City of Lafayette Staff Report

For: City Council

By: Catarina Kidd, Contract Planner

Meeting Date: June 23,2014

Subject: HDP20-13, GR07-13 & TP12-13 Steve & Linda Wight (Owners), LR-10 Zoning:

Request for: (1} a Phase |l Hiilside Development Permit for a new two-story,
9,638 sqg.ft. single-family residence with an attached 3 car garage with a
height of 28.5 feet and a 365 sq.ft. garden room (gross 10,003 sg. ft.); (2) a
Grading Permit for the movement of 4,800 CY of earth (2,900 CY cut/ 1,900 CY
of fill); (3) a Tree Permit for the removal of 19 native trees; and {4}
consideration of adoption of a mitigated negative declaration of
environmental impacts on a vacant 13.66 acre parcel located in the Hiliside
Overlay District and a Class Il Ridgeline Setback at 1240 Monticello Road (APN
245-070-014).

BACKGROUND

The City Council held a public hearing meeting for the subject applications on May 12, 2014. The
hearing was continued to allow time for the applicant to respond to City Council comments regarding
legal findings needed to approve the project. Per City Council direction, staff prepared Resolution 2014-
24, which contains findings of denial and is Attachment 1 of the staff report. The applicants and their
project team provided additional information including findings, grading and drainage, hydrology,
construction management and vehicle trips within Attachment 2a-e.

QUESTIONS FROM THE COUNCIL

The following are follow-up comments or answers to questions that the City Council asked during the
May 12, 2014 hearing:

1. PG&E safety concerns. The city staff met with three staff members from PG&E, a land agent, gas line
engineer, and geotechnical engineer. The PG&E staff indicated that there were no safety concerns
that would prohibit the home from being built. PG&E staff further stated a site visit on June 12, 2014
confirmed that there is no exposed pipe on the subject property; they are aware of portions of
exposed pipe on Briones/East Bay Regional Parks property and are working to correct that exposure.
PGR&EF has not provided any specific guidelines regarding structures of any type within the easement
area on residential properties. The existence of an easement allows PG&E to negotiate the solutions
to maintain needed clearance, cover and safety over the pipeline area, during the conceptual review
process and prior to issuance of grading permits. To comply with those goals, PG&E will provide a
written review of the current proposal for the subject property, require that structures such as
retaining walls and bioswales be moved outside of the easement area, and discuss solutions that
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would meet Fire District requirements for paving and PG&E’s goal for pipeline access at the
construction phase.

2. Percentage of off-haul associated with access road. While the original application requested
consideration of 1,000 cubic yards of off-haul of soil for the entire project, the most recent plan
shows a reduction to 800 cubic yards due to additional studies for balancing cut and fill on site to the
extent possible. This revision was the applicants’ response to comments during the Design Review
Commission about how to reduce off-haul and therefore related truck traffic. The applicant states
that Schell and Martin, the project engineer, allocates percentage of off-haul associated with the
access road at 56%, which is 448 cubic yards; the remaining 352 cubic yards would be associated with
the rest of the project including private driveway, house and site work. Additional information from
the applicant is within Attachment 2,

. Can the City restrict work on “Spare the Air” Day? The Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD} monitors and issues alerts when ozone pollution is forecast to reach unhealthy levels in
the Bay Area. During the winter, wood burning is banned on specific days and BAAQMD staff
enforces the bans; this is the only regulatory aspect of “Spare the Air” which is otherwise a public
outreach and information campaign. During the summer, BAAQMD provides communication and
outreach to the public about ways to reduce pollution, such carpooling and use of public
transportation. The project proposes to have workers car pool to the property to the extent possible,
due to limited parking on site and no street parking available within reasonable proximity. To date
the City has not restricted work on “Spare the Air” days for past projects.

4, Total vehicle trips, maximum number per day. The applicant provided an expanded case study
regarding estimated vehicle trips for the entire span of the construction project, with 698 heing large
truck traffic trips and 4,347 being workman vehicle trips. The average ranges from 8 to 14 trips per
day. The plan states that regular trips will include:

Purpose Number of trips
Inspections ohe per week
Portable restroom facilities service one per week
Trash and debris hauling one per week
Project manager one daily

Worker vanpool two to four daily
Subcontractors four trucks per day
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The Construction Management Plan provided for the May 12, 2014 hearing estimates a maximum
number of vehicles of 16 to 25 per day, depending on the specific task required and progress of
construction; this range is for the day or days with the most number of vehicles, and not the number
of vehicles for every day of construction. The estimates are based on a similarly sized project that
has already been constructed within the City of Lafayette; the case study is attached as Attachment
2.c.

5. What are penalties of violating conditions of approval? Standard Condition of Approval #12 states
“If the Planning Services Division, either independently or as a result of complaints from the public,
becomes aware that these conditions of approval are being violated, and Planning Services Division
staff is unabie to obtain compliance or abatement, the City may issue a Stop Work Order and/or
pursue administrative remedies pursuant to chapters 1-3 and 1-9 of the Lafayette Municipa! Code.
Administrative citations and fines may be issued for each day a vielation occurs.” Grading and
construction permits have “milestone” inspections and check-in points built into the process;
advancing to the next phase of inspections depends upon successfully completing each preceding
inspection, including sign-offs from applicable utilities.

6. Water tank. A water tank is required and proposed at the north property line area.

7. Size and location of outdoor kitchen. The proposed outdoer kitchen area is 228 square feet and
located within the area northwest of the pool. '

ATTACHMENTS
L. City Council Resclution 2014-24 [DRAFT}
2. Applicant response to City Council hearing of May 12, 2014

a) Letter from David Bowie, dated June 13, 2014
b) Letter from Steve Wight, dated June 13, 2014
¢) Construction case study, Young & Burton, dated June 9, 2014

d) Addendum letter, Site drainage/geotechnical,
Jensen-Van Lienden Associates, dated June 11, 2014

e} Grading and drainage plan and hydrology calculations,
Schell and Martin, dated received June 13, 2014

3. Meeting minutes:

Design Review Commission, April 28, 2014
City Council, May 12, 2014




BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAFAYETTE
IN THE MATTER OF;

Applications by Steven & Linda Wight for a new
10,003 sq.ft. single-family residence on a protected
ridgeline in the Hillside Overlay District at 1240
Monticello Road, APN 245-070-014. (HDP20-13,
GRO7-13 & TP12-13)

Resolution No. 2014-24

— e e

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LAFAYETTE DENYING HDP20-13, GRO7-13 & TP12-

13, APPLICATIONS FOR: (1) A PHASE 2 HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FOR A NEW TWO-STORY 9,638

SQ.FT. SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH A HEIGHT OF 28.5 FEET WITH AN ATTACHED 3 CAR GARAGE
,;365 SQFT. GARDE |

(A)Application 1: Siting and massing determination by the Planning Commission
(B)Application 2: Review of the design and impacts of the project”

A 'Phase 1’ application assesses the siting and massing of a proposed project to establish the
location on the parcel and an envelope within which the building will be designed. The ‘Phase 2’
applicaticn evaluates the design and impacts of the project that has been designed within the
location and massing envelope established during Phase 1.

B. The history of the processing and approval of the Phase | application (HDP 33-11}) is as follows:

1. On October 3, 2011, Steven and Linda Wight filed applications for HDP33-11 and V18-11 for
a Phase 1 siting-and-massing determination for a new three-story single-family residence
approximately 10,000 gross square feet in size, exceptions to building within the setback
and 15 degree declination of a Ciass |l ridgeline and variances to number of building stories
and location of a building within a yard sethack in the Hillside Overlay District located at
1240 Monticello Road {“Project”). The project site is located in the LR-10 District.

ATTACHMENT 1
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2. On December 5, 2011, following notification to the public in the prescribed manner, the
Planning Commission conducted a public hearing, where it received written and oral
testimony, including a written staff report dated December 6, 2011. The staff report
included a visual analysis of the Project based on site plans, building elevations, and story
poles erected by the applicant as viewed from lower elevations from public places using the
City’s viewing evaluation map as a guide to establish locations from which views are
considered. The visual analysis, which also included color photographs, indicated that the
Project was visible en the prominent open slope and silhouetted above the ridgeline when
viewed from Rose Lane and Franklin Lane and was visible on the ridgeline when viewed
from Toledo Drive, Palo Alto Drive, Via Roble, Quail Ridge, and Via Baja.

The staff report also inctuded correspondence from the Contra Costa County Fire Protection

District, dated November 28, 2011, that the Project does not comply with Fire District

requirements for emergency apparatus access in that it does not prowde for the minimum
mred roadw ay: Wldth Qf 16 feet and the lea if

th‘é\tz" and wslb?ﬁty of the
‘ _$S’ impacis relate
sand efx_:t__:gptlons. ]

“On December 19,2011, the\"P..I-a"nn ng/Commission, asrequested by the applicantscontinued
the matter without consideration to the meeting of January 17, 201.2.

4. OnlJanuary 17, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a continued public hearing where
it received written and oral testimony, including a written staff report dated January 17,
2012. The staff report stated that the house was three stories high where only two stories
are allowed in the LR-10 zoning district, the house was 28 feet 4 inches high, the roofline of
the house was 24 feet above the ridgeline, that all portions of the huilding above grade
projected above the 15 degree declination above the ridgeline, and the garage/studio
portion of the Project was located within the yard sethacks of two private right-of-way
easements,

The staff report compared the previously approved Phase 1 application (HDP39-07) and the
current Project. The comparison showed that the prior Phase 1 project was approximately
5,900 square feet in size, one and one-half stories high, and an overali height of 29 feet
whereas the current Project was approximately 10,000 gross square feet, three stories high,
and an overall height of 34 feet. Approval of variances hy the Planning Commission to the
number of stories and a building located in the sethacks would be required for the Project.
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The Planning Commission considered the applications and requested that the applicant
revise the plans to reduce the building height and to reduce the mass or reposition the
building so it would not silhouette above the ridgeline.

5. On February 21, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a continued public hearing
where it received oral and written testimony including a written staff report dated February
21, 2012, The staff report included revised Project plans which eliminated the third floor
office, changed the gable roof over the main floor to a hip form, reduced the height of the
main roof ridge by 1 foot 4 inches, reduced the building gross square footage by 745 square
feet to 9,643 square feet and shifted the chimneys. The applicant modified the story poles
to reflect the revised plans and staff re-evaluated the off-site visual impacts of the Project as
viewed from lower elevations from public places using the City’s viewing evaluation map as
a guide. Despite the reduced height and elimination of the third story, the visual analysis,
which included color photographs, indicated that the Project still sﬂhouetted above the

idgeline when viewed f..Qm Rase Lane and ranklm lLane an -

ecaus;e the pro
mt‘é visibility and grad

~gxception permltting developﬁéent within the 15-deg ée dédlination. The Plannlng ;
Commission then passed a motion 1o continue the matter to March 19, 2012 to allow the
applicants to return with changes.

6. On March 198, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a continued public hearing where
it received oral and written testimony including a written staff report dated March 19, 2012.
The staff report noted that the applicants had made no site plan or design changes to the
Project as requested by the Commission; however the applicants proposed the planting of
five oak trees in varying box sizes with the intention of screening the development from off-
site. Finding that the applicants had not sufficiently revised the Project or reduced the size
and massing, the Planning Commission by a vote of 4-1 with one member absent and one
member recused, adapted Resclution 2012-03 denying the application for Phase 1 Hillside
Development Permit and Variance, file numbers HDP33-11 and V18-11.

7. On March 30, 2012, David Bowie, on behalf of Steven and Linda Wight, submitted a letter
appealing the Planning Commission’s denial of HDP33-11. The letter and accompanying
appeal filing fee were submitted within the 14-day appeal period.,
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8. On May 14, 2012, following notification to the public in the prescribed manner, the City
Council conducted a de novo public hearing, where it received written and oral testimony,
including a written staff report dated May 14, 2012, After consideration and deliberation,
the City Council voted to continue the matter to July 9, 2012 to allow the applicant to make
changes to the project.

9. Onluly 9, 2012, the City Council conducted a continued de novo public hearing, where it
received written and oral testimony, including a staff report dated July 9, 2012, After
consideration and deliberation, the City Council voted to uphoeld the applicant’s appeal and
approve HDP33-11 and V18-11 subject to specific changes in the proposed resolution and
conditions of approval and continued the matter to the September 24, 2012 consent
calendar. In considering their approval of the Phase 1 Hillside Development Permit (HDP33-
11) and Variance {V18-11) the City Council wanted to make it clear to the property owners
that the subsequent Phase 2 Hillside Development Permit appllcatlon would be reviewed on

: plicant”) filed: appllca"n ns HDP20-13, GR

jopment Permit forg new t\%story, 9,638 sq.ft. sir
family residence with an average height of 28.5 feet with an attached 3 car garage and a 365 sq.ft
garden room {10,003 gross square feet); {2} a Grading Permit for the movement of 4,800 CY of earth
(2,900 CY cut/ 1,900 CY of fill); and (3) a Tree Permit for the removal of 11 native trees on a vacant
13.66 acre parcel located in the Hillside Overlay District within a Class It ridgeline at 1240 Monticello
Road. The Project site is located in the Low Density Residential District-10 {“LR-10 District”).
Subsequent staff and project arborist reviews identified additional trees to be removed, bringing the
total proposed for removal to 19 protected trees.

E. ©On August 26, 2013, the Design Review Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the
Project, where it received written and oral testimony, including a written staff report. The staff
report recommended that the hearing follow a study session format with a focus on specific design
issues, such as massing, color, trees, lighting and grading. Public testimony included comments
expressing concerns and questions about landslide activity, impacts related to road widening, and
the fire road.

The Design Review Commission considered the Project and cantinued the matter to a future
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meeting to allow staff time to complete the environmental studies and allow time for the Applicant
to file a request with the City Council to extend the Phase 1 Hillside Development Permit approval.

F. On September 23, 2013, the City Council considered the Applicant’s extension request and granted
an extension of the Phase 1 approval (HDP33-11) from September 24, 2013 to May 26, 2014.

G. On March 10, 2014, April 14, 2014, and April 28, 2014, the Design Review Commission conducted
duly noticed public hearings on the Project where it received written and oral testimony, and
documentary evidence, including staff reports and technical studies. Public testimony included
comments expressing concerns and guestions about landslide activity, drainage, traffic impacts,
construction management, size of the proposed home, and the safety of the PG&E natural gas
transmission line that traverses the Project site. While the Initial Study/Draft Mitigated Negative

Declaration was available for review for all members of the public, the Design Review Commission

opined on matters relating to aesthetics and the physicai appearance of the prOJect and did not

make a recommendatl -

,,:;, jthe City of Lafayet & %
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hecrmg on the ProjectiZAt this
.estlmony, and documeéntary
Htive declaration pre;%x‘%d for
QLERE ¥ ' tigated negative declﬁlon
the technical studies prepared in support of the initial study and mitigated negative declaration, and
all prior staff reports and approvals from both the Design Review Commission and the City Council.

At this hearing, 17 residents spoke in opposition to the Project and no residents spoke in support.
The residents who spoke in opposition raised concerns regarding public health, safety and welfare
impacts from the Project. In particular, commenters expressed extensive concerns regarding
construction truck traffic, truck staging, and environmental health effects from truck traffic
emissions associated with the construction of the Project. Commenters also expressed concerns
regarding storm water flow and drainage, the impacts from the siting and massing of the proposed
Project, and generally felt that the findings required for approval of the Project could not be met.
Additionally, a petition signed by 100 residents was submitted in opposition to the Project.

After hearing from the Applicant, the public, and considering the oral and documentary evidence,
the City Council continued the public hearing on the Project to its June 23, 2014 meeting in order to
allow the Applicant time to answer questions regarding the legal findings required for approval of
the Project. Concurrently, the City Council granted an extension of the Phase | approval through
June 23, 2014, Inits deliberations, the City Council had concerns regarding the general lack of clarity
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and confusion in the various technical reports, and public testimony from the Applicant’s legal
counsel, regarding the amount of grading and off-hauling of soil. The City Council also expressed
guestions regarding the hydrology calculations which could not be addressed by the project
engineer present at the meeting. Additionally, concerns were expressed regarding the potential
impacts from the size of the Project as proposed. In particular, the City Council questioned its
compliance with the city’s hillside regulations and had concerns regarding the magnitude of the
project, public health, safety and welfare risk associated with the number of trucks to be used
during the construction phase of the Project and the location of these proposed trucks.

J. OnJune 23, 2014, the City Council conducted the continued public hearing.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

Section 1. The City Council Herebx Finds That Findings for Apgroval of the Pro;ect Cannot Be Made

the Project, aII comi Iis
technical studies pE

oth the Desgn Re\neiﬂ
eference,

d after making the
d, on the basis of

Project as explamed below.

1. Lafayette Municipal Code Section 6-2071(f) requires the following:

“{f} Development grading will be minimized to limit scarring and cutting of hillsides especially for
long roads or driveways, preserve existing geologic features, topographic conditions and existing
vegetation, reduce short and long-term erosion, slides and flooding, and abate visual impacts.”

The Applicant has not demonstrated that grading will be minimized to limit scarring and cutting of
hilfsides, The Applicant has submitted differing sets of numbers with respect to grading and off-haul,
In particular, the Applicant has failed to illustrate the genesis of these various numbers and the
resultant potential impacts. It is not clear that grading has been minimized to the extent feasible as
required by Municipal Code Section 6-2071(f) and it is unclear if the amount of grading and cubic
yards of dirt to be hauled off-site will impact existing geologic features, topographic conditions, or
result in short or long-term erosion and slides and flooding as noted in Municipal Code Section 6-
2071(f).
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The Applicant presented two hydrology reports with differing hydrology calculations. Further, the
project engineer could not clearly explain how certain numbers were arrived at. Members of the
public expressed concern regarding potential flooding and erosion impacts from water flow. The
Applicant has not presented clear evidence as to whether the drainage from the site would cause
short or long-term erosion and/or slides and flooding from the proposed Project site that could
impact nefghboring property owners.

2, Lafayette Municipal Code Section 6-2071{h) requires the following:

“(h) Each structure and proposed landscaping complies with the city’s residential design
guidelines.”
The applicant has not demonstrated to the satisfaction of the City Council how the Project complies
with the city’s adopted residential design guidelines. For example, guidefine 2.c, regarding
arch:tecturaf form, states that houses with small footprrnts are encouraged where the slte is

l'cteate a nuisance, h

‘enforcer ent problem w

The Applicant anticipates making use of a private road in order to construct the Project. There is an
existing agreement for use of this private road which has specific limitations on the hours and times
that this private road can be used. The Applicant’s construction management plan does not address
these limitations. On this basis, the Applicant’s construction management plon does not
demonstrate to the City Council or the public that the construction of the Project will not create a
nuisance, hazard, or enforcement problems in the neighborhood.

The Applicant’s construction management plan anticipates the use of Deer Hill Road near N.
Thompson Road for queuing of construction trucks. There is an existing bike lone on Deer Hill Road
that will be impacted by this queuing of trucks. Additionally, pedestrians making use of the existing
crosswalk to the BART station may also be impacted by this queuing of construction trucks. The
applicant has not demonstrated that the Project will not to create a nuisance or hazard within the
neighborhood and the city.

Section 3. The Findings for Approval of Design Review Cannot be Made.
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A, Pursuant to the Lafayette Municipal Code, in granting final approval of design review pursuant
to Article 5, Design Review, the findings contained within Section 6-275(a) shall be met. The City Council
evaluated the required findings and, on the basis of the entire record before it, determined that finding
6-275(a){2) and 6-275(a)(4) cannot be made for the Project as explained below.

1. Lafayette Municipal Code Section 6-275(a){2) requires the following:

“{a)(2) The approval of the plan is in the best interest of the public health, safety and
general welfare.”

The Applicant did not present a clear explanation as to how hydrology numbers were cafculated,
Members of the public expressed concern regording potential flooding and erosion impacts from
water flow. The Applicant has not presented clear evidence as to whether the drainage from the
ite wou!d cause shortorlong term erosion and/or; slides and flc odmg fromx!rhe“-proposed ‘Prcyec;

s\ ol clear evidence

/ ouncr!‘vgsfto whether th
‘-safety and%ge};em! We!fa'

ocation “for a propofed co.
5] the Pro,'ecb-s:te Thus

there is a risk rhar construction of the Project will resuft in pubhc health, safety and general
welfare impacts.

2. Lafayette Municipal Code Section 6-275(a}(4) requires the following:

“(a}{4) General architectural considerations, including the character, scale and quality of
the design, the architectural relationship with the site and other buildings, building
materials, colors, screening of exterior appurtenances, exterior lighting and signing and
similar elements have been incorporated in arder to ensure the compatibility of this
development with its design concept and the character of adjacent buildings.”

The scale and size of the proposed home is not compatible with neighboring properties in the
area. The public has expressed concern regarding the size of the Project and its compatibility
with the neighborhood. In particular, the 10,003 square foot size of the home is significantly
larger than the existing homes in the area, and includes an odditional 7,000 square feet of
accessory structures and outdoor living areas. As noted in Section 1 and this Section 2 of this
Resolution, the Applicant has failed to provide adequate information regarding the amount of
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grading, the amount of dirt tc be hauled off-site, the number of trucks to be used during
construction, the staging areq for these trucks during the construction phase, and clarity
regarding hydrology calculgtions. The Applicant has not demonstrated that these potential
impacts could not be reduced with a smaller home. It is on this basis, that the City Councif finds
the scale of the home to be incompatible with the adjacent homes.

Section 4. The findings for approval of a new residence exceeding 6,000 square feet Cannot be Made.

A, In granting final approval of design review for a home in excess of 6,000 square feet in gross
floor area pursuant to Article 5, Design Review, the findings contained within Section 6-275(b) shall be
met, The City Council evaluated the required findings and, on the basis of the entire record before it,
determined that findings 6-275(b)(2) and 6-275{(b){4) cannot be made for the Project as explained
below.

The mass
expressed

and out
Applical
“dimount

calculations, The Applicant has not provided clarity as to whether these potential impacts could
be minimized with o smaller home. it is on this basis, that the City Council finds the design of the
Project to be out of scale with the existing neighborhood.

Also, while the subject property is rather large at 13.66 acres, the site is heavily constrained by
steep slopes, existing native vegetation, and geotechnically unsuitable soils, resulting in a very
smail developable area by comparison. The subject property is not part of a traditional small-lot
subdivision or city streetscape that is common to the neighborhood and which would provide
immediate small-scale context. The property is viewed in the larger context of the valleys, hills,
ridgelines, pattern and scale of development that constitutes the broader neighborhood.

3. Lafayette Municipal Code Section 6-275(b)(4) requires the following:

“{b}(4) The house does not, because of its size, require removal of natural features,
require excessive grading or cause the unreasonable removal of a healthy tree(s).
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The proposed residence is 10,003 sq.ft. of gross floor area, 7,000 sq.ft. of accessory structures
and outdoor living areas. The applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed size of the
Project does not require excessive grading, removal of natural features or the unreasonable
removal of healthy trees.

Section 5. The Findings for approval of structures over 17 —ft. in height Cannot be Made

A, In granting final approval of design review for structures over 17 feet in height in residential
neighborhoods, the findings contained within Section 6-1905 shall be met. The City Council evaluated
the required findings and, on the basis of the entire record before it, determined that finding 6-1905(a)
and 6-1905(b) cannot be made for the Project as explained below.

1, Lafayette Municipal Code Section 6-1905(b) requires the following:

accessoryést bctur nd outd
Resolutignizthe Appl ant ho

ing hydro!ogy calculations:: iy Lt
impacts would not be reduced with a smaller home. It is on this basis, that the City Council finds
the scale of the home to be incompatible with character of the neighborhood.

Further, as stated above, the subject property is large but heavily constrained, resulting in a very
small developable area. It is viewed in the larger context of the valleys, hills, ridgelines, pattern
and scale of development of the neighborhood. The proposed 10,003 square feet of gross floor
area plus 7,000 square feet of accessory buildings and outdoor living area is significantly out of
scale and style with the existing neighborhood and would detract from its established character,
A house larger than the neighborhood average but in keeping with the traditional, varied
architectural style of the neighborhood could be proposed on the site and meet this finding, as
well as those related to hillside and ridgeline development.

Section 6. The Findings for approval of grading exceeding 50 cubic yards cannot be made.

A, Pursuant to Lafayette Municipal Code Section 3-701, in granting a grading permit, the findings
contained within County Ordinance Code Section 716-4.202{e) shall be met. The City Council evaluated
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the required findings and, on the basis of the entire record before it, determined that finding 716-
4.202(e){2) cannot be made for the Project as explained below.

1. County Ordinance Code Section 716-4.202(e){2) pursuant to Lafayette Municipal Code Section
3-701 requires the following:

“{e){2) The grading will not significantly increase erosion or flooding affecting the site or
other property and will cause impacts to riparian habitats, stream channel capacity or
water quality that cannot be substantially mitigated.”

Neighboring property owners expressed concern regarding the Profect’s potential to exacerbate
the existing erosion and flooding problems in the neighborhood. The Applicant has not provided
adequate evidence that the amount of groding and cubic yards of dirt to be hauled off-site will

not exacerbate erosion or flooding in the area thot cannot be substantially mitigated.

ey 7 sy

with som
meeting.
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would notiexacerbgt

for such work, including clearing, stockpiling, trenching, grading, compaction, paving or change
in ground elevation.”

As the City Council is denying the proposed Phase Il Hillside Development Permit and Grading Permit, no
construction can take place on the Project site. By the City Council’s action of denying the Phase I
Hillside Development Permit and Grading Permit, and related construction, the Applicant’s need for the
Category ll Tree Permit is rendered moot and the City Council denies the Category Il Tree Permit on this
basis.

Section 8. California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). On the basis of the record before it, the City
Councii cannot make the required findings to approve the Project. In absence of an affirmative action on
the Project, adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is not applicable.

Section 9. Denial of the Project. The City Council hereby denies the Project.
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Section 10. Public Records. The location and custodian of the documents and any other material which
constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council based its decision is as follows: City
Clerk, City of Lafayette, 3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210, Lafayette, California 94549,

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Lafayette at a meeting held on June 23, 2014 by
the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

RECUSED:
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BOWIE & SCHAFFER

Attorneys at Law
2255 Contra CosTAa BLVD,, SUITE 305
PLEASANT HILL, CA 94523

DaviD ]. Bowig Telephone (925) 939-5300
Eric C. SCHAFFER Facsimile (925) 609-9670

Dave@bblandlaw.com

Eric@bblandlaw.com

June 13, 2014

The City Council of Lafayette

¢fo Catarina Kidd, Contract Plarmer
3675 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 210
Lafayette, CA 94549

Re: HDP20-13/ GRO7-13 & TP*12-13 Steven and Linda Wight (Owners), LR-10 Zoning:
Request for (1) a Hillside Development Permit for site and massing determination for a new two-
story, single family residence 9,643 gross square feet in size, (2) exceptions to build within the
setback and 15 degree declination of a Class II ridpeline, and (3) variance to allow a
building within a yard setback, located in the Hillside Overlay District on a vacant 13.66 acre
parcel at 1240 Monticello Road: APN 245-070-014

Dear Members of the Lafayette City Council:

This letter has been prepared for consideration by this Council as a part of a requested
Phase 2 approval for development of a single family residence on an existing lawful lot within
the ridgeline setback. As this Council is aware, a Phase 1 approval was previously granted and a
Phase 2 application was considered by the Design Review Commission and reported favorably to
this Council for approval, At the last hearing, this Council suggested that it could not make
certain required findings and that it felt the burden of proof relative to those findings rested with
the Project applicant. The following comments are offered for consideration by the Council as it
reaches a final determination on the pending Design Review Application.

1. In This Context, a Phase 1 Aporoval Compels Both A Phase 2 and Project Approval:

Section 6-2065 of the Lafayetie Municipal Code sets forth procedures for obtaining a
Hillside Development Permit. Subsection 8 creates a two phase application process as a
prerequisite to development of a building on a vacant lot within the Hillside Overlay District.
Phase 1 is a siting and massing determination by the Planning Commission. Phase 2 is a review
of the design and of the impacts of the project. The identical findings set forth in the Code are
required for both a Phase 1 and a Phase 2 approval.

ATTACHMENT 2A




In this instance, this Council made all of the required findings for approval of the specific
building site for the current Wight Project, It also concluded that the proposed mass of that
project was consistent with all required findings, particulatly including those related o visibility,
ptivacy, mass, size, compatibility, and the preservation of ridgelines and scenic hillsides.

It must be emphasized that there has been no material change to the siting of the proposed
home or to its mass—and the Design Review Commission so found, Therefore, to the exient this
Coungil made the findings to support a Phase 1 approval, it must make those same findings to
approve Phase 2.

The Phase 2 inguiry is supposed to be a review of the Project design, In thig partieular
instance, however, the Project design is essentially irrelevant because nothing othier than the roof
can be seen from lower elevations on the Public Evaluation Map when viewed from the west,
From the east, the project is entirely screened by trees and vegetation; there are no viewing ateas
designated on the Public Evaluation Map; the nearest homes are very distant (over 300 feet
horizontally and approximately 200 feet lower in elevation); and the design can only be viewed
when one is actually on the subject Property. While the design satisfies Lafayette’s criteria for
hillside construction, the placement of the home is such that its design is entirely without offsite
impact such that all required findings are necessarily satisfied.

The Phase 2 inquiry is.also supposed to be a review of project impacts, Cilen residents
have claimed that Project impacts inchude drainage, grading and excavation, soils, the size of the
home, its compatibility, and construction-related traffic and disruption.

Drainage is not a Project impact because the Project watershed does not contribute to
dratnage problems to which residents have testified. In addition, Project related drainage has
been studied in depth and engineered to the point that there are no drainage impacts on the
adjoining Glen neighborhood and only fully mitigated drainage to the west. These are matters
certified by the Project engineer and reviewed and confirmed by the City Engineer. The Project
Soils Engineer has reviewed the drainage plans and he has concluded that drainage will cause no
goils instability problems in light of the proposed drainage improvements to be installed in a
fashion consistent with the hydrology studies.

Grading and excavation are not “project impacts”. Because of the hillside terrain and the
access road, grading is required for any development to occur, Excavation is a correlative
process to grading. Excavation sufficient to support the building structure is dictated
substantially by this Couneil’s prior determination of the precise site for development and the
mass of the house. Binceno one has ever contended that Project grading will have any adverse
impact on topographic or scenic features, the only actual impact of grading is related to the
construction process and the quantity of off-haul required. Very little off-haul is actually related
to the construction of the house, itself. Schell and Martin, the Project civil engineer, has
allocated the quantity of off-haul amongst the various construction activities related to grading
and excavation. By percentage, the Project access accounts for 56% of the aggregate truck
traffic required to remove excess dirt; the Garage is another 16%; the pool is 7%; and the house
is only 21% of the total. Virtually all grading and excavation and related off-haul is required by
the Council's choice of building site and the need to both access the home and turn-around and




park vehicles., Grading and excavation related to the house structure has to do with the need to
"bunker" it into the hillside to satisfy the City's own code requirements, 1 would hardly be fair
to chastise the Wights for undue quantities of grading, excavation and/or off-haul when all of
such matters are attributable to existing circumstances, the Council's Phase 1 approval, and the
codified policies which the City has made a part of its zoning and development regulations.

Everyone has acknowledged that there are no soils issues posed by the development of
the house structure, This is because the construction is essentially on the ridgeline and at
bedrock. To the extent there may be soils issues posed by the access road, they have been
addressed by construction mitigation measures and they are not “project” impacts because they
exist independently of the particular Project.

The size of the home and constraction related disruption are the final two purported
“project impacts”. The size of the home creates no Project impaets because size-—in the form of
mass—has already been approved by this Council and “size™ is not a proximate cause of any
identified “project impacts”, It has been suggested that Project size and construction impacts are
related, This is not true because most perceived “project inipacts” exist irrespective of Project
size and because a construction management plan will be employed to manage the construction
process. While it should be unnecessary to make this observation, it must be abundantly clear
that construction traffic on public roads and potential rinor inconvenience are simply not legal
grounds to reject a Project and deny Phase 2 approval.

Unless this Council chooses to be arbitrary and capricious, it cannot make findings to
support a Phase 1 approval and then deny a Phase 2 approval for this Project on those same
findings.

2, A Diajog With Residents of the Glen Hag Proven To Be An Unsuccessful Means
of Resolution of Differences in Viewpoin:

At the suggestion of this Counvil, I contacted two separate apparent community leaders in
an attempt to open a dialog regarding the Wight project, In this respect, I first contacted Mark
Cameron, an attorney and Glen resident. Mr. Cameron declined any role as a spokesperson for
the Glen residents and referred me to Donn Walklett, who is the past president of the Muir
Heritage Land Trust and the Vice-Chairman of the Lafayeite Open-Space Committee, Despite
an apparent orientation and background that would tend to suggest a lack of receptivity to the
Wight Project, I engaged Mr, Walkleit in a series of emails related to the Project. Mr. Walklett
repeatedly referenced project “impacts” cited by residents of the Glen and demanded a reduction
in size of the house by approximately one-half. I pressed Mr. Walklett to explain the proximate
causation between the Project size and the perceived impacts. In other words, there is little point
to demanding a size reduction unless that size reduction has some corollary mitigation factor
which would permit an affirmative finding which would otherwise be negative. M. Walklett
declined to discuss anything other than the simiple demand for a significant size reduction. Since
this Council had already approved the Project site and its mass and since that mass has liftle, if
anything, to do with perceived Project impacts or required legal findings, there appeared to be no
purpose in further discussion.




3. At the Prior Hearing, Councilmembers Failed to Properly Assess the Project and
the Evidence in Support of Aonroval When They Claimed They Could Not Make Certain
“Findings™:

None of the Membets of the Council seemed able to make findings in support of a Phase
2 and Project approval at the last hearing. ‘While there was some variation in the findings
identified as those which could not be made in support of approval, there was more ot less
unanimity that certain findings and the burden of proof with respect to those findings were
ctitical, The following comments pertain to the Findings which Councilmembers claimed they
could not make.

A, Section 6-2071 LMC-Findings related to a Hillside Development Permii.

(f)  Development Grading is to be Minimized to Limit Scarring of Hillsides,
Preserve Existing Topographic Features, Reduce Erosion, and Visval Impacis,

All Councilmembers appear to have found difficulty in affirmatively finding that
Development Grading had been minimized in this parficular instance. That difficoity is
surprising in light of the uncontroverted evidence presented priox to and at heating.

There is an existing access road. Its location was long ago approved and has nothing to
do with this particular Project. The on site grading related to the access road is that required by
the Fire Department (o ensure its compliance with regulations. The access road will be improved
and thus will remediate current conditions which do evidence some level of erosion and which
could eonceivably add to drainage problems. In other words, the grading at the aceess road is
minimal and represents only an improvement in existing conditions.

There is grading for an auto court and the house siructure. The auto coust grading is
unavoidable because there is no room on the road for either turnaround or parking as required by
the City of Lafayette Residential Design Review Guidelines. The auto court and the structure are
geometric features of the lot which relate either to the normal requirernent for access or the need
fo support a structure. The dimensions of the auto court comply with and do not exceed the
Residential Guidelines. It was this Council which spelled out precisely where the home was to
be placed and it was this Council which approved its mags-—which obviously must be physically
supported. By the very fact that this Council made a Phase 1 determination, it must be
concluded that visibility issues and the preservation of topographie features have been fully
satisfied. There is literally nio evidence which would support a conclusion that the requirements
of this Finding have not been fully satisfied.

)] Development Shall Not Create a Nuisance, Hazard or Enforcement
Problem,

All Councilmembers appear to have found difficulty in affirmatively finding that the
development would not create a Nuisance, Hazard or Enforcement Problem. Again, this appears




to be a case where Project opponents' complaints (without factual basis) have taken precedence
over actual objective evidence and objective determinations.

The development or existence of a single family residence within a permitted zoning
district cannot possibly be deemed a nuisance. Lafayette is a residential community and homes
are constructed all the time, This Council has afready acknowledged that this lawful lot will be
developed and it has already approved the location and mass of that development. Neither the
existence of the home nor the anticipated construction process can be deerned a nuisance or
injurious to public welfare unless there is something far beyond the usual which actually creates
public health concerns.

There is an interesting observation that must be made regarding this finding and the issue
of musance or hazard. The finding clearly relates to the end product—i.e., the completed
structure, or the end product of the development process. Certainly no one-could successfully
maintain that the Wight residence, once constructed, might actually present a nuisance or a
health concern. That would be ludicrous. Project opponents have actually twisted the intent of
the finding fo speak to the development process and characterize that process as a nuisance or a
health issue. If this Council were to actually find that this finding could not be made because of
the development process—as opposed to the completed project—-it would certainly have
departed from past practice and intent. Additionally, the application of such a finding to the
development process could adversely impact any construction anywhere within the City, This
would lead to potentially absurd results. Please note the comments of Young and Burton, the
Project Coritractor, in the comdext of the Construction Management Plan, mgmding its Happy
Valley project of similar size with substantially more off-haul which gave rise to neither
nuisance nor health issues despite a 29 month construction process inclosive of a higher volume
of construction trips than enticipated for the Wight project.

it is hardly unusual in Lafayette to experience the development of large homes. As but
one example, the Edminster—Atwood Project of 10,000 square feet at 4165 Canyon Road was
approved and has now been nearly completed with no untoward impacts which might rise to the
level of nuisance or threats to public health, That Canyon Road Project has access and staging
issues very similar to those faced in this instance.

There is a construction management plan which will be adopted to address any unusual
impacts of this particular construction process. As indicated in the plan, there will be an average
of 11.5 round trips each day and carpooling of workers will be employed. The roof footprint of
this Project is no more than 6,350 syuare feet and that footprint is less than the roof footprints of
at least 14 homes within the adjacent neighborhoods. (See Schell and Martin Exhibit « House
Areas Adjacent Neighborhoods dated June 10, 1014.) The size of this home has little 1o do with
construction impacts sinice the bulk of those impacts relate to the home’s footprint-not mere
size—and the footprint is required regardless of the actual size. In short, the consiruction
process will have no unusual consequences for neighbors hence there is no basis for anyone 1o
conclude that nuisance or health concerns exist.

It is worth noting that the proposed development actually has a number of positive
impacts—as opposed to claims of nuisance. Development will stabilize an existing road.




Development will add to the tax base and improve property values within the neighborhood.
Development will contribute substantial monies to the City in the form of fees and expenditures
of workers during the consiruction process. Developraent in this instance has secured the open
hillsides and ridgelines for viewing of the public from lower elevations.

There is a certain amount of inconvenience related to the construction process. Unless
public sticets are blocked and inaccessible and noise exceeds sound regulations, such conditions
neither pose a nuisance nor do they justify a denial of the Project. Additionally, other regulations
exists to control noise and traffic and the proper application of those regulations is the
appropriate means of addressing perceived nuisance conditions-—not the denial of this Project.

B. Section 6-275 Design Review Findings:

(2)  The approval of the Project is in the best interest of Public Health, Safety
and General Welfare.

A number of Councilmembers felt that the general Design Review Finding requiring that
approval was in the best interests of Public Health, Safety and General Welfare could not be
made. To an extent, the response to such a conclusion is set forth above, In addition, however,
an approval would preserve private property rights and honor the right to use and develop
property. In addition to the positive aspects of development noted above, there is the negative
aspect of denial in that such action would necessarily be arbitrary and eapricious and would also
deprive the property owner of the right 1o use and enjoyment of the property. Litigation would
not be in the best interests of the public welfare,

(4  General Architectural Considerations Have Been Incorporated to Insure
ity of this Development with Its Design Concept and the Character of Adjacent

Several Councilmembers voiced concern over an inability to find the General
Architectural Considerations, related to the Project to be appropriate in terms of character, scale
and quality. This is ironic since no member of the public has ever voiced an objection to the
architecture and design of the Project. They have voiced objections to its size, The proposal
clearly calls for a well-considered-—and quite expensive—treatment of a custom quality single
family residence.

1 suspect that the concern in this ingtance is not with the design or architectural issue but
purely over conipatibility of this development with other existing development. The appropriate
finding in this regard is actually 6-275(b)(2). 1 will discuss that finding elsewhere in this letter,

C. Section 6-273(b) Findings for Approval of Homes In Excess of 6,000 Square
Fegt:

(1)  The house substantially complies with the City’s Residential Design
Guidelines.




The Residential Guidelines address both site and building design, The primary goals
relative to site design are to preserve as many trees as possible and to maintain the natural visual
character of the site and utilize grading to reduce off-site visibility, Building design is supposed
to be compatible with the surrounding land features and care is o be taken to avoid off-site
visibility from specific viewing locations. The size of any house is supposed to be appropriate to
the acreage upon which it is to be built,

Because of the site topography and siting limitations, the Wight home is a tale of two
houses: as viewed from the west, the home is single story; only because the land drops away
precipitously to the cast/south east does it have a two story component. The design of the home
does not silhouette above the surrounding land and the home is nvisible from offsite views.
Roof forms and color selections mimic surrounding land forms and native vegetation colors
respectively, The facades of the home are articulated to step forward and back to create
interesting and pleasing massing, The footprint of the home is comparable to many homes in
nearby neighborhoods and, to the greatest extent possible, follows the natural features
surrounding the house. The house itself is restricted to approximately one-half aet¢ of a nearly
14 acre site and is obviously appropriate to the acreage upon which it is to be built.

When this Council approved the site and mass of the house as a part-of the Phase 1
review, it created constraints which obviously impact upon the architectural ireatment. While
every effort has been made to conform the design of the home with Residential Design
Guidelines, it is perfectly apparent that this Couneil’s prior action has dictated much of the
design treatment. It would obviously be inappropriate for this Council to approve site and
massing-—which has largely dictated the architectural treatment—and to then somehow conclude
that the resulting structure failed to conform to Design Guidelines. Obviously, guidelines are
just that and cannot be used as though they constituted strict regulations applicable regardless of
the particular context,

(2)  The Structure Is So Designed That Its Mass Will Not Appear Significantly
Out of Scale With the Existing Neighborhood.

This particular finding requires little discussion. The Phase 1 process employed by this
Council specifically approved both the site and the mass of this Project. Neither the site nor the
mass hag materially changed since the date of original approval, This finding was expressly
made. Councilmembers who voiced concern over this finding need merely be reminded that it
was made once and, therefore, must again be found,

(4) The House Does Not, Because of Its Size, Require Removal of Natural
Features or Excessive Grading,

Grading for this Project is limited to project access, the courtyard, and the
foundation/structure. Road grading and improvements are required regardiess of the size of the
home. The courtyard is also required for practical reasons related to access and parking.
Grading for the courtyard has nothing to do with the size of the home. Grading for the
foundation/structure does have some relationship to the size of the home. However, the City’s
own regulations have required that this home be “bunkered” into the hillside so as to avoid off-




site visibility. In other words, the City has dictated whete the home is to be constructed and what
level of visibility is acceptable, These City requirements have resulted in necessary grading and
excavation,  The size of the home will not require removal of any natural features.

1t is respectfully submitted that the size of this home has become a matter of perception—
as opposed to objective reality. The home is large; but the lot is large, There are numerous
large homes within Lafayette and particutarly Happy Valley. This home will not be seen as the
Couneil has already found. The construction of the home is largely based upon the requirements
of lot geometry and its footprint—which really do not relate to its size, An objective review of
this Project would necessarily conclude that the size of the home is a non-issue in regulatory
terins.

D. Section 6-1903—-Findings For Approval of Structures Over 17 Feet In Height

(1)  The Stucture Substantial Complies with Residential Design Guidelines.
See the prior discussion at Section C(f).

(2)  The Structure is So Designed That It Will APPEAR Compatible With
Scale and Style of The Existing Neighbothood and Will Not Significantty Detract From the
Established Character of "That Neighborhood.

A number of Councilmembers voiced concern over the compatibility of the proposed
home with homes in the Glen neighborhood---based primarily upon size. It might be noted that
the regulatory finding stresses that compatibility is defined in terms of the manner in which the
home “APPEARS”.  Since the home is essentially screened, architectural compatibility is not
ati issus, One might also argue that the size of the home shoild also be of no concern becaunse
the regulatory finding relates to appearance. In other words, if the home was proposed for
30,000 square feet, but did not appear to be of that size or scale then the requirements of this
finding would nonetheless be satisfied. In this instance, the home is 10,000 square feet and
thoroughly screened. Since there is no appearance of excess size or scale, neither the size of the
home nor architectural style poses compatibility concerns.

Thete are actually a number of positive things fo state regarding this Project and this
particular finding. The house’s footprint is arguably twice the size of the Glen neighborhood
homes. The lot on which it is to be placed, however, is about 28 times the size of Glen lots. The
Project neighborhood is not the Glen; it is the particular development where one might expect
large homes to be constructed. Most importantly, compatibility is all about context and nestling
the home away from off-site views 1o the extent possible. With this latter thought in mind,
compatibility is certainly not an issue.

E. Section 3-701 Findings Required for Approval of Grading :

(1) The Grading Will Not Endanger The Stability of Site or Adjacent Property




Although Councilmembers have voiced concerns that they could not make this finding,
such concerns were never shared by members of the public, including an engineer hired by the
publie.

Everyone has seemingly acknowledged that the proposed home will be constructed on
bedrock on a ridgeline, There ave no instability issues associated with the home o its grading,

Some concerns have been raised regarding the access road. The project will actually
improve the stability of the aceess road and it has been thoroughly reviewed by the Project soils
engineer.

The only evidence before this Council is that grading will improve existing conditions
and there is no stability issue posed by the Projoct at all.

(2) Grading Will Not Sigunificantly Increase Erosion or Flooding Affecting the
Site or Other Property,

Councilmembers have voiced concerns over the adequacy of proposed drainage.
Quostions by Councilmember Tatzin engendered some confusion over drainage issues because
the staff report contained both an earlier hydrology study and a later study which had been
shared with the City Engincer, The project engineer was unable to reconcile certain
inconsistencies between hydrology studies when asked during hearing.

Since that last hearing, detailed hydrology studies have been completed and reviewed by
the City Engineer. This Project has completed studies which ordinarily would be required only
as conditions of approval. It is clear that problems experienced by neighbors regarding drainage
are unrelated fo this Property as different watersheds are involved. More to the point, the
approved Hydrology Study clearly demonstrates that drainage will not contribute to erosion or
flooding of any adjacent properties.

It might be noted that these types of drainage issues are professional concerns which must
be addressed by qualified engineers. The project engineer and the City engineer are qualified to
opine regarding the subject matter of this finding. Neighbor opinions ate not qualified both
because they lack expertise and because they have never studied the issue. Councilmembers
have obviously neither studied site conditions in the context of engineering and drainage nor do
they have professional expertise—at least so far as I am aware. If the Project and City Engineers
have found that there is no significant increase in anticipated erosion or flooding then the finding
is satisfied and there is no basis for a Project denial on the ground that the finding cannot be
made.

E.  The Design of the Project Preserve Existing Trees, Btc.

This Council has defined the siting and mass of this Project. If trecs must be removed,
that renioval is justified by the existing approval. In actual fact, very few trees will be removed
and replacement irees will be planted as a mitigation matter consistent with usual custom and
practice.




4. Miscellaneous Issues:
A. The Gas Line.

Although not related directly to any findings, much discussion has ensued and concern
voiced regarding the presence of a PG&E gas pipe line. Glen residents have shown photos of
that gas pipeline whete it is no longer buried underground.

In contrast to the resident photographs, the gas pipeline on the subject Property is
actually underground. The Project applicant will have to work with PG&E to ensure that the
pipeline is not damaged. No portion of any structure will be constructed over the pipeline, The
presence of the pipeline hias been a factor in the engineering designs for development of the site,

None of the foregoing conditions is unique to this Property. The PG&E gas pipeline
extends throughout the Glen and other neighborhoods. No one else’s home has been
disapproved because of a gas pipeline. The Project applicant hardly discounts potential issues
with the presence of a pipeline on the Property. The point is that the pipeline has been addressed
in customary fashion and is an issue for resolution between PG&E and the applicant. 1fthe
presence of a gas pipeline was grounds for denial of construction of single family residence, then
the density of homes within Lafayette would be limited, indeed. There also would be an absence
of natural gas a source of energy and, presumably, exclusive reliance on electrical power.

The presence of a gas line—-as the issue of size—has no relevance to the approval of this
particular Praject or Council deliberations.

B. The Beenic Pasement.

Staff has recommended as a condition of approval the ereation of 4 scenie easement
which would be coincident with the ridgeline setback. The applicant has proposed 4 scenic
easement as a buffer area protecting the southern and western adjoining neighbors. The City's
proposal for a scenic easement is excessive and legally unjustified.

Section 6-2052 authorizes the dedication of open~space, scenic, or conversation
easements to protect a scenic vista trail corridor, stream or water course, wildlife or other area of
ecological significance. This authorization for-a requirement for a scenic easement is found in
Article 5 which details the development requirements for subdivisions in the Hillside Overlay
District. This Project seeks merely Design Review approval for development of a permitted
single family residence on an existing lawful lot. The Code authorization for a scenic easement
has no application.

Tt is well established Constitutional Law that any porported exaction nmust have a purpose
that substantially advances a legitimate state interest and that the means used are reasonably
related to that objective. Exactions which relate to a physical taking are subject to strict judicial
serutiny. In Nollen vs. California Coastal Commission (1978) 107 8Ct 3141, the United States
Supreme Court found that the purpose of a condition requiring a public easement for beach use




as a condition of approval to rebuild a beachfront dwelling advanced a legitimate state interest;
howevet, there was no reasonable relationship or nexus to the permit to rebuild the beach house.

In this particular case, there is no legitimate state interest in imposing a scenic easement
over virtually all of the subject Property. The Hillside Overlay District already requires a permit
for any activity which would alter the terrain which the City proposes fo make subject to a scenic
gasement. More importantly, there is no reasonable relationship between the grant of approval
for an already permitted single family residence and a requirement for a physical taking of
virtually all of the applicants’ property.

The applicant is willing to grant a scenic easement as has been defined in the pending
application, The claim for a scenic easement coincident with the ridgeline setback is simply a
gross overreaching which cannot be justified.

5. The Construction Management Plan:

Much has been made of the need for a Construction Management Plan. Indeed, Glen
residents have periodically complained of an alleged lack of transpareney in terms of the
development of a plan and the level of potential construction impacts. It is not wnusual for a
project approval to be conditioned on a Construction Management Plap. It is unusual for a
detailed construction management plan to be prepared at this stage of the approval process given
the typical uncertainties which accompany any project prior to the completion of construction
drawings. Despite all of this, Young and Burton has prepared an extensive Construction
Management Plan which addresses the construction process and mitigates inconvenience—to at
least the degree one might reasonably expect.

In anticipation that Gien residents might still find the plans for-construction management
to be insufficient and might still demand, among other things, that a special employee be hired
for the City at applicant’s expense purely to monitor this one Project, a detailed study of a similar
project has been undertaken,

Young and Burton was the general contractor for a single family residential construction
project on Happy Valley Road in relatively close proximity to Happy Valley Elementary School.
The project lasted for 29 months; it involved 8,005 square feet of enclosed living space, a garage
of 753 square feet, a cavered terrace of 2628 square feet, impervious surface of 18,139 square
feet, and a maximum building height all constructed on a lot of 100,207 square feet. In other
words, this Happy Valley Project was similar in size and scope to the Wight Project on.a lot
approximately one-seventh the size. This particular project had ample immediate room for the
patking of construction vehicles. Because of available parking, there was a substantial amount
of construction traffic related to personal vehicles of workers. In the case of the Wight Project,
personal vehicles will be sharply circumscribed since there is limited available parking, This
will ensure that a substantial percentage of consiruction traffic experienced with respect to the
Happy Valley Project will not be a part of the Wiglit Project. Car pooling will eliminate a
significant number of personal worker vehicles, Young and Burton has estimated that the
personal vehicular traffic per day would be substantially less than that associated with the Happy




Valley project, The most recent studies have suggested an average of 11.5 round trips for
construction traffic might be expected. This i hardly an unduly burdensome level of traffic,

Based on actual logs and counts, the month-to-month average daily vehicle traffic for the
Young and Burton Happy Valley Project amounted to the following:

Month 1= 10 Month 11 =23 Month 2] =25
Month 2 =28 Month 12 =25 Month 22 =20
Month 3 =16 Month 13 =21 Month 23=10
Month 4= 15 Month 14 =20 Month 24 =9
Month 5 =12 Monih 15 =23 Month 25 = §
Month 6 = 18 Month 16 = 27 Month 26 =9
Month 7= 18 Month 17 =26 Month 27=9
Momnth § = 20 Month 18 =28 Month 28 =8
Month 9 =20 Month 19 =28 Month 29 =7
Menth 10 =21 Month 20 =27

The aforesaid numbers represent actual vehicle counts and are therefore reflective of the
numbet of construction-related round trips actually experienced. Based on carpooling and
substantially less off haul (fewer than 1,000 cubic yards for Wight compared with 5,000 cubic
yards for the Happy Valley project), the equivalent numbers for the Wight Project should be
approximately 25% fewer vehicles than the numbers represented in the above table.

Trip generation is hardly a subjeet of first impression. The institute of traffic engineers
publishes a trip generation manual. The ninth edition of that manual published in 2011 assumes
that each household generafes approximately 10 daily trips (ie. 5 daily round trips). Contra
Costa County requires local traffic engineers to increase the number of trips generated pet
household by 20% for large homes. This would mean that a completed home at the Wight
property would be assumed to generate 12 daily trips (ie. 6 daily round trips). Based on the
Happy Valley project, the months of heaviest construction traffic would involve a daily vehicle
count (or round trips) of approximately 21 (28 times 75%). That would equate to approximatety
3.5 times the trip generation of the home once it was completed and occupied. Spread over days
and months, however, the traffic impact of construction of the Wight Project is limited to at most
occasional inconvenicnce,

One final comment might be made. Construction within the Glen neighborhood is not an
unusual oecurrence. I understand that there have been oceasions whett two or more homes
greater than 4000 square feet have been under construction. That level of construction and
related traffic would certainly be more impactful than the Wight Project given its remote
location. Somchow, these other projects have failed to generate the level of concern over the
construction process raised with respect to this Project. Again, there is no objective basis from
which one might conclude that the construction process creates any legal grounds for denial of a
Phase 2 approval.

6. Final Obgervations:




Gordon Chong, a Design Review Commissioner, characterized this Project as “complex”.
That characterization hag been echoed by Glen residents who have also cited numerous
perceived imipacts related to the proposed development, This Project is hardly complex as it is
nothing more than building a permitted single family home on an existing lot. To the extenta
fairly simple process can be characterized as “complex”, the perceived complexities are all
essentially generic to hillside development, the Phase 1 approval, and existing cenditions. In
other words, the same alleged “complexities™ and “impacts” would exist independent of house
size. In short, there is 4 complete disconnect between the Project attributes to which opponents
have objected and any impacts traceable to those atiributes.

This Council made all of the findings necessary to issue a Phase 1 approval. This is the
same Project which has been more and better refined. With better and more complete objeetive
evidence and nothing other than unsubstantiated opinions, a claim that the findings cannot be
made for a Phase 2 approval is simply lacking justification. A decision made without
justification is the very definition of arbitrary and capricious. My long experience with this
Council suggests that it will properly eonclude, on the record before it, that this Project must be
approved.

Thank you for your consideration of this Project. It is respectfully requested that it be
approved without farther hearing.

ce: Steve and Linda Wight
Howard Martin
Tom Frye




Linda Wight

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Wight, Steve <SWight@triu.com>

Friday, June 13, 2014 4:26 PM

ckidd@lovelafayette.org

David Bowie (Dave@bblandlaw.com)

1240 Monticelfo Road

TReilly Questions.docx; WIGHT - HOUSES IN ADJACENT NEIGBORHOODS 10Juni4.pdf;
Wight traffic impact 6-12-14.docx; DOC061314.pdf

Catarina, please find attached Answers to Member Reilly’s Questions and related attachments. These are in support of
our Phase 2 application regarding the subject property. Please call with any questions. Regards, Steve Wight, Appiicant
415-956-6311 {work) 925-283-9118 (home)
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June 12, 2014
Answers to Member Reilly’s Questions
Council Meeting of May 12, 2014

Prepared by Applicant

QUESTIONS:

1.

Off-haul?

a. Access, 56%

b. Garage, 16%

c. House, 21%

d. Pool, 7%

Average size of home in Glen area?

a. 2,864 SF {homes range in size from 1,082 to 6,994 SF). Source: Win2Data,

b. Approved home site is via a privale road approximately one-half mile from the end of
Monticelio Road (public).

¢. Approved home site is located at approximately 200 feet in elevation above the end of
Monticello Road (public).

d. Approved home site is accessed via Monticello Road (a public street}, just as Sessions Road
and Northridge Lane {both, private roads) are accessed via Sierra Vista Way (public).

e. Comparing the approved home massing (square footage} to the average Glen area home
would be like comparing many of the homes on Sessions Road and Northridge Lane to the
average size of homes located on Sierra Vista Way.

Is construction restricted on spare the air days? Construction will be limited in the same

manner as other residential construction then underway in the City.

PG&E pipeline during construction. The applicant will be most diligent in insuring that all

appropriate (PG&E and City advised) precautions wiil be followed.

10,000 SF (roofed plus three walls) plus 7,000 SF impervious surfaces?

a. Approved massing roof area, 6,350 SF.

b. Fourieen existing homes with roof areas greater than 6,350 SF are located in the immediate
area, many of which are on hillsides. Also in the immediate area there are an additional
twelve homes with roof areas of at least 5,000 SF, but less than 6,350 SF.

c. 20 Monticello Court has a roof area of 6,920 SF,

Please see Schell and Martin, EXHIBIT — HOUSE AREAS ADJACENT NEIGHBORHOQDS dated
10Juni4 (attached)

Total loads and delivery on road for the entire project?

a. Young & Burton's, Construction Traffic Impacts /Trip Totals, Wight Residence shows 698
large trucks and 4,347 workman vehicle trips over 440 days or approximately 11.5 trips per
work day. The report is attached.




10.

b. Young & Burton also prepared a Construction Traffic Case Study based on a project they

recently concluded on Happy Valley Road. Given many project similarities, the case study
serves to affirm the above referenced estimates. Adjusted for the substantially less off-haul
{1,000 versus 5,000 cubic yards) and anticipated carpooling to the Wight job site the case
study supports Young & Burton’s above estimates. The adjusted case study anticipates 824
large truck trips and 4,400 workman vehicle trips over the project period. The case study is
attached.

COA 01/10/13 dealt with in Phase 2?

a.

The applicant is unable to address this question because we were unable to identify the
specific COA.

Qutdoor kitchen, 07/09/12, location to be dealt with in Phase 2?

a.

The outdoor kitchen (including the roof) will be screened by agreed to-be-planted oaks.

Colors and materials ... appropriate? Review?

d.

c.
d.

The western elevation is single story, and fully consistent with the elevation presented to
the Council during its Phase One approval.

The eastern elevation is invisible to any public viewing location located to the east on the
approved home site.

No negative design comments have been received from the public,

Sample boards have been reviewed by Design Review.

COA #36 ... water tank required?

a.

Yes, to be located to the north of the approved home site.
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B YOUNG ‘@ Burton INC. ——

June 9, 2014 GENERAL CONTRACTORS
1947 SAN RAMON VALLEY BLVD, SUITE 200
SAN RAMON, CA 54583
(925) 820-4953 » FAX (925) 820-1858

HDP20-13, GRO7-13 & TP12-13
Wight Residence

1240 Monticello Rd.

Lafayette, CA

Construction Traffic Case Study

Project used for Case Study:
- Single family residence on Happy Valley Road
- 11/2011 - 04/2014, total 29 month schedule
- Lot size = 100,207 SF
- Total Enclosed living space = §, 005 SF
- Garage =753 SF
- Covered Terrace = 454 SF
- Impervious Surface = 18,139 §F
- Maximum Building Height = 29’-9”

Description of Work:

- Mass excavation for crawl space, below ground mechanical and pool equipment rooms and
pool/spas.

- Steel, concrete and wood frame construction.

- Tennis court, covered terrace, second floar patie, pool side patios, pool, two spas, grotto with
fire pit, motor court, driveway.

- Pavilion with outdoor kitchen

- Garage, Movie Theater, 2 bedrooms, 4 bathrooms, game roor, gym and massage room,

Construction Conclitions:

- The construction lot was located behind a lot directly on Happy Valley less than 1000 feet from
Happy Valley Elementary School. The homeowner owns both lots and the front lot was mostly
clear, with a small orchard in the middle, This lot allowed for construction access and
construction parking, staging, material delivery, etc. This project did ot require van pooling or
offsite staging due to available on site space. In this condition, almost alf individuals arriving to
site each day transported and parked themselves

Case Study:

- Wae complete daily logs documenting everyday during the construction process as part of
company policy. These logs detail every person on site, how many deliveries were made, how
many trucks of off haul or concrete trucks on site, ete. In reviewing the over 600 daily logs one
by one, we were able to get counts for the daily number of vehicles on site and what kind of
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vehicles they were. We were also able to determine a traffic flow pattern over the course of the
construction process, Below are the findings and at the end is a summary comparing this
projects size, scale, location to that of the Wight's and how we will mitigate the traffic for the
Wight project.

Total Number of Vehicles over 29 months = 10,619

Total Truck Imperts (gravel, sand, etc) = 115

Total Truck Deliveries {lumber, waterproofing, etc) = 200
Total Truck Off haul = 572

Total Steel Deliveries/install =7

Total Concrete Pumps = 35

Total Concrete Trucks = 145

Toral personal work vehicles = 9,545
Average number of personal work trucks/day = 17 [29 months with average 20 work days/month = 580
days; 9,545/580 = 16.46 ~17]

Month to Month Average Daily Vehicle Traffic

Month1-10 Month 16 — 27
Month 2 - 28 Month 17 - 26
Maonth3 - 16 Month 18 — 28
Month 4 - 15 Month 19~ 28
Month5-12 Month 20 ~ 27
Month 6 — 18 Month 21-25
Month 7 - 18 Month 22 - 20
Month 8- 20 Month 23 -10
Month 920 Month 24 ~9
Month 16 - 21 Month 25-8
Month 11 -23 Month 26 -9
Month 12~ 25 Month 27 -9
Month13-21 Month 28 -8
Month 14 20 Month 29 -7
Month 15-23

Case Study Comparison to Wight Resudence

Case Study Wights )

Single family residence_ on Happy Valley Road _iSingle Family residence on Monticello Road
29 month schedule 122 month schedule

iLot size = 100,207 SF Lot size = 565,844 SF

iTotal Enclosed Iwing space = 8,005 SF Total Enclosed lwmg space = 7,784 SF

\Garage=753SF Garage=2043SF
i Covered Terrace = 2, 628 SF Covered Terrace = 3, 648 ’
iimpervious Surface = 18, 139 SF Impervious Surface =8,544

slVIaxlmum Building Height 29°-9” Maximum Building Height = 25’




Traffic Projections based on Case Study:

Based on the comparative size and infrastructure of the Wight's residence 1o that of the case
study, we can infer that the traffic counts would be the same in the same situation of location,
parking and access. The truck/large vehicle counts cannot be adjusted greatly due to the
required amount of material for the project size, however the off haul amount required for the
Wight residence compared to the case study is much less {1,000 versus 5000 cublc vards). We
equate this difference to be approximately 250 fewer trucks than the case study. Alernately,
the personal vehicle traffic can be greatly decreased via the proposed carpool vans. With the
shorter 22 month schedule of the Wight's project compared to the case study, we can already
infer 7 months less of personal vehicle traffic, which would equate to a reduction of
approximately 2,380 fewer vehicle trips. Taking advantage of carpooling opporiunities, we
believe we can gliminate 6-14 personal vehicle trips per day. With the tarpooling requiring two
trips per day, plus the occasional personal vehicles, we estimate that we can limit the personal
vehicle traffic per day to approximately 8-10 vehicles. With 10 vehicles per day for 22 months,
the total personal vehicle traffic wouid be 4,400 and with the truck traffic, the total vehicles
aver 22 months would be approximately 5,224,




Construction Traffic Impacts/ Trip totals
Wight Residence project
1240 Mantecello Rd.
Lafayette, CA 94549

For purposes of this iliustration large trucks wil include 10 wheel dump trucks, bobtail delivery trucks, pump trucks, sanitary trucks,
debris trucks, Concrete trucks, lumber or steel deiivery trucks, or most multi axel fype heavy duty trucks. Generally diesel engines with
total GVW up to 80,000 lbs.

Workman vehicles would include automobiles, pickup trucks, small dual axe! delivery flatbeds or vans, carpoo! vans etc. either diesel or
gas burning mostly used to deliver workmen to the site, handtools, subcontractors etc.

Regular traffic will inciude: inspections avg. 1 per week, Porta-john service avg. 1 large per week, trash and debris hauling 1 large per week
Project manager 1 truck every day, vanpool 2-4 everyday, subcontractor’s avg. 4 trucks per day

Large Trucks Workman vehicles Total trips Daily Av
Day 1-25 {5 weeks) work will include 55 135 190 8
staging, survey, layout,excavation
eqguipment deliveries, Project manager,
Laborers, Porta john, temp fencing,
Drill rig, Steel ibeam and lumber
Deliveries for road widening and
Retaining wall construction.

Day 25-50 {5 weeks) work will include continue 140 192 332 13.5
Delivery of retaining wall steel and lumber, concrete

Placement at retaining wall piers, begin bulk excavation for

Parking and house pads/ and begin construction of

Roadway improvements. begin excavation utilities

trench. Deliveries include, conduit, storm drain pipe, geo-

Textile fabric for roadway, PG&E sand for trench,

Baserock. Offhaul of approx. 1000 cu. yds. of soils plus clear and grub




Day 50-75. Work will continue on road building, 82
including paving,excavate pool, House foundation

footings, utilities trench continue,site wall footings,

parking pad subbase, pool construction, storm water

retention basin excavate and form, off haul,

Deliveries include form material, base rock, Asphalt,

Paving machine and roller, tractor for paving

Reinforcing steel, PG&E sand, misc conduits, trash haul

Porta John service,

Day 75-100. Temp power, gunite pool, Pour retention basin, 60
form and pour house footings, installation guardrail at

retaining walls, form and pour water tank pad, install sewer
lateral, house power conduits, begin block wall install

Deliveries include gunite for pool, concrete for footings and

Tank pad, reinforcing steel, form material, embedded hardware
Masonry block, sand and cement silo, sewer pipe etc.

Day 100-125 Continue masonry walls, continue house 33
Foundation main retaining wall, grout partial site walls,

Drainage infrastructure, Pour house retaining wall

Deliveries form material, reinforcement steel, sand and

cement for grout, conduits for utilities, water tank,

concrete and pumpers

Day 125-150 Strip, waterproof, shore, backfill main house 36
Wall, continue site work, start form work for remainder of

House foundation, 1% floor plumbing, water procof and form

and pour main floor. Make up water tank plumbing and fill tank.
Deliveries include shoring, concrete, pumpers, hardware,

Stone, plumbing rough material, sand waterproofing

Days 150-175 Complete foundation, begin framing 1 floor 34
thru main floor joists. Begin rock facing of site walils, drainage

250

250

210

230

250

332

310

243

266

284

i35

125

10

11

11.5




camptete bio swales
deliveries inciude lumber, hardware, concrete, pumper
sand and cement, drainage pipe, landscape boulders

Day 175-200 Main floor frame, start roof frame, rock

work continues, exterior shear, hardware install, main

floor plumbing starts, 1* floor HVAC, firesprinkler, electrical,
Deliveries include lumber, HVAC, firesprinkler material,
electrical

Day 200-225 roof frame complete, roof dry-in, complete
Shear, begin window/exterior door set, rough plumbing,
hvac, electrical, Firesprinkler, begin low voltage Main floor.
Deliveries include lumber, windows, exterior doors, roofing
Paper, Hvac, electrical, plumbing, firesprinkler, stone

Day 225-250 rough frame, scaffold set and stucco wrap and
Lath, trades complete, pickup compiete, windows and doors
Complete, insulation installed, sheet rock stocked, roof an
rough frame deck over parking pad

defiveries include insulation, sheetrock, stucco paper and lath
roofing material, steel, Jumber, scaffold

Day 250-275 hang and tape sheetrock, Stucco exterior
Begin Exterior stone installation, install hydronic heating/
gypcrete at 1% and 2nd floor. Prime walls

Deliveries include, hydronics,gypcrete, stucco, stone,
limestone Pavers

Day 275-300 Cabinet installation, hang gutters,
Exterior paint, remove scaffeld, form and pour rear patio
hang interior doors, start lower floor tile work,

25

32

31

18

25

275

300

300

260

275

300

332

331

278

1300

12

13.5

135

11

12




begin patio deck pavers
Deliveries include cabinets, tile and stone, stone
Flooring, stone trim, garage doors, sand and cement

Day 300-325 Trim waork interior, build trellis

Pavers an deck, poal coping, tile at rear patio,

Tile floors at Main floor, tile work, misc. tradework,
Template for slab work

Deliveries include boulders, trellis material,concrete
And pumper, precast, sand and cement, pool coping

Day 325-350 Trim work complete, tile work done

Slabs installed, painting begins,elevator installed

trades begin top out Exterior patio complete. Trellis cornplete
Begin pervious surfaces at parking

Deliveries include slabs, pavers, electrical, plumbing

Elevator, irrigation piping, hardwood

Day 350-375 painting, hardwood flooring, exterior walk
Ways, planting irrigation/amendments

Deliveries include concrete, pumper, irrigation, hardware,
Poot equipment

Day 375-400 hardware instailation, appliances, painting
Plumbing fixtures, exterior irrigation/amendments
Ribbed concrete driveway, gates, pool tile,

pool equipment, closets, handrails, iron rail ext.
Deliveries include concrete, pumper,

w.i. guardrails, appliances

Day 400-425 planting, window treatments, A/V
Carpet, specialties, testing, systems, fixtures
Deliveries include carpet, Audio visual, planting

25

19

18

26

20

275

275

250

250

250

300

294

268

276

270

12

12

11

11

11




Day 425-440 window and house Cleanup,
inspection, systems ,Details, planting, pick up,
cleaning and Sealing, final paving overlay
De-mobilize, move out.

Deliveries include paving and equipment
Moving vans, landscape

Joh totals

19

693

120

4,347

139

5,045

11.47
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June 11, 2014
Job No. 1144815

Steve Wight
2} Northridge Lane
Lafayette, California

Re:  Dispersal Units for Site Drainage
Wight Residence 1240 Monticello Road
Lafayeite, California

Dear Mr. Wight

This letter is an addendum to our letter of April 23, 2014, which discussed the use of
dispersal units to discharge a portion of the storm water runofl collected within the arca
of the referenced project into a swale west and north of the project site.

The referenced property is astride a prominent north/south trending ridge. The spur ridges
that descend westerly from the ridgeline are separated by four distinct swales. This
topography is illustrated on the Schell and Martin plan entitled “Hydrology Exhibit
Proposed Condition, Pcl 4. 64 L.SM 31, Monticello Road. APN 245-060-002" dated May
16. 2014, The plan displays storm water runoff tribwdary areas; the most northerly of the
west facing swales is in Tribulary Area "G™ and the next swale to the south of the first is
in Tributary Area "F".

The current project drainage plan shows the perforated pipe dispersal units would be
located at the upper end of the swale in Tributary Area "G, west and slightly north of the
project buitding sitc.

Because in 2007 we observed indications of active slope instability (shatlow landsliding)
in one of the swales at the property south side. and. possibly. geologically older and less
active instability in the swale within Tributary Area ‘F*. our August 16. 2007 report noted
that the discharging storm water runoff into the swale(s) should be avoided if possible.

It is worthwhile noting that in 2007 we did not observe past or recent signs of slope
instability in the swale within Tributary Arca “G’. Accordingly, the report
recommendation did not apply to the swale within Tributary Area *G". 1

On June 10, 2014, 1 examined the current condition of all four swales and confirmed the
2007 finding that no slope instability condition exists in Tributary Area "G".

The proposed dispersal units should return the accumulated runof( from the project 10 a
sheet flow condition similar to that which naturally oceurs in Tributary Area "G.
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Based on our 2007 site investigation. our review of the storm waler management plan and
my recent site examination, it is our opinion that the dispersal system will not increase
the erosion and slope stability risk, and that the planned discharge of storm water via
dispersal units into the swale within Tributary Area "G’ is acceptable from the
geotechnical engineering standpoint.

JENSEN-VAN LIENDEN ASSOCIATLES. INC,

L/ag/éjz (Qwﬂa

Curtis N. Jensen
G.E. # 438

ce Dave Bowie

ce Schell and Martin




HYDROLOGY STUDY
WIGHT PROPERTY

APN 245-070-014
PARCEL 4, 64 LSM 31
MONTICELLO ROAD, LAFAYETTE, CA 94549

Schell and Martin, Inc.,
337 Mt. Diablo Blvd.,
Lafayette, CA 94549

June 03, 2014
Job No. 420-10
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Introduction

This report presents the results of a hydrologic study to determine pre- and post-construction stormwater
peak runoff in the 10-year storm, together with a detention calculation which demonstrates that the
increase in peak runoff caused by construction of the project can be eliminated in the event that analysis
of the downstream storm drain system reveals that it is not capable of conveying the increased flow.

It is proposed to construct a single-family residence at the top of a north-south ridge northwest of
EBMUD’s Glen Reservoir, The side-slopes of the ridge are steep, with slopes exceeding 50% in some
locations, The site is covered by grass and trees and the soil is sandy clay.

'This hydrologic study was performed to demonstrate that the construction of the proposed residence will
not contribute any additional flow fo the Monticello neighborhood, nor will it increase flow to the
concrete-lined ditch behind the homes at 1244 and 1256 Rose lane. This study also demonstrates that the
drainage system within the Rose lane subdivision is adequate to handle the small additional flow from the
proposed development.

Presently, the proposed house site is split by the saddle of the ridge. This causes about 1/3 of the
stormwater runoff to flow to the west of the ridge, primarily to a seasonal watercourse which flows to a
defined seasonal creek ending at a headwall at the northeast corner of 1260 Rose Lane. The other 2/3 of
the stormwater runoff flows east, combining with runoff from a portion of the vacant lot to the north and
flowing down the existing EBMUD paved road fo the hairpin turn. At this point the runoff enters a short
culvert which conveys it to the west side of this private roadway, where it flows north along the inside
edge of the road.

The points at which this study determines the existing peak flows are as follows:

Point A where the runoff from the vacant north property arrives at the site of a proposed inlet,
Point B the entrance to the culvert at the hairpin turn,

Point C the uphill side of the driveway at 1219 Monticelle Road,

Point ¥ the south end of the existing concrete ditch at a point just east from 1244 Rose Lane,
Point G the headwall near the north corner of 1256 Rose Lane,

Point H the headwall northeast of 1261 Rose Lane,

Point J the curb inlet near the southwest corner of 1260 Rose Lane,

Point K the inlet at the east corner of 1260 Rose Lane,

Point L the curb inlef at the northwest corner of 1248 Rose Lane, and

The above locations are shown on the included hydrology maps for existing and proposed conditions.
Points C, F, G, K and L are the critical points for demonstrating the effect that construction will have on
peak runoff and on neighboring property owners.

Description of Drainage Pattern

Because of elevation constraints all the proposed driveway up to the auto court must drain easterly in the
Monticello Road direction. However, because the proposed residence is at the saddle of the ridge, runoff
from the house, patio and auto court can be directed either to the east or the west, or the flow can be split,
with some going in each direction.




The neighborhoods surrounding the project site have a history of landslide and flooding events, however
given the existing topography, development of the site will have no impact on the areas defined by these
problems. The existing private portion of Monticello Road from the Wight residence down to the level
portion of the road closer to the public portion of Monticello appears to effectively contain runoff within
the roadway, Future road improvements from the proposed fire department turnaround near the new
driveway to the Wight home and future road widening required to satisfy the fire department will include
improvements where necessary to assure that runoff down to the hairpin turn will not overtop the bank
and flow down-slope. Proposed storm drain improvements as the roadway approaches the public portion
of the road will capture this runoff before it can reach the large diameter culvert that has been identified
as a problem by many of the neighbors and the report by Kropp and Associates. As directed by the
project soils engineer, Curt Jensen, runoff that will flow westerly will not drain to the problem slope
above 1256 Rose Lane. This reflects a revision to the plan set that has been currently under review.

All stormwater runoff from the house, rear patio and auto court will be directed to permeable surfaces
(vegetated areas or permeable pavers) in order to comply with current stormwater regulations per
Provision C.3 of the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit. For the purposes of this study it is assumed
that the 10-year storm will strike when the ground is already saturated, the gravel storage layer under the
permeable pavers is full and the bioretention filter is overflowing, After passing through the various
permeable surfaces, all stormwater runoff from the house, rear patio, auto court and associated
landscaping will be piped to dissipator outlets on that portion of the western slope which is tributary to
the existing headwall near the north corner of 1256 Rose Lane. The storm drain system will be designed
with multiple outlet dissipators which will allow stormwater to flow to the surface of the hillside to
commingle with surface flows. The outlet dissipators will be designed to have adequate length to ensure
that flow is spread out sufficiently. This combination of adequate length and multiple locations will
prevent stormwater runoff from being discharged in a concentrated manner, thereby preventing erosion of
the hillside. The construction drawings will contain erosion control provisions to prevent erosion damage
during construction. Below the dissipators, the ground forms a swale which soon becomes a natural
seasonal watercourse which falls steeply to the west before flattening into a small atluvial fan. The ground
continues to fall to the west, eventually dropping into the main north-south seasonal creek. This scasonal
creek flows southerly through two sets of debris racks made of vertical steel pipes and thence to the
headwall at 1256 Rose Lane. From the headwall, a 24" diameter pipe flows southerly between 1256 and
1260 Rose Lane, and westerly to connect to the main Rose Lane storm drain at the curb inlet at the
northwest corner of 1248 Rose Lane, The headwall’s existing tributary area is 8.88 acres. It is proposed to
increase it to 9,17 acres, an increase of 3%,

All the storm drain pipes in this study are shown on the 1985 Improvement Plans for Subdivision 6459
(Rose Lane), by Bryan & Murphy Associates, Inc. See the hydrology calculation sheets to correlate the
Tributary Area designations (G, H, ctc.) with the structure numbers shown on the improvement plans (Str,
# 6459-11, Str. # 6459-5, etc.)

Tributary Area Changes

The boundaries of the tributary areas change between existing and proposed conditions, resulting in
different acreage, as shown on the hydrology calculation sheets and on the exhibit “Tributary Area
Changes™,

Tributary Area ‘A’ increases in size from 1.13 to 1.28 acres because of grading atl the bottom of the house
driveway which raises the road and diverts water north to a proposed inlet.

Tributary Area ‘B’ decreases from 2.86 to 2.49 acres, largely because of grading and house construction




which will cause water to flow towards Tributary Areas ‘A’ and ‘G’. The minor increases due to road
widening are not significant compared to the losses to ‘A’ and ‘G”.

Tributary Area ‘C’ decreases insignificantly from 1.44 to 1.43 acres because of road widening, adding a
sliver to Area ‘B’.

Tributary Area ‘F’ decreases insignificantly from 6.40 to 6.37 acres because of grading for part of the
lawn and swimming pool.

Tributary Area ‘G’ increases from 8.88 to 9.17 acres to accommodate the house, patio and auto-coutrt.
All other tributary areas shown in the hydrology calculations remain unchanged.

Calculation Method

Given the size of the tributary areas, calculations are per the rational method. In keeping with Contra
Costa County Public Works Department’s requirements for the design of storm. drain systems,
calculations of peak flows and water surface elevations are based on a 10-year return interval. This means
that the design storm on which the calculations are based has a 10% chance of being equaled or exceeded
in any given year or, in other words, the most severe storm to occur in a 10-year period, averaged over the
entire time that rainfall records have been kept. Obviously, these records include all rainfall, including dry
years and wet years {including El Nifio years). The severity of the 10-year design storm correlates to the
average annual rainfall: areas that receive more average annual rainfall have more severe 10-year storms,
and vice versa. The proposed project site receives an annual average rainfall of 25.5 inches, as shown on
Confra Costa County’s Isohyet Chart B-166. Rainfall intensities for the 10-year storm are derived from
Contra Costa County’s Rainfall Graph B-159 and correlate to an average annual rainfall of 26 inches,

The purpose of the following hydrology calculations is to compare the quantity of peak stormwater runoff
before and after construction and to demonstrate that, where an increase in flow occurs, the downstream
storm drain system can accommodate it. Calculations for longer or shorter return infervals will yield
similar results.

Since hydrology is not an exact science, one must be careful not to use a degree of precision that is
unwarranted. It is typical for an engineer to round small peak flows to the nearest tenth of a cubic foot per
second (cfs). Above 10 cfs, it is typical to round to the nearest whole number and above 100 ofs if is
typical to round to the nearest 5 cfs. Under normal circumstances, the following calculations would yield
pre- and post-construction peak flows in the two Rose Lane storm drains that are identical, when rounded
to the nearest cfs. However, because of the politicized nature of this project the peak flow quantities are
shown to the nearest tenth of a cfs to forestall any accusations that increased flows have somehow been
“hidden”

The two sets of calculations yield the following results:

Changes in Peak Flow

Point of Concentration Existing Peak flow  Proposed Peak Flow % Change
Point A 1.6 ¢fs 1.8 cfs 12% increase
Point B 5.0cfs 5.0 cfs vnchanged
Point C 6.3 ofs 6.3 cfs unchanged
Point F 8.6 cfs 8.5 cfs 1% decrease

Point G 11.7 cfs 12.2 cfs 4% increase




Point H 60.9 cfs 90.9 cfs unchanged

Point J 92.5 cfs 92.5 cfy unchanged
Point K 12.1 cfs 12,7 cfs 5% increase
Point L 106.0 cfs 106.5 cfs 0.5% increase

Points ‘C’, ‘F’, *G’, ’K’ and ‘L’ are the significant points of concentration where the runoff leaving the
project is measured.

The increase in peak 10-year flow at Point ‘A’ is the result of increased tributary area and the increase in
impervious surface area at the driveway and road. However, this is a localized increase and does not
increase overall outflow from the east side of the project. Point ‘A’ is on the same flow-path as Points ‘B’
and ‘C’ downstream and, by the time that peak runoff reaches these two points, there is no increase from
the existing condition. Peak flows at Peints ‘B’ and ‘C’ remain unchanged from the existing condition, at
5.0 and 6.3 cfs, respectively, Keeping the peak flow at existing levels at these two points is achieved by
the transfer of tributary area from Area ‘B’ to Area ‘G’, which offsets the increase in impervious coverage
sufficiently to prevent a peak flow increase. It should be emphasized that there will be no increase in the
peak 10-year flow that is conveyed by Monticello Road.

Peak flow at Point ‘F’ is reduced slightly because of the grading for the pool and lawn, which causes
storm runoff to be diverted from Tributary Area ‘F’ to Tributary Area ‘G’. '

Peak flow at Point ‘G’ is increased slightly, because of the increased tributary area derived from Areas
‘B’ and ‘F’ and the increase in impervious surface area at the house, patio and auto-court. This 4%
increase from 11.7 to 12.2 cfs is conveyed by an existing well-defined natural seasonal watercourse and a
seasonal creek to an existing 24” storm drain which connects to the main 48” storm drain in Rose Lane.
The 0.5 cfs increase at Point ‘G’ is continued downstream through Points ‘K° (the rounding error causes it
1o appear as a 0.6 cfs increase at Point “K”) and ‘L’, the junction with the 48” diameter Rose Lane storm
drain.

Capacity of Downstream Storm Drain

The existing Rose Lane storm drain system was analyzed in the existing and proposed conditions to
determine the effects of construction. Starting downstream, water surface elevations for the 10-year storm
were calculated in each structure. Because of the steepness of the lines studied, almost all of the water
surfaces were governed by the inlet control condition present at each structure, rather than by the capacity
of the pipe itself. For example, the 48" pipe can adequately convey several hundred cfs in its steeper
sections, but that much water can’t get from the structure into the pipe without backing up inside the
structure and spilling out into the street. The effects of Inlet Control were determined using the Bureau of
Public Roads chart “Headwater Depth for Concrete Pipe Culverts With Intet Control”. As described
above under “Calculation Method” these calculations are performed using a greater degree of precision
than is warranted or is usual. In order to determine precisely the headwater depths given by the Tnlet
Confrol Chart, the chart was imported as a raster image into AutoCAD and a logarithmic scale was
superimposed on various portions of the “Discharge” and “Headwater Depth” lines. By zooming in,
values were determined with extra precision. In order to determine the difference between —pre- and post-
construction water surface clevations with extra precision, in some instances calculations were carried to
the third decimal place.

Water surface elevations were calculated in the 24” pipe leading from Point ‘G’ to the 48” Rose Lane
storm drain at Point ‘L.’; in the 48” pipe downstream from Point ‘I.”; and in the 48 pipe upstream from
Point ‘L’ to determine any upstream effects.

The two sets of calculations yield the following results:




Changes in Water Surface Elevation

Only those storm drain structures in which the post-construction peak flow causes an increase in water
surface elevation are shown below.

Structure No, Existing Water Proposed Water Top of
Surface Elevation Surface Elevation Increase in Depth Structure

48° Storm Drain in Rose Lane

Point L 460,32 460.34 0.027 (0.25") 464.20
24” Storm Drain East of Rose Lane (working upstream — not in alphabetical order)

Point P 466.94 466.98 0.04° (0.50™) 470.00
Point K 468.74 468.78 0.04> (0.50™) 473.25
Point G 477.88 477.94 0.06° (0.75™). 478.50

No other storm drain structures will be affected by the proposed construction. As can bee seen, the
increases in water surface elevation vary from 0.25 inch to 0.75 inch and in no case does the increase
cause the water to overtop the structure. It should be noted that the 1985 plans for Subdivision 6459
(northern part of Rose Lane) call for the top of the headwall at Point G to be at elevation 478.50, only 6
inches above the pipe soffit, but the headwall was built taller, with its top about 2 feet above the top of the
pipe, at approx. 480.2 +/-, In all cases, the post-construction water surface elevation is well below the top
of the structure by several feet,

Conclusion
This hydrologic study demonstrates that:

¢ it is feasible to construct the proposed house and associated infrastructure without increasing the
quantity of peak runoff in the Monticello neighborhood.

e there will be no increase in flow at the concrete ditch behind 1244 and 1256 Rose Lane because the
proposed site improvements will have redirected flow from portions of existing ground that
historically drained to the concrete ditch to the existing westerly drainage course.

e the increase in peak runoff at the 1256 Rose Lane headwall is very small (0.5 cfs, or 4%).
the increase in peak runoff in the main Rose lane storm drain is very small (0.5 cfs, or 0.5%)

¢ the Rose Lane storm drain system can accommodate this increase without any adverse effects.

When construction drawings are prepared, more information will be available, such as alignment and size
of proposed storm drains. At that fime a more refined hydrologic study can be performed.
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HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL - 810-9

Flood volume is the area under the flood
hydrograph.  Although flood volume is not
normally a consideration in the design of highway
drainage facilities, it is occasionally used in the
hydrologic analysis for other design parameters.

Information on flood hydrographs and methods to
estimate the hydrograph may be found in Chapters
6, 7 and 8 of HDS No. 2, Hydrology.

Figure 816.5
Typical Flood Hydrograph

L——Tlms 10 PEAK—J e PEAK FLOW

RISING
}/—‘FALLING LEMB

DISCHARGE (cfs)

TIME OF FLOOD
TIME {hrs)

816.6 Time of Concentration (T¢) and
Travel Time (Tt)

Time of concentration is defined as the time
required for storm runoff fo travel from the

hydraulically most remote point of the drainage
basin to the point of interest.

An assumption made in some of the hydrologic
methods for estimating peak discharge, such as the
Rational and WRCS Methods (Index 819.2), is that
maximum flow results when rainfall of uniform
intensity falls over the entire watershed area and
the duration of that rainfall is equal to the time of
concentration. Time of concentration (Tg) is
typically the cumulative sum of three travel times,
including:

¢ Sheet flow
+ Shallow concentrated flow
¢ Channel flow

For all-paved watersheds (e.g., parking lots,
roadway travel lanes and shoulders, ete.) it is not
necessary to calculate a separate shallow
concentrated flow fravel time segment.  Such flows
will typically transition directly from sheet flow to

March 7, 2014

channel flow or be intercepted at inlets with either
no, or inconsequential lengths of, shallow
concentrated flow.

In many cases a minimum time of concentration
will have to be assumed as extremely short travel
times will lead to calculated rainfall intensities that
are overly conservative for design purposes. For
all-paved areas it is recommended that a minimum
time of concentration of 5 minutes be used. For
rural or undeveloped areas, it is recommended that
a minimum Te of 10 minutes be used for most
situations. However, for slopes steeper than
1V:10H, or where there is limited opportunity for
surface storage, a Te of 5 minutes should be
assumed.

Designers should be aware that maximum runoff
estimates are not always obtained using rainfall
intensities determined by the time of concentration
for the total area. Peak runoff estimates may be
obtained by applying higher rainfall intensities
from storms of short duration over a portion of the
watershed.

(1) Sheet flow travel time. Sheet flow is flow of -
uniform depth over plane surfaces and usually
occurs for some distance after rain falls on the
ground. The maximum flow depth is usuaily
less than (0.8 inches - 1.2 inches. For unpaved
areas, sheet flow normally exists for a distance
less than 80 feet - 100 feet. An upper limit of
300 feet is recomunended for paved areas.

A common method to estimate the travel time
of sheet flow is based on kinematic wave
theory and uses the Kinematic Wave Equation:

0 93L3.f5n31’5
; T, = [5G0
where
T,= travel time in minutes.
= Length of flow path in feet.
= Slope of flow in feet per feet.

= Manning's roughness coefficient
for sheet flow {see Table 816.6A).

i= Design storm rainfall infensity in
inches per hour.




HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL 810-11
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Figure 816.6
Velocities for Upland Method of
Estimating Travel Time for Shallow Concentrated Flow
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HYDROLOGY CALCULATIONS
EXISTING CONDITION
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RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS - EXISTING CONDITION

RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS FOR UNDEVELOPED AREAS ARE DERIVED FROM THE CALTRANS HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL,
FIGURE 819.2A, AND ARE THE SUM OF {NDIVIDUAL RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS BASED ON THE FOLLOWING FOUR
CATEGORIES: RELIEF, INFILTRATION, VEGETAL COVER AND SURFACE STORAGE

TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0.00 IMPERVIOUS 0.00
A} F} G} H 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
1.00 UNDEVELOPED
& I RELIEF  0.30

INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER 0.10
SURFACE STORAGE - 0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED N
PORTION OF TRIBUTARY AREA

. COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR
TOTAL AREA: 1.00 ENTIRE TRIBUTARY AREA: 0.61

0.61

TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE 9
0.41 IMPERVIOUS 0.98
B 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED . 0.00
245 UNDEVELOPED

RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION .11
VEGETAL COVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10

RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED N 0,61
TOTAL AREA: 2.86 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.66
TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0.21 IMPERYIOUS 0.98
C 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
1.23 UNDEYELOPED

RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER 0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UUNDEVELOPED N 0.61

TOTAL AREA: 1.44 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.66




TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0.30  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
J 0.23  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.30
044 UNDEVELOPED

RELEF  0.25

INFILTRATION 0.1

VEGETALCOVER  0.10

SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.56
TOTAL AREA: 0.97 " COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.63

TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0.09  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
K 0.36  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.45
0.00  UNDEVELOPED

RELIEF  0.00

INFILTRATION  0.00

VEGETALCOVER  0.00

SURFACE STORAGE  0.00
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.00
TOTAL AREA: 0.45 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.56




TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
070  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
L 033  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.34
024  UNDEVELOPED

RELIEF  0.30

INFILTRATION ~ 0.11

VEGETAL COVER  0.10

SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.61
TOTAL AREA: 1.27 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.74

TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0.49  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
M 0.82  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.30
0.17  UNDEVELOPED

RELEF  0.30

INFILTRATION 0,11

VEGETAL COVER  0.10

SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0,61
TOTAL AREA: 1.48 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.56




810-16 HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL
March 7, 2014
Figure 819.2A
Runoff Coefficients for Undeveloped Areas
Watershed Types
Extreme High Normal Low
Relief 28 -.35 20-.28 14 -20 08-.14
Steep, rugged Hilly, with average Rolling, with Relatively flat land,
terrain with average  slopes of 10 to 30% average slopes of  with average slopes
slopes above 30% 5t0 10% of 0 to 5%
Seil A2-16 .08 -.12 06 -.08 04 -.06
Infiltration No effective soil Slow to take up water,  Normal; well High; deep sand or
cover, either rock or  clay or shallow loam drained light or  other soil that takes
thin soil mantle of soils of low infiltration —medium textured  up water readily,
] negligible capacity, imperfectly or  soils, sandy very light well
infiltration capacity ~ poorly drained loams, silt and drained soils
silt loams
Vegetal 12 -16 08 -12 06 -.08 ‘ 04 -06
Cover No effective plant Poor to fair; clean Fair to good, Good to excellent;
cover, bare or very  cultivation crops, or about 50% of about 90% of
sparse covet poor natural cover, less area in good drainage area in
than 20% of drainage grassland or good grassland,
area over good cover woodland, not woodland or
more than 50% of equivalent cover
area in cultivated
crops
Surface A0-12 08 -10 .06 -.08 04 -.06
Storage . . . .
Negligible surface Low; well defined Normal; High; surface
depression few and  system of small considerable storage, high;
shallow; ' drainageways; no ponds surface drainage system not
drainageways steep  or marshes depression sharply defined;
and small, no storage; lakes and  large floodplain
marshes pond marshes storage or large
number of ponds or
marshes
Given An undeveloped watershed consisting of; Solution:
1) rolling terrain with average slopes of 5%, Relief 0.14
2) clay type soils, Soil Infiltration 0.08
3) good grassland area, and Vegetal Cover 0.04
4) normal surface depressions. Surface Storage 0.06
. C=0.32
Find The runoff coefficient, C, for the above
watershed.




HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL 810-17

Table 819.2B

Runoff Coefficients for
Developed Areas

Type of Drainage Area Runoff
Coeflicient
Business:
BDowntown areas 0.70-0.95
Neighborhood areas 0.50-0.70
Residential:
Single-family arcas .30 - 0.50
Multi-units, detached .40 - 0.60
Multi-units, attached 0.60-0.75
Suburban 0.25-0.49
Apartment dwelling areas 0.50 -0.70
Industrial;
Light areas 0.50-0.80
Heavy areas 0.60 -0.90
Parks, cemeteries: 0.10-0.25
Playgrounds: 0.20 - 0.40
Railroad yard areas: 0.20 - 0.40
Unimproved areas: 0.10-0.30
Lawns: ‘
Sandy soil, flat, 2% 0.05-0.10
Sandy soil, average, 2-7%  (.10-0.15
Sandy soil, steep, 7% 0.15-0.20
Heavy soil, flat, 2% 0.13-0.17
Heavy soil, average, 2-7%  0.18 - 0.25
Heavy soil, steep, 7% 0.25-0.35

Streets:
Asphaltic
Concrete
Brick
Drives and walks
Roofs:

0.70 - 0.85

March 7, 2014

use in California are given in Figure 819.2C
and Table 819.7A. These equations are based
on regional regression analysis of data from
stream gauging stations, The equations in
Figure 819.2C were derived from data gathered
and analyzed through the mid-1970’s, while the
regions covered by Table 819.7A are reflective
of a more recent (1994) study of the
Southwestern U.8, which has  been
supplemented by a 2007 Study of California
Desert Region Hydrology. Nomographs and
complete information on use and development
of this method may be found in "Magnitude
and Frequency of Floods in California"
published in JTune, 1977 by the U.S.
Department of the Interior, Geological Survey.

The Regional Flood-Frequency equations are
applicable only to sites within the flood-
frequency regions for which they were derived
and on streams with virtually natural flows.
For example, the equations are not generally
applicable to small basins on the floor of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys as the
anmual peak data which are the basis for the
regression analysis were obtained principally in
the adjacent mountain and foothill areas.
Likewise, the equations are not directly
applicable to streams in urban areas affected
substantially by urban development. In urban
areas the equations may be used to estimate
peak discharge values under natural conditions
and then by use of the techniques described in
the publication or HDS No. 2, adjust the
discharge values to compensate for
urbanization, Further limitations on the use of
USGS Regional Flood-Frequency equations
are:

0.70 - 0.95

0.75-0.85
0.75-0.95




HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS

LOCATION MJ/V 7//5 £lLe ROAD , SHEET oF
SUBDIVISION NO, - AVERAGE ANNUAL RAINFALL Z.é BY ﬁM DATE
LINE RECURRENCE INTERVAL /2 72 COMMENTS Ex/;f//y(; 5;/,1};,77&/\/
A AREA (AGRES) BIPE
TR'E:;‘RY C RUNGFF COEFFICIENT (DIMENSIONLESS) fAC (r:if” ﬁ“:hr) (c?s) size COMMENTS
AC PRODUCT OF AREA AND RUNOFF COEFFICIENT ) . {in.}
Al 1% |
A [ 124 .69 10323514
AC [}‘.éf
A 2 .Eb
5 c &, ég
ac | /. BT -
A ARoA | FRoA
6 =1 4 2 Z.58 168|135\ 50
ac | 2.6 /B
62k
0 c far )
ac | &2FTE5
A | FREAMN | FReSA
ZC c 1 X B y 1,5% |180|1.806.%
AC Z [ 5'—'9 &r ?i
A
c
AC
TIME OF CONGENTRATION
TRIBUTARY OVERLAND {SHEET) FLOW SHA""owng%““E”ZED CONCENTRATED FLOW 2%2_‘:;: GUTTER FLOW PIPE FLOW Tc
FT. VEL. MiN. FT. YEL. MIN. FT. VEL. MIN, ZONED RAIN. FT. VEL. RN, FT. VEL. MIN. Te ETc
A lael X igs|zo0l2.617.%2 (2£2)1.7 [3.4 10.7%
S 2 |fReM| A 10T+ 8w \r2o 45 T2
T |FRoAM| B lin Bl 3101%.% 2.7 42 | sol0-1 [Bo

¥ SEE SEAARATE CALCULATIONS




LOCATION

HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS
ROSE 2ANE

I4
SUBDIVISION NO. bigp ? AVERAGE ANNUAL RAINFALL fZé BY

2

SHEET
DATE

OF

LiNE X, 5D g- RECURRENCE INTERVAL /22 Y AT . COMMENTS EXTSTING CoNPITIEOA |
TRIBUTARY A AREA (ACRES) T 1 PIPE
ety ¢ RUNGFF COEFFICIENT (DIMENSIONLESS) LAC iy | dnthy ‘;‘s) SIZE COMMENTS
A-C PRODUCT OF AREA AND RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (in.)
AC| BLas X, SD A
o.6 : 1724|184 %92.1 48
H ,:c %7, é/g. 47 55 # STRH b4 57-%
A /. PE
l c 0. L7
ac | £2.8%
A | .2 ;
c o6
J ac | .57 %
A | FRoAT | RN en7 . X, sr 'F’
Z T Pz 7 T 14742 17.8|18/|724548 £ e
e A28 | OBZ | 2.87 s7R.
A / Zé
c | 2. 5¢ é
M ac | .O. B
A | /277
L c | .74
ac | &2, ?4—
TIME OF CONGENTRATION -
TRIBUTARY OVERLAND (SHEET) FLow | SHALLOW CHUNNELIZED CONCENTRATED FLOW RooF 10 GUTTER FLOW PIPE FLOW Te
FT. | VEL | MIN_| FT. | VEL | MIN | FT. | VEL | MIN. [ZONED| MIN. | FT, | VEL. | MIN. | FT. | VEL | MIN | To | 3T
H A | (7.2 |p60 2.6 |4 .2ZLeG {0 | 6./ /7.4
T e A (T 7 AT A

X gL SELANATE CALCATIONE




LOCATICHN

/@255 LANE

HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS

SUBDIVISION NO.
LINE

e

EX. 5P A

AVERAGE ANNUAL RAINFALL

RECURRENGE INTERVAL /&2 F R .

Zéﬂ'

BY

BN

COMMENTS

EX]STING COATIT 1 A

SHEET
DATE

OF

A

AREA {ACRES)

TRIBUTARY
AREA

c

RUNOFF COEFFICIENT {DIMENSIONLESS)

AC

PRODUCT OF AREA AND RUNOFF COEFFICIENT

LAC

Te

(min.)

(infhr)

Q
fefs)

PIPE
SIZE
{in)

COMMENTS

A

FRo M

FROM

FR oA,

FRoA

C

pge)

A

%]

2 K

> L

AC

=117

£, cm,'

=X

s 47

5856

17.8

1.8/

1060

4.8

EX.ST A
TR HF 4467 )

A

[

AC

A

c

AC

A

c

AC

A

C

AC

A

c

AC

TIME OF CONCENTRATICN

TRIBUTARY

OVERLAND {SHEET} FLOW

SHALLOW CHANNELIZED

FLOW

CONCENTRATED FLOW

ROCF TO
GUTTER

GUTTER FLOW

PIPE FLOW

Tc

AREA

FT.

VEL. N,

VEL. N,

FT.

VEL.

ZONED | MIN.

FT.

VEL.

MIN.

VEL.

MIN. Te

ETec

(L,

ReA

£3°

17.&

25.0

75




HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS

LOCATION Rﬂfg' MNE 2t SHEET OF
SUBDIVISION NO. ééf v AVERAGE ANKUAL RAINFALL Zé BY ﬁM DATE
LINE EX. 5D 2 RECURRENGEINTERVAL /&7 Y72 . COMMENTS EX/STING CoiPr TN
TRIBUTARY 5 AREAACRES) Tc 1 a | PIPE .
pesin c RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (DIMENSIONLESS) IAC mins | ooy | oty | SZE COMMENTS
AC PRODUCT OF AREA AND RUNOFF COEFFICIENT {in.}
A | B 2D £FX. 50 B
> &7 2.5 | 11.7 |24
@ ,:c &.4Z 5 4Z 2% sTRA 45711
A o2, 4'5-'
K c 2. 56
ac | 2295
n | FROM | FROAM /124 EK. s¥7 B
c = oY : 121704 |IZ. oy
A
c
AC
A
¢
AC
A 540
£ [ o587 2 g0 |12.0122086
ac | 2,90
TIME OF CONCENTRATION
ngg;:m OVERLAND {SHEET) FLOW SHALLOWF‘ES‘&NNEL'ZED CONGENTRATED FLOW Z%orf_g: GUTTER FLOW FIPE FLOW Te
FT. | VEL. | MN. VEL. | MIN. | FT. | VEL. | MIN. | ZONED| WIN. | FT. | VEL. | MIN. | FT. | VEL. | MIN. | Tc | ZTc
& 57K 4.8 Z.5|2.2|%20|%.5 4% 12.%
2K R G lIZT v A=Ni /Z.7L
f=4 52 |K 5.2 7.6 47 520 4.Z21Z.2 1Z.0

K SEE SELARNTE cALCULATIONS




HYDRAULICS COMPUTATIONS SHEET o
tocaron _ROSE LANE /EX/577/V5? congITion) DATE
susomSION No._ 545 gy
e EX. 52 47 e CIPF N-VALUE  ©-O15
STRUCTURE | /;NVERT PIPE ATIRIBUTES FLOW ATIRIBUTES foe= CONTROL ELEV.
NUMBER / PIPE s HEAD HGL
b/st SIZE s Q ¢ Hy HGL LOSS | IN STRUCT.
. 4310 LS%H o (CFs) v (eps) | (FT) D/S OF STRUCTURE féﬁ‘}r‘"ﬁffé Tl 44142
b22, " A&RIES RIMAL Uc TURE
| 48" oo Sewriz .54 Cigitoprey 440 72
1 _an7d|, e | 1000 45624 f/*f/’-f‘f corthAl 1l¢ ufhae]
| 70 ' Hlp=1.405
L |45 28" ol g 5102 fé?ﬁ*f&g:rf 56\ 562 | 46032
foas!|0-oF2| T4 o én N Conil 1146718
&57.79 " - = - Hp=1.
j 49 5| 90.9 %@%’?f’é |.59 |H= 4-7‘21 4’527]
5 zgl.’ft; 0-04% ’ 4-71.12 Iﬂ&éfczmmf/gpﬁ';;
59. , Hipz1.21
& 4 48" | q 0055 sl }ff,i"f"zj et HE 4 BF 474.%7
e A T TR i (e A NV [T X
.68 , z ' :
R Lo o % . |02 | g';z;’ﬂ?g’;‘g;) Lol |475.64
6 j08.1¢ 00050 qo. 7'/29 .81 4754 ] | 0O T/Wﬁ]f-ﬁp
H 470 ‘ ’
‘ o0.8'| 41672
1 *LENGTH AND STATIONING SHOWN ON PLANS FOR SUBD. 6459, DATED 10-31-85, ARE CONTRADICTORY. THEY ARE
' NOT CONSISTENT FROM SHEET TO SHEET AND FROM PLAN VIEW TO PROFILE VIEW. LENGTH SHOWN ON THIS SHEET
| ISCONSERVATIVE AND IS AS CONFIRMED BY CURRENT MEASUREMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS.
{l ,




HYDRAULICS COMPUTATIONS

SHEET OF
ocamon ~  ROSE LANE / ST ING cﬂmﬁfﬁ&@ DATE
SUBDMISION No. CLF5 T gy
ine EX. s B TYPE Aﬁff//?«ﬁf N-vaLUE 2O/ %
— /;NVER r  PIPE ATIRIBUTES FLOW ATTRIBUTES Loss CONTROL ELEV.
NUMBER / PIPE S HEAD HGL
/St SIZE s Q i Hv HGL LOSS | IN STRUCT.
, . i 0 (CFS) Y s | (FT) (/S OF STRUCTURE [ Tlabl 1D
L. | 454. - NORAAL .32
99997 2. i5.6) Jﬂ;wfw;n;wmm 07
Foo|atg.o0 TR g
74 } o121 7] g?fdffi—‘a%? He .94 nb6.94
2 s ' 46778 W/‘gﬂ"gf?ﬂ'fﬁ/@ﬁlf
K Qbb. 80 - #ip: &
20 A4S 7 g;f;%‘{*ﬁ ;0 He 1.94 A68. 74
[ I INLETCoNTRA,
b5.00| #* L7650  |INETCNTR Tl 47850
G |A18.00 Hipz O T4 e
He .88 | 477

* SLOPES SHOWN ON PLANS FOR SUBD. 6459, DATED 10-31-85, ARE INCORRECT. THEY DO NOT CONFORM TO
CALCULATED SLLOPES BASED ON STATIONING AND INVERT ELEVATIONS.
SINCE PIPE CONSTRUCTION IS BASED ON STATIONING AND INVERT ELEVATION (AND NOT ON GIVEN SLOPE), ITIS
ASSUMED THAT THE CALCULATED SLOPE IS COCRRECT AND THIS IS THE SLOPE SHOWN ON THIS SHEET.
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From Point 'N' to Peint 'L
Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File clhaestadfmwiwight.fim2
Worksheet Outfall Pipe
Flow Element Circular Channel
Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth
Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.015
Channel Slope 0.073200 f/ft
Diameter 48.00 in
Discharge 106.00 cfs
Results

Depth 1.54 ft
Flow Area 4.45 ft?
Wetted Perimeter 5.35 it
Top Width 3.89 ft
Critical Depth 312 ft
Percent Full 38.44

Critical Slope 0.008012 fi/ft
Velocity 23.82 ft/s
Velocity Head 8.82 ft
Specific Energy 10.35 ft
Froude Number 3.83
Maximum Discharge 364.02 ofs
Full Flow Capacity 338.40 cfs
Full Flow Siope 0.007251 ft/fit

Flow is supercritical.

DE&/00/M14
10:00:57 AM Haestad Methods, Inc, 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 (203) 765-1666

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'L' to Point 'J'

Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File c\haestad\fmwiwight.fm2
Worksheet Qutfall Pipe

Flow Element Circular Channel
Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth
Input Data

Mannings Caefficient 0.015
Channel Slope 0.053000 ft/ft
Diameter 48.00 in
Discharge 92.50 cfs
Results

Depth 1.56 ft
Flow Area 4.55 ft?
Wetted Perimeter 5.40 ft
Top Width 3.90 ft
Critical Depth 2.92 ft
Percent Full 39.07

Critical Slope 0.007106 ftfft
Velocity 20.34 it's
Velocity Head 6.43 ft
Specific Energy 7.99 ft
Froude Number 3.32
Maxirmum Discharge 308.28 cfs
Full Flow Capagcity 286.58 cfs
Full Flow Slope 0.005521 ftfit

Flow is supercritical.

0B/05/14
04:09:00 PM

Haestad Methods, Inc.

37 Brookskde Road  Waterbury, CT 08708

(208) T55-1666

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'J' to Point 'Q'

Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Descripticn

Project File chhaestadifimwiwight.fm?2
Worksheet Outfall Pipe

Flow Element Circular Channel
Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth
Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.015
Channel Slope 0.048500 ft/ft
Diameter 48.00 in
Discharge 90.890 cfs
Results

Depth 1.59 ft
Fiow Area 4.64 fi2
Woetted Perimeter 5.45 ft
Top Width 3.91 ft
Critical Depth 2.89 ft
Percent Full 39.66

Critical Slope 0.007011 fi/ft
Velocity 19.60 ft/s
Velogity Head 5.97 ft
Spegific Energy 7.55 ft
Froude Number 3.17
Maximum Discharge 294.90 cfs
Full Flow Capacity 274.15 cfs
Fult Flow Slope 0.005332 ft/ft

Flow is supercritical.

06/05/14

04:13:45 PM

Hagstad Meatheds, inc.

37 Brookside Road  Waterbury, CT 06708

(203) 766-1666

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'L' to Point 'P
Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File c\haestad\fmwiwight.im2
Worksheet Outfall Pipe

Flow Element Circular Channel

Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth

Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.013

Channel Slope 0.071800 ft/ft
Diameter 24.00 in
Discharge 12,10 cfs
Results

Depth 0.61 ft
Flow Area 0.80 f?
Wetted Perimeter 233 1t
Top Width 1.84 ft
Critical Depth 1.25 ft
Percent Full 30.30

Critical Slope 0.005606 fuft
Velocity 15.06 ft/'s
Velocity Head 3.52 ft
Specific Energy 413 ft
Froude Number 4.01
Maximum Discharge 65.20 cfs
Fult Flow Capacity 60.61 cfs
Full Flow Slope 0.002861 fi/ft

Flow is supercritical.

06/09/14

11:02:09 AM

Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 08708  (203) 755-1666

FlowMaster v5.12
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'P' to Point 'K’

Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File
Worksheet
Flow Element
Method
Solve For

c\haestad\ifmwiwight.fim2

QOutfall Pipe

Circular Channel

Manning's Formula

Channel Depth

Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.013

Channel Slope 0.012200 fift
Diameter 24.00
Discharge 12.10 cfs
Results

Depth 0.98 ft
Flow Area 1.53 ft
Wetted Perimeter 3.10 it
Top Width 2.00 ft -
Critical Depth 1.25 it
Percent Full 49.07

Critical Slope 0.005805 ftfit
Velocity 7.89 ft/s
Velocity Head 0.97 ft
Specific Ensrgy 1.95 ft
Froude Number 1.59

Maximum Discharge 26.88 cfs
Full Flow Capacity
Full Flow Slope

24.99 cfs

0.002881 ft/ft

Flow is supercritical.

06/09/14
11:00:28 AM

Haestad Methods, [nc,

37 Brookside Road  Waterbury, CT 06708 (203) 755-1666

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'K’ to Point 'G’

Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File c:\haestad\imwiwight.fm2
Worksheet Cutfall Pipe

Flow Element Circular Channel

Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth

input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.013

Channel Slope 0.141500 ft/ft
Diameter 24.00
Discharge 11.70 cfg
Results

Depth 0.50 ft
Flow Area 0.62 ft
Wefted Perimeter 210 ft
Top Width 1.73 ft
Critical Depth 1.23 ft
Pearcent Full 25.05

Critical Slope 0.005522 fifft
Velocity 19.00- ft/s
Velocity Head 5,61 ft
Specific Energy 6.11 ft
Froude Number 5.62

Maximum Discharge 91.53 cfs
85.09 cfs
0.002675 fifft

Full Flow Capacity
Fuil Flow Slope

Fiow is supercritical.

06/09/14
10:59:08 AM

Haestad Methods, Inc.

v

37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708

(203) 755-1666

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




HYDROLOGY CALCULATIONS
PROPOSED CONDITION
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C:\D-DRIVENJOBS2010,420-10 Wight\Downhill Draincge Improvemesnts 170ct13\Hydrology Study — Monticello Read 0iMayl4.dwg, 5/6/2014 1:08:32 PM

LIMIT OF PROPOSED TRIBUTARY AREA
LEGEND  --=----=- LIMT OF EXISTING TRIBUTARY AREA

| —— — — ——  PROPERTY LINE 5
LT Rt N SRR R R . 'SR | b Ty amea tar T T T AL = g
e TSI VA NNt S R R ; ’/TR/BUTARY AREA A L toetetes
::1::\ TRIBUTARY AREA G’ ::\\\ \\I\Eaglﬁ“&iaéé‘ﬁwm ,,,,,, E / | ‘ | £EX. AREA = » 1.13 Ac. \}\2 \zg\g ‘ o
NN EX. AREA = 8.88 Ac. (SyapN.2assoo-olg  \i /l \MTAKE FROM B’ =  0.14 Ac. | \{
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RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS - PROPOSED CONDITION

RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS FOR UNDEVELOPED AREAS ARE DERIVED FROM THE CALTRANS HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL,
FIGURE 819.2A, AND ARE THE SUM OF INDIVIDUAL RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS BASED ON THE FOLLOWING FOUR
CATEGORIES: RELIEF, INFILTRATION, VEGETAL COVER AND SURFACE STORAGE

TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE C
0.03 IMPERVIOUS 0.98
A 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00

1.25 UNDEVELOPED

RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10

RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED N 0.61
PORTION OF TRIBUTARY AREA
COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR
TOTAL AREA: 1.28 ENTIRE TRIBUTARY AREA; 0.62
TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE C
0.50 IMPERVIQUS 0.98
B 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
1.99 UNDEVELOPED _
RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED N 061
TOTAL AREA: 2.49 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.68
TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE C
0.21 IMPERVIOUS 0.98
C 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
1,22 UNDEVELOPED
RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED N 061

TOTAL AREA: 1.43 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.66




TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0,00 IMPERVIOUS 0.00
F 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
6.37 UNDEVELOPED
RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.61
TOTAL AREA: 6.37 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.61
TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA {Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0.27 IMPERVIOUS 0.98
G 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
8.90 UNDEYVELOPED
RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.61
TOTAL AREA: 9.17 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.62
TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA {Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE C
0.00 IMPERVIOUS 0.00
H . 0.00 LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
81.45  UNDEVELOPED
RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETAL COVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE 0,10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.61
TOTAL AREA:; 81.45 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.61




TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA {Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE C
0.00  IMPERVIOUS 0.00
I 0.00  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.00
136  UNDEVELOPED
RELIEF  0.30
INFILTRATION ~ 0.11
VEGETALCOVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.61
TOTAL AREA: 1.36 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.61
TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA {Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
030  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
J 023  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.30
044  UNDEVELOPED
RELIEF  0.25
INFILTRATION  0.11
VEGETALCOVER  0.10
SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.56
TOTAL AREA: 0.97 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 063
TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE C
0.09  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
K 0.36  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.45
0.00  UNDEVELOPED
RELIEF  0.00
INFILTRATION  0.00
VEGETALCOVER  0.00
SURFACE STORAGE  0.00
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.00
TOTAL AREA: 045 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.56




TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA {Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE C
070  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
L 033  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.34
0.24  UNDEVELOPED

REUEE  0.30

INFILTRATION  0.11

VEGETALCOVER  0.10

SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.61
TOTAL AREA: 1.27 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 074

TRIBUTARY AREA | AREA (Acres) | NATURE OF SURFACE c
0.49  IMPERVIOUS 0.98
M 0.82  LANDSCAPED / UNUSED 0.30
017  UNDEVELOPED

RELIEF  0.30

INFILTRATION  0.11

VEGETAL COVER  0.10

SURFACE STORAGE  0.10
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR UNDEVELOPED 0.61
TOTAL AREA: 148 COMPOSITE RUNOFF COEFFICIENT FOR 0.56




HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS

LOCATION ROSE L ANE ” SHEET OF
SUBDIVISION NO. é4 g f AVERAGE ANNUAL RAINFALL Zé BY ﬁML " DATE
UNE X, BP RECURRENGE INTERVAL /&2 TR, conments PROACSED COAFI T te A

A AREA (ACRES) PIPE
TRIBUTARY 776 RUNOFF.GOEFFIGIENT (DIMENSIONL ESS) LAC oy | oty | o | SE COMMENTS

AC FRODUCTDFAREAANDRUNDEFGOEFFIGIENTEZH {in.) o

Ar) FRoM FRoOM | FReM | R : T
> L 1=T7 Z M =K 1588217818 1065148 2 3F 45T~

ae | STOZ | 280 | O.B3 [ 4,94 57K

A

c

AC

A

c

AC

A

c

AC

A

C

AC

A

c

AC

TIME OF CONCENTRATION _

TRIBUTARY |OVERLAND (SHEET) FLOw/| SHALLOW CHANRELZED | oonoeyrrarenriow | F00° 19 GUTTER FLOW PIPE FLOW Te
AREA Fr. [ vEC | N | i [ VEL | M. | FT. | VEL | M. |ZONED| MiN. | FT. | VEL | saN. | FT_ ] VEL | MN. | 3o | ¥t
=L, |Rexq|Z317.2] + ' o |25.9 - 7”&




ROSE LANE

HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS

| r s | 0.2/

288

185

LOCATION
SUBDIVISION NO. LUET AVERAGE ANNUAL RAINFALL Zé il BY M '
LINE EX . 5D 15 RECURRENCE INTERVAL /(7 }/? j COMMENTS ﬁﬂﬁ)@féy CeA L rr7oN
TRIBUTARY 2 RUNOFF coE?::i?Er: ;TDEI:)ENSIONLESS) EAC a | Sme
AREA {cfs) i
AC PRODUGT OF AREA AND RUNOFF GOEFFICIENT fin)
Al 907 =0
c | 2. 1Z
G it 2ez 5.69 2\ 28, o b pirs-11
A O L
K G 5L
ac | O.2F
s | AR | ProAM EX. D B
@ 1272
2K 7. 67 25+ 5.9% 2724 S7R F6L5T-1O
A
c
AC
c
AC
A 5 i) 7

el =14
TIME OF CONCENTRATION
SHALLOW CHANNELIZED ROOFTO
TREES;:RY OVERLAND {SHEET} FLOW FLOW CONCENTRATED FLOW GUTTER GUTTER FLOW
FT. VEL. MIN. Fl‘.i VEL. MIN. FT. VEL. ZONED | MIN. MIN. FT.
G |60 | K |4.8/0TF| 2.5 5. 2900 %.5| 4%

T K PRkl e 2.5+

&5

E {30 | |57 710 L 5|47 |80

4L

X GEE SEPARATE CALCYLATIONS




LOCATION

MoNTICELLe ReAD

HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS

26"

L

SHEET

OF

SUEDIVISION NO. AVERAGE ANNUAL RAINFALL BY DATE
LINE RECURRENGE INTERVAL /¢ }’z . COMMENTS F/E’ﬁ,ﬂﬁﬁ:?) CaV LI TIEAS
TR‘E:E:RY 2 RUNOFF COE‘;:IECTE(:TC ;Elz)ausmmessx AT (min) (in.:hr) (33} e COMMENTS
AC PRODUCT OF AREA AND RUNOFF COEFFICIENT ) (in.)
I Er 312 9%
- | O 077 |103|295).8
A ac | 2. 77_ 7? z
A 2.49
g c 2.8
AC /- £9
2 A F,Ze?M Ffe;M P
¢ 14.0\2.045.0
28 | S 248
A /- 4%
' c . b6
: ac | O-94-
~ | FRo | FRoM
Scl=E2 z 247 |172.|1.83|46.%
ac | Z .4‘- 0 .94
A
AC
TIME OF CONCENTRATION
TRIBUTARY |OVERLAND (SHEET) FLOW SHALLQ"'"FﬁGH‘;“"ELEED CONGENTRATED FLOW %?f;;g GUTTER FLOW PIPE FLOW Te
AREA Fr. | VEL | MIN. | FT. | VEL | MIN. | FT. | VEL. | MIN. |ZONED| MIN. | FT. | veL. | miN. | FT. | VEL. | M. To I Tc
A | &l X (65 Zec |Z.5 /-3 |359/.7 (3.5 0.3
Z
2 \FoM A0S 415 [%3.20|7.% 22 s O/-& 152
c' £z
2-C N G YAE 610 12.%1%.7 42505, 17.Z
| ,

X SEE SEAARATE CALCLATICN S




HYDROLOGY COMPUTATIONS

LOCATION ROSE LANE ” SHEET oF
SUBDIVISION NO. ?iﬁ AVERAGE ANNUAL RAWFALL L5 BY 2r7 " DATE .
LINE X, 5D 4 RECURRENCEINTERVAL /22 Y2 . COMMENTS ﬁﬁﬁ?p% CENPITI N
Hvedinid f_; Runowsoeﬁgﬁ(:::i;)ensmmﬁsa LAC (;if,, {w'h,.) (dqs, ot GOUMENTS
AT PRODUGT OF AREA AND RUNOFF COEFFIGIENT - (in)
ATl Bl4g EX. 2D A
c | o.6/ g.48 17418390146
H e | 2T.585 4768 174 STRH b4$7~5
A Z. %5
] c oLl
| 2.53
A | 2,97
3‘ c o653
ac | O. 6/ -
A | FREAT | FARoNT | FRONT X, S7 Z°
I R A 4 5702 128|181\ 225]28| € Py
ac | A9 6 .55 2.6/ : sk, 4
A /-4
c |56
M ac | O.83
A /27
L ¢ |74
ac | &, P4
TIME OF CONCENTRATION
TRIBUTARY |OVERLAND (sHEET) F.ow| SHALOW CHANNELIZED | goncentratenriow | Toor 10 GUTTER FLOW PIPE FLOW Te
AREA FT. | VEL | MIN. | FT. | VEL. | WMIN. | FT. | VEL. | MIN. |ZONED] MIN. | FT. | VL | MIN. | FT. | VEL | MiN. | -Tc | ZTc
H H | K 7.2 |82P 7.5 1) oclZZB (O [&.] - 174
2T e H=11141 + 288/52 0.4 176

W EEL SESNATE A ATIoNE




HYDRAULICS COMPUTATIONS

-

SHEET OF
Location ROSE LANE /ﬁﬁ OPOSED &9/(7/7’/&/\() pure
SUBDMISION No. 45T gy
uNE EX, 2 47 vee CIAP N-VALUE O O15
STRUCTURE | /S’ﬁr FIPE ATTRIBUTES FLOW ATTRIBUTES chESFSE CONTROL -ELEV.
NUMBER PIPE 5 _ HEAD HGL
/s size o s Q Hv o5 OF thﬁ CTURE LOSS | N STRUCT.
Q@ S .
. 0 i - (CFS) v ps | F°T) bl Q/E‘?‘g‘%‘g Tle 441.42
' ' " A ' c
48 , ;.011;9 4.5 I?\Plcéﬂﬂ*: 1.4 gyﬂ'fﬂﬁf’fﬁ 440.92.
- - w10\, Tq | 107 45624 |INLETCorRAA- 1lc ngh
L 4‘54-70 4,3" 0&6‘; gg}f,{#‘é‘? 6-51 f{—ff/‘?;’é'il M%
' ’ 'f:favgp A
aas'|ooF0| TLE N 66 Jﬁ;&’i&‘ﬂzf?ﬂ cab7is|
j A—g?.?q 0 - p=1.
e R 5q iz 4.94' | 442.7]
(0 53 74170 o.o48 : 4-71.12 :ﬂ;ﬁc&:z/vflrﬂd—ﬁczﬂﬁ?.ﬂ
& A’ q" r 7 AT HP:/' A
o y 005> § EETr L - n 24t 474.%7
¥ ) oos0| 104 08l| Egswkrprep o4 B4 S
900 725 A74.5% | .26 A~ |1lear?er
R (46068 28" 005 f"ﬁq;@";ﬁﬁf’jﬁp o1’ |475 64
H 1016 opac|0.0050 | 10T T 0B T g (oo |rwarree
ar 0.81' | 474,72

* LENGTH AND STATIONING SHOWN ON PLANS FOR SUBD. 6459, DATED 10-31-85, ARE CONTRADICTORY. THEY ARE
NOT CONSISTENT FROM SHEET TO SHEET AND FROM PLAN VIEW TO PROFILE VIEW. LENGTH SHOWN ON THIS SHEET

IS CONSERVATIVE AND IS AS CONFIRMED BY CURRENT MEASUREMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS.

L O
K




HYDRAULICS COMPUTATIONS

| SHEET OF
wocarion ROSE LANE l/?){’ﬁfﬂaffp CONZ(TI2N) e
SUBDIVISION NO. CLF5T | oy
uNE EX. Sp B¢ TYPE A@f’/ﬁcﬁf N—vaLUE 2o/ %
STRUCTURE | 11/ STT PIPE ATTRIBUTES FLOW ATTRIBUTES et CONTROL ELEY.
NUMBER PIPE < HEAD HoL
D/s| siZE S Q e He HGL LOSS IN_STRUCT.
‘;- g f gj};{-_;y 0 (CFS) v (FPS) (FT.} [D/S OF STRUCTURE r/G 4_54&
L | 454. . ORMAL 7 .9/
' 2o | o186 | 2.7 i 82 40
| 19979 | ' A4S 62 [NLETCaHmtAIM Lhv.07
 Jeser 2 (P eid
~ 11}.‘?.}5’ S 12..7 2 267.8) M;‘;Effﬁq? Ll 47328
K 4bb. 00 F— A #lp: 017
24 . I%fé’ 2 2 g?,ejf{/{ﬁlz_?i/ He 1.98 868.78
t5.00| * L7657  |NETCANRR rlw (7 G0
G |aré.e0 _ Hip: 0.5
Heo 1. 70 H77.90

* SLOPES SHOWN ON PLANS FOR SUBD. 6459, DATED 10-31-85, ARE INCORRECT. THEY DO NOT CONFORM TO

CALCULATED SLOPES BASED ON STATIONING AND INVERT ELEVATIONS.
SINCE PIPE CONSTRUCTION 1S BASED ON STATIONING AND INVERT ELEVATION (AND NOT ON GIVEN SLOPE), iT IS

ASSUMED THAT THE CALCULATED SLOPE IS CORRECT AND THIS 1S THE SLOPE SHOWN ON THIS SHEET.
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From Point 'N' to Point 'L' (Proposed)
Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File c\haestadifmwiwight.fm2
Workshest Qutfall Pipe

Flow Element Circular Channel
Method Manning’s Formuia
Solve For Channel Depth
Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.015
Channel Slope 0.073900 fi/ft
Diameter 48.00 in
Discharge 106.50 cfs
Results

Depth 1.54 ft
Fiow Area 4.47 ft2
Woeited Perimeter 5,36 ft
Top Width 3.89 ft
Critical Depth 3.12 ft
Percent Full 38.54

Critical Slope 0.008049 ft/it
Velocity 23.85 ft/s
Velocity Head 8.84 ft
Specific Energy 10.38 fi
Froude Number 3.93
Maximum Discharge 364.02 cfs
Full Flow Capacity 33840 ofs
Full Flow Slope 0.007319 ft/it

Flow is supercritical.

06/09/14
10:27:42 AM

Haestad Methods, Inc.

v

37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708

{203} 755-1666

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'L’ to Point 'J' (Proposed)
Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File
Worksheet
Flow Element
Method
Solve For

chaestad\fmwAwight.fm2

Outfall Pipe

Circular Channel

Manning's Formula

Channel Depth

Input Data

Mannings Cosfficient 0.015

Channel Slope 0.053000 fiAt
Diamster 48.00 in
Discharge 92.50 cfs
Results

Depth 1.56 ft
Flow Area 4.55 ftz
Wetted Perimeter 5.40 ft
Top Width 3.90 ft
Critical Depth 2.92 ft
Percent Full 39.07

Critical Slope 0.0071086 ft/ft
Velocity 20.34 fi/s
Velocity Head 6.43 ft
Specific Energy 7.99 ft
Froude Number 3.32
Maximum Discharge 308.28 cfs
Full Flow Capacity 286,58 cfs
Full Flow Slope 0.005521 ft/it

Flow is supercritical.

08/0%/M14
10:29:33 AM

Haestad Methods, Inc.

1

37 Brookside Road  Waterbury, CT 06708

(203) 755-1668

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'J' to Point 'Q' (Proposed)
Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File cihaestad\fimwiwight.fm2
Worksheet Outfall Pipe
Flow Element Circutar Channel
Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth
Input Data
Mannings Coefficient 0.015
Channel Slope 0.04B500 ft/ft
Diameter 48.00 in
Discharge 90.90 cfs
Results
Depth 1.59 ft
Flow Area 4,64 fit
Wetted Perimeter 5.45 ft
Top Width 3.91 ft
Critical Depth 2.89 ft
Percent Full 3965
Critical Slope 0.007011 ft/ft
Velacity 19.60 ft/s
Velocity Head 5.97 ft
Specific Energy 7.55 ft
Froude Number 3.17
Maximum Discharge 294.90 cfs
Full Flow Capacity 274.15 cfs
Full Flow Slope 0.005332 ftfft
Flow is supercritical.

0B/09/14

10;45:058 AM Haestad Methods, [nc. 37 Brookside Road \Waterbury, CT 06708

{203) 755-1666

FiowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point L' to Point " /7R fOAEP)

Waorksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File cihaestad\imwiwight.fim2
Worksheet Qutfall Pipe

Flow Element Cireular Channel

Method Manning's Farmula
Solve For Channel Depth

Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.013

Channel Slope 0.071800 ft/ft
Diameter 24.00 in
Discharge 12,70 cfs
Results

Depth 0.62 ft
Flow Area 0.83 fi2
Wetted Perimster 2.36 ft
Top Width 1.85 ft
Critical Depth 1.28 ft
Percent Full 31.07

Critical Slope 0.005737 ftfit
Velogity 15.26 ft/s
Velocity Head 3.62 ft
Specific Energy 4.24 ft
Froude Number 4.1
Maximum Discharge 65.20 cfs
Full Fiow Capacity 60.61 cfs
Full Flow Slope 0.003152 ftfit

Flow is supercritical.

Q60014

11:13:42 AM

Haestad Methoeds, Inc. 37 Brookside Road  Waterbury, CT 08708

(203) 7551665

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point 'P* to Point 'K’ /ﬂ/&!p}’ﬂff ?)
Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File ¢\haestadifmwiwight.fm?2
Worksheet Qutfall Pipe

Flow Element Circular Channel
Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth
Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.013
Channel Slope 0.012200 ft/ft
Diameter 24.00 in
Discharge 12.70 cfs
Results

Depth 1. Tt
Flow Area 1.59 ft2
Wetted Perimeter 3.16 ft
Top Width 2.00 fi
Critical Depth 1.28 ft
Percent Full 50.49

Critical Slope 0.005737 fifft
Velocity 7.99 ft/s
Velocity Head 0.99 ft
Specific Energy 2.00 ft
Froude Number 1.58 _
Maximum Discharge 26.88 cfs
Full Flow Capacity 24.99 cfs
Full Flow Slope 0.003152 ft/ft

Flow is supercritical.

0B/0B/14

11:11:36 AM

Haostad Methods; Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708

(203) 755-1666

FlowMaster v5.13
Page 1 of 1




From Point ' to Point'G" (PAeAPSEP)
Worksheet for Circular Channel

Project Description

Project File cthaestad\frmwiwight.fim2
Worksheet Qutfall Pipa

Flow Element Circular Channel

Method Manning's Formula
Solve For Channel Depth

Input Data

Mannings Coefficient 0.013

Channel Slope 0.141500 ft/it
Diameter 24.00 in
Discharge 12.20 cfs
Results

Depth 0.51 ft
Fiow Area 0.83 ft2
Wetied Perimeter 212 ft
Top Width 1.756 ft
Critical Depth 1.26 ft
Percent Full 25.58

Critical Slope 0.005627 ft/t
Velocity 19.23 ft/s
Velocity Head 5.75 ft
Specific Energy 6,26 it
Froude Number 5.62
Maximum Discharge 91.53 cfs
Full Flow Capagcity 85.09 ofs
Fuil Flow Slope 0.002909 fu/f

Flow is supercritical.

06/09/14

11:08:20 AM

Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 08708 (203) 755-1666

FlowMaster v6.13
Page 1 of 1
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- GENERAL NOTES:

BASIS OF ELEVAT{DN DATUM: CONTRA COSTA COUNTY BENCR
-WARK-®1411' PK MAIL & TAG §. E. CORNER GONCRETE BOX .
AT N, W. CORNER OF HAPPY VALLY ROAD AND ROSE tANE, .

1¢ FEET MGATH OF GURE RETURN. ELEVATION: 431,30

ALL STREEY IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED [N AGGORD-
ANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE © OF THE GOUNTY ORD-
YHANCE CODE AND ORDINANCE SPEGCIFICATIONS, AND WiLL BE
SUBJECT TO THE HSPECTION AND APPROVAL OF THE CITY
EMGIMEER | CONTACT BNGIHBERIMG CONSTRUCTION

| HSPECTION
[OH AT LEAST 48 HOURS FRIOR TO START OF ANY WORK.

THE' GONTRAGTOR SHALL HOTIFY UNDERGROUND SERVIGE ALERT
(B00-642-24447 48 HOURS PRIDR TO ANY EXCAVATION,

ALL URDERGROUND. UTILITIES WITHIN THE RIGHT OF WAY, 1N~‘a ._;;
- CLUBING WMAINS AND. LATERALS, -SHALL .BE IWSTALLED AND - .
10 THE' START GF CURE, SIDEWALK .

BACKFILL COMPLETED-PRID
AND PAVING CDNSTRUCTIO

ALL NEW UTILiIY DISTH EUFIUN SERVIDES SHALL BE FLACED s

UNBERGROUND.

FRIOR T0 PLAGIRG SUBBAbE DR BASE .- MATER‘AL ~THE BUBLIC
WORKS DEPT. CORSTRUCTIGH DIVISION, SHALL. 8€ HOTIFIED BY
THE OWNER BR ACCEPTING KGENCY OF EACH WTILITY INSTALLA
TIOM BENEATH THE. AREA 'T0 BE PAVED, THAT THE INSTALLATION -
HAS SAT]SFKCTORILY PASSED FiNkL ACBEFThNGE TESTS.

SHOULD 1T AFFEAR THAT THE WORK. 0 BE DQHE 0R_ ARY
MATTER RELATIVE THERETG, IS NOT SUFFIGIENILY DETALLED
OR EXPLAIMED DN THESE PLANS, TiE GONTRACTOR SHALL CON-
TACT BRYAN 6 MSRPBHY, ASSOC. -INC.. AT 939-8500 FOR SBCH
FURTHER EXPLANAT ONS AS MAY BE NECESSARY .

IF RRCHAEOLOGIC MATFR!ALS ARE INCOVERED DURING GRAD~

ING, TRENCHING OR OTHER -EXCAVATION, EARTHORK WITHIH s

100 FEET OF THESE MATERIALS SHALL -BE STOPPED UNTIL A
PROFESS|ONAL ALCHAEOLOGIST WHO {5 CERTIFIED ‘BY THE
SCA AND/OR SQPA HAS HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO" EVALUATE
THE SLENIFICANCE OF THE FIND AND SUGBEST hPPROPRIhTE
MITIGAT I8N HEASURES [F BEEMED NECESSARY

EXISTING CURB AND-SIDEWALK THAT ARE DANAGED OR O15- -

PLACED . SHALL BE REPAIRED OR REPLAGCED, EVEM IF DAMAGE
OR DISPLACEMENT OCCURRED PRIOR TO T WDRK PERFORMED
BY THE CONTRACTOR.

. [F PAVING AND STORM DRAIN IMPROVEMENTS ERE NT COM~

PLETED BY OCTOBER 15, [98@ TEMPORARY SiLT AND DRAIWAGE
CONTROL FACILITIES SHALL BE INSTALLED TO CONYRQL .AND
CONTAIH SELT DEPOSITS AND 10 PROVIDE TOR THE SAFE D15-

CHARBE OF STORM WATERS-INTD EXISTING 5TORE WATER FAC-. - -

ILITSES, DESIGN OF THESE FACELITIES MUST BE APFROVED
BY THE BBILDING INSPECTRON DEPARTMENT.

CENTERLINE TOP OF BAGE ROCK GRADE SHALL BE LOUAL 10 TOP
OF CURB GRADE UKLESS OTHERWISE NGVED. ELEVATIOMS SHOHM
ON CURB~LINES ARE AT TOP OF CURB UNLESS OTRERWISE NOTED.

PAVING CONFORMS SHALL BE WADE AT A SMOOTHLY TRIMMED
BUTT JOINT. DO NOT QVERLAP EXISTING PAYEMEHT.

INSTALL ONE 3" D{AMETCR HON-~FERROUS DRAIN FOR EACH LOT .
THRGUGH THE CURBS AND BENEATH THE SIDEWALKS TO PROVIDE
FOR FUTURE RODF DRAIN LCONMECT{ONS, LOCATION T BE
DETERMIND -ON BASIS OF SRADING.

AT 284- 1951 TO ARKANGE FOR INSPECT=

RPPLIBABLE PUBLIC WDRKS DEPARTMENT STAMDARD DRAWINGS:
LCC 104 SIGHT CLEARANCE AT INTEHSECTIONS
GC 105 SURVEY MONUMENT
CC 108 BACK OF CURE FLOW DIVERTER

- GG 208 |.OCATION OF UTILITY FAGILITIES

CC 302 MISGELLANEOUS STANDARD DETAILS .

CC 303, PIPE DETAILS i

CC 306 GURBS, 5IDEWALK, DRIVEWAYS, UGNCHETE DITCHES

VALLEY GUTTERS AND, CURBED HED 1 ANS

.66 3010 INLET FRAMES, GRATE'AND COVER PLATE

26 30104 INLET FRAME MﬁDIFICATIﬁN .

O 3041 TYPE A INLET i

TG B0V TYPE € INLET )
_GC 3020 PRECAST M.H. AMD TYPE [ BASE . f -
GG 3022 TYPE (11 M.H, BASE : .
6 3024 MANHOLE FRAME AND COVER

CG 3030 TYPE "BF HEADWALL

- C0 3051 SIGNING, STRIPING AND NSTﬁLLATION DETAiLS

-B=53. .STANDARD NTERCEPTOR DITCHES'

‘: B~48 GRGUTED RGGK RI?*R&P SLOPE

THE SURFACE OF SLOPES AT ROAD INTERSECTIONS SHALL BE NO

HIGHER THAN 36 INCHES MEASURED FROM THE FLOW LINE OF THE

GUTTER OF THE EDGE OF ‘PAVEMENT, WITHIN A.TRIANGULAR AREA

--BETHWEEN THE TANGENTS OF THE' TURVE OF THE ;RIGHT~DF-WAY
LINE AMD A DIAGONAL LINE -JOINING PRINTS DN"THE FANGENT S

" '25 FEEY BACK FROM THE POSNT OF THEIR INIERSECTIQN.

' GdNTRACTGR AGREES THAT XE SHALL ASSUME SOLE: AND COMPLETE
AESPONSIBILITY- FOR JOB SITE CONDIT(ONS DURIKG THE COURSE
“OF -CONSTRUETION OF THIS PROJECT, |HCLUGING THE SAFETY OF -

ALL -PERSONS AMD PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL

- APPLY. CONTINUOUSLY. AND- ROT BE LINITED TO HORMAL WORK[NG

7 HOURS; AND THAT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DEFEND, IMDEMHIFY,

AND HOLD THE OWNER AND. THE ENGINEER HARMLESS FROW ARY
AND ALL CIABILITY, REAL OR ALLEGED, [N COMREGTION WITH

. THE PERFORMANCE: GF WORK CN THIS PROJECT, EXCEPTING FUR

20!

2l
- DETERMINED BY *R* VALUE TESTS PERFURMED 8Y THE S0ML

LEABILETY ARVSING FROM THE SOLE NEGL!GENCE OF THE OWHER
s THE ENGINEER.

B WORK SHALL BE GONDUCTED I EXISTING DRAINABE CHARNELS
EROHM OGTGBER | 70 APRIL 15, UMLESS THE DEVELOPER UBTAINS

WR‘[TTEN PERMISS4 0N FRGM THE [hn E\IJ&HIIJEEE :

- THE PROJECT SHALL BE SERVED BY A CABLE TELEVISION: UNDER—

GROURD SYSTEM.

;e SUBDI\F[DF_R AND UJ’I'NEﬂs )

RUSSELL J BRUZZONE
899 HOFE LANE
LAFAYETTE, CALTECRNIA

ALL REVISIGNS TO THIG PLAN MUST BE APFROVED GY THE CITY
OF LAFAYETTE PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL BE AC-
CURATELY SHOWN ON REVISED PLANS STAMPED AND DISTRIBYTED
BY THE CiTY BMchinEER PRIOR TO ACGEPTANCE OF
THE WQRK AS COWPLETE. , :

THE THICKNESS OF SBB—EASE BASE, AND SURFACING 3HALL BE
ENGINEER -AND THE DESIGN SHALL BE SUBHITTED TO THE CITY

OF LAFAYETTE FOR REVIEW,
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GENERAL MOTES:

L BASIS OF ELEVATTON DATUM ¢ CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
BENWCH MARK FIEIT PR NAIL & TRO &ECORNER CONCRETE
BO¥ AT W CORNER OF HAPPY VALLEY RO4D AND ROSE
LANE, 19 FEET NORTY OF CURE RETURN. ELEVANION ca3l 30

2 MATEBISL AND CONSTRUCTION OF SANITARY SEWER SHALL
CONFORYM TO CENTRAL CONIRR COSTA SANITARY ORSTRICRS -
STINDARD SPECIFICATIONS AND OETANL BRAWINGS.

WHEN THE LOWEST FLOOR LEVEL OF A HOUSE 10 BE
CONNECTED J0 THE MAIN JEWER 18 BELOW A POINY
127 dBOVE THE TOP OF THE NCAREST UPSTREAM STRICTURE
FHERE SHALL BE A BACKWATER OVERFLOW.DEVICE OR
CHECK VALVE INSTALLED ON THE SIDE SEWER NEXT 10
THE CLEAROGY, "
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&8P HoPE LANE -

LAFAYETTE, CALIFORNIL

(415) 2844360,

R N ¥ XY

LA - .
YL N
. wEES2 BSW

&8 B Jesars

o

s
8
™~

JLALE & /Ao
ACRES = BdS

P

- Sawt

. ..r,.,..m

. SYETEM MAP
N ﬁﬁhm....:&%....,...._

FaRy

SEWER DOANTITIES]
MH .

(Ve | gRue | FTLAT |
A B $- ]

/7

M A

. [RTGHT -OF WAV 108

\HRCEL NAHE | reAr [BAE 40|
O |SUDAgesP| RIS E]

LAND PLAMNMERS

~CCCED No 43086

TATLAS .

& SURVEYORS
{415) 935-6500

bt
233 ALPINE ROAD ® WALNUT CREEK » CAUFURNIA 8535 »

CIVIL ENGINEERS

s dF MITED |

15

'a.mvu

JEEE)

ALy

3

= 8
2 =
< Eﬂm
N
o v
AN

[
Nﬁi.w,
WS -
Wy fw._z..
Soid
Q. ﬁouw
-}

~ &
b

' ﬁ
] |
< a
AR NS

, s
,,,,,,,,, &

nﬂ.

. FE BRYAN




. . B N . . n . !
. . TR g TYPL B INLET WL BASE WL PP A . - N , .
. - . o B AT COwINE ¥ 0OV HiarE . ;o e S oo . - . . - 0
: i OPENING LT, *¥ 5200 . o . : . - g : . g . Bm .
| PRUOR IO CONSTRUGTIN. ) T Prpsi s : : . . - : o . _ o
GE RN HLET, FERIEY. > . ) - 24
LOCATION OF YT 6 A, FEE o W
Q‘&%ﬁn.n.«\%k 805 T A7 L Bagy . . \\ St .
$ BT e S _“_.a.twm;. WL At-gucH P m%_. e S ks .
EAIERE e daE RS i} VIR 8L sty .\\ ? :
: L ?ohac»n AL \\\\ ' ' I .
. Trol § E, 00 EANE ROOK Pl . . "]
SARCUT EXVST PAVEUENT A m '
NECENSARY T0 REUOKE £18] 0 ,
" IR QUTER 4201 ST -
78 B8 RERLACED WIM8 1P P ws | .
DWW CURD ¢ CUTTER . 23 N
_‘/ = -
ol .
fd . . ) . Pm Y
\/. ) L k.%waa: ¥
: 4 a\& AT PRI fie )
A_u e S =
Az g e o <X
, SRS - 7 , . : o
L .. e - .2 T . s ,_
_ . m
/0 g AR St i m_._mmwﬁwm&m s 3
: ly ? ) ! L ;
O s - wme,wq._.. .IIA..; gf 2D @ i.ﬂ__,“ mﬂ% 20 \m‘_a ::EA Co %w ~
/ THeE h.‘wmw%%k% \_.ﬁwa\._,m %;%..% o - ey | ) m&m%%@k«ﬁ \&n?ak&%& L ﬂc.
/y o gw - adm N / o -+
\..\\E\ . b i ' - R N . 1
ﬁu ek I .‘hu%ww.n. o), . , HHA3 GEA KT h&.._.%w wbwn,w,mmmﬁiiawug. 4o}
. sﬁ%\& \&w\e\.&g N BT A - ug
. ,MNV Can), .56 m_ - S L . Lm
1 PRI o
N ; " A s i xc‘ﬁ% s45€ - >
ce " opgier o) e . >
&G ﬁﬁﬂﬁ S “wm__wmnwgu.u, ISP b BT T B b _
VE i . 4 Y41 40 ApNING SRR : : .
T AT 21 !ﬁ.\ D w@.ﬁi&ﬁ u\&m_%m a&.ﬁﬁw e n‘_ax _ =l
AN LT , s - &x&hwﬁﬁ o T =T
s %Q«a\ ST L EHGTEEE PIPE FILLED %\%%_ o C I St
| ﬁ.ﬂw .M“.. - __\%\\%mﬁ.. E. .& b‘.& EE_&S K N = _..r_ . W }
Farag" -~ S : o AL g
l% m..&%ﬂ .A bm.wh....w. %hm\mhms . ; _m é._ax\n.wm . % ] e M._ N ﬁ..ﬂ .
D) [ &T7577 - (SHE PETMLS SHEET ' e e N
A OPTT : - ~ i B } < ;
18°00.30" ~|' bdesis .,Dlhmﬁ.ﬁ.ﬂ " : T R & Y ~ = E
0T e ..Numm DETAILS u\.wmmq. Fy % Er\ : b E > ~Na )
u@s@%&. . SR a%mm%m. e ) T EW. < A
. 18 PEG ¢ N , N o %y M o
. BT 00 _ ol : ;
o VT o o4 or Wy, L. . . 4 ety K
P H% 94 5| qpo” ]| sago’} kg M _anm.qﬁﬂ\ww%%%% e : C N MW
al N 1 - | POVER ALATE 0000 BT - ;o o - el
i MT . il _. Y . ..n%%tmm 250 &wmﬁh APBEO %ﬁa@n&mu\g& ~torh N 0 M D ﬂ.ﬂ ,
. §S , A Y , : o Qg 2K
5 E e TN A (e = S I —1 Wfs. o™
5 S AN Xora kil W #4p | N ;
3 - - e = - o by,
N : LT e 2 . . - S
. X . . xg,i i [ Lt=t]% 7T ‘ : ) : W =
£74 . . * . -4 | .“ : ....i\..b..ll..li-ﬁ ' ".u..m. Y ! Pt c L,
T b T =T 1 T .\.Lt% T - - e , . )
s, / . .__c.m fEO0P | ,ﬁ_ | 5, 1 R .W\M. Jt ] ﬁ
T - ik - " ] ] “.\\ A1 H i i) o LK .Ow FT- L B B
40 W_. M. . . L s e il g W A | 1 L\&k\ ) 407 Nt M <
Ly /] ' T ﬁ b - ...:.-l.\n.\.\ g . o || 18 G i e LS ki R ...., . ,. \\\\ 1, A | e I_! o R
e N {3 LT L g e T [ L7 ‘ naR RHE
3 v'{i4 ‘ Yo = ..-vu].!...\\ - = i 0 R [t . i . T o . k] ; M1 B o i e T o B T £ 1.
<60 b N 7 2l m bt || L o 2 P = m. AP I S I IO B B BlajElsed
N i N %%h ) 0 \.\\x L . = ..»m... == _ . i - AR | ot e B 1577 g B B E g - . ] .f .
v SR A 2 2N b e B ‘\ﬂ\_\\“,\s.\ . ! i ; Mw i : g S
b o ] N e JaAl l\\\.o. B i ] 4.—T. . ..ﬂ.&. 3 n - W, s 7 _ R
£ mzmﬁﬁaﬁ.‘ﬁ% £40 —NT] L .sn\\m A m ) : mﬂm rm 18- -1 2d m
Sy : , S I s G ; _ F B R <[5 1F
i e ol 56 _..._,._“m .-un_ M_W B PR 4 H 5 ﬂ.m ‘w. ’ A + e
H | h\h N ... . = . * | =]
. S.DUE! fet 2 gl id. SR . e 8 ek LS S , 0.
shed . Loy . v SR T P . q R H : o —
) 7] . & Je Gl NN R . HE T N . "
g 4 ol S LN 88l L e, _ :
TS T . N T oy LR S T 1g R v Y " -
= B L e [ . REpr SR - ISDUIA N 3 e
: S RINICIN S - = j R =5, — - § gl Py
‘ R 3 hEY] eHURTS gl lge | MR N gl ar | s8] 1 I¥ HE el
v - Ry o4 K -
T e TR T T i ; &
X R T - " ) ) Wi . =~ i o .Vn -
35 SRS o I I A G B b 1B * )

A

Lot et




) * . - 0
- . . : %
- ' : : g
".'\.:l f ' .

v - &
' - SrRygk %z reer & ,wz..r.ré . . _ | 2

DL G8 Ti0FI8 & 1817 LT L L :
| s r/awma ‘ _ L . B T AT "
: : ' ‘ o PM?‘E. :+an4 b2 st Con @
s . o N CPENIIG L7800 # e oy ; : i
- STRACT.E/8 TYDE CINLET . \eover A7 ” e w,da SR . o
‘ L2500 SBDT A Y | as - L2

. AR
) ¥ - o \ /ﬂ’:ﬂf‘é‘ﬁggff%’ ‘sg =
s . ) p DESR;’S ngz ‘o

‘ }‘% ;{j.z?f;’;f—%ﬁf 7 / SEE CETANS THIS SMEET g

a2 . DT a - L .
" L Re¥5o B0 LNE AT ‘;‘3”‘%’2}% Jé‘ffﬁf ‘ ’, * -

. fz"#?m o

m\* M.&‘f/ﬁﬁdlﬂ e -

1233 ALPINE ROAD » WALNUT CREEK » CALIFORNIA 34538 - &  (415) 939-5600

SEOTION B8,
(et SEET S

.-.--...........u...._..__-___'._ . . & T L~ ' 0 T

L b.fx.rz_‘“ . "-p‘ ::a-ﬂ.m#/zso feaupfﬂes
R LB 1AL

BASY GROLLID
LINE AT KATURAL
CHAMIEL

1‘@ ST 3T v

_“ﬁ.

' "mmﬁ;s:s R ¢

Z PR C)‘M

. 'f . . - -: .
: TN S pasers. darkigrs :
. (REESHEEr S FOR ﬁw‘) \ossE ae:wr.s ﬂ;-'.-'s- SHEE?"

CIVIL ENGINEERS

oL e

- " copferM o |
e 71 “MATURAL CHANEL,  \

"

ot

CALIFORMIA- .

Tl g
TET Wi y“
AP 08,4 m«maa &' 6" ;
bl

=

" LODSE ROCK
”ﬁ#

- P, ”5 rm.r Fa mwa

B I @ .
YR B LHE A
a:-«zoaa - .

S e

STEROL N rree AT eEr
. W/ BASE 170 €FP4G

Eaad FIEGAAS & JEIP R

oL PREIBRE RO LNE T

oo Mvgeres .

*,

-

#r*mo'&uﬁ
. oo . 7 BT TR ST R «m*
Bop 15 AL AGCEPM&ME N o
’ALTEENATE 'ra Ac;;w ‘ ‘

N s t
Y2 Amss WR
mP HAP

3
% MURPHY ASSOCIATES, INC.
’ LANE

PROVEMENT FPLANS
FOR
SUBDIVISION 6459 -

)

BIFY OF LAFAYETTE,

l \'c:_w;,xééré, s.uf N A o
DESRIS BAERIER D&TAIL.S '
MY

r

h

™ )

Nl -'. SRR ) " .--;:‘ '- : ST T T BEEE
. . , ~ . y : . A#ﬂiﬂzo . - : b ) : i s 'fl)l 15 j/
R g SN DI A A7 A A el , A7 11 F R A RN 277 AL -
. ; PROVAR 197 AR | o 747':?3.(73 BN . : i 4 7€§|£f!5'4£'? b § I I L A Vb sl Rt -
B y IR \\ ey . - | s | I P RS ISEOE R LT ’ ) S aBer | - A I MY et T o0 SR ¥ :

N A : 1 /?:’?géy‘.gm- £70) "

i BT #2040 ; - i I A e L R el 1
7o * 2 RN 1 jede | el | AR At b N T O I
A ]\ ' W”ggl s and [lé62 0 LI TEERAN A \ LSl Ll pdseik aderibas ]

ROSE

\3

: i VI AN J AT i . + /5;- _ Ll . .

» . A N N 4 R IO SN B ‘A 1. N e b N e Vo1 ¥7 | -SEE  CATAIE THIS 348 ’ 3
. \ \ /ma%ﬂ:m::; \‘\ /// AR AP A Al / - |erordne lopend, \ - N o T STl el ] n
' ‘ ) R ; ‘ ol 1 r p " 1 1 11 1=

ra
Il

[~ i‘f(fﬂ'd 4 |20 :

g
3
7, Tl

| g0

k]
-

i 00 GV — ST

z.

Fragls2 550
P

AT

o i
{70 e o ol | =8 \‘ 1 R coidmolegot Yoll B 1 . f:’wm o | L I 5:-% §
. 30LF 48" HPE . ey . 8 Polasrabe W B FE Y : §&|d
: il b besgs || i M E . 3 AT R e ! T8 S s 5 e
R Sai ooy Tils SpEEr Sles[d | % AT == [P ‘ i N : . HE :
| - : .3;9:; § am| )T i ® VI .C) =
! EaRLIR - n R T
t ) q%“. % - / & ) il -
. ‘B‘-’a WQ E;’:‘ I 1 -
. FER ap| S5
- hggﬁ' :"‘L%g \ 3
-5 '
=
e
3ty

A Bl £ Cri0 48843 ¥ By RT
ELE S A3 Z
D Ve

RYAN

b

F2Aeien H|Sreer A
fﬂ?@’.i?o 0 &Ik s

7R

L ) : -~ -
- ~ .. .
& t i o
Sl N s ,
: . ) _— E "“ p
s
\-’o'l-l

FU~655)

g7 A i A SAierTT

A

154

P>
gam

2 - AL 7 ; T - m




¢fa
- fad

408

qo4
402
400
98
3%
R
92
390

—_— .rfr..lr.II o iy

. . e T X
! h s . NA\ Q,\Ha .....lrr.l.lr i fll\]l]lj "
O i ..f.rJ .Jfrr\\.m.m_.g Ehaagr; RETAMING |,
A ' ‘bt 4 &7 Vamey fy Haso)

BN
£ Facuyom GReanppenT
W'Y e N

44 e 2o
i N e y

- ; A ’ .Qw&.v mﬁ_.nmu #aow \”
g7 3 R WON Lo
" T 4

Pira, Hores Dowen.
WUOAE T A )

7 - DRAIN ROCK D

L iigo0

T

e
L e R

S ,_“.“,_.wﬁ_“

, &,

~ o N T Y

— - % /

OG-

. n 0 . - i -3 hia N
L oy Geewws §F - Seerow o - LE=. MW | I
T n R . B n

o

QRS

N R ACE
) u‘nx.l_..n.. v ...-....G._.,.._..

. _SECTION &

,@wO.. -

. emNoret Laave 6" Min
\\. . Pasyuewion -

© L ippar gmevran
L Ronk fupsRa

T | Aeran
. A

i X; G ..A J

2467 Muw

|
l

: .9; uzﬂr.“r M.m. LL ._w..m
AASHHN To _»..ewﬂw.hct or SOl

]

b?_...:#i* ’
Gagion Wale  Or

EERESER

. ...w\b\.wﬂn.n.. g -

it 048

iy

|- Rock Rap- m.:.n

\\\._\. @ Gasion Faca

Bfw 4000

C T BwWB8E

_Exrer, Gasiwn (s Top Back o bitil YW ags.o-

TTTBW B35 -

R T 9hB.o -

B/wW 3905 §

¢ A el
Joabs 1t eyt

SECTION @NV

ETAIL: .

feck RirrRap

_Raiariye. Sonpacyion,
T RN -1 3-1- 3

PR OB ..

oh o Seaes

_SECTION @

LR T \ S N o “\\}@mfl Fivisag Conrouns
. it . . } PR -
. . Ao e T . M : .

Vo’

N LT e g TR TR iy - L Sk

: F W NOTE BRAIN ROCK SHALL. AE 1 e :

ci MR, T

C O STANGARD SRECHEATNS :
ST -

U SECTION 4o

LEGEND.

L GRoured. fock Rie-Rap

Gamioy ...Ex.? A

Cowvcraie , New on Ghor. A8 Norto |

s T Thew, Diiserse farsp @ Bk
T il D Cpesk o Swdte & N Fow Dmection

Fance -

Exier. Conzouny

. . g3 ] FS 5
5 . ' . [ 1 L 1 i 1 i
N FOH NEGUSEG wL AN s (lAL scaie IF 1M 11CICS

LAND PLANNERS & SURVEYOHRS

S, TINC.

& {415) 939-6500

CI¥iL ENGINEERS

BRYAN & MURPHY ASSOCIA®

Rewvrssn

=it

€D [ - 4B Povens Sor-0rr $REcE CompALTIN
o
HEVISONS -

EN

[
1233 ALPINE ROAD #* WALNUT CREEK ‘¢ CALIFORNIA B4586

O] EY | DATE.

2

IMPROVEMENT PLANS

© CALIFORNIA |

. FeR

ROSE LANE
SYBOIVISION . 6459

CITY. OF LAFAYETTE _

v /06 /55

sae Ay Noreo

ENE.
a

; - PRAWN BY: &8 Arag
P

w ROE 3|

oF 4. shEeETs

Jonvog26/-3 . -

1 BSHE L




CIVIL E[!EGINEERS
ALPINE ROAD & WALNUT CREEK

" LAND punusus & sunvsvons
LIFORMIA 54596 umgss-m

BRYAN .y.. MURPHY ASSOCIA’I‘ES INC.

STRIPING SIGKING

-~ FIRE HYDRANT £ STREET: LIGHT

Pdﬂﬂ FOR

A"@JE LAA/E

Jﬁﬁﬂfﬁl.ﬂ‘fﬂﬁ/ 54’59

5 c;r}f oF. umrsfrs

S cwc /FMMM




A= B 2112 PLAL S=EETS 1T.unligog BOTI 2711 CTogt B

Wigh\ITAILTE VIEST

N TBE2E D 22010

£\I=D7

GENERAL NOTES

1. OWNER STEVE AND LINDA WIGHT
21 NORTHRIDCE LANE
LAFAYETTE, CALIFORNIE 24549

TEL (925)

2. CML ENGINEER: SCHELL AND MARTIN, INC.,
3377 MI. DIABLO BLVD.,
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549
TEL (925) 2838111
FAX (825) 283-2866

ATTH: HOWARD MARTIN

GRADING NOTES

7. BENCHMARK: CONTRA COSTA COUNTY DATUM. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY BENCHMARK #3527, FLEVATION 5i0.442

2. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROTECTION OF ALL UNDERGROUND AND OVERHFAD UTILITES WHICH INCLUDE,
BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO: ELECTRIGAL, GAS, WATER, IRRIGATION, SAMITARY AND STORM SEWERS.

3. SHOULD IT APPEAR THAT THE WORK TO BE DONE, OR ANY MATTER RELATVE THERETO, IS NOT SUFFICIENTLY DETALED
OR EXPLAINED IN THESE PLANS, CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT SCHELL & MARTIN, INC. AT (925) 283-811! FOR SUCH
FURTHER EXPLANATIONS AS MAY BE NECESSARY.

4. ALL SITE PREPARATION, GRADING, PIACEMENT AND COMPACTION OF FiLL, AND RAUUNG SHALL BE PERFORMED IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY OF LAFAYETTE GRADING ORDINANCE AND ALSO UNDER THE DIREGT SUPERVISION OF THE SOIS
ENGINEER, AND SHALL BE INSPECTED BY THE CITY ENGINEER. SUBSEQUENT TO COMPLETION OF WORK THE SOKS ENGINELR
?g‘%"s‘?ﬂ%ﬂa%oﬁf CITY OF LAFAYETTE ENGINEERING DEFPARTMENT A REPORT STATING THAT ALL WORK HAS BEEN DONE

5, ANY DEVIATION FROM APPROVED PLANS SHALL REQUIRE APPROVAL OF THE LAFAYETTE CITY ENGINEER,
6. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY CITY OF LAFAYETTE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 48 HOURS PRIOR TO THE START OF WORK.

7. CONTRACTOR SRALL NOTIFY UNDERGROUND SERVICE ALERT (USA) 48 HOURS PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION TO REQUEST
MARKING. PHONE (B00) 642-2444, THE USA AUTHORIZATION NUMBER SHALL BE KEPT AT THE JOBSITE. CONTRACTOR SHALL
NOTIFY PG & E GAS PIPELINE WHEN WORKING IN THE VICINITY OF THE HIGH—PRESSURE GAS TRANSMISISON LINE ON SITE.

8, THE SOILS REFORT SHALL BE MADE A PART OF THESE FLAWS.

9, ALL GRADLD SLOFPES SHALL BE ROUNDED TO MEET EXISTING GRADES AND BLEND WITH SURROUNDING TOPOGRAPHY. ALL
GRADED SLOPES SHALL BE PLANTED WITH SUITABLE GROUND COVER

10, DURING GRADING OPERATIONS THE CONTRACTOR SHALL WET DOWN GRADING ARCAS AND ANY HAUL ROUTES USED BY
TRUCKS AND OTHER HEAVY EQUIPMENT AT LEASY TWICE DAILY 1O REDUCE AIRBORNE DUST. IN ADDITION, THE NOISE LEVEL
AT THE CONTRACTOR'S OPERATION SHALL BE KEPT TG A MINIMUM PER CITY OF LAFAYETTE SPECIFICATIONS.

11, ST AND EROSION CONTROL PLANS ARE REQUIRED FOR WORK (INCLUDING LANDSCAPING) THAT REMAINS INCOMPLETE
DURING THE RAINY SEASON (OCTOBER 15th THROUGH APRIL 15th). ALL LANDSCAPING MUST BF IN PLACE AND RODTED BY
OCTOBER Isi. IF THE WORK WL NOT BE COMPLETED BY OCTOBER 15th, OR IF THE LANDSCAPING WILL NOT BE ROOTED
BY QCYOBLR 1st, THEN ALL STORM WATER CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE APPROVED AND INSTALLED BEFORE OCTOBER 1sit
AND INSFECTED BY OCTOBER i5th

12, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR KEEPING AlL PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY AND OFF-SITE AREAS CLEAN
FROM ALl DiRT, MUD, DUST AND DEBRIS AT ALL TIMES, ANY OFF—SITE DAMAGE 7O A CITY STREET, WHICH IS FOUND BY
THE CITY ENGINEER TO BE THE RESULT OF THE GRADING OPLRATION, SHALL BE CORRECTED BY THE CONTRACTOR.

13, IF HUMAN SKELETAL REMAINS ARE ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, ALL WORK WITHIN 20 YARDS OF THE
DISCOVERY SHALL DE STOPPED IMMEDIATELY AND THE CITY OF LAFAYETIE POLICE DEPARTMENT NOTIFIED. iF THE REMAINS
ARE NATIVE AMERICAN, THE CITY OF LAFAYETIE HAS 24 HOURS TQ NOTIFY THE WNATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION. iF
ANY BURIED CULTURAL REMAINS ARE ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION, ALL WORK WITHIN 20 YARDS OF THE
DISCOVERY SHALL BE STOPPED UNTIL A PROFESSIONAL ARCHALOLOGIST IS REJAINED TO DETERMINE THE SIGNIFICANCE GF
THE FIND, AND TO RECOMMEND ANY REMEDIAL ACTIONS.

14, CONTRACTOR SHALL CALL THE SONS ENGINEER TC INSPEGT ALL FiLL, ALL FINISH GRADES AND ALL TRENCH BACKFILL,

15. TRAFFIC STRIPING AND PAVEMENT MESSAGES THAT BECOME WLEGIBLE OR OBLITERATED DUE TO THE MOVEMENT OF
VEHICLES ON THEIR ROUTE TO AND FROM THE CONSTRUGIION SHTE SHALL BE REPAINTED PRIOR TQ ISSUANCE OF THE
HOUSE BUILDING FERMIT. PROJECTS EXCEEDING SiX MONTHS IN DURATION MAY REGUIRE RESTRIFING AND REPLACEMENT OF
MESSAGES ONE OR MORE TIMES DURING THE CONSTRUCTION FERIOD iF, IN THE OFINION OF THE CITY ENGINEER, THE
WLLEGIBIUTY OF THE WORN-DOWN, FADED OR OBLITERATED STRIPING OR MESSAGES IS DETERMINED TO BE A FHAZARD.

16, BEFORE UNDERTAKING ANY WORK WITHIN THE PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY, CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN AN ENCROACHMENT
PERMIT FROM THE CITY,

17. NOT USED.

18. TO MITIGATE CONSTRUCTION NGISE IMPACTS, CONSTRUCTION SHAIL BE PERMITTED ON WEEKDAYS (MONDAY TO FRIDAY}
ONLY BETWEEN THE HOURS OF B:00 AM, AND 5:00 P.M. ALL EQUIPMENT USED ON THE JOB SITE SHALL BE ADEQUATELY
MUFFLED AND MAINTAINED, STATIGNARY NOISE-GENERATING EQUIPMENT, SUCH AS AR COMPRESSORS AND CONCRETE
PUMPERS, SHALL BE LOCATED AS FAR AWAY FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AS FOSSIGLE

19. NOT USED,

20, TWO WEEKS BEFORE THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE ON—SITE GRADING, GONTRACTOR SHALL SEND A NOTICE TO
RESIDENTS IN THE VICINITY TO INFORM THEM OF THE DATE THAT WORK /S SCHEDULED TO BEGIN. THE NOTICE SHALL
INCLUDE THE PHONE NUMBER OF THE CONSTRUCTION SUPERVISOR AND THE CITY ENGINEER WHO MAY BE CONTACTED
REGARDING THE WORK.

21, PRIOR TO STARTING THE CLEARING OR GRADING OF THE SITE, CONTRACTOR SHALY SCHEDINE A MEETING ON THE
PROPERTY WiTH THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY, THE GRADING SUPERINTENDENT, THE PROJECT SOILS ENGINEER, THE OITY
GRADING INSPECTOR, AND THE CITY ENGINEER. THE PURPOSE OF THE MEETING WILL BE TO ENSURE THAT THE INDVIDUALS
DOING THE WORK AND THOSE INSPECTING IT ARE AWARE OF THE CITY'S REQUIREMENTS.

22 CONTRACTOR SHALL CORRECT ANY OFF-SITE DAMAGE TO CITY STREETS WHICH IS FOUND TO BE A RESULT OF THE
CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS,

23, THE GRAGING CONIRACTOR AND THE APPLICANT FOR THE GRADING PERMIT SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PREVENTING
SAILLS GF ROCK, SO/ OR OTHER DEBRIS ON CITY STREETS, IF ANY SPILLS OCCUR, THE GRADING CONTRACTUR SHALL BE
HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR THE IMMEDIATE CLEANUP OF THE SPHL AND SHALL REPAIR TG THE SATISFACTION OF THE CITY
ENGINEER ANY DAMAGE THAT MAY HAVE BEEN DONE TQ THE STREET.

24. CONTRACTOR SHALL ENSURE THAT MONTICELLO ROAD IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SHE SHALL
BE MECHANICALLY SWEPT CLEAN OF SON. ON AN AS—NEEDED BASIS TO REDUCE THE ACCUMULATION OF
DIRT DURING THE GRADING OR SOIL-HAULING OPERATICNS,

25, THE FROJECT SITE SHALL BE WATERED AT LEAST TWICE DAILY DURING DRY PERIODS, OR AS NEEDED
TO PREVENT THE GENERATION OF EXCESSIVE DUST, THE WHEELS OF HAULING TRUCKS AND GRADERS
SHALL BE WASHED AS NEEDED WHEN LEAVING THE SITE TO PREVENT TRACKING EXCESSIVE DIRT ONTO
MONTICELLO ROAD, ALl NON-ACTIVE GRADING AREAS SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM ERDSION AND WIND
EXPOSURE BY APPLYING HYDROMULCH WITH A TACKIFIER.

26, NOT USED,

27, PARKING OF ALL CONSTRUCTION VEHICLES (EXCERPT FOR WORKERS' PERSONAL VEWICLES), TRAILERS
AND EQUIPMENT, ESPECIALLY TRACKED VEHICLES AND EQUIPMENT, ON MONTICELLD ROAD IS PROMISITED,
THESE VEHICLES AND EQUIFMENT SHALL BE DELIVERED YO THE CONSTRUCTION SITE BY TRAILER AND
KEPT ON—SITE DURING THE CONSTRUCTION DFERATION.

28, CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT SHALL BE MAINTAINED AND TUNED AT THE INTERVAL RECOMMENDED BY
THE MANUFACTURERS TO MINIMIZE EXHAUST EMISSIONS. THE IDLING OF EQUIPMENT SHALL BE KEPT TO A
MINIUN WHERN EQUIPMENT 1S NOT it USE,

29, UNLESS CONSTRUCTION COMMENCES IMMEDIATELY AFTER GRADING, THE SITE SHALL BE
HYDRO-MULCHED OR OTHERWIDE TREATED TO CONTROML WIND ERGSION.

JO. I THE CONTRACTOR REQUIRES A TEMPORARY STORAGE YARD OR CONSTRUCTION TRAILER,
CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT A PLAN SHOWING THE LOCATION OF THE STORAGE YARD OR TRALER
(INCLUDING SECURITY FENGING, LIGHTING AND LANDSCAFING) TO THE DESION REVIEW BOARD FOR
APPROVAL.

31, THE PROJECT SOILS ENGINEER SHALL TAKE PRECAUTIONS TO SEE THAT THE TOPSOIL 1S NOT
INADVERTENILY USED AS FILL. THIS MATERIAL SHALL BE SPREAD OVER GRADED SURFACES FOLLOWING
GRADING TO ASSIST IN THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A VEGETATVE COVER. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL WMPORT
SUITABLE MATERIAL AS NECESSARY TO BRING THE TOPSOIL TO A SUFFICIENT DEPTH TO PROVIDE A
SUITABLE ENVIRONMENT FOR LANDSCAPING.

GRADING QUANTITIES

cur: 5,580 CU. YDS,

FitL: 2,570 CU. YDS,

REQUIRED FILL TO ACCOUNT FOR &% ASSUMED SHRINKAGE
DURING COMPACTION: 2,780 CY

EXPORT: 800 CU. YDS.
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CORRUGATED METAL RIPE
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DUCTILE IRON FIPE
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FOLYVINYL CHLORIDE STORM PIPE
REBAR & CAP CONTROL FOINT
REINFORCED CONCRETE DRAIN PIPE
REDWOOD

RAILROAD SPIKE SURVEY MONUMENT
STORM DRAIN, FLOW FROM IMPERWOUS SURFACES
STORM DRAIN, FLOW FROM PERVIOUS SURFACES
STORM DRAIN MANHOLE

SANITARY SEWER

SANITARY SEWER MANHOLE
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SHEET NUMBER

GENERAL NOTES

PCL 4, 64 LSM 31, APN 245-070-014

MONTICELLO ROAD
CITY OF LAFAYETTE

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

SCHELL AND MARTIN, INC,

LAND SURVEYING AMD CIVIL ENGIMEERING

3377 MY, DIABLO BOULEVARD

LAFAYETTE, CALIFORMIA  925.280-8111
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FOR: STEVE AND LINDA WIGHT
LAFAYETTE, CALIFORNIA 84342
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EASEMENT INFORMATION:

1) EX. ROAD EASEMENT TO SHREVE (47 D 206)
EXACT LOCATION IS NOT DEFINED OF RECORD.

2) EX. ROAD & UTILITY EASEMENT TO DIABLO VALLEY
AREA GIRL SCOUT COUNCIL (4479 OR 59)
EXACT LOCATION IS NOT DEFINED OF RECORD.

3) EX ROADWAY EASEMENT (1387 OR 492).
EXACT LOCATION IS NOT DEFINED OF RECORD.

4) EX UTILITY TO EBMUD (1387 OR 497).
gﬁ.ﬁggt' 13% EXACT LOCATION IS NOT DEFINED OF RECORD.
frova-a206634) 5} EX. "AGREEMENT FOR MAINTENANCE OF
o Wt ooR PRIVATE ROADWAY (5924 OR 121),
(20070176553 SEE DOCUMENT FOR PARTICULARS.

T
L (2::507 0176933)
/ABN/245 -070—
’,»'MONTICEI; 0:ROAD

.‘,//// /

NO. TWO
(37 MAPS 1)

57 ;.CRESi TALe,
. (15 G ACBES& #SSE§>SOR “BATAY T

HAPPY VALLEY GLEN

REFERENCE INFORMATION:

RECORD OF SURVEY (64 LSM 31).
HAPRY VALLEY GLEN #2 (37 M 1)
BONES/FAUGIER DEFD (2001 -0245773).
GLEN RESERVOIR PROPERTIES AND
RIGHT OF WAYS (MC—72) §-23-1948,
GLEN RESERVOIR PROPERTY AND
RIGHT OF Way (5861-G} 3-4—1971.

m Lol

NOTES:

SURROUNDING HOME AND LOT SIZES ARE GBTAINED FROM
COUNTY TAX RECORDS AND ARE APPROXMATE.

SURROUNDING HOME ELEVATIONS AND LOCATIONS ARE
DERIVED FROM CONTRA COSTA COUNTY G.L5 RECORDS,
TERRA SERVER, AND FROM GOOGLE EARTH.

ASSADIPGURFARD
. APN 245-070-005
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SCALE:

GRAPHIC SCALE CONTEXT MAP
T
0 60 120 PCL. 4, 64 LSM 31, APN 245-070-014
o #1240 MONTICELLO ROAD
DATE: 123112 CITY OF LAFAYETIE
GAUEROK/MeADALS DATE: 9—26—11 CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

NOTE: THE BOUNDARY SHOWN ON THIS MAP
IS NQT BASED UPON A COMPLETE BOUNDARY
SURVEY, BUT IS AN APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY
COMPILED FROM AVAILABLE RECORD DATA.
BEARINGS AND DISTANCES ARE SUBJECT TO
CHANGE PENDING A FULL BOUNDARY SURVEY.

NOTE: ANY AND ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS <,
SHOWN UPON THIS MAP ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY. THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL USE EXTREME CAUTION WHEN
DIGGING AMD SHALL CONTACT UNDERGROUND SERVICE 2
ALERT AT 1—(808) 227~2600 —— 48 HOURS FRIOR

TO ANY DICGING,

SN DATE: 1-12-11
baez 50 P14 o7 AEA SCHELL AND MARTIN, INC,
LAND SURVEYING AND CIVIL ENGINEERING

3377 MT. DIABLO BOULEVARD

LAFAYETTE, CALIFORNIA  525-283-8111

0 POOL

UNAUTHORIZED CHANGES AND USES: The Land Strweyor preparhg this /\

|NOTE: AERIAL TOPOGRAFHY PROVIDED BY‘.|
map Wit not ha responsibia for, or llabie for, unautharized chongas to (or

ED REVILLA CONSULTANTS, FAIRFIELD, CA,
/\ FOR: STEVE AND LINGA WIGHT
21 NORTHRINGE LANE 0 1
uses of) s map. Al changes lo Fhis map rnust be in writing and must LAFAYETTE, CALFORNIA 44549 (:

£Y HCM VOB NQ, 420-10

be cpproyed by o properer ol e o #1240 MONTICELLO ROAD, LAFAYETTE, CA. APN 245-070-014 (611 £ 4) JOB NO. 420-10 (WIGHT)

DATE: 31 DECEMBER, 2072 SCALE 1" = 807
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SCHELL AND MARTIN, INC.
3377 MT. DIABLO BOULEVARD
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STEVE AND LINGA WIGHT
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8

LAND SURVEYING AND CIVIL ENGINEERING
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15 OCTOBER, 2013

FIRE ENGINE ACCESS EXHIBIT
PCL. 4, 64 LSM 31, APN 245-070-014

8Y HOM
DATE:

REVISED: MAY 5, 2014

40 60

20

WATER TANK

SEE SHEET (2.4

WIDE FIRE ENGINE PATH

REFLECTS THE FPROPOSED ROAD WIDENING
AS SHOWN ON SHEETS C2.00 & C2.02

:

TE:
THE REQUIRED 16

NO

LEGEND

ADBITIONAL CONCRETE, ASPHALT OR OTHER
HARD SURFACE OUTSIDE REQUIRBED FIRE

16" WIDE FIRE ENGINE PATH
ENGINE PATH

AFTER COMPLETION OF
FROPOSED ROAD WIDENING

SEE RIGHT

EX. 60" ROW. EASEMENT
N\
AN
AN
N
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HOUSE |

I T camony X
GAS” UNE

LEGEND

16" WIDE FIRE ENGINE PATH
AFTER COMPLETION OF
PROPOSED ROAD WIDENING
AND DRIVEWAY IMPROVEMENTS

ADDITIONAL CONCRETE, ASPHALT OR OTHER
HARD SURFACE OUTSIDE REQUIRED FIRE
ENGINE PATH

BEGIN CURVE
END CURVE
GRADE BREAK
HIGH POINT
LOW POINT
LEFT

POINT OF COMPOUND GURVATURE
PONT OF REVERSE CURVATURE

RADIS

FIRE ENGINE TURNAROUND

NOTE:

THE REQUIRED 18° WIDE FIRE ENGINE PATH
REFLECTS THE PROPOSED ROAD WIDENING

AS SHOWN ON SHEETS C2.00 & ©2.02

0 10 20 30

™ ™ el
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FIRE ENGINE ACCESS EXHIBIT
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1. END EAST BERM.
LOOKING UPHILL TO SOUTH

2, BEGIN WEST BERM. J. EAST BERM,
LOOKING DOWNHILL LOOKING DOWNHILL
T0 NORTH 7O NORTHEAST

GUTTER FLOW ALONG BERM
] ON WEST SIDE OF STREET

EX. STORM DRAIN UNDER!
0 QUTFALL AT CREEK s

4. LOOKING UPHILL

EX. STORM DRAIN UNDER
STREET 7O OUTFALL AT CREER

5, FAILED FAVEMENT AT
CULVERT ENTRANCE.
LOOKING WEST

A, CLOSE-UP OF
FAILED PAVEMENT

6, TWO CULVERTS
UNDER DRIVEWAY.
LOOKING NORTHWEST

G=>

PHOTOGRAPH [OCATION.
CIRCLE 15 AT POSITION OF CAMERA.
ARROW POINTS IN DIRECTION OF PHOTO

7. WATER FLOW
AND PONDING IN
MIDDLE OF STREET

RESHAPE ASPHALT DIKE TO DIRECT FLOW TO INLET

CONSTRUCT CONCRETE WING
WALL AS REQUIRED 1O
CONFORM TO EXISTING BANK

INSTALL TYPE™ C" SWF AT
EXISTING PIPE £ND WITH BOX
FLUSH TO NEW CONGRETE
HEADWALL EXTENG CULVERT
THROUGH HEADWALL

END OF EXISTING
ASFHALT BERM

EXISTING CORRUGATED
METAL CULVERT

LOW POINT IN EXISTING

ROAD WHERE ROAD LARG!
FANURE IS QCCURING AS ?Ilfnm._tfj.fﬁ ROCE‘-K
A RESULT GF EROSION BOULDERS 10

SAWOUT ASPHALT AND / DISSIPATE ENERGY
REBUILD RGAD SECTION.
PAVE TO A NEATLY
TRIMMED BUTT JOINT

&

PLAN VIEW &

NOT TO SCALE

END OF EXISTING

ASPHALT BERM . CONSTRUCT GGNCRETE WING

WALL TO ALIGN WiTH ROAD

NEW ASPHALT BERM

TO DIRECT FLOW
SHAPE NEW ASPHALT SURFACE TO DIRECT

FLOW  FROM BOTH DIRECTIONS INTO INLET

CONCRETE WING WALL WITH 3" CUTOFF
WALL FROM BOTH DIRECTIONS INTQ INLET

EXISTING CORRUGATED_ . ».
METAL CULVERT

_—] j
EXISTING GROUND
SURFACE

\—INSTALL LARGE DMMETER ROCK
BOULDERS TO DISSIPATE ENERGY

INSTALL TYPE 'C" INLET OVER END OF.
CXISTING PIPE AND FORM HEADWALL
FACE TO ALIGN WITH INLET WATH PIPE
EXTENSION THROUGH NEW HEAGWALL

SECTION
CONSTRUCT 3' CUTOFF WAL NOT TO SCALE
UNDER HEADBALL TG PREVENT

UNDERGUTTING OF PIPE

PROPOSED HEADWALL AND
PAVEMENT RECONSTRUCTION

4] 20 40 80

e e CONCEPTUAL OFFSITE
DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS
PCL. 4, 64 LSH 31, APN 245-070~014
MONTICELLO ROAD
CITY OF LAFAYETTE

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

SCHELL AND MARTIN, INC,
LAND SURVEYING AND CIVIL ENCINEERING
3377 MT. DIABLO BOULEVARD
LAFAYETTE, CALIFORNIA _925:203-8111

REVISED JUNE 12, 2074

FOR: STEVE AN LINDA WICHT
21 NORTHRIGGE LANE ‘ 2 5
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6" BDR-J5 STORM DRAN

THREADEL CAP ENDS REDUCER FITTING (6 X 8%
' ot SIDES ﬂ_rgf e BENT REBAR (1YP)

CHRISTY V-84 DRAIN BOX W/ GRATE

SOLID-WALL PIPE

COVER PIPE
WTH ROCK
2 . o T e e 2 X o A X O X ) O A, . X | 87 70 8" ROCK
U T T T Ll T T T T T T T 13 L) T T T T
NON-WOVEN
PBLYESTER
" GEOTEXTRE
20 [ o
NOTES: 8" PERFORATED PVC PIPE (AID
1. ALL PORTONS FLAT WY REMOVABLE CAPPED

oF
FROM PROPERTY Li
ANCHOR DRAIN WiTH BENT §2 REBAR

PERF. FIPE HOLES FACING DOWN

oA N

ﬁgwc MUST BE A MINIMUM OF 10 FEET

DISSIPATOR PIPE MUST BE PLACED [EVEL (ON CONTOUR)

ENDS AND HOLES FACING DOWN

CUT BENCH INTG EXISTING
OR FINISHED SLOPE,
SEOFE TO DRAIN {15 MiM.)

PERIDDIC MANTENANCE IS REQUIRED TO KEEP DISSIPATOR FREC FROM BLOCKAGE

WATER DISPERSION SYSTEM
NO SCALE

STORM DRAIN NOTES
ALL STORM DRAINS AND SUBDRAINS TO BE PVC SDR--35,
CATCH-BASIN TYPES PER LANDSCAPE PLANS,

CONNECT TO RGOF DOWNSPOUTS AT LOCATIONS TG BE
DETERMINED BY CONTRACTOR.

CONSTRUCT CLEANQUTS AT ALL JUNCTIONS, AT EVERY 50" AND
AT ALL ELBOWS 45° OR SHARFER

MAW SO OUTLET IS A DISPERSION FIELD AS SHOWN. JNVERT
ELEVATIONS ARE NOT SHOWN, BUT ARE TO BE DETERMINED BY
CONTRACTOR,

MAUNTAIN O.5% MINIMUM SLOPE ON 6" AND 6" PIPES, 1% ON
4* PIPES.

ALL STORM DRAIN GRATE ELEVATIONS SHUWN ARE 10 BE
CONFIRMED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND ADJUSTED FOR FINISHED
GROUND CONDITIONS AS NEGESSARY.

1.5" PAVER BEDOING
(ASTH No. B AGGREGATE)

PERMEABLE PAVERS
{HYDROFLO LARGE COBBLE PAVERS,
MONTEREY SANDS (TAN/CHARCOAL)

4" PERFORATED FIPE (ADS N12 HOPE OR
EQUIALENT) WiTH HOLES DOWN, IN
PERMEABLE FABRIC SOCK. TOP OF FIFE
7O BE 8" MiN BELOW TOF OF PAVERS

St AR ncren 10 508 /B SECTION THROUGH PARKING AREA

RELATIVE COMPACTHON). —
NOTE: CALTRANS CIASS I, TYPE 8’ \_/
PERMEABLE BASE MAY BE USED INSTEAD

SUBBASE LAYER
(ASTH No. 2 AGOREGATE)
__DEPTH = 5% M. 10 8"
MAX, STEPPLD AS
REQUIRED 7D MANTAIN
FLAT SUBGRADE

NOT TO SCALE

ADUACENT CURE DR RETAINING WALL

WRVEN POLYPROPYLENE GECTEXTILE
(MIRAFI HPS70 OR EQUIVALENT).

LAP FABRIC UP THE VERTICAL SIGE GF
PASE AND SUBBASE LAYERS WHERE
VISQUEEN DOES NOT OUCUR

3" M

GRADE SUBGRADE FLAT. STEP SUBGRADE

-

"FI—II T

S

fap of rait

8" x 8 x 1'-2"
. wood block
5/8

Diam,butfon—head
boit with hex nu!‘\

MODIFIED 8" AC DINE PER

=t
COUNTY STANDARD PLAN CAZY 8 &%ﬂm H

I T T T T
LD T T —m%

SIS IS =

/

W6 X g STEEL POST PLR
CALTRANS STANDARD DRAWING
A77AZ, BOLTED TO RETAINING
WALL POST

METAL BEAM GUARD

Teanail with 2—16d
Gale nalls in top of biock

Cul steel washar

/_':L—_

PIER AND LAGGING RETAINING WALL,
STEEL W-BEAM POSTS AND
PRESSURE-TREATED WGOD LAGGING

RAILING

NOT TO SCALE

3" DOWN EVERY 11’ IN DIRECTION OF
SURFACE PAVER SLOPE TO MAINTAIN _

SUBBASE DEFTHS AS SHOWN,

VARY DEPTHS AS NECESSARY, BUT NOT

LESS THAN 5° ASTM. MNo. 2 AGGREGATE

OFTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT,
MIN. 50% RELANVE COMPACTION.

VISQUEEN OR SIMIAR IMPERMEABLE LINER
WHERE SUBDRAIN OCCURS NEAR EDGE
GVERLAP FABRIC AND LINER BY 12" MIN.

1’ FREEBOARD

T 74

TYPE BI-6 CURB PLR cOUNTY
STANDARD PLAN CA7H

MODIRED 6" AC DIKE PER
COUNTY STANDARD PLAN CAZ 1V

BACK FACE OF WalL BOARDS

2§ MIN.
——

FIER AND LAGGING RETAINING WALL.
STEEL W—BLAM POSTS ANG
FPRESSURE—TREATED WOOD LAGGING

ROAD WIDENING

\ PIER AND LAGGING RETAINING HALL,
STEEL W-BEAM FOSTS AND

FPRESSURE-TREATED WOOD LAGGING
W6 X § STEEL POST PER
CALTRANS STANDARD: DRAWING
A77AZ, BOLTED TO RETAINING
Wall POST

- MONTICELLO ROAD

NOT

70 SCALE

DETAILS
PCL. 4, 64 LSM 31, APN 245-070-014
MONTICELLO ROAD
CITY OF LAFAYETTE
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

SCHELL AND MARTIN, INC.
LAND SURVEYING AND CIVIL ENGINEERING
3377 MT. DIABLO BOULEVARD
LAFAYETTE, CAUFORMIA  925-283-81

FOR: STEVE AND LINDA WIGHT
21 NORTHRIDGE LANE ‘ 3 0
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NATIVE S0H, NO
COMPACTION

ENGINEERED SOJL

CLASS 2 PERMEABLE
ROCK

6" PERFORATED
LINDERDRAIN PIEE
(6" PVC SDR-35)

BIORETENTION FILTER

NOT 10 SCALE

FLAT BEACH-STONES ARCGUND

INFLOW RISER TO PREVENT

EROSION

8" POP-UP EMITTER

NDS 620-SERIES, OR USE 6" TEL OR ELL

INSTALL AT MINIMUM DEPTH REQUIRED TO
PROVIDE 2° COVER UNDER PAVEMENT SUBGRADE
OR 18" COVER UNDER PLANTED AREAS

SOLID-WaLL DUCTLE IRON PIPE OR PVC
SDR-35, AS SHOWN ON PLAN, FROM
AREA DRAINS OR DOWNSPOUTS

TEE OR OTHER
ENERGY DISSIPATGR
4

ALTERNATIVE B
INSTALLATION WHERE
ADJACENT TREATMENT

PERMITS 18" MIN.
COVER
ENGINEERED SOIL

6" PERFORATED
UNDERDRAIN PIFE
(6" PVC SDR-35)

" DIRECTION 0F FLow

DRItL HOLE 12" DM, X 3' BELOW INVERT OF INFLOW
PIPE PLACE 6" CLASS 2 PERMEABLE ROCK IN BOTIOM OF
HOLE,

CONSTRUCT INFLOW RISER WITH TELE. INFLOW RISER 7O BE
SOLID WALL PIPE.

DESCENDING PIPE TO BE PERFORATED, WITH END-CAP.
DRILL %" HOLE IN END-CAP. FILL DESCENDING PIPE WITH
CLASS 2 PERMEABLE ROCK BELOW LEVEL OF INFLOW PIPE
INVERT, PACK SPACE ARDUND DESCENDING PIPE WITH
CLASS 2 PERMEABLE ROCK.

THIS PERFORATED SECTION PREVENIS LONG-TERM
STANDING WATER IN THE PIPE SYSTEM.

BIORETENTION FILTER INFLOW PIPES

NOT TO SCALE

NDS #50 6" ROUND GRATE
(GREEN)

6" ABOVE SURFACE, FOR
OVERFLOW

6" SDR-35 SOLID-WALL RISER

67 PERFORATED

CONNECT UNGERDRAIN TO
UNDERDRAIN PIPE SOLID-VALL STORM DRAN FIPE
(8" AYC SDR-35) (6" PV SOR-35)

MUMBERS REFER TO NDS DRAINAGE PRODUCTS,
THESE NDS NUMBERS ARE SHOWN ONLY AS A GUIDE,
/T IS THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO VERIFY
THE CORRECT PRODUCT NUMBER AND APPLICATION,

DIRECTION OF FLOW

BIORETENTION FILTER OUTFLOW PIPE

NOT TO SCALE

FABRIC AND ROCK TO
PREVENT EROSION
FROM ANY MINOR
LEARAGE

§
—
DIREGTION OF FLOW

SCREW-PLUG
CLEANGUT,
NOTE: THIS MUST BE
TIGHT ENOUGH TO
RESIST WATER
PRESSURE

IF TOPOGRAPHY PERMITS, CONTINUE INFLOW FIFE
TO DAYLIGHT FOR USE AS A FLUSHING OUTLET,
ALTERNATIVELY, CONTINUE INFLOW PIPE TO STORM
DRAIN INLET OR MANHOLE, CONSTRUCT WITH
S0{VENT-WELDED JOINTS TO RESIST PRESSURE.
SLOPE AT 1% MIN.

INFLOW PIPE FLUSHING INLET

NOT TGO SCALE

INFLOW FIPE NOTES

1. DO NOT CONNECT STORM DRAIN INFLOW PIPES TO UNDERDRAIN.

2. MINIMUM SLOPE MEASURED FROM TOP GF GRATE OF AREA DRAIN (OR DOWNSPOUT DRAN) 1O TOP OF
EMITTER SHALL BE 1% (4 PIPE) OR 0.5% (6" PIPE)

3. MINIMUM INFLOW PIPE SLOPE SHALL BF 1% (4" PIPE} OR 0.5% (67 PIPE)

4. MINIMUM UNDERDRAIN PIPE SLOPE SHALL BE 0.5% (6" PIPE)

5. LOW POINT OF STORM DRAIN INFLOW PIPE SHALL BE AT INFLOW RISER LEADING TO EMITTER:

6. INSTALL OVERFLOW RISER AS SHOWN IN BETAIL ‘D'

BIORETENTION FILTER NOTES

. SWALE SHALL BE GRADED TO DRAIN TOWARD OUTLET AT A MINIMUM SIOPE 0.2%
2. PLANTINGS MAY INCLUDE TREES.

3. INSTALL PERFORATED PIPE WITH PERFORATIONS DOWN.

4. NO FILTER FABRIC TO BE USED,

5, INSTALL CAPPED CLEANOUTS AT UNDERDRAIN ENDS,

6. SO MIXTURE SHALL BE AS FOLLOWS:

SOILS FOR BICTREATMENT OR BIORETENTION AREAS SHALL MEET TWO OBJECTIVES:

i BE SUFFICIENTLY PERMEABLE TO INFILTRATE RUNOFE AT A MINIMUM RATE OF 5° PER HOUR DURING
THE LIFE OF THE FACILITY, AND

2 HAVE' SUFFICIENT MOISTURE RETENTION TO SUPPORT HEALTHY VEGETATION.

BIORETENTION SOILS SHALL:

A ACHIEVE A LONG~TERM, IN—PLACE INFILTRATION RATE OF AT LEAST 5 INCHES PER HOUR,

8. SUFPORT WGOROUS PLANT GROWTH,

£ CONSIST OF THE FOLLOWING MIXTURE OF FINE SAND AND COMPOST, MEASURED ON A
VOLUME BASIS:

60%~-70% SAND
30%—-40% COMPOST

FOR MORE DETAILED INFORMATION, SEE

STORMWATER ©.3 GUIDEBOOK” Bth EDITION, AT CCC.CLEANWATER.ORG
PPENDIX B, ATTACHMENT ‘L' "SPECIFICATION OF SORS FOR BIOTREATMENT OR BIORETENTION FACHITIES"

CAPPED CLEANDUT FOR AREA DRAIN PIPE

BASIN T/B —~ SEE PLAN VIEW FOR ELEVATION
BaSIN SURFACE — SEE PLAN VIEW FOR
ELEVATION

' PERF. UNDERDRAIN PIFE
{PVE SDR-35)

NDS #50 6" ROUND GRATE (GREEN)
4" ABOVE SURFACE, FOR OVERFLOW

RS NATIVE SOl NO
COMPACTION

ENGINEERED SOIL
CLASS 2 PERMEABLE ROCK

8" SDR-J35
SOLID-WALL RISER

CONNECT UNDERDRAIN
TO SOLID-WALL STORM

DRAIN PIPE
6" SOLID-WALL ARFA “ ;
— 8" SOLID-BALL
DRAIN PIPE DIRECTION N AREA DRAIN
(FYC SOR-35) OF FLOV T OUTFALL PIPE
(FYC 5DR-35)

NUMBERS REFER TO NDS DRAINAGE PRODUCTS,
THESE NDS MUMBERS ARE SHOWN ONLY AS A GUIDE.
T 18 THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO VERIFY
THE CORRECT FRODUCT NUMBER AND APPLICATION.

BIORETENTION FILTER OUTLET WITH
STORM DRAIN PIPE UNDERNEATH

NOT TO SCALE

DETAILS
PCL. 4, 64 LSM 31, APN 245~070~014
MONTICELLO ROAD
CITY OF LAFAYETTE
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

SCHELL AND MARTIN, INC.
LAND SURVEYING AND CIVIL ENGINEERING
3377 M. DIABLO BOULEVARD
LAFAYETTE, CALIFORNIA _ 525-283-811

FOR! STEVE AND LINDA WIGHT C3 ,]
-

27 NORTHRIGGE LANE
LAFAYETTE, CALIFORNIA 54549
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SCALE: NONE
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DRAFT

Recusal:

Commissioner Ptasynski recused himself from participating in the next item and left the dais.
Commissioner Chong chaired the meeting.

Commissioner Hertel stated that the remaining two items are likely to be heard very late at night. He
suggested the Commission remove ltem A; MS501-14 Twelve Wildwood LLC {Owner), and stated that
Item B; DRO6-12 Bill Lim & Sheu Poy {Owners} should be very brief.

Mr. Wolff supported the recommendation to move ltem A to the next meeting. It would be heard early
in the meeting. Commissioner Hertel confirmed that continuation would not interrupt the applicant’s
schedule, and Mr. Wolff added that the item could be continued to May 12" so it would not push back
the hearing date.

Commissioner Cleaver moved to adjust the agenda such that ltem 9A; MS501-14 be continued to the
May 12, 2014 DRC meeting as a continued public - hearlng and-be heard first on the agenda;
Commissioner Ptasynski seconded the motion which carried by unahimous consent {3-0-1-1) Ayes:
Chong, Cleaver and Hertel. Noes: Mone; Absent: Agrawal Abstain: Ptasynskl

S,

L Y R O sy o ST I Ly O R S B S IS S R el e
Vb wNMPOo ORGP WMNMEODRE-NNOOU W R O W~ G

A, HDP20-13, GR0O7-13 & TP12-13 Steve and Llnda Wight (Owners) LR- 10 Zonmg Request for (1)
a Phase |l Hillside Development Permit for a new two-story, 9,638 s.f. single- famlly residence
with an attached 3 car gara@e with an average height of 28.5 feet and a 365 <., garden room;
(2) a Grading Permit for the movement of 4,800 CY:of earth (2,900 CY cut/ 1,900 CY of fill);
and (3) a Tree Permit for the removal of 11 native treesidn a vacant 13.66 acre parcel located
in the Hillside Overlay District w:thm a Class| gelin 40 Monticello Road. APN 245-
070-014
Recommendation: Adopt Resolutlon "_"'014 04, forv
the City Counéil, subject to conditions.

Project Planner: Catarina thd Tel, (925) 29"_3241 dd@lovelafayette org

Commissioner Chbng recited the:;g:h_e,al’ing protocols and ca]led upan staff to provide an overview,

Contratt Planner Catarina Kidd presented visual displays of the 1240 Monticello Road site and stated
based upon a Commissioner’s request at'the last meeting, a square foot tabulation of all constructed
areas is in the staff report attachment as weII as an expanded construction management plan, a
making the reqmred flndmgs in DRC Resolutlon 2001-04. The applicant’s responses for all four items are
contained in Attachment 1, which Wwere found to be satisfactory. Relative to the findings, Ms. Kidd
displayed an exhibit which is an overlay of the plan onto topography, which shows development grading
to minimize the cutting of hillsides. She noted the siting is located in an area where it is not possible to
be invisible; however, the site is almost 14 acres and about 2% of the property will be developed
specifically for the home. The screening of the home is not relying just on trees or just on landscaping.
The site was specifically chosen because it is a little more obscure. Topography rises to the south and
there is natural and substantial screening of the home as well as from the public viewing areas.

Ms. Kidd presented the civil plan that shows the context of the home and distances, stating to the west
it is approximately 700 feet away from the nearest home, to the east it is about 334 feet and to the
south, 900 feet. So in virtue of the distance as well as the percentage of the site being developed, staff
believes it meets the findings regarding visibility and limits grading to a very small area of the site.

Design Review Commission 1 Aprii 28, 2014
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DRAFT

Commissioner Cleaver stated staff has a series of red and blue corrections. He asked if the red
corrections were hased upcn comments and blue corrections were the results of conversations and not
actual direction from the Commission. Ms. Kidd stated the color is somewhat of a chronology. The
original March meeting resulted in the blue text. Subsequently, from the next meeting, staff had a few
more corrections based on comments from Commissioners as well as language clarification.

Commissioner Chong stated there were very specific issues in the Commission’s findings that caused this
continuance, and asked that the applicant focus on those rather than review material already covered.

David Bowie, representing the applicants, stated this happens to be one lot of several lots in an existing
subdivision with a pre-determined access road. As a result, whatever the various environmental issues
involved in the original developmental approvals has all since occurred. They are dealing here with a
proposal to build a single family home on an existing legal lot. Staff has mentioned that the lot itself is
about ¥ acre of a 14 acre lot and is a very non-intrusive development.

He said they previously submitted to the Commission very detailed hydrology and soils reports, and the
most recent reports submitted were in direct response to questions and issues raised by this
Commission at the last hearing. It is useful that staff has indicated that it has found those reports are
adequate. There was a request for a detailed breakdown of areas as part of this development that has
been provided to the Commission and one point made by Ms. Kidd at the last hearing was that they
really have not had much of a discussion about the architecture treatment of this particular home. He
knows there were concerns about the southern or eastern elevation. Therefore, they brought their
architect from Colorado who has been most responsible for the design concept to discuss that with the
Commission. They also have in attendance David Thorne, landscape consultant, and hydrology expert
Howard Martin.

Lastly, Mr. Bowie said there has been a lot of discussion about the construction management plan. They
did revise the plan that shows critical time paths and was more expanded which has been reviewed by
staff and found to be adequate for all purposes at the present time. He then turned over the
presentation to Tom Frye.

Tom Frye, Resort Design Architects, said he has worked with Gordon Pierce on this project for several
years now and has been involved with the project from the start. They have designed many homes on
hillsides in various parts of the U.S. and other countries, and this is one of the more challenging sites
presented. It does create certain difficulties they feel they have managed through development of
design. He has prepared the square footages requested and broke them down into various components.
He drew attention o the south elevation renderings which were included in the packet and available, as

~well as the material boards. He can then address issues specific to concerns the Commission has

regarding the design and Mr. Martin is available to address hydrology questions or comments,
representatives of Young and Burton who can discuss the construction management plan, and David
Thorne who can answer landscape questions.

Commissioner Cleaver referred to the construction management plan and thanked Mr. Thorne for what
has been done. He appreciates the bar chart, but what he finds lacking in this presentation is the actual
physical impact to the neighborhood. During grading, he asked how many trucks are going in and out
and how many employees are utilized during that grading period.

Design Review Commission 2 April 28, 2014
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Samantha Burton, Young and Burton, said the plan shows the average number of vehicles per day per
manth on the schedule. It describes specifically what kinds of trucks and vehicles that will come up and
down each day. She noted they include personal work trucks, van pools from off-site parking, stating
they are planning 4 van pool trips per day. Once they get through grading and concrete within 6-7
tmonths, there will be more subcontractor vehicles accessing the site. She noted the red represents off-
haul dump trucks and they project 2 per day for 3 months. At the end they can increase this more, but
they must move a lot of dirt on the site and not take it off-site. The way they have to stage the vehicles,
they cannot do more than 2 trucks a day. The yellow represents concrete trucks and they project 2-4 per
day because of timing.

Commissioner Cleaver said his understanding is that the number of concrete trucks for months 3 and 4
would he 10 per day. Ms. Burton clarified this is total vehicles on site. In months 3 and 4, they are
averaging 10 total vehicles per day, 2 of which would be cement trucks. In months 5, 6 and 7, they will
have as many as 4 cement trucks per day.

Commissioner Hertel noted that he recently installed a small retaining wall and they had 10 concrete
trucks in one day and he confirmed they were able to be staged. Ms. Burton noted there is no space on
the lot and said they must have one come up, pour, empty out and go down before they can have
another one come up. Commissioner Hertel did not disagree with the logistics, but he was not sure the
volume and quantity was correct given the amaunt of concrete needed, especially when broken down
by day. He said the same thing applies to the 10-wheel dump trucks. Somewhere in the number, he
must be convinced that all of the yards going off of that site are contained in that number of trucks. He
asked if they will just meter out 2 trucks a day, and Ms. Burton said this is their best estimate given what
they can get done the way the site is set up. She said she does not foresee the ability to maneuver more
than this, given the grading and off-hauling schedule. Commissioner Hertel noted it is not the logistics of
this job site but the impact to the neighborhood. He said the charts and graphs need to address the
impact to the neighbors. If they have an average of 2 trucks per day, this does not describe the situation.

Howard Martin, Young and Burton, stated one day it could be 6 trucks and the next zero trucks and then
the next day 8 trucks depending on how they can load up. At this point in time, they cannot predict the
situation on a day to day basis so they have tried to project the overall feel of the impact to the road
with the timeframe involved. Commissioner Hertel said he was not trying to be argumentative, but was
simply trying to get to the issue regarding impact to the neighbors. He is not saying the impact cannot
he mitigated, managed, or handled, but he thinks there is an issue when it comes to management.
Whether it is 10 trucks a day or zero for the next few days, this is a different impact than 2 per day
regularly at the same time. Ms. Burton said they propose to do weekly updates projecting what would
be happening in the following week. Commissioner Hertel said his only concern with that is that as the
Cammission approves the project and they do email blasts and updates, this is after the fact. So he
thinks the neighbors are owed an understanding of what is coming their way rather than when it
happens and they must adjust to it. He asked what leverage the City and residents have to modify the
schedule or procedures. Ms. Burton said the City has helds on framing requirements. With off-haul they
must do a pre-review of the road. They must keep the road clean constantly or the City can place a stop
notice on the project, and they cannot finish the project until the road is improved and they restored it
to its original condition. Commissicner Hertel said to him, this is the least of the issues. He is talking
about the daily inconvenience for months of the neighborhood. To him this is a reasonable question and
while their chart is beautiful, it does not tell him enough of the story.

Design Review Commission 3 April 28, 2014
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Mr. Wolff said it seems that there are two issues at hand; one is impacts on the road itself which will be
what they will be irrespective of the timing of the trips. If it Is 1,000 truck trips, it is 1,000 whether they
happen in one day or 1,000 days. This chart seems to be informative on this aspect. Whether there are
30 concrete trucks that access the site over a given month, there could be one a day or all 30 could
occur in a single day and there is a dramatic difference in the staging and impact on the neighbors in
that circumstance. He said he thinks what the Commission is hearing from the applicant is that at this
point in time, it is very difficult to project the more nuanced trip generation that construction will have.
Their best effort is projecting it this far out from construction and as they get closer, there will be more
clarity or detail available. Therefore, it is quite possible that the Commission could ask for another
iteration of more detailed construction management plan as it gets closer to construction.

Commissioner Hertel said he is concerned that what he sees is a chart of averages when what really
needs to happen is a chart of worst case scenarios. This is his difficulty because those are dramatic
differences.

Commissioner Cleaver added that what Commissioner Hertel would like to see is that there are 8
months over two years where concrete trucks will be traveling the road and out of that time, they are
anticipating it will be more than 100 and less than 1,000 trucks. Other than that the plan cannot be
more specific than that, and he feit this was totally understandable. Ms. Burton said their projected
concrete is 120 concrete trucks to do all of the concrete on the job. For off-haul they expect 50 trucks.
Everything else includes deliveries, employees to and from the van pool, and trash removal. She noted
10 wheel dump trucks are the largest truck they can use, given the access. Commissioner Hertel said
according to the plan, they have 4 months of 10-wheel dumps pulling things off, and Ms. Burton clarified
this is the dirt off haul.

Commissioner Chong said he was not clear on the level of involvement of the construction management
team throughout the 22 month effort. He asked haw many people will staff the effort, number of hours
on site, and Ms. Burton stated they man all of their projects the same. Her father is here and is the
owner of the company. She is a project manager and supports on-site staff, works with the client, the
City, and is the point of contact and transmission of information and documentation for the project.
They have a site superintendent, Dave Howman, whose information has been included as a point of
contact for day to day work on site every day and completely manages all trades, all deliveries and
everything regarding the site. They self-perform work as well so this usually supplies anywhere fram 5-
10 of their own employees on the site as well.

Commissioner Chong asked and confirmed that Ms. Burton was the general contractor and that they
manage the entire construction project and management plan. Commissioner Chong asked if the
construction management plan staff is in addition to the construction staff, and Ms, Burton stated no,
they are one in the same. They wrote the construction management plan and will be implementing it.
Commissioner Chong said he was trying to get a sense as to the level of commitment to the issues that
concern the neighborhood, such as how many people they will have available from a construction
management perspective. He asked who is dealing with the construction management issues on behalf
of the neighbors. Ms. Burton said this would be his father who is owner of the company, herself, Dave
Howman who is the project superintendent and she noted there are 5 people from their office who can
always be contacted and are involved with every project they work on.

Commissioner Chong opened the public comment period.

Design Review Commission 4 April 28, 2014
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Puhlic Comments:

Richard Sutcliffe ceded his time to Don Walklet.

Don Walklet, 3675 Nordstrom Lane, said this is basically a continuation of where he left off from the last
meeting. He said he thinks the neighborhood has always presumed the Wights have a right to build a
home on their property. They have all gone through this at one time or another and they are not asking
anything they would not ask of themselves. What the neighborhood has strongly recommended is that
that the Wights should not have the right to build any house on their property. He thinks this captures
what they are trying to say; size really does matter. He displayed a slide which he said is critically
important, which is right out of the Planning Commission project denial. He read it as, “As designed, the
project does not minimize grading and cutting of the hillsides; instead, designing the development to fit
the terrain. The terrain is being graded and manipulated to fit the project. Excessive grading, including
the need to export 1,000 cubic yards of earth also has the potential to create a nuisance or traffic hazard
as the area’s residential and utility roads were not designed to handle large and heavy construction
loads.” He then quoted from the meeting of March 10" which is from DRC discussion; “How does this
project impact the neighborhood? | am concerned about the size of the house; that this is a house
considerably different than the rest of the neighborhood and the rest of the neighborhood is being
asked to bear the burden of its construction. We should be opting for minimal solutions as much as
possible. The house is large and the community is being asked to bear the brunt of its construction and it
needs to be reduced. By calling it a 10,000 square foot house, there is considerably more here. The scale
of the gesture is what we're talking about. Excessive architecture is being created where it is not
necessary. The scale of the gesture is too big for this location and this neighborhood. It isn’t just about
the fit in the saddle but also a question of ecological responsibility.” Mr. Walklet said he has
tremendous respect for the architect who is from Colorado. What he would like to see is obviously a
whole plan started from scratch. They wish it would have started this way, and he thinks the DRC can
appreciate the fact that he believes that they can achieve a spacious and aesthetically appealing home,
not necessarily going the route they have taken. He would like a plan that eliminates the 1,000 cubic
yards of off-hauling of socil. They would Iike. to minimize the logistics of construction. They would like a
construction management plan in collaboration, which he emphasized, with the neighborhood. They
neighborhood is asking for right-sizing the project to the land and to the neighboerhood circumstances.
He presented a slide showing the drainage they must deal with on this property which is a big deal. The
civil engineer has addressed it very well, but in his latest iteration he is talking about a plan that uses the
average annual rainfall of 27 inches per year. During the past El Nino years, rainfall has been as much as
twice that amount which would dramatically exceed the capacity of the Schell and Martin plan. It is
likely that future El Nino events will exceed any past records based on the impacts of climate change. He
knows the City can probably retain even more water than the engineer proposes, but he asked how
much can be retained, as at some point this becomes a parking lot at the top of the hill. There is also the
gas pipeline which has not been addressed in the MMD. He believes most people did not even know
about it at the [ast meeting. He has walked the trail up to the ridge and many times have noticed the
exposed pipeline and finally happened to see PG&E representatives and their pipeline consultants. They
looked aghast at this pipe. He thinks there is real concern at PG&E that not only this piece of the
pipeline, but more is potentially a problem. He presented the letter from PG&E which states, “Currently
we are in the planning process of addressing this segment. Everything from this project has been
challenging due to the area and environmental impacts. | passed the information on the future
construction plans for the area to the project manager. The City will also want us to address this issue
through the permitting process.” He said this is a big deal and he referred to San Bruno. He said these
are questions he submitted and would l{ike them addressed, He offered to bring back the slide so the
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Commission can address them cne by one. In summaty, the findings under Section 4 which state, “the
approval of the plan is in the best interests of public health, safety and general welfare”, are really what
they are talking about. They do not oppose the Wights having a house. They just would like to have it in
the least impactful way to the neighborhood and have a constructive dialogue. They have no dialogue
and no interaction.

Gwen Helvey ceded her time to Ben Douglas

Ben Douglas said they had circulated in the neighborhood a petition which well over 100 people signed,
asking for certain requirements to manage traffic. As Commissioner Hertel had indicated there was and
still is a real lack of sensitivity to the realities of this neighborhood, given the narrow street going up the
road and an even narrower street on Monticello and ultimately the bottleneck at the access road. He
directed the Commission to the petition and they suggested conditions be included as part of the
project, that there be only cne large truck in the neighborhood at the time. The reason for that is that if
there are two trucks, it will cut off the entire the neighborhood’s traffic flow. They ask that passage of
the large trucks be limited outside of rush hour because there is only one way out and turning left on
Deerhill can be a very time-consuming process. Most significant is the question of who will monitor
conditions; as to how frequent the trucks are, how long they spend waiting at the bottom of Monticello
and to whom do they answer. There is inevitable conflict of interest because it is more efficient and
more cost-effective for the contracter to stack up a bunch of trucks. They will want to have everything
staged and ready to go so as soon as one comes down, they can pour more concrete or load off more
dirt. They say they will not do this and indicate they will have a limit of 5 minutes, but he questioned
who would enforce this. He can understand there will be a temptation to let 5 minutes became 10
minutes and so forth, If the person manitoring this and flagging it gets a paycheck from that contractor,
he guestioned what would make them enforce the situation. This is why the traffic monitor should be a
City employee or somecne who is not accountable to the contractor or applicants, and someone who is
going to look out for the public’s interests. Otherwise, there will always be exceptions and neighbors will
have to chase down the site manager and what incentive they have to listen to a neighbor who s
complaining about a truck blocking their driveway.

Given the lack of communication they have had from the applicants, another thing they ask for is that in
order to monitor this, that they upgrade the neighborhood security system so they will have evidence of
when and where trucks are traveling so they can confirm they are following the plan. And lastly, they ask
that the applicants agree in writing that they will follow whatever standards are set as to frequency of
trucks, staging of trucks and that there be actual penalties involved. They can always make promises,
but the temptation will always be there to igncre those promises when they need to squeeze one more
load of materials up the hill at the end of the day. This will be more important to them than keeping the
neighbors happy. So, unless there is some monetary penalty, they can see inevitably that it will be an
ongeing saga and argument.

Laurie Walter ceded time to Gearge Bishop.

George Bishop, 1217 Monticetlo Road, referred to erosion and flooding and said when at the last
meeting, they were told there was a plan that would actually reduce the amount of flow down towards
Monticello Road. Since then, they have had a chance to look at the written plan and it all depends on
rainfall consisting of average. If above average, everything “goes out the window.” It seems to him that
anybody in the construction industry knows it is courting disaster to assume average weather. He has
seen 45 inches per year or more in the neighborheod, has seen huge floods just in the last 10 years and
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in jooking at the plan, if they decide to send the water his way, the only way they can say it does not
increase water flow is to point to an odd arrangement of pipes or a catchment system underneath their
property which would be overwhelmed if they had a storm such as New Year's Eve in 2006, where 6
inches of rain fell in one day, or much less, Therefore, the plan assuming 27 inches of rainfall a year is
just not helpful and he asked that a worst case scenario be considered, not just the average. He said he
got into trouble at the last meeting when he stood up and asked Mr. Martin where the water will go. It
does matter, and it turns out that it gets dumped into his property just as he feared and in exactly the
worst place. The applicants did not study what is a good or bad place. This is not an erosion or flooding
plan, and all they talk about is the volume of water. To the extent he understands it, it goes underneath
the culvert. In his sworn declaration, he talks about the fact that the culvert that runs from 1215
Monticello under the road to his property has been eroded away. The water goes underneath the
culvert and not through it. In past years, this water has eroded and nearly destroyed his rear fence, In
relating this to today, it means that as far as the existing culvert it is a disaster waiting to happen. It is
also an indication of how much water goes there and how much potential damage there is. They
propose to put more water there where it is even more damaging. He said he has heard a bit about
what Mr. Coe had to say about the channel around his property being too small. He has not spoken to
him yet, and would like the chance to talk to him and get some input before the applicants send all the
water directed to his property. This is another example of looking at this project from 30,000 feet and
not looking at specifics, and not talking to people in the neighborhood who know what is happening.

Regarding where they are and what the task for the Commission is now, Mr. Bishop said the
neighborhood has talked about these issues for months, there have been scores of people at the public
meetings, and this is not reflected in the report staff has given the Commission which is very
unfortunate, There are no findings or references to any of the neighbors’ evidence. He asked how this
could happen. Also, there has been a great deal of confusion about what the Commission is being asked
to do. He has heard that possibly it is in the DRC's purview and maybe not, these are just
recommendations, it is not something the Council will care about, but the Commission is being asked to
adopt staff’s findings as the Commission’s own. These will be presented to the City Council and these
findings talks specifically about there being no impact on general welfare, health, safety and exactly the
kinds of things speakers are talking about. This has the effect of sweeping everything under the rug
without ever looking at the specific harms. He does not want to be overly dramatic, but there are 120
families in this neighborhood and these people matter. These things have never been considered and
they have to be. If somebody is going to say that the law will not allow the Commission to consider it, he
asked to be clear about it. This is not the law. If somebody is going to say one is not required to consider
the concerns of this neighborhood, he asked the Commission to be clear about it. He asked the DRC to
think about it, look at this and from the perspective of Don Walket's comments. Neighbors are entitled
to a fair hearing. He asked to consider the burdens this Commission has already referred to so many
times and make this a reasonable project before approving it. Lastly, there has been talk about lack of
transparency. He tried to make sense of what he heard from the construction management plan and he
compated it to what is in their plan. Their narrative states that the average is going to be 10-25 trucks a
day. What they then indicated was 4-16 trucks. There is concern that the applicant cannot plan now and
cannot make projections, but this is the problem. Neighbors are being asked to take the risk now. If they
do not know what the harm is going to be to the neighborhoad, this is even worse. Staging at the end of
Monticello Road is another problem. The plan says no staging, but it goes on to say they can stay there
for 5 minutes. He said it is not the period of time that matters; it is the period that is stated does not
matter. They will be there until the time when whatever truck comas down the hill and if another truck
comes from down below, they cannot limit it to ane because there is nowhere else to go.
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Todd Driessen, 10 Monticello Court, said he is a physician and one concern he has for the project is the
impact of the health, safety and welfare of the community. He spoke at two meetings ago, wrote a letter
and in recapping this, his daughter has been diagnosed with asthma, They lived in Los Angeles for a
number of years and she did have a number of asthma attacks that ended them up in the emergency
room. Since moving to Lafayette they have been thrilled they have had no such attacks. When
confrontad with the praoject, they are right at the bottom of the hill and right where trucks are going into
low gear and going up the hill to get up in the neighborhood of 200 vertical feet in the course of about
one-quarter mile. There is concern there will be poilution impacts and diesel fumes. When researching
the impact, he went on Med-Line and when looking at diesel and asthma, there are 279 citations. One
thing mentioned in an article from 2008 that especially with kids, it is important to focus on children
with relationship to air pollution because their lungs are not completely developed. They have greater
exposures than aduits and these exposures can deliver higher doses of different compositions and they
remain in the lung for greater duration. There is this foundation and then they have a situation in the
neighborhood where they do not live in an open plain where air flows freely. They live at the bottom of
a fairly narrow valley. They will have trucks going up in low gear and emitting fumes. He does not know
where thase fumes are going and is concerned. He would like to have some reassurance that a planisin
place to monitor the quality of the air when this construction period is going on. The part he is worried
about is what will come out of exhaust pipes with each and every trip. Also, this is not a project that will
last for weeks or months, but a minimum of two years. This does not even include the road construction
costs as far and time, cost and effort in these estimations. Then there are an additional two lots at the
top of the hill which will use this project as a precedent. If this project goes 3 years, they may find
themselves a better part of 10 years before the construction at the top is done. Therefore, he thinks
given the public health issues and other concerns must be looked at during this stage.

Wayne Hahn, 1225 Monticello Road, said he lives at the end of Monticello where all of the trucks will be
parking. He referred to.the construction management plan and chart and said when he read the
documents, it states “cement trucks’ run would amount to a maximum of 8 to 10 trucks per pour day.
Those foundation pour days would amcunt to 5 to 10 days depending upon the final design of the
foundation. There will be approximately 4-6 pour days required for the hardscape with anywhere from 2
to 6 trucks per day.” However, when looking at the chart, this is spread out over 3 months and it only
shows 4 trucks a day. The applicant’'s own documentation in the report shows 10 to 12 trucks per pour
day, which does not jive. He worked for Bechtal and dealt with engineering construction projects and
this does not hold water.

Chris Mani, 1256 Rose Lane, said his family lives on the other side of the project and it came to their
attention that there are plans to shun water over to the west side to come down the hill towards their
property. He asked for staff to display an overview of the Wicht property and stated they bought their
house in 2008. Their lot is 1.6 acres. Part of it is flat. A lot of it goes up a hillside that buts up against the
Wight's property. When they bought their house they had to sign documents that they acknowledge
that the hillside that comes down into the flat part of their property has a potential for sliding and it was
pointed gut to them that there are lumps and slides coming down that hill. When the property was
built, there was a concrete culvert that goes to the base of the hillside along their lot to prevent water
from going into the landscaping. Since 2008, they have had to have crews go up and clear the concrete
culvert out twice just from natural movement of the hillside towards their house. Therefore, he is very
concerned that the Wight project, in moving more water down their hillside, will make that problem
worse and even cause a bigger slide in a heavy rainfall year. There are several neighbors on his side of
the hill who are concerned and could not attend the meeting tonight. He does not propose to represent
them, but they are concerned. He pointed to the slide overview of the Wight property and referred to
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the top right corner which is 1256 Rose Lane. Staff indicated there is a 700 foot sight line to the Wight
house, and he pointed to a thick vertical black line that goes to his property, and this is the concrete
culvert he has had to have cleaned up. Everything to the right of that goes uphill to where it butts up
against the Wight's property line. He thinks there is a PG&E easement there as well, which is still part of
the hillside.

Mary Miller, 1185 Monticello Road, said her family moved to this house in 1956 and now her brother
and she owns it. She most respectfully and sincerely asks that the DRC not approve this project. She
does not believe the necessary findings can be made to send this project forward to the City Council and
she would like to voice items of concern. One is the drainage erosion and landslide issue. The
neighborhood engaged its own geotechnical consultant; James Lott of Alan Kropp and Associates, which
is a highly respected firm with a raft of significant projects under their helts. Mr. Lott in his preliminary
report talks about the length driveway approach to the property which is in the City’s records. She
guoted from the report, stating “Careful consideration will need to be given to engineering of the
drainage systems along the driveway approach including the lower portian of the driveway approach
below the southern hairpin turn to make sure there is adequate capacity in the drainage system to
handle peak storm events without the uncontrolled loss of stormwater off the driveway and over these
steep slopes. Of particular concern is design as well as future maintenance of drainage improvements at
the southern hairpin turn where storm runoff will need to be re-directed almost 180 degrees.” She said
her and her brother’s property is right underneath that hairpin turn. It is less than 500 feet from her
backyard up to that hairpin turn off of a very steep hill. The hydrology report that was issued on April
18" does not address any of these concerns that were raised by Mr. Lott. There is no mention of work to
be dane related to the portion of the driveway below the hairpin turn. There has been no geology work,
and she went through all geology reports, related to part of the road that is below the hairpin turn.
There have been no soil borings, no other analysis she could find, and she spent a great deal of time
going through the reports. She is one' of several homeowners whase backyards abuts this steep
downslope and whose property may well be threatened by the lack of independent analysis of the
stability of this access road and its use as a drainage conduit, which basically as she understands the
drainage plan, water will be coming down that road. Her second concern is issues raised about traffic.
This has been well covered but when she reviewed the traffic plan, nowhere in the plan does it say how
long it will take a heavily loaded truck to get from the Deerhill/North Thompson intersection to the site
and this will take many minutes to get to the top of Monticello Road. '

Alicia Favagn, 1219 Monticello Road, thanked all speakers and like many in the room she has been
working since 5:15 a.m. because this is very important. She works for a company called MUFG Americas
Mitsubishi. It is a global corporation and she does a lot of project management. What she has learned is
that the key o success is collaboration and communication. This is what she has talked about in the last
couple of meetings, yet the elephant in the room is collaboration and communication. She asked where
the Wight's were and why they wera not present to address these questions. Many people have been
present at the last couple of meetings, spoke ahout their concerns, and now they are here 1o talk about
the construction management plan and the fact that they still are here with many issues, everything
from the PG&E gas transmission pipeline to what could be a catastrophic event. This will set the
precedent for the next two homes that are approved, but at the end of the day, she echoed what
everybody has said——they are not here to stop the home as everybody has a right to build which they
really believe in. Everybody just wants to make the home to the right size to make sure all
environmental concerns have been addressed. She said a year or two from now, they may hear
something has happened after the project was approved, and she asked if the owners want to be
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responsible. She asked for everybody to work together to make sure all concerns are met, and asked the
PRC to keep this in mind when making a decision.

Jessica Oxenburgh ceded time te Daniel Oxenburgh.

Daniel Oxenburgh, 1220 Monticello Road, said many of he and his wife’s neighbors with professional
expertise have raised some important insights about the geology, water, health and structural concerns
surrounding this project. The scale and size of the proposed Wight structure directly affect these
scientific issues, but also impact key design review findings. He would like to address the findings
required to approve this structure, specifically those relating to size, scale and visibility referenced in a
number of areas including Section 5, number 2 and Section 6, number 2 and 3, Mr. Bowie references
this structure as a single family home, but the living space alone is over 10,000 square feet. U.S. realtors
define any home over 7,000 square feet not as a single family home but as a mansion. U.S. realtors have
established the Wight’'s plan to build a mansion. The exact definition of a mansion is “a very large,
impressive and stately residence or an imposing residence that is significantly larger than surrounding
homes.” By its very definition, this mansion is designed to be massive and out of scale with the
neighborhood. After many meetings in which Commissioner Hertel has requested square footage for
areas of the mansion, he was pleased that the applicants have provided details in the most recent
report. These measurements allow us to address findings in Sections 5 and 6 with relation to scale. As
his home has complete visibility to the two-story motor court on the eastern ridge, he was curious as to
how it compared. The motor court alone, which at his best guess, is an 8-car garage at over 2,100 square
feet is bigger than his entire house. The porte-cochere at 1,670 square feet and located at the front of
the motor court is noted as a “design feature to create a sense of arrival for the home. The porte-
cochere is only slightly smaller than his entire house. This means one could tour his home in the same
time it takes one to get a sense that one has arrived at the Wight's garage. In the most recent report,
the applicant provided details of the full footprint of the mansion which comes in at over 17,000 square
feet. This is 9 times larger than his home and 6 times larger than the neighborhood average. The Wight
mansion is massive and out of scale with the neighborhood and does not meet the criteria for findings in
Sections 5 or 6. In addressing the question of visibility and privacy, specifically referencing Section 5,
number 3 and Section 6, number 4, in the applicant response to Section 3J (page 30 of the staff report} it
is stated that incidents of trespass should be decreased because of the presence of a visible private
ownership. So, in the applicant’s own words, trespass from public areas onto private property will
decrease because the Wight mansion will be visible from off-site public areas. There is also one major
variable in off-site visibility and privacy that has not been addressed which is the PG&E Pipelines
Pathway Project. This project will remove thousands of trees on private and public properties where the
transmission line runs which include directly down the ridge trail through the Wight's property. All trees
within 10 feet on either side of the gas transmission pipe will be cut down and all trees with canopies
that extend into the 20 foot pathway margin, will be removed or trimmed. The removal of these trees
will create high visibility of the Wight mansion both from off-site lower elevation areas, the ridge
corridor and will significantly decrease privacy and impact views both to the east and to the west. The
massive tree removal project is new since the original sight line review was completed. He therefore
requests an updated view shed analysis be done based off of PG&E's plans. Beyond visibility and privacy,
this PG&E project would affect two sections the DRC did not ask to review during the last meeting.
These sections do warrant additional insight to make findings based off of this PG&E project, and these
are in Section 7, number 5, Section 8, number 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7. With the applicant proposing to remove
trees and for 96 new trees to be planted on the property that runs over this transmission line, the
neighborhood needs to understand the ramifications within the context of PG&E’s plans. In closing and
in responding to Mr. Bowie's rebuttal at the last meeting that this mansion is not setting a precedent for
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future homes on the ridge, while he understands each new home will go through a similar individual
review process the Wight mansion will set a precedent by establishing a new and vastly larger mass and
scale by which findings for future homes will be made. Again, he specifically references sections 5 and 6.
The Wight's have the right to build a home. The Wight mansion as architected currently is too big and
too imposing for current and future Monticello neighborhooed.

Sally Lovitt, 3686 Hastings Court, said she and her husband have lived on Hastings Court for 37 years and
maore than 30 years ago, the owners of the Wight's property and other parcels above had some changes
in their family structure. She had known about springs on the hillside behind Hastings Court from a
neighbor who hiked that hill with his sons before the homes on Hastings Court were built. As new,
young owners, they chserved small earth slides on the upper hill below the water tower and around the
oak trees in the draw below the water tower, They have always had mid-level concern about the hillside
soll stability and she remembers saying to her husband that if the hillside behind them was ever to be
developed, she would want to sell their home and move because she was that scared. Now 30 years
later, they have updated their home and garden and it is a perfect retirement home, and they hope to
stay another 20 years safely. She has had enormaus concern throughout this project in reading and
attending meetings about deposit of soil onto the property rather than driving it off the property. She
cannot imagine changing the natural contours of the hillside and soils being deposited in any way. Any
direction of water down the hiliside is of significant concern and is scary. The water must be taken off
via some sort of conduit and not open trenches or the creek. When the waterfall up above Monticello is
running, it runs like crazy. On a stormy day, the water pours down off of the cliffs. In the 1980’s during El
Nino years, she would watch the waterfall, she would pull on her boots and walk up the hillside; and
check her earthen and concrete conduits that go down to Hastings Court, and she is very concerned.

Peter Clark, 4103 Happy Valley Road, said he is here on behalf of the Happy Valley Improvement
Association {HVIA). The association has continuously opposed this project for the past 7 years because
the applicants have insisted on blatantly violating Lafayette’s hillside ordinance and its ridgeline
protections. This is in sharp contrast to their neutral stance on many Happy Valley projects during the
same period. Most of them were large but well-suited to the oversized flat lots on which they were built.
If the Wight's were interested in obeying the law, they would have bought one of those properties, built
their mansion and would be welcomed with open arms by the HVIA. As the DRC deliberates tonight, the
HVIA asks that the Commission consider the following points: 1) it is a mathematical certainty that the
findings for an exception to the prohibition to development within the Class Il ridgeline cannot be made.
A two-story structure is not concealed to the maximum extent possible when a smaller, one-story
structure can be built in the same place; 2} the currently proposed structure can be seen all over Happy
Valley and beyond. This includes a number of desighated viewing sites at lower elevations than the
Wight's proposed mansion. Lafayetfe’s ridgeline protections were designed to preserve their views of
pristine ridges all around the City. This means that telephoto views of the proposed development
representing what many people will see are even more important than close up seen by just a few
contrary to the applicant’s false assumptions. Also contrary to a number of the applicant’s false claims,
buying a highly constrained ridgeline lot does not entitle them to any part of a view from a house that
spoils the pristine vista for thousands of Lafayeite residents and visitors. Instead, they are entitled to
huild a concealed house and enjoy the view of unmolested hills from below like the rest of us; and 4) the
HVIA is convinced that the City Council erred in overturning the Planning Commission’s denial of this
project. If the DRC agrees, he asked that they come out and say it. Since the DRC’s decision is advisory, it
does not need to be unanimous. He asked to issue an individual opinion if one Commissioner does not
agree with others. For some unknown reason, staff and implicitly, the City Council, are urging the DRC to
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become accomplices in a decision contrary to law and bad for the welfare of Lafayette. If the DRC can,
he asked to just say “no”.

Byrne Mathisen, 1122 Hilltop Drive, Vice President, HPIV, stated that on the east side of Hilltop Drive
where she resides, there is an underground stream and it has tilted swimming pools on that side of the
street. When they bought their house, they were advised of this and houses on both sides of the street
with pools have been tilted by between 4 % to 8 inches. One homeowner at 1126 Hilltop Drive decided
to remove their pool. Another neighbor’s patio is such a constant mess that she does not utilize it. There
is motion in the area all the time, in addition, Allen Nakai tried to dig a well there and he could not go
down far enough, so this tells people how deep the creek is that operates there.

Rehuttal — Applicant

David Bowie said there have heen concerns voiced about the PG&E pipeline. He thinks everybody is
aware that PG&E pipelines are not unigue to this particular location This same pipeline goes down the
hill and through all neighbors in the area, including those who spoke tonight so this is hothing unusual or
special. Obviously, PG&E is supposed to maintain it and this is hardly any reason to be concerned about
approval or disapproval of this particular application. Secondly, in contrast to Mr. Clark’s comments, the
City Council did make a correct and reasoned determination that this is appropriate for construction of a
home on this existing lot. More specifically, the City Council found the siting to be appropriate and
defined specifically where it was to be constructed, and it found the bulk and mass to be appropriate in
the context of Lafayette’s various hillside development regulations. As a result, there is no basis
whatsoever for someone to say the mass, bulk or siting of this particular home is inappropriate because
that has already been determined. He basically has heard very few comments about architecture other
than one gentleman who commented about the size and views from his own home. At the last hearing
this person did display a photograph showing what he saw from his home. That photo indicated that
there was not much he saw, and this is not the standard anyway. Peaple do live in an urban area and
other homes will be seen. The issue is whether or not under Lafayette’s public viewing map from lower
elevations and public areas do people see this in some fashion which violates Lafayette’s standards. The
City Council has already determined this is not the case. He heard a lot of comments about drainage
which is important because this is a hillside area, but they have gone way beyond normal studies at this
particular point of the project. Mr. Martin has done an extensive hydrology study. It has been reviewed
by the soils geologist, and Tony Coe. Those are all professional issues and dealt with in a professional
fashion. They are way down the design railroad line where one would normally be at a project such as
this and it is clear Mr. Martin has fully addressed drainage issues and there is no point in going over
these. He has heard a lot of talk about the construction management plan and this is completely
puzzling to him. Their plan goes way beyond any project of similar sort at this stage of the process.
There are things they cannot know until they get further into it. These are all public streets and there is
a right to drive on public streets. He agrees there should be no undue inconvenience to neighbors. They
do not have the right to block public access and they will not because it would violate the law. However,
they are well within their rights using public streets to construct a home which is exactly what anyone
would have to do to construct any homes in this area. Most comments about the house relate to size. It
is inappropriate to call it a mansion because it is a home and there are plenty of homes in Lafayette
which are the same size. More importantly, they have demonstrated to the DRC whether this was 3,000
square feet or 10,000 square feet or 20,000 square feet, the amount of off-haul and excavation would
essentially be unchanged, and this is because all grading, excavation and work has to do with the access
road which is unchanged, and the geometry of the lot that requires there to be a means of gaining
access to the house from the road with a court of some sort so one can park and otherwise not clog up
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the private road, because there is no room to deal with it otherwise. So, it does not make any difference
whether there is a 10,000 square foot home or a 3,000 square foot home, It would not change the
amount of off-haul and Mr. Martin is present to confirm this, which is a testimony previcusly offered. So
comments regarding size are completely inappropriate. To take it a step further, as he mentioned this
evening, FAR which is a strict definition of size, is not a matter of Lafayette’s consideration. It really all
has to do with appearances and impacts and so forth and there really are no off-site impacts. When
locking at findings the DRC is supposed to make, they are talking about compatibility with the design
concept and the character of adjoining land. In summary, there is no evidence that this home impacts
upon anyone in any context of Lafayette’s standards, so there is no basis for rejecting this particular
application.

Commissioner Chong clased the public hearing and returned discussion to the Commission,

Commissioner Cleaver said he appreciates all work by the applicant and the neighborhood, as well as
their concerns which he thinks are legitimate concerns. He also thinks the applicant has made legitimate
gestures to try to answer those concerns, but they are not complete, perfect and what everybody is
accepting. Regarding whether he feels it is reasonable in where they are going and what they are
proposed, he feels they are heading in the right direction to try and maintain as much control as is
reasonable to address the project. He does think this is a special project and special considerations given
the project are important. He also feels a lot of the design work has been very well done and concerns
the DRC brought in as a Commission has been trying to fine tune conditions. When looking at the
rendering he is concerned that the building is too bright, colors are too light, that the porte-cochere is
grander than he had seen in prior exhibits as well as some elevations. He realizes this is an elevation
view that very few people will ever see. He does not disagree with most things Mr. Bowie has said
mostly because it is a public road and lot of record and everyone has equal access to it. He agrees with
these concepts and feels they are important to remember. Regarding impact on the neighborhood and
on the public, it is important and he is concerned that they have enough control or guidance for the
applicant moving forward; that as they proceed on the project what is built is done in the most humane
manner as possible for neighbors. He likes what was said tonight about the number of trucks and the
process of understanding it. He appreciates the level the applicant went to with the flow chart in trying
to give the DRC an understanding of critical junctures and how the project is going to proceed. He thinks
it is great and it goes for transparency and disclosure for the public to understand just what it takes to
build the project in a complicated area and where the project is going to go. Realistically, this is an
estimate in trying to move forward. Design-wise, he said he is taking guidance from the City Council on
where they would like this project to go. In terms of landscape and site development, he is satisfied with
both. The size and bullk of the house is big, but given the location being dedicated and the development
of the project being pretty well managed from many areas, he looks to other Commissioner comments.

Commissioner Hertel said he especially agrees with everything Commissioner Cleaver said about the
applicant’s submittal of materials. They may have had a coax a few things from them, but once
provided, they are well done which is appreciated. He said he forgot to ask Mr. Martin about something
he was looking for last time which is any downstream impacts of the drainage. There is a great drainage
study but his concern is whether pipe sizes will need to be increased downstream.

Howard Martin said there is a lot of misunderstanding about the plan. They are not going into the
damaged culvert. They are going west of that and dumping water directly into the creek via the storm
drain further to the west. They are not increasing the size of the pipe because it is adequate to handle
the water coming down.
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Commissioner Hertel referred to the design of the house and said the City Council, in determining the
siting of the house and looking at it and managing pretty much one elevation of it which is to the west, is
a one-story house and this is the best they ever ask for in any hillside application. Further, it has a garage
that it cut into the hillside and bunkered in. Organizationally, the project does what they hope and want
a hillside project to do. He wanted the square footage laid out because there is more there than meets
the eye. To him, in totaling the footprint including landscape, garden, lawn, walkway, serpentine around
the house, this is a 10,000 to 12,000 square foot footprint, which is a lot in Lafayette. This is a big project
regardless of what it is called, Big things have hig impacts and those need to be mitigated. To him, the
number one issue is the traveling an public streets hecause this is not an average house. He appreciates
the effort on the construction management plan but he thinks there needs to be more. There needs to
be one more layer of understanding of the impact of physically seeing the trucks idling at the road,
seeing the movements, and understand where parking is occurting as well as movements on and off the
site. Bar charts for him are a partial solution and he suggested quantifying averages, but it is not enough.
Therefore, there is an impact of construction more than he ardinarily prescribes to a project in
Lafayette. This is what it boils down to. He knows they have not addressed this before, but the concern
about the gas line for him is frankly not an explosion, but PG&E is working on it and his understanding is
that they do want to see the pipeline and trees cleared, which is an issue, He does not know when this
will come up, but his concern is how many trees are likely to be impacted, which can be quantified now.
He thinks the applicant can overlay the arborist plan and aerial and they can start ascertaining what
tmight happen and therefore what mitigation the DRC should ask for now. So, if they are going to cut a
swath through the hillside, they must decide how to fill gaps this would leave in the visibility of the
home. Regarding the materials and color, he has seen these before and they are excellent. This is a high
quality, first class project, but it has an impact. It also has scmething that for him has always been more
of a design impact in the hillsides than the home, which is the road. Roads take retaining walls and often
create a more distinct, visual impact than a home does, A rocadway can be awful-looking and a scar on
the hillside. So, he believes what he reads throughout the documents and thinks it has been done very
well. The house tucked away works, but it is big and it has substantial and out of the ordinary impacts.

Allen Sayles, Planning Commissioner, said the Planning Commission has already spoken on this project
and voted to deny it. This was before he was involved with the Planning Commission. It is a large house
and it is sitting on a gigantic lot. He is not a geologist or a civil engineer and he hears arguments both
ways from professionals in the audience and experts. The questions he has at the end of the day are:
when this project is built and done if approved as is, will the road be better? He believes the answer is
ves. Will the drainage on the roadway be improved substantially? He believes the answer is yes. So,
when he hears people talking and saying how they need to be very careful that they do not create a
greater impact than what is already there, he thinks this is built into the design; that for the hairpin turn,
the drainage is collected and property managed and probably put back into the site in a better manner
than it was before. He really trusts Tony Coe. He decimates his projects and he can only say he believes
that when Mr, Coe gets through this project, there will he less peak runoff. The water will be bhetter
managed coming off the site than it is today and he thinks maybe all the City can do is recommend that
he pay extra attention to the construction plan. He believes they are not there yet and the City has the
construction plan they need, but it has been submitted and if trucks are held in a staging area and then
released so they do not sit idle at the base of the hill, among other things, that may be the solution. The
City Engineer can certainly put together with the applicant and contractor the right solution. He does
not think the DRC can solve it here, but can direct that the applicant solve it before they are allowed to
start. He said the neighbarhood association had 5 excellent points and he thinks they can do better, but
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he does not believe the DRC are the ones to do this tonight, but it is up to the City Engineer to sit down
with everybody involved to make sure they get the best possible plan.

Commissioner Chong said he thinks the proposal before the DRC is for a single family residence which he
greatly appreciates and certainly believes, like many other residents have stated, is appropriate for
something to be built on the site. What he is concerned about is the fact that the number and
maghitude of the number of mitigations required to actually make this proposal happen is
extraordinary. Whether one is concerned about drainage, design, having a retention system that
composes 4, 40-foot long 30 inch pipes is no small residential approach to drainage solutions. Drainage
at the bottom and treating the roadway as a culvert that is eroding is no small problem. He is concerned
about the impact on the City to maintain this facility after the design has been completed. He is
concerned about the construction management plan and how extraordinary the impacts are relative to
the surrounding neighborhood that one might not normally see in what is a “single family residence
development.” He is concerned about PG&E’s gas pipeline and the fact that they are not yet resolved,
and their planning on how this might impact not just the specific applicant’s proposal but the
surrounding neighborhood. He is concerned about fire access in the narrow roads when thinking about
the Oakland fire. While this is a single family development it is an extraordinary single family
development that makes him think it would be very difficult to make the finding of compatibility and
being in the best interest of health, safety and welfare as two of the DRC’s findings because of the
extraordinary nature of the proposal. If they were able to find a simpler solution to build a home which
did not require these extracrdinary mitigations, he thinks it would be a welcome addition to the
neighborhood, but from what he has heard, these are extraordinary mitigations that make him think this
is not the house or development for the site.

Commissioner Chong asked for a motion or action the Commission would like to take.

Commissioner Cleaver said the Commission’s charge tonight is to either continue the study and trying to
prepare this for recommendation to the City Council. They can either continue it or move it now. In
either event, the Commission would have comments as to whether it is ready for City Council now or
whether they want to continue it to get a more refined review. He clarified they would not be making a
motion for approval, but would make a motion for recommendation to the City Council. Ms. Kidd stated
the DRC is making a recommendation which the Council can approve or deny based on the findings.

Commissioner Hertel said there are three legal lots and if this house was half the size, it still requires the
road. He asked how much could the impact of the home be trimmed by scaling it back. He said he
wanted a tabulation of the square footage so the DRC can see what is proposed, and at the same time,
he is seeing it as the house being mitigated from the hillside ordinance standpoint. He asked
Commissioner Chong what he would see as an alternative project.

Commissioner Chong said he does not have an answer. The DRC had other 9,600 square foot homes
brought before the DRC which they have commented on and approved. In so doing, the process of
getting that approval did not require any mitigation to get this project approved. This is what concerns
him; is this the right house for the right site. He does not have any problem with larger homes or a home
on the site which the Council has also suggested. He is just saying that the house being proposed and
the mitigation measures and impacts to the City for future maintenance of all issues that will be created,
as well as the imposition on the neighborhood is extraordinary, and the DRC did not see this on the
other 9,600 square foot house approved. Therefore, this is his concern.
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Commissioner Cleaver said he was not sure how a smaller home at that location creates less problems
because he sees most problems being access and the driveway, and drainage coming off the hill. The
task by the applicant through documentation reduces the impact on the neighborhood through their
construction and drainage plans. Therefore, he is not sure how mitigation is made by another design of
the house unless Commissioner Chong is saying the location is wrong and it should be further down the
hill with less roadway. If he were going to play devil’s advocate, this road prepares the way for the other
two homes and males them easier to build because there will be fire access, turnarounds, and difficuit
parts of the project will be complete as part of this project. But, this is a different conversation in where
they are right now. In terms of what the neighborhood has been concerned about will be somewhat
simpler for the next projects, and the DRC does not have the charge to say these are unbuildable lots.
He was not sure how to create more mitigation for the project.

Commissioner Hertel said not to argue with Commissioner Chong, there is landscape mitigation for
some of the exposed parts of the home, but for the most part it presents a one-story profile. On the
back side it has been mitigated through landscape and grading. He is concerned about de-vegetation
from the gas line, but this is one mitigation. They have a roadway, drainage systems and plans which are
incredibly complicated. There are soil studies, and all mitigations are common but it is a big project.
Then, back to the roadway, he does not know how it would change from what it is. [t is an engineering
feat and as Commissioner Sayles said, he also puts faith in engineers for theitr solutions, mitigations, and
how they go about them. For him it comes back down to impacts. He is not as concerned abhout the bag
of mitigations as he is about the direct day in day out impact to the neighbors. Multiple years of building
would not be welcomed in his neighborhood, so there is an impact that must be managed. Just as he
believes in engineering, he believes in management. He believes it can be managed, but he has not seen
that detailed plan offered and coordinated with the neighborhoaod sufficlently yet.

Commissioner Cleaver said the other thing he keeps coming back to is on a design review level. He asked
what part of this seems a little cut of their purview and what part of it is through civil engineers’
expertise on this. He said it feels like a design concept that this road was as minimal it could be to meet
all requirements and that it goes directly to the site as fast as it can, therefore leaving the least amount
of scarring, thereby improving an existing condition. Regarding the cutting of trees, he was not sure they
have control over nature or PG&E.

Commissioner Hertel said, however, they can anticipate this change and plan for it. He is worried about
some significant trees being taken out of the eastern slope and exposing the house more than it is. This
requires visual studies, walking the gas line and tree line beyond the DRC rendering a decisive opinion
about it. Commissioner Cleaver said this is where he comes down to it. He feels somewhat incompetent
to be able to analyze some of these things coming to the Commission, such as is the civil engineering or
watershed analysis appropriate, and he assumes it is based on Mr. Coe’s comments at the last meeting.

Commissioner Chong noted that the Commission must make findings. Two of the findings he referenced
were whether the project is compatible and whether it is in the best interest of health, safety and
welfare. His point is that the gymnastics the Commission is having to go through with design to make it
compatible makes him think that in fact, if they have to go through that, it is not compatible. This is the
issue because the drainage sclution he thinks is extraordinary. He thinks that the 24 months of
construction management requirement is extraordinary. The potential maintenance following
construction liability back to the City is extracrdinary for a single family home, and this is what the DRC
is approving—whether it is compatible and whether it is in the best interest of health, safety and
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1  welfare. This is what he is struggling with. He is not talking about trees, color, or one-story, hut the
2 basics of whether this fits this site and he is struggling making that finding.
3
4  Commissicner Hertel said he must come back in his mind and say three lots of record and they must get
5  tothem and what do you put up there. It is an infeasible project to build all of this roadway for a 1,500
6  square foot house which would have less impact, less mitigation for drainage, and less of everything. For
7 him, it is a remote site and very far away from the neighborhood. He thinks that as long as the house has
8  been mitigated from a visual standpoint which is their hillside ordinance and they have procedures they
9 are following in processing lots of record. He believes he can make the findings for the hillside
10  components of this house. It could be smaller and less visible, but it is close in meeting the standards
11 held to other projects in hillsides. However, he recognized it is a large house fat away which requires a
12 lotto get it there.
13
14  Commissioner Cleaver said when Commissioner Chong brings up mitigations, for most projects, the DRC
15  daes not get into this much detail. They look at color, mass, lighting, and all the things they normally do
16  off of a drawing and now they are charged with whether the construction management plan is
17 adequate. Is it beyond the feeling that it beyond his purview to approve that the general public is not
18 going to be Impacted negatively by whether the construction management plan has 6 months of
19  concrete work or 4 months? He does not see how this affects design review. He feels inadequate to be
20  able to make that decision. Does that mean he cannot make the findings or it is inappropriate of design
21 review? He feels the public has a good position in being concerned, but he was not sure design review
22 was the venue to solve it or fix it, or to legislate how to fix it to this applicant. He feels they are drifting
23 out of design review.
24

25 Commissioner Chong said he thinks they have not had to make those kinds of judgments in other kinds
26 of projects simply hecause other projects have not required that this degree of extraordinary
27  consideration be given. They have always dealt with the architectural aspects. He thinks to the findings
28  the DRC must make, he is not sure he could make them.

29

30  Commissigner Hertel commented about the DRC's qualifications to review engineering plans. As he
31 humarously alluded to, formulas for run-off calculations do not mean a lot to him, but the size of the
32 pipe at the end of it all, where that is located, haw it is canfigured and what the head wall locks like, he
33 can take that information and it is a design element that the DRC is being asked to manage. Therefore,
34  similar to the traffic management plan, he can take all the data and try and determine how this will play
35 out, he feels not competent to run the calculations.

36

37  Commissioner Cleaver agreed and said he can review something on a design level, but cannot ensure
38  the health, safety and welfare from a house on top of the hill.

39

4Q  Mr. Wolff said the DRC's charge is to review the project within its purview as a DRC and findings in the
41  Municipal Code. The DRC is not being asked to analyze the technical documents that have been
42  prepared by the project engineer to assure they are wholly accurate and can mitigate any and all risks to
43 any and all people and property. If there is reasonable evidence in the record that shows they have
44 looked at it and can demonstrate that technical issues can be addressed, this should give the DRC
45  comfort in making that finding. The DRC must rely on technical staff to review the technical documents.
46  The City Engineer was present at the last meeting and spoke to those things, and there will be additional
47  rounds of review on his part, the County Building Department, the grading inspector, and a series of
48  individuals reviewing to ensure the project does not pose an unreasonable risk. So the DRC is not being

Design Review Commission 17 April 28, 2014




Do~ U bW

o R PR W W RN NNMNINNMNMNNEPRPERPPRPPR,PRRE R R
gﬁg“bmJ‘:-UJNI—\C)LDDO‘\.ICDU'!-IZ-WNI—\OKDDO\{@Uﬂ-waI—\DKDOD\JmLﬂLwNI—\O

DRAFT

asked to certify the technical work in light of that finding; being in the best interest of the health, safety
and general welfare of the public. Staff would view that finding with respect to the land use and design
of the project at a macro level and whether it would clearly not meet with that finding. The DRC
approves the desigh of a structure but it is not certifying through that approval that the structure will be
safe to occupy and will not pose a risk to neighbors or occupants. This is the charge of the City Engineer
as it relates to civil and drainage, the Building Department as it relates to structure, etc. He hoped this
provides some guidance as to the level of detail and assurance the DRC is being asked to come to in
considering the findings.

Mr. Wolff said if the DRC identifies through some submission or testimony some inadequacy in the rigor
that the applicant and the technical staff of the project has undertaken, it is well within the DRC's
purview to impose a condition of approval to have a certain study done, peer reviewed, reviewed by the
City Engineer, to have additional information return as a condition of approval. So the DRC has the
capacity to approve the project and say the next level of detail in the construction management plan
should come back before construction documents are submitted as an example, He said Commissioner
Chong’s point is right—it is not a typical project and not a standard subdivided lot from decades ago.
The impacts of this are extraordinary when compared to a typical project. They are extraordinary
mitigations in terms of the atypical design for drainage, etc. Staff's viewpoint is that they can be
mitigated and thus the project would not impose an unreascnable impact on neighbors. He thinks
Commissioner Sayles spoke to the existing conditions being what they are. The access will be improved
for firefighting, ingress and egress, stormwater will now be engineered, designed and built to improve
the control of stormwater runoff, so in many respects the engineer and in built solutions not only would
maintain the status quo but would improve the situation and mitigate the current risk to downslope
neighbors.

Commissioner Chong said one of the findings the DRC must make has to do with the compatibility issue.
He understands they are not attempting to approve the design of any of the technical engineering. His
point about the compatibility is that because of the extiraordinary aspects of the design mitigations to
address these issues, it is not a compatible use for this site. He asked if Mr. Wolff was saying the DRC
could make the compatibility finding, given the extraordinary design mitigations. Mr. Wolff said from
staff's and the Commission’s viewpoint, every project is different but there are norms in neighborhoods.
If one of the valley lots were proposing 1,000 cuhic yards of grading, that would seem to be well outside
the norm for that area when the slopes are not that great or lots are not that size. So it would trigger the
question of what about this project is necessitating such an atypical amount of grading, as an example.
This is an atypical lot. There are 3 legal lots of record up on the ridge. They have heard and concur they
need to be accessed and some development needs to occur there. Then it becomes a matter of what,
how big, what is feasible, and how can it be mitigated to the greatest degree possible. So, in going back
to the environmental analysis, there are no significant impacts from a CEQA standpoint. Staff recognizes
there will be impacts associated with construction, but staff believes these to be commensurate with
the project. Staff views compatibility in a land use way and this is single family residents, albeit
significantly larger than the homes in the valley below, as well as from a pattern of development. This
does not fit the lot pattern of the valley below, and form. The DRC has heard and will hear again that a
2- to 3-story home would not necessarily be compatible with the neighborhood. It has to do with the
proximity of the context and the context itself. In staff's viewpoint, this is in and of itself its context, It is
not a traditional neighborhood pattern which would inform to a much more granular degree the finding
of compatibility with the neighborhood. This largely does not have a neighborhood associated with it.
They definitely would have to go through an existing neighborhood to get to the site, and there will be
impacts associated with the development, but it does not have the same neighborhood context that one
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finds in the valley below, Lafayette Valley Estates, or Moraga Boulevard, or any number of locales
throughout the City.

Commissioner Chong said from a policy and procedural issue, it seems that one can find the right site
and build the right house or one can have a site, build a house, but to make it the right house for the
right site, mitigations are proposed. What he is trying to advocate is the former rather than having to go
through the gymnastics to make it work. From a conceptual idea, this is his idea of compatibility. So
much must be done to make it work. For him, it is extraordinary to have this detention facility that Mr.
Martin has outlined. Mr. Wolff said he thinks staff would view this comment as compatibility of the
development with the site more than compatibility of the design with the neighborhood.

Commissioner Hertel said he was prepared to make a motion.

MOTION: Commissioner Hertel moved that the DRC recommends approval of the project, making the
findings. What he sees as compatible is that representatives from the HVIA talk about all of Happy
Valley. In looking at Happy Valley, there are sites like this that dot the valley. They are not part of
neighborhoods below and they are unique to the topography and location and the fact that a lot had
been created at one point in time. So the City has compatible examples of remote sites, and perhaps this
is the extreme. He can malke the findings of compatibility and the hillside ordinance, with one proviso.
He is leaning on mitigation to deal with elements of this home that he would never ever approve in a
hillside setting, which is the grandiose, unnecessary gestures of the porte-cochere’s garden tower upper
terrace that he thinks are completely unnecessary and add to the project. They add to the verticality,
visihitity, breadth of the project, and this is not what the hillside ordinance suggests. In fact it states the
opposite. The hillside ordinance says to make things as unobtrusive as possible. Therefore, he has a
problem with all elements and square footages. He also has a problem with the fact that the applicants
have elected to excavate 75% of the building footprint and tuck in a large garage and secondary dwelling
unit or au pair unit which is counter to the provisions of the hillside ridgeline ordinance. Therefore, he is
“swallowing a big pill” at the direction of the City Council and their finding that this project is moving in
the right direction. He is swallowing this big pill by saying this is being mitigated by existing and added
vegetation, which is a problem for him from a design standpoint. While he is accepting it, he is passing it
onto the Council with his comments about how uncomfortable he is with that because it is not
consistent with the hillside ridgeline ordinance or any ridgeline approval the City has processed in the
past. He thinks the updated conditions of approval are fine. What needs to be added to them is a better
understanding of the construction management plan and how it is being handled. The basis for that is
that this is a large project and it pfaces extraordinary burdens on the community directly below. He
thinks the construction management plan needs to have more specificity about what is happening,
when it is happening, how many trucks, etc. He is not expert enough to suggest one thing or another, -
but it needs to be handled and managed in some way. He said his motion is sort of a protest or
complaint motion but he s moving it as a recommendation onto the City Council.

Commissioner Cleaver asked Commissioner Hertel why not deny the project and let it go to the City
Council for those same reasons. Commissioner Hertel said this is an interesting idea. He said he wants to
go on record about saying these things about the project because he has sat on the DRC for many years,
has seen many hillside projects, squashing, shoving, pushing and mitigating, and they did one side of the
home beautiful and the other side is not. However, it cannot be seen so it does not matter, and he is just
uncomfortable with it, as it is over and above.
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Commissioner Cleaver said he does not disagree with Commissioner Hertel, but it is the scale.
Commissioner Hertel said it is the scale directly in the hillside and he thinks it has been mitigated with
existing and new vegetation and grading. Commissioner Cleaver said he does not disagree and seconded
the motion.

Mr. Wolff said Commissioner Hertel indicated his motion is based on existing and proposed vegetation.
He also raised the question of getting a better understanding of the potential tree removal on the PG&E
easement which would and could affect visibility of the project. To that end, he asked if the DRC would
request a condition of approval that this analysis and landscape plan return as a condition of approval.
Commissioner Hertel stated yes, and noted this study needs to take place because he is supporting
moving it forward. The City knows the pipeline plan is coming, and the trees may be stripped out by
PG&E.

Commissioner Hertel moved that the DRC recommends approval of the project, making the appropriate
findings, with the additional condition that analysis and the landscape plan return; Commissioner
Cleaver seconded the motion,

Commissioner Chong said he would not support the motion and explained that he thinks it is in the best
interest of the City to find projects that are appropriate that the governing bodies can approve rather
than projects they must find mitigations for prior to their approval. This is not the way to get good
design in the City. If Commissioner Hertel is interested in sending a message to the City Council, for him
it would be a stronger message and he comes to a different conclusion in that message.

ACTION: Commissioner Hertel moved that the DRC recommends approval of the project, making the
appropriate findings, with the additional condition that analysis and the landscape plan return;
Commissioner Cleaver seconded the motion, which carried by the following vote (2-1): Ayes: Cleaver
and Hertel, Noes: Chong: Absent: Agrawal. Abstain: Ptasynski.

Commissioner Chong asked the DRC to discuss conditions to be added as a recommendation to the City
Council. Mr. Wolff said the Council would appreciate comments from the DRC in this regard. Otherwise,
the vote can be reconsidered and add those conditions to the motion. Commissioner Chong did not
support another motion, but he thinks what is important to transmit to the City Council and Planning
Commission is the idea of a third party peer review given technical issues. This review should be hired
and undertaken by the City and paid for by the applicant. He suggested the City Attorney provide the
DRC with a review and consult to ensure there is no liability being absorbed by the City for any of the
work being designed by the applicant and any maintenance issues being borne by the City. He thinks
that the construction management enforcement issue has not been addressed and he thinks that a full
time inspector hired by the City and paid for by the applicant would be a reasonable way of giving
assurance. He would assume all repairs to roads, sides of roads, private property, etc. required as a
result of construction would be brought back to at least its original state. He would think that given the
size and complexity of the construction process and its duration, some consideration for fire safety
during construction in terms of a fire watch such as fire perimeters, sources of water, appropriate fire
safety for the surrounding neighborhood during construction, access to and from homes relative to
emergency conditions, and a full time construction management supervisor paid for by the applicant
and hired by the City.

Commissioner Cleaver and Hertel voiced their support of forwarding these recommendations to the City
Council.
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B. Memorandum of Understanding to Settle Love Lafayette Heritage v. City of
Lafayette, et al. (Case No. N13-0931)
Recommendation: Authorize City Aftorney to Execute the Memorandum of
Understanding.

C. Award of Contract for Project Number 014-9698 — 2014 Road Rehabilitation Project
Recommendation: 1} Adopt the project plans, specifications and project details to
conform to the Uniform Construction Accounting Act; 2) Award 2014 Road Rehabilitation
Project, Project Number 014-9698, construction contract to Argonaut Constructors in the
amount of $1,997,885.90.

D. Budget Adjustments for FY2013-14
Recommendation: 1) Transfer $5,000 from Fund 12 to Fund 11; and 2) Transfer $10,292
from Fund 12 to Fund 17.

E. Recording of Shared Equity Transfer
Recommendation: Direct Mayor to execute the MOU on behalf of the City of Lafayette.

8. OLD BUSINESS

A. Donna Feehan, Management Analyst
Options for Street Sweeping Services
Recommendation: Chose one of the following options: A} Award contract PWS14-01 for
street sweeping services to Universal Building Services (UBS) in the amount of $88,697
annually;, B) Reduce commercial sweeping by 50%, sweep every other week; C)
Reduce residential sweeping by 50%, sweep even months only; D) Reduce both
commercial and residential sweeping by 50%.

ACTION: It was M/S/C (M. Anderson/Reilly) to continue the item without consideration to June
9, 2014. Vote: 5-0 (Ayes: B. Andersson, M Anderson, Mitchell, Reilly and Tatzin; Noes: None ;).

B. Tony Coe, City Engineer and Leah Greenblat, Transportation Planner
The Circulation Commission Developed a Scope and Problem Statement for a
Study of Traffic Congestion Issues in Downtown Lafayette
Recommendation: 1)} City Council reaffirms its prior direction that a future study of
downtown congestion should be conducted with grant funding; 2) Indicates its
preference for the program of study that staff should submit for future grant funding,
including the upcoming CCTA PDA Planning Grant.

ACTION: It was M/S/C (M. Anderson/Reilly) to continue the item without consideration to June
9, 2014. Vote: 5-0 (Ayes: B. Andersson, M Anderson, Mitchell, Reilly and Tatzin; Noes: None ;).

9. STAFF REPORTS — None

10. PUBLIC HEARING
B. Greg Wolff, Senior Planner and Catarina Kidd, Contract Planner
HDP20-13, GR07-13 & TP12-13 Steve & Linda Wight (Owners), LR-10 Zoning:
Request for: (1) a Phase Il Hillside Development Permit for a new two-story, 9,638 sq. fi.
single-family residence with an attached 3 car garage with a height of 28.5 feet and a
365 sqa. ft. garden room; (2} a Grading Permit for the movement of 4,800 CY of earth
(2,900 CY cut/ 1,900 CY of fill); and (3) a Tree Permit for the removal of 19 native trees
oh a vacant 13.66 acre parcel located in the Hillside Overlay District and a Class I
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Ridgeline Setback at 1240 Monticello Road APN 245-070-014. This item includes
consideration of adoption of a mitigated negative declaration of environmental impacts.
Recommendation: Approve applications HDP20-13, GR07-13 & TP12-13 and adopt the
mitigated negative declaration of environmental impacts, subject to conditions of
Resolution 2014-24

Contract Planner Catarina Kidd gave the staff report. She outlined the four basic elements of the
staff report which will be the background, scope of the project, DRC and staff comments, and
environmental review.

There are questions as to why this item is coming to the City Council. As way of background, in
2011 and 2012, the Planning Commission conducted hearings on Phase | Hillside Development
Permit for the site. This project previously had a Phase | approval in 2008 bhut the applicant
decided to revise their home massing and as a result, had to retumn with a new Phase | in 2011.
While the location of the home was the same on the site, the finding from both staff and the
Commission was that the home, as proposed, did not meet the findings and because they were
unable to make the required findings, the Planning Commission denied the proposal. The
proposal was subsequently appealed to the City Council and during that process, the applicant
made some revisions to the project over a series of 2-3 hearings and it was through those
revisions that the Council approved the Phase | proposal. One of the conditions of approval was
that the application in Phase Il be returned to design review for review of architecture, colors,
materials and landscaping and the entire project return to the City Council as the final hearing
body. This is the reason the project is before the Council tonight.

The project scope is a Phase |l Hillside Development Permit for 10,003 gross square feet of
residential development in a Class |l Ridgeline setback. The scope in Phase Il on page 3 of the
staff report breaks out the square footages of the living areas and unconditioned areas and
compares it fo the Phase | approval. She also drew attention to an attachment from the architect
which breaks out the additional information regarding conditioned versus non-conditioned space
as well as the other elements on the site such as the outdoor kitchen, pool, pavement areas,
other covered areas on the site that do not qualify as either conditioned or unconditioned space,
but the DRC requested this because they felt it was part of the massing of the site, and they
also wanted to understand what the scope of the project was.

The DRC held a total of 4 meetings on the subject application starting in 2013. At that point, the
Commission made a number of comments and asked the applicants to return after those items
were addressed as well as after the draft environmental document was complete. In March
2014, the DRC conducted another public hearing. At that point, a draft mitigated negative
declaration was available for review. While it was not an official public comment period, the
document was considered by the DRC and comments were taken during that time.

The DRC then conducted another public hearing on April 14 requesting a number of items
including an expanded construction management plan which is in the packet and they
expressed af the following meeting that they prefer to see a visual plan rather than some of the
bar graphs that were presented in the construction management plan. There was concern about
where the trucks would wait before proceeding at Monticello Road. A great deal of discussion
ensued over that issue and the DRC adopted, by a vote of 2 to 1 with one member absent and
one recused, to recommend the Council approve the application. However, DRC member
Gordon Chong was the dissenting vote and requested with agreement of the other two voting
Commissioners that his additional recommendations be conveyed to the City Council. She
noted these are the items staff requests the Council’'s further direction on because staff
understands it was on the advice of the dissenting volte; however, the other Commissioners
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agreed it should be passed onto the Council. Staff has added it to the draft Resolution, and
these recommendations include the following:

1) That the applicant shall execute an indemnification agreement with the City to the
satisfaction of the City Attorney’s office;

2) A full-time independent construction management inspector hired by the City and paid
for by the developer; and

3) Peer review of hydrology and drainage

Regarding ltem 1, there is a standard condition of approval regarding indemnification within the
standard conditions of approval. Staff added the sentence to the standard condition; regarding
item 2, this requires some discussion and direction because it has not been something required
in the past for similar projects in similarly zoned properties; and for item3, the City Engineer
takes no position and defers entirely to the City Council regarding the requirement for peer
review.

There are two comments staff would also request direction or recommend to add to the
conditions should the Council approve the project. The first is that the applicant shall mock up a
palette of colors and materials for approval by the DRC prior to installation. She said there was
a comment made during the DRC meeting about colors. However, the specific condition was not
in the motion. Staff is recommending this be added to reflect the Commission’s comment. The
second is that language should be clarified in Condition No. 13 regarding construction and
staging. There were a number of comments regarding how the City would enforce how long
trucks would idle, pause or stop on the streets before proceeding up Monticello Road. The final
issue in the staff comment section which staff is requesting additional direction relates to scenic
easements. When this application came forward, one of the components of review was how
does this proposal matched or conformed with the Phase | approval. In doing this, staff not only
looked at the footprint of the home and what is being proposed in terms of design, size and
height but they also looked at the conditions of approval in Phase | approval. There is a
condition in the Phase | approval that states, “As conditioned, a conservation and scenic
easement intended to protect the natural open space and scenic character of the property will
be included in the Phase Il hillside development and design review application.”

Staff's understanding is that the Phase | condition was a scenic easement within a substantial
area that at a minimum would align with the ridgeline setback. The recommendation Condition
No. 17 requires additional discussion and comment from the City Council. She presented a
sheet and said there is an existing triangular area that is a private scenic easement and already
part of the property. To the left of it, which is the southwest side, there is an 80 foot area
adjacent to the southern property line and it runs along the existing trail easement on the west
property line that is the proposed area for scenic easement. The question would be whether it
meets the condition. The DRC debated the issue but it was not fully vetted.

Lastly, regarding the environmental review, the project was reviewed for compliance with
- CEQA. While single family homes are often categorically exempt, the planning department has
always used exemptions in a very conservative manner. If there are any issues raised regarding
potential impacts, they would proceed to conduct the Initial Study. The Initial Study
determination was made in September 2013 due to potential concerns about biological
resources related to the size of the vacant site as well as the proximity to Briones. A biological
resources study was conducted and the applicable mitigation measures have been
incorporated. No significant impacts are identified.
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During the DRC meetings as well as when the comment period officially opened on April 11™,
the City received extensive comments from members of the public. Because of that, the City
staff is requesting that the City Council open the public hearing, accept testimony, commence
discussion and questions and continue the hearing to a date certain of potentially June 9, 2014.
The purpose of this request is to allow adequate time for staff to incorporate all applicable
comments received during the public comment period into the Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) and in order for a complete and thorough document to be presented. There is adequate
information in the public record and technical reports presented tonight, but it should be added
specifically to the MND and expanded. The applicant is aware of this staff request and would
agree to the continuance pending Council's decision regarding the Phase | condition of approval
regarding the deadline of May 26, 2014. This condition stated that the Phase | approval would
lapse unless the Phase Il application was approved by May 26, 2014. From staff's perspective,
the CEQA portion needs to be in order first before any decision can be made regarding approval
or denial of the project.

Councilmember Reilly apologized, stating she has quite a few questions and she will state for
the record that she was not on the City Council when Phase | was approved. She had many
questions with regard to what happened, listened to many of the DRC meeting recordings and
walked the property with staff last week. She asked the following:

1. What the percentage of off-haul or truckloads are associated with building of the
house versus the road. She noted that Mayor Federighi asked the same question at
the July 2012 meeting and the DRC asked at the March 10, 1012 meseting and she
could not find the answer.

2. She asked what the average size of the home in the Glen neighborhood or the
spectrum of the house sizes so she could have a sense of what a typical house in
the Gien neighborhood would look like.

3. She asked if there is ever been times on Spare the Air Days when construction is
restricted because she had heard testimony a couple of different times about a child
with severe asthma in the neighborhood.
Regarding the PG&E pipeline during construction and asked whether it is safe or not.
She asked how staff arrived at the 10,000 square feet number. There seems to be
an additional 7,000+ square feet of other outposts and buildings, and to her, this is
part of the mass of the project. Mr. Wolff said the 10,003 square foot calculation is
the reported gross floor area which the Municipal Code speaks to as area that is
roofed and has 3 or more walls. The additional square footage referred to are
accessory structures and they would not be included in the calculation because it
does not have 3 or more walls and a room. It is still part of the overall development of
the project and this goes to the question the DRC was asking for the architect to
respond to and acknowledge those.

6. She asked for total loads and deliveries on the road for the entirety of the project.
She was not looking for an exact number but more specificity as far as how many
loads and deliveries would they expect on that road.

7. Regarding the recommended conditions of approval, she noted that in the letter of
January 10, 2013, from Curtis Jensen of Jensen-Van Lienden & Assoc. suggested
they be on site when excavation of peers and walls were being made. In addition,
they suggested they be on site for observation and testing services in connection
with placement and cenfraction of engineered fills per their letter. In Condition No. 20
it seemed vague and she was nof sure if this was something that could be expanded
upon.

8. Regarding the outdoor kitchen, in listening to previous meetings and reading
minutes, it states that at the Council meeting of June 9, 2012 questions arose about

o~
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the location, and Mr. Bowie stated that the size and location of the outdoor kitchen
would be dealt with on Phase Il, but she could not tell if there were any changes from
the original design.

9. She had questions about color and materials and said it did not seem there was a lot
of time spent on this. She asked if the palette of colors seemed appropriate by staff;
however, it sounds as if staff wants it to return. '

10. Regarding Condition No. 36 regarding fire protection, she asked if there will be a
water tank required for fire protection since a hydrant would be too expensive.

Mr. Wolff referred to the last question, the plans show a water tank to the northwest corner and
staff will illustrate this when going through the plans. He said staff would be happy to go down
the list of questions the rest of the Council has if not addressed in the applicant’s presentation.

Councilmember Mitchell referred to page 9 of 10 of the required findings, and he asked if these
are the 6 findings the Council needs to make. Ms. Kidd said yes, the draft DRC Resolution
contains those findings and the text response to each one.

Councilmember Mitchell said he was hoping staff might provide more specificity on the scenic
- easement, and he asked that the Council could receive a map which shows where the protected
ridgeline exists also.

Councilmember Mitchell said in the April 14™ minutes, the second to the last page of the entire
package, on page 26 of 27, line 15, it states, “the motion included the inability to make a number
of the findings.” He asked if there were any additional comments they had with regard to their
inability to make those findings. Ms. Kidd said the Commission asked for additional information
including a response from the applicants as well as the expanded construction management
plan and more on the hydrology to return. There was some comment, and this is where the peer
review question came forward. Some commissioners felt that the hearings conducted strayed
from the topics they are accustomed to covering. Architecture, articulation of massing,
landscape, colors, materials and lighting are areas they typically exhaustively cover and they felt
they were not necessarily able to cover these, and this is why staff did make it a point to draw
some of their comments into the conditions. The subsequent hearing on April 28" debated
those points in greater detail as far as findings. As seen from the vote, two of the
Commissioners were able to make the findings and one felt he could not make the findings.

Councilmember Mitchell said his question was more directed at the Commission’s ability to
make the findings. Those findings listed on pages 26 and 27 are also referenced back on pages
23 and 24. Four of the Commissioners had difficulties making various findings. He was directing
his question specifically at that and he thinks he understands the answer.

Councitmember M. Anderson said on the CEQA document he did not see protection of the
wildlife corridor in the area that was defined by Monk and Associates as either mentioned or
covered with the mitigation. He asked if there was a reascn for this. He said he thinks there is
actually a suggested mitigation of having the scenic easement called out in the Monk report as
the permanent wildlife corridor—to resettle that once protections have been in place which they
specify in great detail during the project construction. The scenic easement would actually act
as the wildlife corridor connecting to EBRPD property. Sc he does not see that reflected in what
the Council has in terms of CEQA impacts or mitigations.

Councilmember M, Anderson said he has yet to see a tree removal plan and he guesses the
number or count is based on a count from November 2013. He was not sure this reflects the
plan they have currently that may have been modified since that time, so he asked for
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clarification on this. He read the hydrology study on drainage retention although he said he has
worked with engineers in the past and could not understand the final conclusion of that study
which to him was very vague. It would be helpful if maybe the applicant could clarify the final
conclusion in terms of the discharge rate off of the site based upon the implementation of some
kind of drainage retention as part of the project. It would be interesting to see where that
retention is occurring on the site.

He noted there was a reference to off-site parking and some sort of van carpool, and he was not
sure where they would park and he asked for more information about this.

Vice Mayor B. Andersson said he had an identical question about hydrology, and he was not
exactly sure how they would do this. He asked for more explanation about how water is carried
off the site, where it goes, and where it goes after exiting the site and whether there is capacity
for it in each of the stages.

He also asked about the extra condition suggested by the dissenting DRC member and adopted
by the others. He asked whether the indemnification agreement this is something standard or is
it done on a regular basis, or has it never been done before. He asked if hiring a full time
independent construction manager and a management inspector is something the City has ever
done before. He asked if a full time inspector was really necessary in this role.

Mayor Tatzin referred to staff comments on page 7 of 10, it talks about the purpose of Phase |,
the purpose of Phase Il, and when he looked at Code Section 6-206.25 yesterday, it talked
about the purpose of Phase Il is to “assess the impacts of the project” and he confirmed this
was correct. He confirmed alse that his understanding is that in order for the Council to approve
this Phase [l application, it must make each and every finding that is referenced in the staff
report, and if the Council cannot do so, then the Phase Wl application is denied. He also
confirmed that the DRC took their final action on April 28". He listened to the tape today, but
asked when the Council will have draft minutes of that meeting. Ms. Kidd said if the Council
decides to continue the item to June 9", the minutes would certainly be available.

City Attorney Mala Subramanian said before opening the public portion of the meeting, if any
Councilmember has had an opportunity to speak with members of the public or visit the site, to
please disclose this and the nature.

Mayor Tatzin disclosed that on Friday he met at the request of the home of the Bishop's who
live in the cul-de-sac. They had invited 20 to 30 neighbors and they held a brief discussion, took
a tour, and they went off to hold further conversations and he went home. Councilmember Reilly
disclosed that she met a week or so ago with Donn Walklet in regard to another item, but this
came up in conversation. She also walked the property with staff a week ago. Councilmember
Mitchell disclosed that he has been to the site a half dozen times while on the Planning
Commission and today, but never with any applicant or members of the public. Vice Mayor B.
Andersson disclosed he has been on the site, although not this date. He also met with Mr.
Walklet on another matter and this came up.

Mayor Tatzin referred to page 7 under staff comments on visibility and when talking about
PG&E, there is a sentence that states "PG&E further clarified that PG&E trims trees that might
be in conflict with above-ground fransmission lines and does not typically remove trees unless
deemed necessary.” S0 PG&E has itwo components—the gas component and electric
component. The electric component has transmission lines where they might trim. The gas
component has a program right now where they are planning to cut down every tree within 10
feet of a gas transmission line. He asked which component element of PG&E the City spoke
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with to get this comment. Ms. Kidd said staff spoke to a land agent and he specified there are
no plans to cut trees on this private property. In fact the program that is actively in place now is
work in Briones. Mayor Tatzin confirmed that this is a high pressure transmission line, and for
the record, over time the Council understands from PG&E is that they believe they need to
create a 10 foot buffer where there is no vegetation because they believe tree roots damage
their pipelines. So they are working with other communities to remove many, many trees not just
in Briones but also in incorporated communities.

Ms. Kidd agreed and said one of their comments was that the land agent forwarded their
request and plans to the gas transmission line department which is a separate department, so
those representatives must weigh in on the issue as well. But staff did look at the landscape
plan and the proximity of trees to that 20 foot right-of-way and the majority of the natural grove
is quite a distance away from that line. Currently, they have no project, but will they have a
project in the future cannot be known until staff receives something in writing.

Councilmember M. Anderson said he thinks the question here is not just frees. They are clearly
concerned about access to their lines in general. If the City has not received the clearance from
PG&E Gas about this particular set of improvements, the Council should probably wait and get
some reading on it before deciding what they will do. What they are telling the City is that they
want to have 100% clear access to those gas transmission lines and to him, whether it is a tree,
wall or paving, it all has potential for causing them some concern in terms of access. If they
have threatened the City with taking trees out, the City needs to be very aware of how serious
they are about this preject they are doing.

Mayor Tatzin opened the public hearing and discussed protocols.

David Bowie, aftorney representing the Wight's, said it came to his attention that staff- has
requested and recommended there be a continuance of this public hearing so they can work
further on the mitigated negative declaration. | have indicated in response to that request that
they did not have an objection to that, but the only request he would make is that if it is to be
continued, that the City also extend the time period for the Phase | approval to the same date
for the final hearing. Regarding the last issue that was brought up having to do with the PG&E
pipeline, cbviously this pipeline is not that unique to this site. There are PG&E pipelines, gas
transmission lines all over the community, and Councilmember M. Anderson is correct. If PG&E
is anxious to make sure there is free access to their pipelines and overhead wires, which is
exactly why they have easements. While you cannot put permanent improvements in place
within an easement area, it is very routine to put pavement in an easement area which is done
everywhere and it does not pose any kind of a problem. Also, while he will have Howard Martin
comment to this, the actual trees and screening that create the shroud for this project to ensure
it is not visible from either the east or the west, those trees are not affected by the PG&E gas
line. So even if there are trees to be removed, they should have no material impact whatsoever
on the issue of screening. Also, he knows there was a lot of concern over hydrology and
drainage and Mr. Martin did an extensive hydrology review of this entire area. He believes he
has reviewed all of this with Mr. Coe who is satisfied with studies done fo date. One of the
issues about further peer review is that the City has a competent engineer and he needs no
additional help in doing his peer review. Also, Schell and Martin have been around forever and
have done work in this community. The Council should rest assured that these technical issues
are well addressed. ‘

Mr. Bowie said as the Council knows, this is an almost 14 acre site and they are only developing
one half acre of that site. This is hardly pillaging and devouring hillsides and ridgelines. In
addition, this is a development proposed on an existing lawful lot within a subdivision that was
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created many years ago using an access road that existed many years ago which has already
been sharply defined in terms of bulk, mass and siting by earlier approvals. So one could say
this is pretty much already defined at the present time. He would agree with staff's
characterization that the Phase | versus Phase |l. Phase |l is essentially a relook of the entire
matter but the issues of siting, bulk and mass have been decided. In this particular instance,
those issues are dictated by the geometry of the lot, the need fo access and that sort of thing.
So as a result, there is not much to talk about regarding the architecture and this is reflected by
the focus of the DRC. During initial meetings there were concerns over landscaping, lighting,
and some fence issues and these were all addressed and became non-issues. At the last
hearing, they went to great lengths to make sure they had the architect available to answer any
questions and address issues having to do with architecture. No cne really voiced any concerns
about architecture at all. The only comments that came up about architecture related to the
possibility of deepening the colors of the paint and trim and they are willing to go along with
staff's condition and can defer this to later. People seem to think it should be a bit darker, but
otherwise rather non-specific. And the only other comment that came up on the project at all in
the context of architecture was that it was too large.

The point made before the Council the first time around is that too large is an odd ball concept
in the concept of this particular project, and it is odd ball because this project would require the
same amount of off haul essentially whether it was half the size as proposed or the full sized as
proposed because the off haul, grading and excavation are all dictated by the roadway, the turn
to get up there, the location where the courtyard has to be, the requirement for some sort of
garage parking and the further requirement to make sure they get over that gas line so there is
a cushion of dirt between the gas line and the courtyard. He said the gas line has never been
- exposed in the vicinity of this lof. There is an exposed gas line that neighbors have identified in
other sections, but not here. Those conditions have all basically said they are where they are. If
they reduce the size it is not going to reduce the amount of excavation of any kind or sort or to
any significant degree whatsoever.

Mr. Bowie noted there has been a lot of concern and discussion about CEQA issues. This is an
existing lawful lot and normally is categorically exempt. The only unusual circumstance of any
kind has to do with biotic resources. They have gone to great lengths to identify those and they
are a non-issue at this point. Regarding the scenic easement issue, he feels it is unduly
burdensome to put a scenic easement over the entire parcel. This is out of context and does not
meet the legal standard for there being some kind of nexus between burden and bensfit. In
addition, he reminded the Council that this is within the Hillside Overlay District (HOD), so any
kind of work done in the area is subject to strict requirements, restrictions, hearings and things
of that sort. They agree that a scenic easement is appropriate. They have not contested it and
have taken great care to make sure they have defined something that actually makes sense.
This is a project the Council already approved, made findings the first time around and nothing
significant or matertial has really changed with respect to those same findings. Everybody is
concerned about construction management and this is a legitimate issue, but there is
construction management with every single project that is ever constructed and this is access
over public roads so they have a legal right to do it. They have a very good construction
management plan that has gone to great lengths in light of a project that is yet to be fully
approved to address all issues. He asked Mr. Martin to come up and respond to the hydrology
concerns.

Howard Martin, Schell and Martin Engineers, asked Ms. Kidd to display the two images that
show the water sheds. He said he wants to make clear is that there are some very large
watersheds here and the Wight project does hot add to the drainage problem they have in the
neighborhood. When looking at the larger triangular area, there is close to 48 acres that drains
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down. There is a waterfall in one area that appears in certain large storms and drains down into
a culvert that was identified in the Allan Propp report. There are several other large watersheds
off to the lower right side. There was a big mudslide in the New Year's Eve storm 2005, and it
also came down fo the Stubber's property of 13 or 14 acres. The Wight's property is on the top
of a ridge and that watershed, including the portion of the road that is below the road and is
mostly ridge contains about 3 acres. This water flows down the roadway and with proposed
improvements will assure that water will continue to flow down that roadway. Other
improvements downstream near Mr. Bishop's property will pick up that water before it gets into
that problem culvert. In answer to one of Councilmember Anderson’s guestions, he said right
now the water is sitting up in a saddle. Water historically goes west and east in the saddle.
There is a water course to the west and down the road to the east it travels down the road. With
the development, they are going to take most of the area of the house and it will dissipate the
landscape at the top of the ridge, and it cannot flow to the east. There will be a pervious auto
court where the portion of the house cannot flow into the landscaped area and has to go to the
east. It will go into the pervious auto court. That will all be picked up including the other areas
that go into a large dissipater at that water course right to the west of the flying saucer. There is
a creek that goes down there. There is a small portion of the road that has-to go to the east and
cannot get down the hill. There are some increased impervious from the fire department turn-
around and widening of the road that is required to make the road safe, but none of that water
will get into the problem water sheds that it historically had very large mudslides and will
continue to have mudslides.

Mayor Tatzin asked for questions of the applicant.

Councilmember M. Anderson referred to the report and it indicates “An increase in peak flow
can be eliminated by the use of detention basin or similar structure. He asked what they are
doing to reduce the flow. Mr. Martin said in its current state now, they have discussed with Tony
Coe how to handle this. Because they have said a good portion of the saddle to the west, they
have been able to reduce the flow or match the flow in its current condition down the hill. So any
‘flow going to the east post development is going to meet what it is in its current state. No more
water can get down the hill. So they will have an increase in water to the west which represents
.5 CF8 and this will drain down into an existing water course that has 8.88 acres. They will
increase it with the Wight development to 9.17 acres. This responds to a 3% increase to flow
going into that area which means under the current cubic feet of flow at the headwali at the
creek is 11.7 CFS. They will increase it o 12.2 CFS. The City Engineer is happy with that the
way they are going to spread out the flow. if he finds that acceptable, then they may not have to
put in detention. If they have to put in detention, they can put in detention in the pervious auto
court to meet what the current flow is. They can slow the water down to match what it is doing
now, but one-half CFS is not a lot of water, particularly since they are spreading it out over a
dissipater in a canyon that is about 110 feet long. Councilmember M. Anderson said he is not
trying to argue that but trying to find out if there has actually been a solution. He confirmed they
are waiting on Tony Coe to take Schell and Martin's recommendation and consider it.

Mayor Tatzin said his understanding is that Mr. Martin did his calculations based on a typical
rain year and a 10 year storm. He asked why he chose that compared to the 100 year storm or
a b0 year storm. Mr. Martin said they use a rational method and the County uses the 10 year
storm event for properties of this size. Mayor Tatzin asked how much greater is the rain is in a
100 year storm over the peak period. Mr. Martin said in the storm they had New Year's Eve in
2005, this was a measured 50 year storm event in Danville and Alamo. In parts of the county it
was less. He does not doubt that knowing there was severe mud flow it was a 50 year storm
event, In this circumstance, as he points out before, none of additional water is going to be
flowing easterly. The increase in flow will be going to the west but nowhere in the county does
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one design for anything greater than a 10 year storm event. They can do it. If Tony Coe decides
there has to be detention, they can size those pipes with an orifice plate to make it hold a 100
year storm, but it is just not common practice and not done.

Mayor Tatzin asked what happens if they design it for a 10-year storm and the 50-year storm
occurs someday. Mr. Martin said all the water going o the west will continue going to the west
in a 50-year storm. The water that flows in the auto court, if those pipes get overwhelmed, then
the excess could come down the driveway, but you have to look at the existing site right now. It
is very shallow soils. Once that gets saturated, it is like rock. In a 50- or 100-year storm, water
comes off and everything is impervious, Water is going to come racing down the hill and they
have not changed the historic drainage pattern. So there may be some excess coming down the
driveway but it will be contained in the roadway going down the hill and will enter a storm drain
pipe proposed that is westerly of the problem culvert and near Mr. Bishop's property.

Mayor Tatzin referred to page 2 of Mr. Martin’s report and a table that talks about points A, B, C,
D, E, F and G. He could not read the map well enough to figure out exactly where those are, but
his sense is that A, B and C are somewhere in the approach road to the house. Mr. Martin said
point G is the headwall in Rose Lane. Mayor Tatzin confirmed F and G are to the west and A, B,
and C are along the driveway area. He said there are three columns of data, existing peak flow,
proposed peak flow, house drains to east, proposed peak flow, house drains to west. In point A,
the existing peak flow is 1.6 CFS3 in a 10 year storm and you are showing it going to 2.5 which is
a 9/10" CFS increase. So in point B, the existing peak flow is 5.2 and it goes to 5.7 CFS. He is
trying to understand why the increase goes from 9/10" CFS down to % CFS. He asked what
happens with the point A and B that causes this. Mr. Martin asked which report Mayor Tatzin
had and Ms. Kidd confirmed he was looking at the introductive narrative of the hydrology study
dated April 18". Mr. Martin said the Council should have the May 1, 2014 report. He noted they
were working on this for the deadline to get it in and he was not sure when they got it to staff,
but it is dated May 1*. Point A is existing peak flow of 1.6 CFS, proposed peak flow 1.8 CFS
which is a 12% increase. Point B is 5 CFS existing and 5 CFS proposed unchanged.

Mayor Tatzin said Point B is down the hifl from Point A albeit the roadway. He asked how the
increase goes from 2/10" CFS to zero. He asked where the extra 2/10™ CFS goes between A
and B. Mr. Martin said he cannot answer this now, but continued to review his calculations.

Mayor Tatzin said in the example he has which he understands is an earlier report, by the time
they get to Point C, the existing peak flow is 6.7 and it grows to 7.1 CFS so it is now 4/10ths
CFS. Mr. Martin said in the May 1* there are some reductions. Mayor Tatzin said therefore, he
has the same question—how do you get further down the road from Point A and have no
increase. Mr. Martin said he is saying is that there is no change between existing and proposed.
What they have done is that existing peak flow coming off the site in its current stafe. The
second is proposed, so they have increased it a little bit, but by the time they get to point B they
do not have a change. They are not adding anything, and Mayor Tatzin said he understands,
but there is sfill the water that existed at Point A of 2 CFS. There is a wider road that is now
conveying the water down the hill with a certain length of time getting down there. Mr. Martin
said they make assumptions about the velocity of water going down the hill, but when they ran
through the numbers, it could have been rounded, but it is not a lot of water. Mayor Tatzin
reiterated that he just wants {o be sure he has a reasonable understanding of the methodology.
The Council’s responsibility is to determine whether they can make the findings and they must
rely on the information he provides to make the findings and not on the comments of everybody
else. If the applicant’s information is not sufficient to make the findings, he is going to have a
hard time doing it. Mr. Martin said he will review this when the public speaks.
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Councilmember Mitchell asked how recently the county has had a 50 or 100 year storm. Mr.
Martin said they have not had a recorded Contra Costa history 100 year storm event. They had
a 50 year storm event in 1962 where there was 10 inches of rain in Walnut Creek. In 1955 and
1958, there was flooding in Walnut Creek but they have not had a 100 year storm.

Councilmember M. Anderson said he is still interested in the parking of the workers and the van
pool proposal. He asked if there is any detail on this or will this come later on. There is a
supposition that there is no impact because people are parking on some private land and City
land and then they will take a van to work. Mr. Bowie said they have their construction
management representatives here who can answer this, but when going through this they
wanted to be sure they did have 4 round trip van pool projects a day to minimize or mitigate the
amount of traffic there.

Samantha Burton, Young and Burton, stated in bidding this project which is at a very preliminary
stage right now, they have identified some key locations and owners of properties around the
Lafayette area that do rent out their property for staging materials or for parking. They have not
procured those lots at all because it is too early. One map they did include with their submittal to
the City for previous documents was from the City of Lafayette website which shows parking
locations within the City that are available for rent and buyout and even whole parking lots that
are available with the number of spaces and cost per month located near this project, primarily
on Happy Valley and Deer Hill. This would serve employees and they could bus employees in.
Councilmember M. Anderson asked if this is the plan; to pursue these sites and possibly others.
Ms. Burton said this is correct; there is no possibility of staging on site or parking on site, so they
must procure outside areas which have been built into their bid for the client.

Councilmember M. Anderson said there is a statement in the construction management plan
that “no trucks shall wait at the end of Monticello Road longer than 5§ minutes prior to proceeding
to the job site.” He asked how this will be achieved. Ms. Burton said there are multiple other
locations on Deer Hill where trucks can come in. She confirmed they will not be stacked, but
rather it is about proper timing. They cannot have concrete trucks sitting back to back so they
have to space them further so it is just in time construction. They do one week, three weeks,
three month and one year look-ahead schedules, and this is where they can tell the
neighborheood that next week will be a pour day and they expect 10 trucks that day.

Councilmember M. Anderson noted that the City has had trucks stack up on main roads to
actually pursue work where there is concrete and construction, and it would be important that
they understand there is not going to be any queuing happening on any of the streets, so this
would be an acceptable condition to add to the project. Ms. Burton agreed and said they were
asked at the DRC meeting about ways of guaranteeing this. One is that it would be a condition
of approval and second is the fact that they have been in business for 30 years, just recently
completing a 3-year project on Happy Valley Road and they have had no complaints. They have
worked with many City staff members and they have been very happy and have continued
support of their company working in this area.

Councilmember Reilly referred to the proposed management plan there is a maximum of 8 to 10
trucks per.day. Clearly there are averages being done. She knows this has been difficult to
determine, but she asked what the worst case day might look like. Ms. Burton said she can
provide a best estimate. There is no staging on site or parking so they must wait for every truck
to come down before one more can get up there. Even on the road, they cannot have trucks
backing each other. Based on that timeline, they estimate that at most, they could have around
20 round trips a day just because of the amount of time it will take fo get up the hill to deliver,
turn around and drop off people and come down Monticelle to let another truck up.
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Councilmember Reilly said she guesses that when pouring, they cannot pour, stop, pour, and
stop, while also keeping in mind they must shuttle workers. She asked if this could even be
more than 20 round trips. Ms. Burton said in their analysis of looking at the project, they cannot
foresee being able to do more work than 20 round trip truckloads a day. They cannot foresee
the timing and placement given the time requirements the City allows them to work,

Councilmember Reilly said it sounds like the maximum is 20 per day and she asked if this is the
limit for any one day. Ms. Burton said she could not commit to something like this right now
because they do not yet have structural plans. This is their best effort to look and analyze given
their historical 30 year data and doing upwards of $350 million in high end residential projects of
difficulty like this. Once they get structural plans, work with staff further and work with the
County on approvals and know for sure, she will be able to provide a more guaranteed number,
and this is in their management plan. As soon as they know information, they can make people
aware, but at this time, this is their best estimate of how they can achieve the 20 trucks a day
maximum.

Councilmember Reilly said she is being expected to make findings, but not with full and
complete information. Ms. Burton said she appreciates this as well and said they want to give
people more information, but they are at a very preliminary stage. The project could be
approved in January and there may be weather concerns. She cannot procure a lot right now to
confirm they have a space for storage and staging because she will not pay for a lot for a year.
Therefore, it is a chicken and egg situation and she totally agrees. Staff knows they work
together and they share information between each other so they are not trying to evade the
situation. :

Mayor Tatzin said he was listening to the April 28" DRC meeting and Ms. Burton was speaking.
He thought she mentioned a staging area on Deer Hill. He asked if she meant that trucks would
essentially pull up on Deer Hill Road to the intersection of Deer Hill and Nerth Thompson and
wait until it was their turn to go up or whether they would be staged at a private lot that had
access to Deer Hill, or both. Ms. Burton said there is the potential of just-in-time 5 minute time
limit staging at that intersection, waiting for that truck to come out and one to go in, but they are
still considering this under that 5 minute time period. Other than that, there are quite a few lots
that offer staging opportunities for trucks right in that Happy Valley/Deer Hill neighborhood she
mentioned earlier.

Mayor Tatzin asked and confirmed Ms. Burton was aware there is a bike lane on Deer Hill
Road. He said he noticed in one of the items of correspondence in the packet that it appears the
applicant has a right to use the portion of the Monticello Court that is lower in elevation than
their property. Ms. Burton said yes, it is a public road. Mayor Tatzin said there is a private road
before it gets to the public road, and he recollects the City's right-of-way ends at the cul-de-sac.
The letter the Council received was signed by the Eisenberg’s and another party that laid out an
agreement by which the applicant could use that private portion of the road which is not in their
property and it specified certain hours of operation for construction activities. He asked if Ms.
Burton factored this into the number of trips and construction management plan. Ms. Burton
said the construction management plan always takes into consideration the City's requirements
on available construction. Mayor Tatzin suggested she review this letter because the agreement
is more restrictive in terms of hours of cperation, and it might have implications for the
management plan.

Mr. Martin displayed a document con the overhead. He said the areas Mayor Tatzin is
questioning, they have changed the roadway. For the fire department turn-around, there is a
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storm pipe that picks up flow coming down the road coming past the site and it carries that flow.
In looking at the areas of question, in Area B and C, there is a queue of 5 and a queue of 6.3. In
the left hand column there are different area changes so the numbers end up as very slight.
Given improvements and conditions and increase in flow from water coming down that main
road because it is going into a pipe, there are some slight changes in there. When they put the
numbers in based on the area and the co-efficiency they come up with this. He said it is not like
they tried to show there was no change. This is what the numbers showed and they were just as
surprised as the Council is here, as they do nct have this information.

Mayor Tatzin asked him to walk the Council through this. Residents have expressed concerns
about the hydrology in the proiect. They have received a new report which he did confirm was in
the packet that came today. He asked Mr. Martin to provide a brief lesson in hydrology. Mr.
Martin explained that first the county provides them co-efficients of run-off. This is a value you
will see in the column to the left. They figure out the watershed area and they start up at A
which is 0.69 CFS. It is all done in acreage. They determine a time of concentration and there
are elaborate formulas that establish that. They are trying to establish what the peak flow is.
They look at annual average rainfall charts and pick off the intensity of the rain storm. Then it is
a multiplication matter wherein you muttiply .69 times 2.33 and you come up with 1.67 which is
the cubic feet per second. Mayor Tatzin confirmed this is current condition, and he asked what
the current condition is with the project. Mr. Martin said they increased the acreage there
because they are putting more area going down the hill. They still have the same time of
concentration and they are using a 10-year storm event. They could easily plug in the numbers
for a 50 year or 100 year storm. The runoff co-efficient is going to be a little different at .62 and
.61 and you multiply that by the acreage. In proposed conditions, it ends up being .79 and
existing it is .69, so this is how they end up with this increase in queue of 1.8 CFS. After you
have this, you look at flow going down the street, you add time of concentration and in this
whole project when getting down to the bottom of the chart, they have channel flow and different
sorts of flow. You add this up and you come up with a total time of concentration of 17.2 minutes
and this is the peak flow which is what they look at in & 10-year storm event. If they wanted to
figure out the flow for 100 year, they would go into the charts and put in a different intensity
which might be 2.5 or 3.5 and multiply it which would give them the volume of water coming
down the hill.

Mayor Tatzin said his original question on the older version of the ¢hart is when going from
Point A to Point B, if you increase the amount of flow with Point A for the project, he asked how
it furns out being the same when you get to Point B. Mr. Martin asked to go back to the charts.
They have existing condition, the sum of the area which is 2.58, and in the proposed condition
they have 2.48 so there is a reduction in area. By the time you multiply the numbers through
there, you end up coming up with .5.

Mayor Tafzin asked what is happening to the drainage area, as it is slightly bigger in Point A
and the project is a litle smaller in Point B. He asked if some of the area feeding Point B
draining elsewhere with the developed project. Mr. Martin stated they are getting back to the
same question as before—where does the area go to and how do they end up with less area.
He thinks he needs 1o sit down and figure this out.

Mayor Tatzin called upon the architect and said he noted that when the Council acted in July,
the outdoor kitchen was specifically excluded from the Phase | approval and the reason for that
was that as proposed at the time, it would not pass the visibility guidelines. He wants to
understand what changes have been made in the outdoor kitchen between the design then and
what is in front of the Council now.
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David Bowie said unfortunately the architect was not at that meeting, but he could speak
generally to the ocutdoor kitchen. He said he thinks the determination was made in the context of
design review to see if they had a problem with it. Essentially, all these issues seem to be not
visible anyway. They revisited that, brought it to the DRC and they paid no attention to the
architecture of the project. He thinks it is an important element to the project and this is why it
was left in.

Mayor Tatzin said at this point, he did not see the DRC design the outdoor kitchen in the
minutes. It clearly was not part of the Phase | approval, and he asked staff where it stands. Mr.
Wolff said they can display the overlay of the proposed current Phase |l plan and the Phase |
approval. The overlay shows a high degree of correspeondence between the two. There are a
couple of minor changes that have occurred between Phase | approval and Phase Il. Mayor
Tatzin said his bigger question is that they did not approve it before and it is almost implied that
they now approve it but they have not reviewed it and the DRC has also not reviewed it. It is not
the architect’s fault, but it did not happen. Mr. Wolff presented the site plan approved as part of
Phase | and the kitchen is shaded in red for recognition. He then presenied the Phase Il
proposal and the Phase [ overlaying on the Phase Il. There is a small modification to the floor
area in the vicinity and the Mayor is correct, the outdoor kitchen is still shown on the Phase |l
proposal.

Councilmember M. Anderson said he wouid like to understand what that means so the minutes
seem to indicate the Phase | approval did not include the outdoor kitchen. Ms. Kidd said this is
correct and there were very few comments actually by at least one Commissioner who
requested the breakdown of impervious surfaces and other elements of the site besides the
home itself. So he wanted to understand the scope of the project, and this was provided.
Beyond that, there was not additional comment regarding those accessory structures on the
site. This part was debated in the DRC as to how much can people see of this project and what
portion of it can be seen. The debate came that if this project was on a flat site and they could
see all of it or if it was on part of a hillside where one could see it, would they approve it. But
they got back to the question that as it relates to this site, is it visible. So the conclusion was
because it was not visible it wasn't an aspect of the site they felt a need fo change.

Councilmember M. Anderson said what he does not understand is why is it shown as being part
of the approved plan in Phase | if it was not approved. Ms. Kidd said the approved plans from
Phase | goes with a resclution that was sent separately, but should be included in the next
packet with the plans. The resolutions actually list what is included within Phase | for approval.
It is listed explicitly that the kitchen and so forth was not part of Phase |, but it was on the plan.

Councilmember M. Anderson said it is on the plan here as part of the approved site plan, but
this is not correct. Mayor Tatzin said his recollection was of what Ms. Sinnette told them at the
time is that it was cn the plan but the approval explicitly excluded it. His question is when it was
then subsequently approved. He has not seen this occur. The reason it was excluded was there
was a belief that it would have not passed the siting and massing guidelines with respect to
visibility. It is not clear to him that it is changed enough now that it would meet those
requirements because it is not clear how it is changed.

Mr. Bowie said he believes the only issue had fo do with the roof and not the cutdoor kitchen.
Mayor Tatzin concurred it was not the existence of a kitchen; it was the visibility of the roof, but
he stilt has not seen how the roof has changed and now not an issue. Mr. Bowie said in context
what happened is they understood they were able to fully consider all architectural issues before
the DRC. They were asked to provide detailed breakdowns of all of the square footage which
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they did. They invited commentary regarding all of that and it is fair to say at the end of the day,
there was no commentary from anyone about that issue. So it did not get addressed.

Councilmember Reilly said she takes issue that even though it was not listed in the DRC's most
recent meeting, it was listed at a Council meeting by Mayor Federighi and she was not sure why
this was never addressed.

Mayor Tatzin called for public comments.

Public Comments:

JACINTA PISTER ceded her time to Mark Cametrcn.

MARK CAMERON, said the drainage on the east side that goes down through his backyard, the
PG&E line goes back through a [ot he co-owns behind him and then it goes under his driveway.
For 6 years he has been asking that environmental consideration be made on this project. He
feels he has been promised by the Planning Commission, by Ms. Sinnette before she recently
retired, by the DRC and by the City Council that at some point they would have thorough
environmental consideration of any potential environmental impacts. He appreciates all of the
great questions and statements from the Council and they are a large neighborhood which has
to sort through this and figure out what it is. He asked if the mitigated negative declaration works
or not and are there significant environmental impacts that have not been mitigated insignificant.
Often the standard is considered to be if the neighborhood makes a fair argument that there are,
either the project needs to be denied or an EIR requested. He realizes that an EIR is an
extreme situation here, but it is also a violation of CEQA and he takes great exception with Mr.
Bowie’s suggestion that the MND was generous. This is a unique location. There is a 18%
grade on this and it is not generous. An MND can also not be piecemealed. You cannot take
Phase | and say we're okay environmentally on Phase |. Now, let's take Phase Il and analyze
Phase Il and there is the long road which we will analyze separately. This is piece mealing and
is not allowed. The City must consider a project in its entirety. This project in that MND has not
been considered in its entirsty. It has been broken up. Mr. Bowie today suggested Phase | was
already decided. In fairness to Ms. Kidd and the staff and the DRC, they treated Phase | as a
10,000 square foot project and we will have to deal with it, and this is not the way to deal with it.
He cannot tell how much of this impervious surface has even been considered as roadway
versus something else. So they are piece mealing and deferring. The COA’s are fine as to
details but he asked not to use COA’s to defer major environmental considerations. He would
submit to the Council that the presentation on the drainage alone establishes that there is a
potentially significant environmental impact that has not been satisfactorily addressed into
insignificance. Therefore, they have not met the CEQA standard. The MND has various key
categories where they call these categories “no impact® ot “less than significant impact” implying
no mitigation would have to be done. When the Council hears what those categories are, it will
not find the MND credible. Four of {he five Planning Commissioners voted to reject just Phase |
of this project, let alone Phase Il. Two of five DRC members abstained or were recused. Only 2
voted in favor. One, the acting Chair, voted against. These are good people.

He said this project is on a unique location, a protected ridgeline, at the end of a long, steep
road, the Wight's propose a 16 degree grade and he could not tell the details of the roadway
construction. Mayor Tatzin is correct that there is a written private roadway agreement that has
narrower considerations, which is obviously something construction management must deal
with. An important point he wants to make is that some neighborhoods pulled things back, but
they have not held anything back. For 6 years they have been identifying things which are not
changed and then they do something else like the kitchen, the drainage and the roadway.

City of Lafayette Regular/Special City Council Meeting
& Design Review Commission and Planning Commission 36 May 12, 2014




17,000 square feet of impervious surface not including the roadway is what is proposed and
they are telling people it will not have any impact on the eastern drainage. If the Council looks at
the report, there is something that states do not send water to the western side. He has seen his
creek behind his house and 5 out of 6 years there is nothing in it, but once the groundwater is
saturated, it is a torrent. He asked fo please take this intc consideration.

Vice Mayor B. Andersson noted that Mr. Cameron indicated that the hydrology report alone
suggests an EIR is required. MHe is not sure how he gets there and he asked what it is about the
report that does this. Mr. Cameron stated that under CEQA a mitigated negative declaration has
one purpose—tio determine if every potentially significant impact has been mitigated to
insignificance or does not exist. There is no CEQA standard about 10 year storms being enough
when building a 100 year house. If the neighborhood presents evidence that suggests there is a
fair argument that there may be a substantial impact in traffic, noise, drainage, and hydrology,
this is enough. You cannot under CEQA approve it at that point. You cannot weigh the facts
here.

GWEN HELVEY ceded her time to George Bishop.

GEORGE BISHOP, speaking for the Monticello Glen neighborhood, said the problem with this
project is it is too big and too much of the burden is going to be borne by their neighborhood. It
is not just his concern. Chair Ptasynski has stated this is a house that is considerably different
than the rest of the neighborhood and the rest of the neighborhood is being asked to bear the
burden of its construction. This is a very unusual project and not one where the contractor
comes, parks on the lawn, the homeowner bears the burden and it gets constructed. The project
is huge. He is not just talking about 10,000 square feet but the outbuildings, concrete bore, 10
concrete trucks a day, and 1,000 square feet of net off haul. He has heard the applicant talk
many times that this is due to the road. It is not proportional to the house and construction.
There are no findings, no quantification and no study that shows that. The submissions they
have provided show the opposite. Their construction schedule says the road including
everything will be done in 55 days. Their truck schedule shows a high level of truck traffic for the
entire 22 months. According to their own submissions, much of their truck traffic comes
otherwise. It is their burden of proof to show under Section 6-275 that the approval of the plan is
in the best interest of the public health, safety and general welfare not just to the applicants but
to the community and neighborhood. It is their burden to show under 6-671 that the
development will not create a nuisance, hazard, or enforcement problem with the neighborhood
or the City, nor require the City to provide an unusual, disproportionate level of public services.
They cannot show any of those things and they have not. He said their own construction
contractor says it is going to be 12,000 trucks over 22 months. If you take an average, assuming
5 work days, this is 25 trucks a day. They said the maximum they can handle is 20 trucks. They
are asking us to guess and for the Council to approve this without really knowing what will
happen. This is 3 trucks every hour for 2 years unless they extend the construction period. They
have indicated they want to work on Saturdays, so in other words, their children have to dodge
trucks on Saturdays when home from school, which is not right. What this means is there is only
one route in and out of the neighborhood, 17 feet in front of his house and a one lane track up to
the site. This is why there is a huge and dangerous staging at the end of his road because if a
truck is coming down a truck cannot go up and they cannot turn around. The Council will hear
from someone later that they do not have a construction management plan that takes care of
that. There is no room to pass. They will stray off and damage private property and threaten
anyone who is passing. Kids are on skateboards, bicycles and it is a public health and safety
hazard. It is a threat to public welfare. The roads have no base rock and are crumbling now.
With 12,000 trucks there will be potholes and dust which is also a threat to safety and welfare.
Af least 8 families have kids who play in the neighborhood and in the circle in front of his home.

City of Lafayette Regular/Special City Council Meeting
& Design Review Commission and Planning Commission 37 May 12, 2014




They ride their bikes and skateboards and play. With 12,000 trucks going through the
neighborhood, they will not be able to do this for 2 years. There are two projects queued up
after this in the same subdivision. So kids will not be able to play for 6 years, which is a
tremendous burden on hundreds of families that has to be considered before this is approved,
and the project cannot be approved under these circumstances. Traffic will be blocked. Kids
need to get to school and parents need to get to work. They have two doctors in their
neighborhood who need to go to hospitals if called in on emergencies. If there is a 10-wheeler in
front of their house, they will be stuck. There will be noise and pollution everyday including
Safurdays. He is particularly concerned about staging because they are in the circle. If they are
staging, they will be blocking two driveways at a time because they will be on one side to try to
give room for the other trucks to get by. The summation of if is that the quality of life is going to
be reduced for an entire neighborhood. People who came to live in a quiet urban neighborhood
will live in a construction zone for years. None of these facts are disputed. The applicant has not
put up anything contrary to this. The applicant stated his position in an April 4" letter to the DRC
when he said, “Even if you assume all of these adverse impacts happen it does not matter. It
cannot be considered. It is legal and irrelevant.” This is wrong, Their burden is to prove there is
no impact on the public’'s health, safety and welfare, no nuisance, no enforcement, and they
have not done that. This has to be denied. In getting back to the size of the project, considering
that the interests and welfare of hundreds of people are at stake here, this project should not be
approved unless someone takes a serious look at the impacts from the size of the project. They
initially suggested a 5,700 square foot project. He asked if they could designh a smaller project
that has a proportionally iess impact on the neighborhocd that makes sense. You cannot say no
unless you study it. You cannot just stand up here and say “size doesn’'t matter”. Lastly, he did
not have time to talk about erosion.

JESSICA OXENBURGH, said she is a registered nurse and worked for 6 years at the John Muir
Walnut Creek Emergency Room as an EMT. She would like to provide the Council with her
perspective on the findings under Section 6-275 and 6-2071. In her time in the ER, she saw
hundreds of injuries and many fatalities to pedestrians and bicyclists that have been hit by
trucks on public and residential streets. In many cases, these were narrow roads without
sidewalks and unmarked bike paths similar to Glen Road and Monticello Road. The health,
safety and welfare of the public is not just her job but her passion. Her occupation offers a daily
reminder of terrible accidents that can unravel lives in our own backyards. When they
purchased their home this past December, one of the biggest values was not just that Monticello
was a narrow, quiet road, but that it ended on a cul-de-sac where they saw young kids riding
bikes and playing during the open house. Having lived in the neighborhood for a few months,
she and her hushand quickly learned and love that Glen Road is a low traffic street that kids,
parents, and commuters use throughout the day to play, ride bikes, walk their dogs, and get to
and from the BART station. The unspoken speed limit is well under the 25 mph posted. After 5
months in the neighborhood she can count on one hand the number of times she has had to
slow down and carefully allow an oncoming car to pass on this narrow road. Glen Road is a
quiet, low traffic street that is more often filled with pedestrians and bicyclists than cars. This
would clearly change were the City to allow a home of this scale to be built, requiring because of
its scale and site 12,000 truck trips over the course of 2 years. This is to say nothing of the
precedent it will set for the next two homes and how many more thousands of trucks over nearly
a decade. This would take the neighborhood from a historically quiet and highly desirable place
to raise kids, walk to BART and enjoy everything Lafayetie has to offer and turn it info a
dangerous construction zone. The current construction management plan even allows for
construction on Saturdays. No one is suggesting the applicant does not have a right to build a
home on their property, but the extraordinary scale of this house and its location on the ridge
demands extraordinary plans to mitigate health, safety and welfare concerns. The burden of
proof is on the applicant to provide extraordinary construction management plan and the current
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CMT is bare bones and not credible. As an example, Condition 13 provides that “there shall be
no staging or storage of any kind on public streets and shared access drives.” Yet the very next
sentence contradicts this, referring to staging “one truck at a time at the end of Monticello shall
wail no longer than 5 minutes prior to proceeding to the construction site.” Condition 28B
incorrectly references a year old construction management plan which is indicative of the lack of
attention to detail the neighbors are concerned about. The most recent April 2014 plan which
she assumes is the current plan to be used notes that “Deer Hill Road is where they will stage.”
Again, this is in direct conflict with Condition 13. Staging on Deer Hill or on Monticello would
violate public health, welfare and safety. The intersection at Deer Hill and North Thompson is
directly across from the entrance and exit to the BART station. There is a crosswalk for
pedesfrians at this intersection and those who travel Deer Hill to get home or to commute on
BART know this is essentially a blind hill and already a huge danger to pedesirians, bicyclists
and even motorists. Her car was rear-ended at this exact intersection 4 years ago and she has
personally seen a number of near misses in her 5 months in the neighborhood. The danger to
the public would be exponentially increased by 12,000 10-wheeler trucks coming over the blind
intersection at North Thompson and Deer Hill. Again, she reiterated that the existing
construction management plan and conditions of approval are not sufficient, contradict
themselves, and provide no real means of enforcement. They provide no details on who would
enforce the 5 minute idling times or the repercussions on breaking these limits. The CMP and
COA are at best, high level guidelines. The scale of this project demands better upfront
transparency and planning. The proposed Wight structure is not in the best interest of the public
health, safety and general welfare of the neighborhood or the City and the existing construction
management plan does nothing to mitigate the risk to the public or the concerns of neighbors
and families. The burden of proof is on the applicant and the construction management plan
does not provide that proof. She respectfully asked the Council to acknowledge that the findings
under Section 6-275 and 6-2701 cannot be made. She asked to please help ensure her new
neighborhood does not become one of the most dangerously trafficked areas in Lafayette for
the foreseeable future. There is a way to build a home at the top of Monticello that will not
threaten them with this reality. This structure and the current construction management plan are
net compatible with that goal.

LAURIE WALTER, said her property adjoins the Wight's property. She is down the canyon from
the water tower road. She will say that the water does not just flow down the road but a large
portion of it flows into a private huge drainage system they have in their backyard which has
already silted over once in the 2 years they have lived there; however, she does not have the
expertise to present any information on that. She voiced concerns regarding traffic in the area.
Her family moved 2 years ago from a hillside home in Lafayette because they were foolish
enough to have 3 boys and were specifically looking for a neighborhood where there are
children where high energy boys could ride their bikes back and forth to town, to school, to
friend’s houses and so on. They were thrilled to find a very pedestrian centric neighborhood.
There are no sidewalks, no shoulders, and the neighborhocd simply pays aftention fo
pedestrians. They drive slowly and are very careful. She does not believe trucks will be doing
this. The neighborhood is so concerned with the safety of its pedestrians that they invested in
security cameras. If people speed in this neighborhoed, people will hear about it through public
shaming. Again, when looking at the staggering number of trucks, the numbers do not add up
and she is very concerned for the safety of her children and pedestrians. She is also concerned
with the amount of fumes coming from those trucks; however other people will speak on this
issue. She would never wish to stop someone from building their dream home, but she believes
that she is entitled to have her own dreams for her own home and her dreams do not impinge
on anybody else’s. There is a petition of 112 signatures concerned about fraffic from one project
and one home. She asked the Council to require the applicant to redesign the project in such a
way that fewer truckloads are required. Once redesigned, a detailed traffic management plan
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needs to be developed in conjunction with the applicant and neighborhood, and she believes
this is a very reasonable request to mitigate the health and safety risk to an entire
neighborhood.

ANN JULIUS ceded time to Daniel Oxenburgh.

DANIEL OXENBURGH, said he and his wife moved to their home at the beginning of 2014 and
he offered the Council a perspective as both new residents of Happy Valley Glen and as a
homeowner whose property is at a lower elevation to the east of the proposed Wight mansion.
Based on the current mass and siting, the findings in Section 6-2071 cannot be made, This
section references loss of privacy, visual impact and character of the trail corridor. The story
poles that represent the southeast half of the house are clearly visible both from his property as
well as the public trail in Briones that abuts their backyard to the east. This section of the public
trail lies within the marked elevation map that is used as a guide to establish locations from
which views are considered. In the process of purchasing their home, he asked the selling agent
why the story poles were not included in the disclosures and his response was that the story
poles were so clearly evident from multiple areas from his property that they did not need to be
disclosed. Further, he told them that it was the buyer's responsibility to determine “how a clearly
very large proposed structure would affect the privacy, views and value of the home.” The
structure, as proposed, is visible to the southeast today and will create a massive silhouette
rising up from what today is a pristine ridgeline. In fact, he often sits in the backyard and
waiches the sunset over that ridge as it dips behind the poles, and what would be a 2,000
square foot auto court if this house were built. This is all prior to removal of oak trees on the
eastern side that are included in the applicant’'s design plan. Regarding the question of off-site
public visibility, he hiked the ridge trail to take in the surrounding neighborhood. From the
section of the trail marked on the elevation map, again the story poles are visible from this
public space. The other major variable to offsite visibility and privacy is the PG&E Pipeline
Pathways project mentioned earlier. The removal of these trees will create greater visibility of
the Wight mansion both from off-site lower elevations and the ridge corridor and will significantly
decrease privacy and impact views both to the east and to the west. They heard tonight from
Mr. Bowie that they will not affect things, but this massive tree removal project has not been
accounted for in the existing sight line review. The burden of proof is on the applicant and the
current plan does not adequately account for the PG&E Pathways project. At the structure’s
current mass and height, the findings in Section 6-201.d and 6-1905, numbers 3 and 4 cannot
reasonably be made today even with the existing trees. He submits there is no way to consider
these findings until the applicant addresses them within the design and context of PG&E'’s
plans. He would also comment on the scale of the proposed home. Referencing Section 6-1905,
number 3, states that the home should be designed to not appear too massive in relation to
surrounding structures when viewed from off-site. On a hike in Briones, you can see three
homes in the Monticello neighborhood near the ridgeline. They are all visible off site. According
to public records, the Wight mansion would be 3 to 5 times the size of these existing homes.
The findings in Sections 6-275.b and 6-1205 state that the mass and structure of the house will
not appear to be significantly out of scale with the existing neighborhood. Whether viewing this
mansion from multiple places on his property, public off site areas or the ridge tralil, it is clear
that these findings cannot be made with the existing scale of the structure. These same findings -
reference compatibility with the existing neighborhood will also dictate the scale of the next two
proposed homes to be built on this ridge. Were the mansion to be approved, it would set a
precedent for a new scale and new mass in this neighborhood by which future homes and
structures would be judged. One extraordinarily sized mansion would be visible today and would
severely impact the character of the frail corridor. Two more massive homes would permanently
mar the beautiful Lafayette Ridge, creating a string of 10,000 square foot homes that are clearly
visible from both public and private areas. There is a home of scale and mass that would be
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appropriate for this site. This plan does not meet those standards and would dramatically alter
the character of Lafayette’s ridge corridor. In closing, he borrowed words from acting chair
Gordon Chong at the DRC hearing last month; “There's a reason the applicant has to do so
many gymnastics just to fit this extraordinary structure into this location. There is a simpler
solution that does not require extraordinary mitigations and does not place extraordinary
impacts on the City or impositions on the neighborhood.” Again, the burden is on the applicant
to provide such a solution, but the one presented here tonight does not meet the extraordinary
requirements. There are half a dozen findings on compatibility and health and safety that cannot
reasonably be made. He does not believe that a continuation is needed to determine this. He
asked the Council to challenge the applicant not to build their dream home in a vacuum but
within the context of the real world and with the same respect that all Happy Valley Glen
neighbors have for Lafayette and their fellow neighbors.

Councilmember Mitchell asked Mr. Oxenburgh to repeat where his viewing locations are. Mr.
Oxenburgh said his home is direcily to the east of the proposed home on Monticello. His home
is raised at a higher elevation than some of the surrounding neighbors but at a lower elevation
than the proposed home. Councilmember Mitchell said the view must come from the public
road. Mr. Oxenburgh said in looking at the elevation map provided, the Lafayette Ridge Trall
does run through that map marked in red. He hiked up there and can see the home from there.
Councilmember Mitchell asked from that location is it still lower from the house itself. Mr.
Oxenburgh said he did not measure this specifically and he takes the elevation map for what it
is.

TOM STEINBRECHER ceded his time to Peter Clark.

PETER CLARK, representing the Happy Valley Improvement Association, said the association
has continuously opposed this project for the past 7 years because the applicants have insisted
on blatantly viclating Lafayetie's hillside ordinance and ridgeline protections. This is in sharp
contrast with their neutral stance on many other projects within the association’s boundaries.
Most of them are large but well suited to the oversized flat lots on which they were built. If the
Wight's were interested in obeying the law, they could have bought one of these properties, built
their mansion and would have been welcomed with open arms by the HVIA. As the Council
deliberates tonight, the HVIA asks the Council to consider the following points; 1) it is a
mathematical certainty that the findings for an exception to the prohibition to development within
a Class Il ridgeline cannot be made. A two-story structure is not concealed to the maximum
extent possible when a one-story structure can be built in the same place; 2) the currently
proposed sfructure can be seen all over Happy Valley and beyond. This includes a humber of
designated viewing sites at lower elevations. Lafayette’s ridgeline protections were designed to
preserve their view of pristine ridges all around the City. This means that long-distance views of
proposed development representing what many peaple will see are even more important than
close ups seen by just a few, confrary o the applicant’s false assertions; 3) also contrary to
another of the applicant's false claims, buying the highly constrained ridgeline lot does not
entitle them to any part of a view from a house that degrades a pristine vista for the whole
community. Instead, they are entitted to build a concealed house and enjoy the view of
unmolested hills from below like the rest of residents. Aside from being a precedent-setting
violation of Lafayette's ridgeline protections, the project is generally ill-conceived and not in the
best interest of the City or its residents. DRC member Gorden Chong, former President of the
80,000 member American institute of Architects emphasized this point when he voted no,
saying “good design requires the project fo be tailored to the environment rather than
manipulation of the environment fo fit some preconceived notion.” He asked the Council to
remember that it is implicitly voting on three Monticello ridge houses. By following the law and
insisting that the Wight's build a thoughtfully designed right sized home that is fully concealed
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from general view, the Council would be setting the stage for two more such homes. The
reduction and construction impact on downhill neighbors will be huge.

NICHOLAS HASHIM ceded his time to Ben Douglas.

BEN DOUGLAS, said he is here to focus on traffic issues. The approach of the applicants
throughout this process can be summarized in two words—trust us. Trust us that
notwithstanding all concerns about water coming down into people’s property, it will work out.
He is here o speak on the “trust us” regarding traffic where they ensure residents it will work out
once they get their approval. As noted, they circulated a petition in the neighborhood and it was
signed by over 100 people to ask for specific conditions. He added that he is not aware of a
single person in the neighborhood who is not opposed to this project to some extent. Everyone
in the neighborhood is against this for reasons discussed. What they ask is that if this project is
approved as proposed or is approved as a medified version, that there be conditions that
effectively call the bluff of the applicants when they are asking to be trusted regarding the way
they are going to manage the traffic. The first condition is that there only be one truck allowed at
a time in the neighborhood. People have raised the concern about trucks getting stacked up and
staging. They said they will only stage for up to 5 minutes on Monticello, but he thinks this is
very hard to believe that they will handle traffic control so perfectly that they do not get stacked
up, given the very narrow road they must use to access the site and the inevitable delays that
happen in any project. Secondly, they ask that construction fraffic be limited outside of commute
hours. As been noted, Deer Hill Road is a major thoroughfare, very dangerous, and there was a
fatality last summer. There have been some mitigation to it recently but it is still very dangerous.
If there were trucks stacked up along Deer Hill, it would make it even more so. Third, it is not
enough for the applicant to simply have their contractor promise that they will manage the traffic
in a certain condition given the track record of spotty information that has been provided. The
City needs someone who is not on the payroll of the applicant and their contractor to monitor
this, ultimately paid for by the applicant, but it needs to be a City employee or someone who has
an incentive to actually enforce whatever the rules are, whether it is a maximum of 5 minutes on
Monticello or no stacking of trucks. He asked if the City will start flagging the trucks that wait 10-
15 minutes and asked that it be someone who does not owe their job to the applicant and
contractor. Fourth, they ask for an improved way to monitor traffic, and fifth, there needs fo be
some teeth in their promises. He said if there is not some kind of financial penalty for them
violating these rules, he asked what the incentive is for them to follow the rules once the project
is approved. They will do whatever is most financially sensible to maximize the efficiency of their
project, which would be to stack up trucks, unless there are significant fines associated with
violations of these rules. They ask that this also be part of it. Finally, the neighborhood has been
asking for years to meet with the applicants and their contractors and try to figure out how this
can be worked out in a way that would not impact the neighborhood. This has not happened,
and the Council is hearing frustrations of the neighborhood and from the DRC in the way they
were shined on. He therefore asked that the Council consider all these things-and consider this
is from the entire neighborhood.

BREAK
Mayor Tatzin called for a 5-minute break, and thereafter reconvened the regular meeting at
10:50 p.m.

TODD DRASIN, read a letter into the record he prepared during the DRC deliberations which is
pertinent to discussions this evening: Dear Sirs: He is writing to express his concemn regarding
multiple aspects of the Wight project. He fully appreciates that the Wight's have purchased land
and have a right to build a home on that land; however, in its current form, he feels that the
Wight project represents a health hazard and an undue burden for his family and his neighbors.
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He feels that a nearly 10,000 square foot home with a construction period approaching two
years represents an undue hardship on the neighborhood. His home is just beyond the
Monticello cul-de-sac as it starts o climb the hill towards the construction site. His wife and he
are both physicians and the health of their patients depends upon their timely arrival at the
hospital. He is concerned his family will not be able to get in or out of their garage when going to
work, school, soccer practice, language lessons, etc. He is concerned that the small gravel
parking area in front of his home will become part of the staging area for this construction and is
concerned that they will not be able to enjoy their garden without feeling like they were living
next to a freeway due to the diesel fumes. He has two daughters, ages 6 and 9. His family lived
in Los Angeles for a number of years prior to moving to Lafayetie. In Los Angeles, his older
daughter was diagnosed with asthma in response to air pollution. Since moving to Lafayette her
asthma episodes have been few and far between. In his report, the general contractor states
there will be at least 10 to 25 construction related round trips daily during the 22 month period of
construction, totaling anywhere from 5,000 to 12,000 round trips. The vast majority of trucks
traveling to the construction site will be large and diesel powered, bearing heavy loads and
operating in low gears to handle the steep climb. They will generate high volumes of air
pollution, containing particulates that will rain down upon their home. He feels this pollution will
have a cumulative effect on their health over the long construction period. He has no desire fo
return to a situation where his daughter is regularly uncomfortable in and around her own home.
He does not want to have to take her to the emergency room for asthma exacerbations.
Safeguards to monitor and limit pollution must be in place before any significant construction
much less construction of this magnitude is embarked upon. Finally, he feels the scale of the
proposed project sets a dangerous precedent in their neighborhood. This is just the first
construction and two more lots exist at the top of Monticello Road. It is his experience that
construction always takes longer than the estimate and if it is true in this case and all three
owners embark on projects of similar scale to the Wight proposal, the neighborhcod could be
faced with a steady stream of construction vehicles for the better part of a decade. In
conclusion, while he recognizes the Wight's have a right to build on their property, he feels the
construction should be of appropriate size and scope. The current plan represents an undue
hardship for the community, a heaith hazard for local residents, as well as a dangerous
precedent for future construction on adjacent lots.

GLEN ZAMANIAN ceded his time to Robert Sandberg.

ROBERT SANDBERG, said he has been a physician for 35 years and wanted to talk about the
problems with diesel engines and air quality. Part of the MMD checklist talks about air quality
and staff apparently thought there was less than significant impact. He takes exception to this
because the project is below the operational criteria for pollutant screening size threshold and
the operation screening greenhouse gas. It is also below the construction related screening size
of 114 diesel units (DU). The project will involve more than the usual amount of construction
activity associated with a single family dwelling. He thinks exhaust emissions from powered
construction equipment, dust, motor vehicle emissions associated with vehicle trips of 12,000
diesel engines. The Glen is like a bowl and with 12,000 trucks coming through it the diesel will
just sit there and give problems to children. He referred to a source from the Union of
Concerned Scientists; "Exhaust from diesel trucks contain a toxic mixture of gases and particles
that are harmful to our health.” California is identified that toxic air contaminants and estimates
that 75% of the cancer risk from the air we breathe is atiributable to diesel. People who live near
diesel roads seem to have a higher instance of cancer related illnesses. With 12,000 diesel
trucks coming through the neighborhood over a period of time will bring a tremendous amount
of diesel. In conclusion, from the diesel standpoint, he thinks it is imperative to look at all of this
and decide not to approve this project. He would also like fo talk about noise pollution. The staff
evaluation maintained there was no impact with noise. He takes issue with this as well, as
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heavy trucks have noise in decibels of between 80 and 85 dBA. One diesel bus or heavy truck
preduces noise equivalent of over 32 automobiles. When taking 30 times 12,000, this produces
noise equivalent to 360,000 cars. The staff evaluation states there is no significant impact on
either of these things but it shows that both noise and diesel can have significant impact on the
health and safety of the neighborhood.

Mayor Tatzin asked what the effect of “clean diesel” is. Mr. Sandberg said it would be less of a
problem and he would mandate that the project confractors use clean diesel vehicles for the
project, which would be an improvement.

RICHARD STULIFFE ceded his time to Sarah Pei En-Drasin.

SARAH PE] EN DRASIN, said the Council heard her husband Todd speak eatlier about their
concerns for their daughter's health. They consulted with two specialists in pulmonary medicine
who had identical opinions, and in the interest of brevity, she read the letters into the public
record: “To the members of the Lafayette City Council: | am writing this letter on behalf of the
residents in the community of Lafayette, CA as a pulmonary medicine specialist regarding the
proposed construction project in this community and it has been brought to my attention the
proposed residential construction project by Mr. Wight. Due to the nature, location and extent of
the work necessary, it is believed that the project will take nearly two years to complete. During
this period, there is expected to be significant construction traffic impact in this area. Grave
concern has been raised regarding the excessive diesel exhaust exposure that this community
might be subjected to during this period of time. As a physician specializing in pulmonary
medicine, | deal with common respiratory illnesses such as asthma, emphysema, both of which
impact quality of life and can be potentially life threatening when a flare up is triggered.
Envircnmental exposure is a well-recognized trigger leading to clinical exacerbation for these
conditions. Diesel exhaust particulate is one such exposure of concern here. It has repeatedly
been demonstrated in animal models as well as in clinical settings that diesel exhaust
particulate increases oxidated stress and airway inflammation which in turn are correlated to
increased respiratory symptoms and at risk disease control. Furthermore, there is also concern
for such exposures in neurological affect in generating allergies and other hypersensitivity
reactions, some of which may demonstrate latency and only manifest in symptoms years down
the road. While it is unreasonable to eliminate diesel exhaust production altogether and
practically impossible to avoid all such exposure in current society day to day activities, one
must wonder if the scale of construction being proposed in this locale is truly appropriate for a
residential project. Given that this is a family-oriented community one must also consider the
potentially serious health consequences for the existing residents in this area both young and
old. It is with these concerns that | strongly urge the City to re-examine the potential
environmental and health impacts the said project raises. Sincerely, Kenneth Way, M.D. Home
Area Critical Care Medicing, Assistant Clinical Professor of Medicine at the David Geffen UCLA
School of Medicine.” As members of the Council responsible for protecting the safety, health
and general welfare of the whole community, she thanked the Council in advance for its
thorough consideration of this proposed project.

EXTEND MEETING

ACTION: It was M/S/C {Mitchell/B. Andersson) to exiend the meeting to 11:45 p.m. Vote: 5-0
(Ayes: Tatzin, B. Andersson, M Anderson, Mitchell, and Reilly; Noes: None).

CHARLOTTE CRANMER ceded her time to Colby Powell.
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COLBY POWELL, said most of the things he was going to talk about have already been
commented on. He spoke of his background and what his view of this project has been. He is
the Vice President of a concrete construction business at a local company that has been around
since 1907. He has been involved in more than 30 multi-million projects, some very large and
some very small and he has also rebuilt three of his own homes in the Lamorinda area and is
very familiar with what makes a residential projects versus a high end residential, versus a
commercial project, and he has a hard time in a neighborhood that he moved into, knowing he
could have built a house any size he chose to within the guidelines. Average home size in their
neighborhood is between 3,000 and 4,000 square feet and this home is over twice that size. He
does not see it as a fit in its current proposal. Because of its size, location and complexity, it is
more equivalent in his mind to a commercial project. The fact that it is three times the
neighboring sizes doesn't in his mind make it of the same character or in the same context of
the other homes and he does not think it can be considered by any stretch a typical residential
project. They have talked about the construction management plan and while he sympathizes
with Young and Burton in knowing lacking details, he also knows there is a risk the applicant
takes on when they propose a project like this in this type of location that is this unigue. It may
mandate that they do more than a normal project would do {o prove their case, and this is where
he thinks this is falling short. Also discussed are impacts of grading, hydrology, parking, and
they have not even begun to discuss utility and infrastructure upgrades that are likely going fo
be necessary to support a home that is going to be over twice the size of all of its neighbors,
located at absolutely the furthest point away from ufility services. The Fire Department made
him install a fire hydrant when he built his home of 4,200 square feet and he cannot imagine
what this will need. So size does matter. It ripples down to everything that goes on with a
project, and he really feels strongly that while he supports construction of all kinds, he has a
hard time supporting a project this size in his neighborhood. There is a iot of complexity to this
project and he said at the DRC meeting that he felt that an EIR weould be appropriate. While this
is not a technical recommendation, it is a recommendation based on the simple fact that they
simply do not know all of the impacts a project of this size will likely have on the surrounding
neighborhoods and the very dangerous precedent that it sets for at least two more homes in the
immediate ridge and other areas that have views of this same property. Lastly, he pulled an
excerpt from the DRC commentary from April 10™ “It is that the scale of the gesture is what we
are talking about. Excessive architecture is being created where it is not necessary.” In
summary, he felt strongly that this project should be right sized and as proposed it is simply too
large.

BARBARA SUTLIFFE ceded her time to Alan Yu.

ALAN YU, state he only recently learned of the existence of the PG&E gas transmission pipeline
that traverses their neighborhood and is located immediately adjacent to the proposed Wight
project at the top of Monticello Road. He wants fo focus on the significant safety issues of this
pipeline which has not been adequately vetted. Gas pipelines carry natural gas at significantly
higher pressures than distribution pipelines that typically deliver gas to residential
neighborhoods. A rupture of a transmission pipeline due to pipe, joint or seam failure caused by
corrosion, earth movement or a consfruction accident would result in a catasfrophic
conflagration destroying much of the neighborhood and starting a Wildland fire in Briones Park,
threatening an even larger area of homes. The San Bruno fire was the result of the failure of a
transmission pipeline such as this. Regarding the unknown impacts of the PG&E high pressure
gas transmission pipeline, PG&E has been contacted three times by the Glen neighborhood to
answer the following questions: What is the age and condition of this pipeline? When was it last
tested and by which method? At what pressure and cubic feet per minute is the gas flowing? Is
there a maintenance and inspection program in place and have these records been checked
and verified and by whom? Today’s timely Chronicle front page article indicated that PG&E’s
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records are either missing and unreliable and many of the findings are inaccurate. To date there
has been no responses to our requests for answers from PG&E. The neighborhood has
expected that the staff report would address these very relevant issues. He also asked has
Lafayette’s Fire Department been alerted to the potential fire hazard to this community due to
the proximity this project is to the pipeline. He asked about other fire protection agencies
affected; Moraga-Orinda Fire, Contra Costa Fire, Cal Fire, and the East Bay Regional Park
District Fire. Despite these issues having been raised at a number of other meetings, he does
not recall having heard any answers to these questions. There were no safety references to the
PG&E gas pipeline in the staff report and attached Mitigated Negative Declaration. He
presented two pictures are from the gas pipeline right-of-way just below the Lafayette Ridge
Trail. The right photo shows an exposed part of the pipeline with metal corrosion between 1/8"
and % inch, Long time hikers of this trail say this pipeline has been exposed for at least 15 years
and presumably has not been inspected in that time period or longer. The lower part of the
pipeline crosses the Wight property before descending across Glen Road. This part runs
immediately parallel to where the access road construction occurs which may radically change
drainage patterns. Immediately below the pipeline is an area above Hastings Court which has
historically been an area of soil instability and seasonal landslides, as referenced in the Allen
Crop and Associates geotechnical report. He asked why this association was not referenced
. and subsequently analyzed as part of the Wight project and MND analysis. Frankly, if he was
building a house this close to the pipeling, for his own piece of mind and my family's safety and
that of my neighbors, | would want these agencies to be contacted and have an opportunity to
determine the integrity of this pipeline and determine what measures should be implemented to
address the community’s fire safety concerns. Today’s article in the Chronicle pointed out that it
took PG&E 90 minutes to shut off the gas. Meanwhile, the fire raged, destroying more than 37
homes and causing a number of fatalities. Automatic shut-off valves are required now on all gas
lines coming into homes at very low pressures. He asked why aren’t automatic shut off valves
required on high pressure transmission lines traversing residential neighborhoods. Many may
recall a house fire a few years ago two houses from him home. The responding firefighters were
so concerned that the fire could spread throughout the neighborhood if the tall trees on
surrounding properties caught fire that they called in mutual aid and a helicopter was dispatched
to prevent the fire from turning to the treetops. This is for a small single family home. He
respectfully requests approval of this project be postponed until the significant health and safety
issues raised tonight are addressed by the agency in protecting lives and properties.

Vice Mayor B. Andersson said he appreciates Mr., Yu's concern about the PG&E pipeline.
PG&E has become a topic of conversation recently and one thing the Council discovered is that
he has a pipeline running about 100 feet from his back door and the Mayor has one running
through his front yard. He asked why Mr. Yu thinks this particular project causes a safety issue
since the exposed parts are not on this property and in fact, the line shown on the map runs
under some other homes that are already in existence. Mr. Yu said any project this scale and
the movement of that much earth could create earth movement as well as potential construction
accidents.

JANE EBE ceded her time to Donn Walklet.

DONN WALKLET referred to the map shown and said the pipeline traverses the property. There
is dramatic drainage and landslides all over the property. The pipeline traverses an area of great
instability which he pointed to. The landslides are activated by seasonal rains and also the
construction on the access road will run contiguous or immediately parallel. The existing access
road will change dramatically and will come extremely close to that pipeline. The changing and
drainage associated with how this road is built also affects the stability of the pipeline. They
honestly do not know what the condition of the pipeline is and this is why they requested
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answers from PG&E. Regarding the subject of complexity, this is what neighbors are talking
about. He thinks it comes down to the project’s size and that size really does matter. He referred
to the contract they had with Allen Crop and Associates which the Council has a copy of. The
Wight's contractor and engineers have focused on the ellipses which obviously makes the
Wight's quite happy. However, you really get excellent engineered drawings from their
contractor but then they start thinking about everybody else. The yellow ellipses are basically all
of the other neighborhoods around this project, none of which were consulted or asked, or the
conditions of their property investigated. So this is why the neighbors are all here. He referred to
the slide previously showing the water drainage patterns which obviously affect the stability of
the slope and the gas pipeline. In the hydrology and water quality part of the analysis, there was
a designation of no impact. The underlying parts substantially increase the rate and amount of
surface runoff in @ manner which floods in or off site and which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage. He points out that the rainfall they reference was an
average end year amount of 27.5. The Council asked about the numbers and he presented a
document from their local meteorologist in their neighborhood, stating that in 1981 and 1982
there was 45 inches and in 1982 and 1983, 51.8 inches, in 2005 and 2006 there was 43.9
inches, and currently the national climate prediction center projects at least a 2 in 3 chance that
the 2014/15 will be an El Nino year. So the 27.5 inch number is totally irrelevant in the context of
what needs to be done here. Likewise, he peinted out that the Wight's engineer did point to the
fact that there is a massive amount of drainage that comes down from the cul-de-sac. It sounds
like they are about to mitigate it. He has no idea what the plan is. He has not seen it but
presented pictures of the drainage at the cul-de-sac and on the Monticello Court, and said this
can happen in any year and not just an El Nino year. They are basically channeling their water
which they say is going to be less. He read their material of how they can take an impervious
surface and make it generate less drainage. Regarding complexity, there is challenging
drainage, elevated terrain, sedimentary rock which is porous, significant modifications to the
access road, difficulty with just transporting people and materials, close proximity to a PG&E
gas transmission line which no one has any idea of what the status is, and intense disruption of
normal neighborhood routines for a long period of time. He submitted comments of speakers at
the DRC’s meeting and suggested that the Planning Commission project denial from the March
12, 2012 meeting says it all as well. He thinks instead of complexity, they should substitute
simplicity. He thinks an aesthefically and appealing home can be achieved and asked to
eliminate the off haul, minimize the logistics of construction and right-size the project to the land
and neighboring circumstances.

ALICIA FAUGIER, she said she owns the private road agreement from the mailbox all the way
up to part of the gate and arcund. She expressed her concems and thanked everybedy for their
participation. She started atlending these meetings 5 years ago and they only had a few people
who came and tonight she knows some people had to leave, but she cited the difference in the
number of people here tonight. Of all residents in the area, the development of this 10,000
square foot house, it probably has the most impact on her and her family. She submitted a letter
and included a drawing showing where she lives. She is literally right below the Wight's and
should anything happen as a result of any of the hillside development, her along with the rest of
her family would be most likely to suffer property losses and potential lives should anything
happen due to environmental concerns related to the Mitigated Negative Declaration. Regarding
the road agreement, she submitted it and highlighted it, and there are many conditions that talk
about hours, times, and that the Council acknowledges this. Interestingly, she submitted this
one or two years ago and it has still yet to be acknowledged. Even as they have talked about
the construction plan, everything she has looked at they have not even noticed or incorporated
any of it. If they are not doing that now, she questioned what this means later on as they go
forward. As the Council reviews the proposed development, she highly encouraged the Councll
to ensure the MND is factually supported, that the Council properly considers avoidable
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mitigation where appropriate and that the City follow legal processes. She is concerned that
many key impacts have not been fully addressed and this is in everybody'’s interests. She asked
how the Council would feel if something were to happen with life or property and she thanked
the Council for their time tonight.

SUMMER HELVEY said she is 10 years old and has 3 siblings, Ted who is 8, Julia who is 12
and Malcoim who is 14 years old. She has lived in her house since she was three years old.
She loves playing in her front yard. Some things she likes tc do is ge on her rope swing, ride
bikes, play basketball, ride scooters, skateboard, play volleyball, soccer, catch, and snake eyes.
She usually does all of these things with her sisters and brother. They also like to play tag and
hide and go seek around the neighborhood. Often they will ride their bikes, scooters and
skateboards down neighbor's driveways and hills. Her mom will watch us to make sure there
are no cars going up or down the street. Her mom and dad have always told her that one of the
only reasons they moved to their street is because of the neighborhood and how quiet it is. They
would never have moved here if it was loud and busy. They always wanted her siblings and her
to be able to play and be outside a lot. She said if there are trucks driving up and down her
street for two years, it will be hard to play and enjoy her same games and activities. If the
project is approved and is not finished for 3 years, she could lose the chance to spend a lot of
time outside. In 2017, she will start high school and she has seen how much homework her
older sister has at Acalanes and she rarely has time to go outside and play. She is worried that
she will miss out on her childhood years to run around and play outside without being nervous
about big trucks coming up and down the street if the project is approved. A year is a long time
in her life and if the project takes one year, she will be sad. If it fakes two years, she will be very
sad, and 3 years, she will be very, very, very sad. Some pecple think it does not matter how
long the project takes, but it matters to her.

MICHELE CARSON ceded her time to Mardy Robinson.

MARDY ROBINSON, read a lefter into the record: "My husband Ned and | purchased our
property in Happy Valley Glen in 1953, built their home and moved into their home in July of
1957. The neighborhood was still being built out at that time. Homes in the neighborhood were
approximately 2,000 fo 3,000 square feet and until recently, most continued at that size. There
have been tear downs, remodels and a couple of empty lots now under construction that have
been somewhat larger. However, it has remained a neighborhood of families who are
concerned for one another and for the integrity of the Glen, as well as the compatibility of the
homes. As you know, the roads in the Glen are narrow, have no sidewalks, curbs or gutters. |
believe Monticello Road has no real road base and the road edges are crumbling away now. [{
appears fo be narrower than Glen Road. They have always had to be exiremely careful of
pedestrians and children who use the streets because of this harrow size. Once the Jennings
preperty on Monticello Ridge was subdivided, it was apparent that homes would be built there
keeping in mind a community-supported ridgeline ordinance that would protect the hills from
obvious development. There is a general consensus in the neighborhood that the Wight's or any
other property owners are entitled to build on their property, but it is the size of the proposed
structure that is stressing. As you know, from the history of all the years of hearings on this
project; the DRC, Planning Commission, City Council, the Planning Commission considered a
square footage of between 5,000 and 6,000 square feet to be acceptable. Another architect was
brought into the picture and new plans were presented probably a couple of years later. The

owners revised the approved plan for a house instead of some 10,000 square feet and the
~ Planning Commission denied the application. But that denial was overturned by the Council.
Through this entire process, there seems to be no willingness to consider the concerns of the
neighborhood or even speak with the neighbors. The large size of the currently proposed house
creates complexity which ultimately will affect the duration of construction and the health and
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safety of the neighborhood. If the Council would consider a significant decrease in fotal size, it
would alleviate the concerns of neighbors with the possibility of half as many truckloads going
up and down and through our narrow streets over the couple of years of proposed building.
Decreased traffic from the building site would provide less damage to the access road and
neighborhood streets as well as address the safety concerns. Less disruption to the natural
ridgeline will ameliorate the concern of extensive drainage issues that have impacted the
Maonticello neighborhood for years. Except for my use of the lower section of Glen Road below
Monticello, 1 am not directly affected by this project but | can see some of it through her trees.
However, this is my neighborhood and | do care about the impact on all the neighbors and | do
urge the Council to reconsider the size of this project and recommend a smaller home that will
be compatible with cur neighborhood.”

BYRNE MATHIESEN, said she is a 35 year resident of Lafayette and her neighborhood is just
south of the infamous U-turn, and as Donn Walklet showed the Council, the water does drain
down there. In the 35 years she has lived on Hilltop Drive, she is aware of both mud and
landslides. One was a slip slide when she did not live there in 1969. There have been floods in
the area and so when talking about average rainfall, one big storm will rain down and cause a
[ot of trouble. On Hilltop Drive, the 3 homes on the south side have a tipping of their swimming
pools, and hers is included, which is due to the underground stream that picks up some of the
flow from the hill. In the time she has lived there, the pool was tipped when they purchased the
house, but it tipped further in two increments to the point where they had fo raise the shallow
end in order for their pool to still function properly. So, this happened in years when they did not
have much rain, but they had enough to do that. There are also springs in the house directly
across the street on Hilltop Drive. EBMUD did not replace the water fower due to the access
road problems and settled for road repairs because it was such a huge project to rebuild the
road and put in a new tower. When the deal was struck with the Jennings for the three building
lots, in exchange for the ridge as a permanent open space, houses were 2,000 to 3,000 square
feet and no one thought they would be up against something like 10,000 square feet. The
residents of Monticello are expected to bear the brunt of the construction traffic going up the
mountain and without significant mitigation life will be unbearable for residents. She asked the
Council to explore the transportation of building materials by helicopter. In Norway, it is a
common practice is a country full of challenging terrain. She said while expensive, if the Wight's
can build this house, she thinks they can afford this service.

Rebuttal = Applicant

David Bowie said what he has heard are many comments about size. He has not heard
anything about the architecture of the home. Size of the home really is not much of an issue
because the Council has already made a determination on size, mass, bulk and siting. To do
that, the Council must make all the findings it has to remake again this evening. Therefore, if the
Council made it once, he does not see how now they cannot make it again. What he heard this
evening is that there are incidental aspects of size because there will be more truck traffic and
disruption, but this is all people are really talking about. When looking at the findings regarding
size, it all has to do with the extent feasible minimizing the loss of privacy or views, o the extent
feasible reducing visual impact, to the extent feasible avoiding view sheds from the public
viewing map from lower elevations from this particular site. These are all findings the Council
has already made and those same findings remain unchanged and still apply to this particular
project. A number of Councilmembers know that a couple of years ago, he represented the
project at 4165 Canycn Road. This was a 10,000 square foot project to be built on a one-acre
lot in similar constrained neighborhoods with similar constrained roads. He suggested there was
also no staging area. This home is still under construction now and he is not aware of any
complaints about construction management, and this site was a one-acre lot with less building
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area. This site is approximately 14 times the size of the typical lots within the neighborhood and
they happen to be building a home that may be arguably 2 to 3 times that size, but it is a home
no one can see so it does not make any difference. Even more to the point is the following, and
they put this information out to the Council on at least two prior occasions—the cut and fill is
2,725 yards of cut and 1,900 cubic yards of fill and 875 cubic yards of export. Of all of that, 610
cubic yards have to do with the auto court which they must have whether the homs is 5,000 or
20,000 square feet, so size is irrelevant on this issue. Another point, it is a red herring to talk in
terms of 12,000 frucks. The construction management plan indicates a potential range of
vehicles from 6,000 to 10,000 over more than two years. In addition, virtually all of those
vehicles are nothing more than trucks, pickup trucks, cars, vans commuting back and forth and
so forth. For actual large trucks, the number is actually 300, which is for the off haul and also for
the concrete pumping trucks and the input. This is truck trips so half in and half out again. This
will be front-end loaded and come over the first 8 months of this project. This amounts to
approximately 2 per day. Admittedly, an average is misleading because obviously there will be
days when there will be more traffic and other days where there will be no traffic. Practically,
they have a situation where the maximum trucks will be 10 in and 10 out. Again, it is 300 and
not 12,000 diesel trucks, and there were not that many going up and down Canyon Road either.
In this instance, as was the case with respect to Canyon Road, this is public roadway and they
have as much right to use those public roads as everyone else. Everyone else has garbage
pick-ups and for years there have been none, so in a way, they are getiing back what everybody
else has enjoyed and there is no additional burden whatsoever. Lastly, he is amazed with this
having to do with CEQA. He said this is an existing subdivision and an existing lawful Iot with
existing access road. Staff will say everything is done in terms of baseline conditions. There
might or might not be significant environmental impacts with respect to truck traffic, but this is
not a baseline condition involved at all for CEQA purposes. The only CEQA issue is the
potential unusual circumstances which might give rise to potential significant impacts related
solely to biotic and this is what the mitigated negative declaration is all about. All the rest about
CEQA is not applicable as a matter of law. The Council has already approved this project once
and in his opinion, the Council must approve it again. There are no real grounds to turn it down
and he urged the Council to approve the project after such a long delay.

Vice Mayor B. Andersson said he looked at the chart from the construction management
company and indeed it suggests 6,000 trucks total. Indeed, some of those will be pickups and
so forth, but when adding up from the chart the cement trucks and the 10-wheelers and delivery
trucks, they are more in the order of 2,000. So they might have been high, but he said Mr.
Bowie is low from his own documents. Mr, Bowie said he actually had Young and Burton relook
at the whole situation from the standpoint from their construction experience to see what the
real number is. The number he indicated at 300 trucks can be confirmed by them.

The public portion of the hearing was closed.
EXTEND MEETING

ACTION: It was M/S/C (Mitchell/B. Andersson) to extend the meeting to 12:00 a.m. Vote: 5-0
(Ayes: Tatzin, B. Andersson, M Anderson, Mitchell, and Reilly; Noes: None).

Mayor Tatzin said he thinks the first thing to discuss is whether the Council believes it can make
the findings because if they cannot make the findings this evening, there is no need to discuss
either the EIR or conditions. If the Council concludes it can make the findings, they can begin to
discuss the other items.
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Councilmember Mitchell said he cannot make the findings. He agrees with the DRC and thinks
Mr. Bowie accurately pointed out that this is a two-phase project and the findings are not
necessarily applicable to Phase |. They need to address the Phase Il findings. He agrees with
DRC Commissioner Chong in his inability to make the findings 6-2071.f and j. Commissioner
Hertel did not make the same section 6-2701.h. Commissioner Chong did not make 6-275.2. He
said he cannot make the findings 6-275.4 which talks about general architectural
considerations. Commissioner Hertel could not make 6-275.b.1. Commissioner Agrawal could
not make finding 6-1905.1 and Commissioner Chong could not make 3-701.2. These all in his
opinion apply to the Phase 1l and he agrees with them and his inability to make the findings.

Mayor Tatzin said two of the Commissioners voted for it, and Councilmember Mitchell agreed
that they did vote it but they said they could not make the findings. He agrees with their inability
to make the findings.

Vice Mayor B. Andersson said he has gone through the findings, as well and the same tend to
jump out at him, particularly 6-2071.f and j, as well as 6-275.b.4, and most of 3-701. His concern
is that there are still questions about how the hydrology works and how the design was actually
put together and at this time, he would hope they would get a much better clarification of that
design and what is actually intended. There is indication of what sorts of things go in there, but
he is not convinced at this point. Some of those findings he cannot make have to do with the
scale and indeed, although the Council approved earlier the massing and siting, and he still
does not have a problem with the visual aspects of it, but the scale is such that because of the
amount of grading, off haul and number of trucks, it becomes an issue. It may be that the
grading would be the same for a 2,000 square foot home, but he is not convinced of that, but
there are other factors as well that the size aggravates this, so he is not prepared to make all of
the findings.

Councilmember Reilly said she too agrees with colleagues and cannot make the findings
Section 6-2071.], primarily due to the massing. She thinks the 10,000 square foot home is one
mass but the additional buildings of over 7,000 square feet are part of the project. She can also
not make the findings under Section 6-275.b.2 and Section 6-1905.2 with the information she
has today. She noted that some of the questions she had asked at the beginning of the evening
were not answered so she could make some of these findings.

Councilmember M. Anderson said he actually wanted to get some clarification for the general
process of Phase [ versus Phase |l and he talked with staff about this. He wanted to confirm his
sense of the process and counter to what Mr. Bowie is saying Phase | is a massing and siting
process. When they went into Phase |, they were looking for a place to put a house that is
allowed for an owner of a piece of property on their site. The owner proposed two sites and the
Council chose one as being possible, which was within the ridgeling, but the choice was to have
it there or have it in a much worse position that was much more exposed, and this is how they
ended up with this site. With that proposal there was a mass proposal that was a 10,000 square
foot house, but that process has always been about what the envelope is allowed. Given that
site, it is what can be put there. It was not an approval of those particular plans but a set of
plans handed to the Council for that process but no one approved that plan. This is what the
Council is doing now. It is the Phase |l process that looks at the specific plan, the specific
grading proposal, drainage and all the things that will actually impact the environment and
possibly the neighborhood. So with that as a basis, he feels totally free to look at this and say, is
this the right size or is it not the right size? The Council did not approve this project in the Phase
| process. They gave it a site and a massing envelope. So, he has some difficulty with a few of
the findings and not as many as other Councilmembers. His concern would be 6-2701.f which is
the grading minimizing, as well as 6-2701.j which has to do with creating a nuisance or hazard
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or enforcement problem for the neighborhood. He is concerned about the affect the access and
circulation will have on the neighborhood itself, and then he goes to 3-701.2 which is that the
grading will not significantly increase erosion or flooding affecting the site or other property. He
does not have enough information to know that in fact this is a project that would not create
those problems. So he cannot make those three particular findings.

Mayor Tatzin said clearly there are 4 Councilmembers who cannot make the findings and he
cannot make all of them either, but he would add that this is clearly a legal Iot. A house is
entitled {o be built on it. He does not think anyone has contested that and if they do, they should
offer to purchase the property because it is a legal lot. People have asked why the Council
approved the Phase | design when the Planning Commission turmed it down. The reason was
that the applicant showed flexibility in that the proposal that the Council approved was different
than what was taken from the Planning Commission and the applicants changed the design so
the Council felt that the visibility for siting and massing purposes was acceptable, and that was
what was in front of them at that point. There is a lot of testimony and conversation by the
Council in going through the minutes to make it very clear that this was not an overall approval
of the project. They agreed that the Phase | improvement would actually lapse after a certain
period of time if the Phase Il had not been approved, but it was a reasonable place to start.
What Phase Il looks at, and he asked this of staff in the beginning because it was not in the staff
report, was that the Phase Il process is to look at the impacts of the project that is approved in
Phase | along with more detailed architectural issues. His concern is that the impacts still
appear too great to make all of the findings. The findings he cannot make are similar to those
that others cannot make. For example, item j with regards to the hillside findings, items 2 and 4
with regard to the design review findings, the 6,000 square foot home review finding regarding
excessive grading, the grading findings 1, 2 and 5, uncertainty regarding the impact of the
PG&E easement on the ultimate design because the Council does not know what PG&E may
require. And it may be that ultimately the impacts could all be reduced to acceptable levels, but
it is the applicant’s responsibility to demonstrate that can occur. He does not think that occurred
this evening. There is information before the Council that the hydrology study might be fine, but
truthfully it did not come across as being as good as it could have been in terms of being as
certain as he would hope about what the calculations were. There is some uncertainty about
whether there is going to be staging on Deer Hill Road for instance in the middle of a bike lane
and what the impacts of that would be for people wanting to turn left in front of a big truck on
Deer Hill Road. So, they are just not there. The Council is not in a position to deny the project
tonight. They would have to do a denial resolution and he would suggest that the Council direct
staff to prepare a denial resolution and that they bring this back at either the first or second
meeting in June. This obviously provides an opportunity for the applicants fo demonstrate and
work with the neighborhood to show that they can develop a project that has acceptable
impacts. To him, this is not an issue of size but an issue of impacts. If they can mitigate the
impacts, then they can deal with the issues. Some people have objected to the size for size
alone. Some people have objected to the size because they think it relates to impacts, and he is
not sure which it is. He thinks they can be able to have this project and figure out how to deal
with the impacts separately. For example, at the July 2012 hearing there was many references
by Mr. Bowie to his assumption that while maybe there could be 1,000 cubic yards of off haul, it
could be zero; that perhaps the whole project could be balanced on site, or that at a maximum it
might be 600. Tonight in the document materials it is 1,000 and what we heard from Mr. Bowie
in his closing comments it was 800. He does not have any clue. If the applicant cannot give him
a clue, he questioned how he can assess the impacts to determine whether the project meets
the criteria. He cannot then make the findings. This burden is on the applicant and he thinks at
this stage, the Council has no choice but to ask that staff develop a resolution of denial.
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Vice Mayor B. Andersson made this motion to direct staff to prepare a resolution of denial based
on the findings discussed tonight and that the Council encourages the applicant to address a
number of the issues that relate to those findings.

Councilmember M. Anderson seconded the motion and asked for a date certain.

Mayor Tatzin suggested the second meeting in June and he asked to include in the motion that
the Council extend the Phase | approval through June 23, 2014. Councilmembers accepted this
amendment. Mayor Tatzin said the applicants must decide what they want to do. He thinks a
number of members of the neighborhood have talked about how there are groups of people who
would be willing fo meet with them and come up with resolution, and the applicants have to
decide whether they want to do this.

ACTION: It was M/S/C (B. Andersson/M. Anderson) to direct staff to prepare a resolution of
denial for the June 23, 2014 Council meeting based on the findings discussed tonight and that
the Council encourages the applicant to address a number of the issues that relate to those
findings and to extend the Phase | approval through June 23, 2014. Vote: Ayes: B. Andersson,
M Anderson, Mitchell, Reilly and Tatzin; Noes: None).

11. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR ~ None

12. COUNCIL/COMMISSION REPORTS
A. Councilmember report on activities and consideration of matters a
councilmember wishes to initiate for placement on a future agenda.

The Council deferred their reports to the next meeting.

B. Mayor Tatzin
1. SB1455 places a Bond Measure on the 2014 statewide general election ballot
to fund library construction and renovations.
Recommendation: Discuss and direct.

ACTION: It was M/S/C (Tatzin/M. Anderson) to continue the item. Vote: 5-0 (Ayes: B.
Andersson, M Anderson, Mitchell, Reilly and Tatzin; Noes: None).

2. SB 391 imposes a $75 fee on the recordation of each real-estate document,
except for documents related to sales, to provide a permanent funding stream
for the Homes and Jobs Trust Fund to support the development, acquisition,
rehabilitation, and preservation of homes affordable to low- and moderate-
income households.

Recommendation: Discuss and direct.

ACTION: It was M/S/C (Tatzin/B. Andersson) to continue the item. Vote: 5-0 (Ayes: B.
Andersson, M Anderson, Mitchell, Reilly and Tatzin; Noes: None).

3. Proclamations recognizing members of the Stanley Jazz Messengers — Middle
School Big Band Division at the 2014 Next Generation Jazz Festival
Recommendation: Direct the Mayor to work with staff to prepare proclamations for
presentation to members of the Stanley Jazz Messengers at the May 27, 2014 City
Council meeting.
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