - Task List for Resubmittal to Fairfax Planning 9-30-22,
undated. (Response to Comments)

Conclusions

Based on our site reconnaissance and document review, the following submittal items required by
the Town of Fairfax Hill Area Residential Development Ordinance remain outstanding.

Hill Area Residential Development Ordinance
¢ Section 17.072.080(C) - Site Plan

1) The Site Plan indicates that new improvements, including the new driveway apron and
associated retaining walls, will be constructed in the Tamalpais Road right-of-way on the
north side of the lot. An encroachment permit should be required for all work in the public
right-of-way.

. Section 17.072.080(E) — Geotechnical Report

The original project geotechnical report (2021) was prepared by DAC Associates of San
Rafael, California on the basis of 2 exploratory soil borings terminated in competent
bedrock material about 10.5-feet below the ground surface. No laboratory testing was
apparently performed for the project.

The report provides brief discussion of local geologic and slope-stability mapping and
regional seismicity, and provides recommendations for seismic design, shallow footing and
drilted-pier foundations, retaining walls, concrete slabs on grade, temporary shoring, fill
compaction, and site drainage.

We note that the revised report (2022) addresses some of our First Review comments,
including those in regards to Stability Zone mapping and updated seismic design criteria,
while the most recent Updated report (2022) addresses other comments, but that no
supplemental exploration or testing was performed.
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2) Exploration for the project included two test borings drilled to maximum depths of 10.5-feet
below the ground surface. We note that the southernboring (BG-1) was terminated about
10 vertical feet above the bottom of the proposed garage excavation. The Geotechnical
Engineer indicates that conditions between the maximum explored depth and the bottom
of the proposed excavation may be evaluated during pier drilling for shoring construction,
which we judge is reasonable.

The Geotechnical Engineer should review the Shoring Plans to confirm that they conform
to the intent of his recommendations. The Geotechnical Engineer should also observe
shoring pier drilling in order to confirm or supplement his recommendations based on his
observations, and provide a summary letter to that effect. Building Permit issuance should
be contingent upon receipt of the Geotechnical Engineer's summary letter and verification
of their design criteria.

3) We have reviewed the supplemental letter describing the recommended conceptual
shoring plan, which appears reasonable. A detailed Shoring Plan should be prepared
based on the Geotechnical Engineer's recommendations and reviewed at the Building
permit level prior to permit issuance.

» Section 17.072.080(F) - Grading and Erosion-Control Plan

4) Grading estimates provided on the Architectural Plans (Sheet A1.1)indicate morethan 850
cubic yards of off haul is expected for the project, which we understandincludes projected
foundation and utility trench spoils. Given the relatively limited site access and generally
impacted parking/traffic conditions, a more detailed Construction Management Plan
outlining haul routes and anticipated number of daily truck trips should be provided at the
Building Permit review stage.

+ Section 17.072.110(C) — Geotechnical Report Adequacy

5) It is our opinion that the current geotechnical report does not clearly address potential
geologic hazards which may impact the site. Both regional mapping and the report indicate
evidence of previous siope instability at the site, but exploration to the proposed excavation
depth was either not performed or not documented.

As noted above and per our discussion with the Applicant team, a Shoring Permit should
be acquired and the Geotechnical Engineer should observe and document conditions
during shoring wall drilling and construction. Issuance of a Building Permit should be
contingent upon receipt of a letter from the Geotechnical Engineer summarizing his
observations during shoring pier drilling and either verifying or supplementing his
recommendations. To the extent that the proposed design is impacted by revised or
supplemental recommendations, applicable plan sheets shouldberevised and resubmitted
for review.
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Recommendations

We recommend that project processing be continued at the Pianning level. Outstanding items,
including review of design-level Grading, Drainage, Structural, Shoring, and Erosion control plans,
drainage calculations, and other materials can be handled at the Building Permit submittal level with
minimal anticipated impact.

We trust that this letter contains the information you require at this time. If you have any questions,
please call. We will directly discuss our comments with the applicant's consultants if they wish to do

SO.

Yours very truly,
MILLER PACIFIC ENGINEERING GROUP REVIEWED BY:

Mike Jewett Scott Stephens
Town of Fairfax Contract Geologist Town of Fairfax Contract Engineer
Engineering Geologist No. 2610 Geotechnical Engineer No. 2398
(Expires 1/31/23) (Expires 6/30/23)
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Linda Neal

From: Michael Jewett <Mlewett@millerpac.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2022 3:39 PM

To: tinda Neal

Subject: RE:

Attachments: 201.212cltr.pdf

Hi linda,

Please find our letter attached here.

The long story short is we think this can move ahead for now. In order to rectify the lack of subsurface data at the base
of the excavation, they should submit shoring plans and pull a permit for those (shoring permit or excavation permit or
whatever) that is independent of the building permit for the house. DAC should observe the pier drilling for the shoring
walls, and then should provide the Town a letter either confirming his design criteria or providing supplemental criteria.
Building permit should not be issued until DACs letter is received and the extent to which the design plans need revision
{or don't} is determined.

Let us know with any questions?

Mike Jewett, Associate Geologist
mjewett@millerpac.com
707-765-6140 Office
415-577-8196 Mobile

From: Linda Neal <ineal@townoffairfax.org>
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2022 1:52 PM

To: Michael Jewett <MJewett@millerpac.com>
Subject: FW:

Hi Mike,
A resubmittal for 67 Tamalpais coming your way.

Linda Neal
Principal Planner
{415) 453-1584

Erom: copier@townoffairfax.org <copier@townoffairfax.org>
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2022 1:49 PM

To: Linda Neal <Ineal@townoffairfax.org>

Subject:

...................
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The following are houses in the neighborhood taken from Google Street View:

The characteristics shared are: brown natural tone for siding, gable roofs, and
garage at street with deck and railings above. Main living spaces are above, with
windows facing the street. The homes are also terraced, with the upper floor pushed
back on the site to match the natural grade. House numbers are located on the top
left of each drawing. The homes vary in typology, however, through our research we
believe we came up with a design that blends with the surroundings.




TOWN OF FAIRFAX

142 BOLINAS ROAD, FAIRFAX, CALIFORNIA 94930
(415) 453-15847FAX (415) 453-1618

Date: October 26, 2021 Permit #21-T-80
NOTICE OF TREE COMMITTEE ACTION

This action may be appealéd to the Fairfax Town Council within 10 days of the Tree Committee

decision. This permit is not in effect until the 10 day appeal period is over,

Request for a tree permit to remove: (3) Bay Laurel
(1) Coast Live Oak

Address of Tree(s) to be removed: APN 001-123-03/63 Tamalpais Rd
Applicant’s Phone: Stephen Altman (415) 305-7787

On October 25, 2021 the Fairfax Tree Committee took the following action on the above
referenced tree permit application:

For Recommendation Only to Planning Commission

X APPROVED - Tom Childers recused as unable to view trees.

Jane Richardson Mack made the motion to approve, Deborah Benson seconded, Unanimous
Aye.

REMINDER: PLEASE KEEP PERMIT NOTICE UP DURING THE 10 DAY WAITING

PERIOD
CONTINUED
DENIED
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

THIS APPROVED APPLICATION IS YOUR PERMIT-KEEP IT ON THE JOB SITE. FAILURE
S

TO HAVE THE PERMIT ON THE SITE WHILE THE TREE WORK IS IN PR
RESULT IN THE WORK BEING HALTED QU SHOW PRQOQO. APP
Please verify that the tree company performing the work has a current Fairfax Business license

and worker's compensation coverage.
THIS TREE PERMIT EXPIRES IN SIX MONTHS. If necessary, you may apply foran

extension in writing prior to the expiration date.

ATTACHMENT E
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TOWN_ OF FAIRFAX

142 BOLINAS ROAD, FAIRFAX, CA 94930
(415) 453-1584 / FAX (415)453-1618

e e .

APPLICATION FOR TREE REMOVAL OR ALTERATION

A permit is required to remove or alter one or more trees on any parcel in the Town of Fairfax. All trees
for which a permit is requested shall be tagged with an orange ribbon, a minimum of 10 days prior to the

Tree Advisory Committee meeting date. Applicants must also post a notice of intent to alter ot remove the

marked Tree(s) in a prominent location visible along the frontage of the affected property.

APPLICANT INFORMATION

‘:57’@/70/351 -~

OWNCER (APPLICATIONS MUST BE FILED BY PROPERTY OWNER):

Darcor Awg/\ﬂowz

7o 4

Stephen Altman —25--2.1
Yiaceor! Jon ADDRESS/ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO. IF STTE 1S VACANT PHONE NUMBER:

63 Tamalpais RY. Fairfax, CA 94930 | APM: 0U1-123.03 (415) 303 - 7787

EMAIL ADORES FAX NUMBER:

o v Snmsn N
St vye 4 #mm(@ NG

PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS IF DIFFERENT FROM AROVE

ALTERNATE PHONE NUMBER:

TREE INFORMATION

SPECIES AND DESIGNATION
OF HERITAGE/SPECIMEN/UNDESIRABLE TREE:

Umbeliularia culifornica - Califomia Bay Laurel

CIRCUMFPERENCE BREAST HRIGHT:
32012 DiaL)

REASON FORGREMOVAI/ALTERATION
Consuruction of building foundution

SPECIES AND DESIGNATION OF
HERITAGE/SPECIMEN/UNDESIRARLE TREL:

UmbeHularia californica - Culifornia Bay Laure!

CIRCUMFERFENCE BRrEAST HEIGHT:!
4-2" (16" DIA

REASON FOUTEMOVALY ALTERATION

Construction of building foundation

SPECIES AND DESIGNATION OF
HERITAGE/SPECIMEN/UNDESIRABLE TREE:

Umbellularia califumica - California Bay Laurel

CIRCUMFERENCE BREAST HEIGHT:
T-10" (30" DIAY

REASON FOR ALTERATION
Coastruction of building foundation

SPECIES AND DESIGNATION OF HERITAGE/
SPECIMEN/UMDESIRABLE TREE:

Quércus agrifolia - Coast Live Oak

CIRCUMFERENCE BREAST HEIGHT:
330 112t DIAY

REASON FOR ALTERATION
Coustruction of building foundation

Please attached a site plan to this application showing the location and species ot all trees with a diameter

of 4 inches (circumference of 12 inches or more), measured 4.5teet above grade at tree base, property
boundaries and easements, Jocation of structures, foundation lines of neighboring structures and paved

AGENDA ITEM# £

areas including driveways. .




Any tree company used for the removal or alteration must have a current and valid Fairtax Busivess
license. Please include the name, address, and phone number of the person or company doing the above

. listed work:

NAM: 7 B D

ADDRESS: CONTRACTOR BUSINESS LICENSE NUMBER

PHONE NUMBER:

Please note the Tree Advisory Committee may require applicants to submnil their application o a
Qualified Arborist for a report or recommendation at the expense of the applicant. A Qualified Arborist is
defined as a Certified Arborist, A Certified Urban Forester, a Registered Consulting Arborist, or a
Registered Professional Forester.

OWNER'S STATEMENT

I understand that in order to properly process and evaluate this application, it may be necessary for Town
personnel to inspect the propeity, which is the subject of the application. [ also understand that due to
time constraints it may not always be possible for Town personnel to provide advanced noticeof such
inspections. Therefore, this application will be deemed to constitute my authorization to enterupon the
property for the purpose of inspecting the same, provided that Town personnel shall not enter any

building on.the property except in my presence ot the presence of any other rightful occupant of such
building. I understand that my refusal to permit reasonable inspection of any portion of the pioperty by
town personnel may result in a denial of this application due to the lack of adequate information regarding

" pmpmy/(/% |

Signature of Pr??,f Owner

zu 21

Date
[AREA BELOW FOR STATF USE ONLY]

Permit Number:. 2/ _ 77 905

Date Received: G _7,,_—) Received by §. (g lafpe,,

Conditions of Approval:

Tree Committee Action: Date:

Tree Committee Actions can be appealed to the Town Council within 10 days of the Tree Committee
Action. Contact Town Hall for more information.
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KEY NOTES

o

EXISTING SITE WITH BUILDING FOOTPRINT
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801 D Street, San Rafael, CA 94901 T: 415.457.7801

March 1, 2023

Ms. Linda Neal, Principal Planner
Town of Fairfax

142 Bolinas Rd

Fairfax, CA 94930

Re: 67 Tamalpais Road: Application #22-29

In response to your January 31, 2023 letter summarizing the Planning Commission decisions from the
January 26, 2023 meeting, we have revised the house design and revised the plan set to comply with the
directions of the Commission.

1.The house is now centered between the property lines which moves the new building further from the
property at 73 Tamalpais Road by 5 feet. Both side yards are now 10’ each.

2. The square footage has remained essentially the same as the previous proposal, this new proposal
shows 2,205 SF, with an FAR at 38.6%. The previous proposal was 2,269 SF with an FAR at 39.6%.

3. The square footage has been reconfigured to provide a larger foyer entrance at the street level. This
foyer entrance also provides for a separated entrance for the junior accessory dwelling unit. The foyer
entrance has a pitched roof that matches the pitch of the dining room pitched roof.

4. The dining room has been stacked above the garage and master bedroom to articulate the front
facade and relate the house to the scale of the nearest neighbor at 73 Tamalpais Road. The gable roof
pitch is shallower than the main gable roof to fit under the height limit.

5. The main gable roof has been oriented to the east rather than toward Tamalpais Road. This minimizes
the visual impact of the upper level floor. The upper level is also set back behind a 10-foot-wide roof
deck. The upper roof height has been lowered from 36-5” to 33’-7.”

6. The recyclable and garbage storage adjacent to the entrance foyer is 5 feet back from the front door
and is now more hidden from the street view.

7. The concrete flat work at the rear of the property has been removed.

8. The height of the tall landscape retaining wall has been reduced. The rear retaining walls are shown
on the plans as 3.5’ high and 8.5’ high.

9. We are still requesting the FAR variance mentioned in item 4 of your letter due to the unusual
condition of the parking decks on the site that were built to serve two other residences in the
neighborhood.

10. Colors and materials are shown on the exterior elevation drawing sheet. A companion 11x17 color
board will be provided.

11. Story pole plan has been updated for the contractor to move some of the poles slightly to show the
outline of the house centered on the lot. Other poles which described the previous proposal will now be
removed as unnecessary (those pole number markers have been greyed out on the chart).

Please let me know if you have any further comments or questions.
Thank you for your assistance,
Ron Kappe

Kappe Architects

Application #22-29, 67 Tamalpais Road.doc
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