City of Sebastopol
Design Review Board Staff Report

Meeting Date: August 18, 2021

Agenda Item: TA

To: Design Review Board

From: Kari Svanstrom, Planning Director
Jeffrey Setterlund, Contract Planner

Subiject: Design Review, Tree Removal, Tree Protection Plan for 771 and 773
First Street

Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

Applicant/Owner: Thrive Construction/Builders’ Studio, Gregory Beale & Marilyn
Standley & Ryan Connelly

File Number: 2021-28

Address: 771 and 773 First Street

CEQA Status: Exempt

General Plan: Medium Density Residential (MDR)

Zoning: Single Family Residential (R3)

Introduction:

The applicant is seeking approval of Design Review, Tree Removal, and Tree Protection Plan to
construct a new single family residence and accessory dwelling unit at 771 and 773 First Street.
Design Review Board approval is required because the application involves the development of
a new single-family dwelling unit in a new residential subdivision of three or more units per Section
17.450,010.A(2) of the Zoning Ordinance. The single-family dwelling will be located on one of
the three lots approved by the City Council on September 18, 2001, as part of the ‘Schoch
Subdivision.’

Project Description:

The project proposes to construct: a new 5,321 square foot (SF) single family residence with a
1,481 SF attached garage/workshop; a new 801 square-foot detached accessory dwelling unit
with a 306 SF attached garage; and the removal of one existing protected oak tree. The primary
dwelling unit will be located within a 6,613 square foot area and will have two-stories, a main floor
area of 2,990 square feet, a 3,623 square foot lower floor (including 611 square foot unconditioned
space and the 1,481 square foot garage/shop/storage). The accessory dwelling unit will be
located within a 1,107 square-foot area and will include a 306 square foot garage. The project
proposes 3 covered parking spaces for the primary residence and 1 covered parking for the
accessory dwelling unit. Landscaping will consist of trees, shrubs, and grasses that are native to
West Sonoma County and greater California.




Project Location and Surrounding Land Uses:
As noted above, the site is one of three lots created as part of a subdivision approved in 2001/
The site is accessed via a shared private driveway easement that includes a public utility

easement as well, with utilities already installed to the edge of site. The easement ends at the
north property line of the subject parcel (Lot 3):
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The site contains a portion of Calder Creek along the western side of the site with a required creek
setback; sloped topography from the creek upwards towards the eastern property line; as well as
several onsite trees and shrubs. Development of the single-family dwelling and accessory

dwelling unit will require the removal of 1 protected oak tree, which will require a Tree Protection
Plan and a Tree Removal Permit.
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The adjoining parcels to the east, south, and west are developed with single family residences,
and Lots 1 and 2 to the north are currently vacant, and under the same ownership as the subject
parcel (Lot 3).

Environmental Review:

The project is categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA, pursuant to Section 15303,
Class 3, which includes the construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities
or structures. One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone
constitutes as a categorical exemption of CEQA under Section 15303(a). The project is
consistent with this categorical exemption in that it involves the development of a single-family
dwelling in a single family residential zoning district.

General Plan Consistency:

The General Plan Land Use Designation for this site is Medium Density Residential. The General
Plan describes Medium Density Residential as the following: “Designates areas suitable for single
family dwellings at a density of 2.1 to 6.0 units per acre. Smaller existing parcels within this
designation would not be precluded from developing one housing unit. Population density for this
designation for this density would range from 5.0 to 14.4 persons per acre.” The project is
consistent with the Medium Density Residential Designation in that it involves the development of
a single-family dwelling in an area that contains an array of residential uses.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency:

The site is located in the R3: Single-Family Residential. The Zoning Ordinance states the
following: “The purpose of the R3 District is to implement the “Medium Density Residential” land
use category of the General Plan, and the General Plan goal of preserving Sebastopol’s character
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and image. This districtis applicable to single-family residential areas with densities up to
approximately 5.4 units per acre.” The project is consistent with the R3 Zoning District in that is
a single-family dwelling and accessory dwelling, both of which are permitted uses.

In addition to the R3 District standards, the parcel map delineated Building Envelopes for each of
the lots, which includes a smaller side yard setback to the north of 5 feet; a required creek setback
as delineated on the parcel map to the east (front setback), which is approximate 105 feet from
the west (front) property line; to the south of between 57-80 feet, and 20 feet to the east (rear)

property line.

Code Section

Development Standard Required

Proposed Project

Building Height 30 Feet 27 Feet — 8 %2 Inches
Accessory Dwelling 17 Feet 16 Feet -1 Inch
Section 17.20.30 Stories 2 Stories 2 Stories
Accessory Dwelling 1 Story 2 Story
Lot Coverage 30% 5.6%
Setback: North (side yard) 5 Feet 5 Feet
Accessory Dwelling 5 Feet 5 Feet
Setbhack: East (rear yard) 20 Feet 20 Feet
Accessory Dwelling 20 Feet 20 Feet
82%%0102680%2%\/5 B.n Setback: South (rear yard) 20 I|::§§tt |\'\//||£(/ S0 30 Feet
. 20 Feet Min./30
Accessory Dwelling Feet Max. 30 Feet
Setbhack: West (front yard) 30 Feet 30 Feet
Accessory Dwelling 30 Feet 30 Feet
Section 17.110.030.A (1) Required Parking 2 Spaces 4 Spaces

Building Height is defined as the following under Section 17.08.100.H of the Zoning Ordinance:
“The maximum allowable height shall be measured as the vertical distance from the natural
grade of the site to an imaginary plane located the allowed number of feet above and parallel to
the grade. The natural grade shall not be artificially raised to gain additional building height.”

The project is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance in terms of building height, lot coverage,
and required parking. It is consistent with the Building Envelope designated in the Parcel Map.

City Departmental Comment:

The Planning Department previously circulated the application to the following City departments
for review prior to the August 4th DRB meeting: Building and Safety, Engineering, Fire, City
Manager and Assistant City Manager, and Public Works. The following comments were received.

e Fire sprinklers, smoke detectors, and carbon monoxide detectors are required for both
residences. 2019 California Building and Fire Codes apply.

o Developer shall submit a grading plan prepared by a registered civil engineer to the Public
Works Department, and pay all fees associated with a grading plan check (may be
deferred to building permit application).

e Developer's contractor shall obtain a Grading Permit from the Public Works Department
before beginning any work on the property.




Public Comment:

The Planning Department previously posted the staff report item to the City’s website for review
by the public prior to the August 18th DRB meeting. The following comments are summarized
below.

The Neighbor is concerned that the proposed project is out of character with the neighborhood
due to its size; That the proposed project negatively impacts an ecologically sensitive area; and
that the proposed project will negatively impact one of the last remaining parcels in a sensitive
residential/rural corridor. Additional concerns include impacts on trees from the construction, and
the amount of grading required for the project.

Required Findings:

Section 17.450.030.B.2 of the Zoning Ordinance states that in considering an application for
design review, the Design Review Board shall determine whether the project is consistent with
the following:

a) The design of the proposal would be compatible with the neighborhood and with the
general visual character of Sebastopol.

b) The design provides appropriate transitions and relationships to adjacent properties and
the public right of way.

¢) It would not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.

d) The design is internally consistent and harmonious.

e) The design is in conformity with any guidelines and standards adopted pursuant to this
Chapter.

Additionally, the three parcels in this subdivision are subject to the Conditions of Approval and
CEQA mitigations adopted by Council via Resolution No. 5220 (October 16, 2001). See
attachments for the full Resolution text.

Of note, this Resolution requires design review, and also sets more stringent tree protection and
tree removal requirements than the standard Tree Ordinance, in addition to setting specific
Building Envelope limits that vary from the City’s normal setbacks for the zoning district (as
discussed earlier in this report). Additionally, it includes conditions related to appropriate size and
height of the homes for this and the two lots north of this parcel, discussed further below.

The City’s Tree Ordinance (SMC Section 8.12.060.D of the Tree Protection Ordinance) states
that a Tree Removal Permit may be approved when an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
Certified Arborist has verified at least one of the following conditions:

1. The tree is diseased or structurally unsound and, as a result, is likely to become a
significant hazard to life or property within the next two (2) years.

2. The tree poses a likely foreseeable threat to life or property, which cannot be reasonably
mitigated through pruning, root barriers, or other management methods.

3. The property owner can demonstrate that there are unreasonably onerous recurring
maintenance issues, which are deemed necessary for safety or protection of property. The
property owner is responsible for providing documentation to support such a claim.

4. A situation exists or is proposed in which structures or improvements, including, but not
limited to, building additions, second units, swimming pools, and solar energy systems,



such as solar panels, cannot be reasonably designed or altered to avoid the need for tree
removal.

5. The tree has matured to such an extent that it is determined to be out of scale with adjacent
structures and utilities, or with other landscape features.

Analysis
The project involves the development of a single-family dwelling, accessory dwelling, and hot

tub/spa area on a vacant lot. The property is accessed from a private drive with Lot 2 of the
subdivision, perpendicular to First Street. The dwelling will be developed in a neighborhood that
contains several single-family dwellings of moderate size and various architectural styles.

The main residence is much larger than most of the homes in the area, it is set into the slope at
the rear of the lot. While the City does not have a maximum home size, or floor area ratio (FAR)
limits for residential parcels in the City, Mitigation 8 notes: “The homes to the [sic] built within this
project shall be subject the review and approval for the Sebastopol Design Review Board. The
Board will be guided in their review of the proposal by their adopted Project Review Guidelines
[now called Design Review Guidelines]; by the design criteria set forth in the General Plan, and
by the following infill development standard: In general, the size and height of the homes to be
constructed within this subdivision shall not exceed those of similar homes of more recent
construction in the general area, including both the First Street area and the Swain Woods
neighborhood (Jewell near Hayden).”

While the Condition does not provide for a clear size limit, staff has received communications,
and verified that the average size of homes in these referenced areas and the general
neighborhood ranges from 2,000-3,000 square feet (not including garage/accessory structures,
which are not included in the County’s records for square footage, or accessory dwelling units
[ADUs])). Staff is aware of several larger barns, garages, and workshops in the general
neighborhood; additionally, the County records do not include the square footage for these types
of spaces. Staff has excluded ADUs as those are permitted to be specific sizes under State Law,
which has superseded the 2001 subdivision approval and is now a ministerial process when built
separately from primary residences.

While the size of the home does not need to be an exact match to the surrounding homes to
comply with this Condition of Approval, staff believes it should be within a certain percentage.
Staff recommends the Board discuss either 125% or 150% of the average or upper end of the
surrounding homes, understanding that these homes could add an addition at any time and also
increase over time. Staff further recommends that the Board not go beyond 150% of 3,000 square
feet (the upper end of the range of sizes in the area), as staff believes this would be beyond the
reference to ‘similar homes’ in the condition.

Staff has calculated what this means in terms of square footage (SF) as follows:
125% of 2,500 SF = 3,125 SF 125% of 3,000 SF = 3,750 SF
150% of 2,500 SF = 3,750 SF 150% of 3,000 SF = 4,500 SF

The main house, at 5,321 SF, is larger than any of these averages.



One consideration the Board may wish to consider is the size of the lot, which is larger than most
of the other lots in the neighborhood, at just under an acre (43,181 SF). However, staff also notes
that much of this lot is constrained with the Calder Creek and City’s Creek Ordinance, which is
reflected in the building envelope and the City’s Creek Ordinance (SMC 17.100.060).
Approximately 20,000 SF of the lot is within this creek setback area.

Other than the size of the primary structure, the dwellings appear to be compatible with the
neighborhood in that its design is consistent with several existing dwellings in the area and
contributes to the architectural diversity of the community. The primary and accessory dwellings
incorporate similar design features, articulation, facade style, and are designed to create a
cohesive visual relationship while also distinguishing its own visual identity and individual address.
Applicable design guidelines include:

e Design Guideline Site Planning Al: “Neighborhood Context” Infill development should be
sensitively designed to respect existing patterns, and reinforce the character and context
of existing neighborhoods consistent with applicable development regulations.

o Design Guideline Grading and Storm Water Management E1a: “Grading”. Grading should
be minimized to the extent feasible to reflect existing topography and protect significant
site features, including trees

e Design Guideline Architecture A1: “Relationship to Surrounding Architecture” Architectural
design should be compatible with the developing character of the area, and should
complement the unique aspects of the site. Design compatibility includes complementary
building style, form, size, color and materials. Consider architectural styles of existing
structures on the site, as well as other structures in the area when designing a new building
and provide for a harmonious integration of the new improvements.

e Design Guideline Architecture A2: “Relationship to Surrounding Architecture” In
subdivisions, houses with identical or similar building elevations and/or floor plans should
not be located on adjacent lots or directly across the street from each other. Where a
single house design is used repeatedly, materials and detailing of major facade elements
should be varied.

o Design Guideline Architecture B1: “Massing.” In Large structures should be designed to
reduce their perceived height and bulk by dividing the building mass into smaller-scale
components.

o Design Guideline B3: “Massing.” In Box-like forms with extensive unarticulated facades or
large, unvaried roofs should be avoided.

o Design Guideline B4: “Massing.” A variety of levels and planes should be encouraged to
reduce the massing of larger buildings.

e Design Guideline C1d: “Architectural Details.” Building facades should be articulated by
using color, arrangement, or change in materials to emphasize the facade elements. The
planes of the exterior walls may be varied in height, depth or direction.

The project is consistent with the design guidelines in that it avoids box-like forms, has extensive
articulated facades or large, and varied roofs. However, while the project is well articulated and
encourages a variety of levels and planes in order to reduce the massing, Staff is concerned that



the overall mass of the primary dwelling is considerably larger than existing surrounding
residences within the vicinity. As described in the design guidelines, large structures should be
designed to reduce their perceived height and bulk by dividing the building mass into smaller-
scale components.

As noted above, the Board needs to discuss and determine what constitutes an appropriate infill
development for the size and height of the home given the Subdivision Condition #M8, discussed
above.

In addition, staff recommends the Board review and discuss the potential for a modified massing
scale which represents the applicant wishes, but still provides greater variety to the development,
which could be in combination with any square footage reductions or other requested
modifications.

Staff was initially concerned with the project’s suitability for the site in that its design did not
adequately accommodate the existing slope and proposed significant cut and fill operations in
order to place the proposed structures. The site has a slope form east to west at a grade of about
6% with steeper areas of 10-12% slope along the bank of Calder Creek. The project proposed
original grading at 660 cubic yards of cut, and 300 cubic yards of off-haul. Based on the concerns
of staff, the project’s civil engineer preformed a more detailed estimate, and provided revised
calculations and a revised exhibit (see attachments) at 550 cubic yards of cut, and 380 cubic
yards of off-haul. While the amount of cut has been reduced relative to staff’s original concerns,
staff finds that the extensive grading in order to accommodate the proposed structures may not
reflect the existing topography and protect significant site features, including Calder Creek, which
is located downhill of the proposed project. Specifically, the design review guidelines encourage
balancing the cut and fill when it does not result in further adverse effects to the natural
topography. Staff recommends the Board review and discuss the potential for a modified scheme
which best accommodates the proposed structures, but reduces grading to the site.

While the city does not regulate color, the very light exterior color scheme of the residential
structures may increase the massing of the building given the contract to the surrounding exterior
landscape. While the colors are likely neutral enough to be compatible with the landscape, the
use of only a couple of shades of beige and white to be somewhat monotonous and may emphasis
the sameness and massing of the structures. Staff finds a greater diversity of colors would also
be more compatible with the of the surrounding neighborhood and with the general visual
character of Sebastopol. While the colors are likely neutral enough to be compatible with the
landscape, staff finds that the exterior color scheme, which is limited to a range of beige and
whites, does not provide the same level of individuality to the units across the full set of structures.
Staff recommends the Board review and discuss the potential for a modified scheme which
represents the applicant wishes, but still provides greater variety to the development.

Furthermore, staff finds the design provides appropriate transitions and relationships to adjacent
properties and the public right of way in that it contains sizeable setbacks and sets the structure
low to the ground from the uphill properties to reduce the massing from adjacent parcels.. The
proposed project complies with the required creek and existing drainage swale setbacks located
at the western portion of the subject lot.

The design does not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood in
that it revitalizes a vacant, unmaintained lot and creates a single family and accessory residence
while leaving ample space to create an outdoor area with permeable surfaces, vegetation, trees
and open space that softens the visual appearance of the existing site.
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Finally, the design is internally consistent and harmonious in that it utilizes the same exterior
colors and materials throughout both the primary residence and accessory dwelling unit.

Tree Removal

The City’s Tree Protection Ordinance requires the granting of a Tree Removal permit by the
Sebastopol Tree Board prior to the removal of any protected trees 10” d.b.h (Diameter Breast
Height) or larger in diameter. In addition, Resolution No. 5220 (October 16, 2001), approved by
the Sebastopol City Council for the Minor Tentative Parcel Map, requires the granting of a Tree
Removal permit by the Sebastopol Tree Board prior to the removal of any protected trees 8” d.b.h
(Diameter Breast Height) or larger in diameter.

Prior to the issuance of any building permit or approval of any grading/improvement plans, a Tree
Removal Permit would need to be approved by the Sebastopol Tree Board for any trees protected
under the Tree Ordinance which are to be removed. The project proposed the removal of one
(32" d.b.h) Oak Tree (Tree #4) located at the eastern project boundary of the site which another
three (3) heritage trees of varying d.b.h recommended for removal by the project Arborist. The
heritage black oaks on the east property line are very important trees to the neighbors and the
site. The City Arborist is concerned about severe impacts to these trees as the roots pruning and
pruning is in excess of Sebastopol’s standards are proposed. The impacts on these trees needs
to be further studied prior to construction and severing of the large roots and major pruning. There
is also a significant group/grove of coast redwoods that are shown on the lot plan, but nowhere
else, and not discussed in the arborist’'s report. At least two of the trunks appear to be 20"
diameter, but definitely larger than the 8" diameter required in the subdivision Resolution.
Additionally, some tree driplines do not appear to be accurate on the lot plan and those trees may
be impacted by construction (the 13" Oregon oak at the southwest corner of the driveway entry).
There’s another small coast live oak on the north corner of the driveway on First Street that may
have to be removed for the driveway installation and should be shown and discussed. The
cottonwoods (Populus fr.) and acacias are exempt from protection, but are significant trees on
the site and should be discussed even if they are to be removed. Appropriate replacements for
these trees should be included in the project scope to maintain the character of the site.

Note, the applicant has been asked to provide a clearer tree plan and numbering for the Board’s
discussion.

While the trees recommended for removal are due to construction impacts, staff believes, in
conjunction with other recommended modifications, there may be opportunities to reduce the
impacts to the healthy trees to allow for their retention. The City Arborist will review the detailed
Tree Protection Plan prior to issuance of a building permit to ensure that impacts to the remaining
trees are minimal.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends the Board discuss and determine what constitutes an appropriate infill
development for the size and height of the home given the Subdivision Condition #M8, discussed
above. Staff recommends the board set a maximum size of not more than 4,500 SF of conditioned
space for the primary residence.

Staff further recommends the Board discuss tother potential modifications which, in coordination
with the reduction of the size of the structure, could provide for modified massing, reduction in
grading, and potential reduction in impacts to trees.



If it is the consensus of the Board that the proposed single family and accessory dwelling are
compatible with the site, staff recommends that the application be reviewed and provide
feedback to the applicant

If the Design Review Board feels the project can be approved, with conditions, based on the
facts, findings, and analysis set forth in this staff report, and subject to the conditions of approval
outlined. Key conditions recommended by staff include:

e Reduction of the size of the home to conform to the subdivision condition, with
the reduction based on the Board’s determination based on staff’s analysis and
the Board’s deliberations. In considering these modification, include any
conditions / direction that would reduce grading and potentially allow for
additional protected trees to be retained.

e The proposed hot tub/spa be removed from the project scope given the current
State of California’s drought, and City of Sebastopol Mandatory 25% water
reduction, which includes prohibitions on filling or refilling of pools/spas.

Alternatively, the Board may find that revisions are necessary and a continuance is appropriate.
Staff recommends that the Board provide direction for redesign to the applicant in the event of a
continuance or rationale in the event of a denial.

Exhibit A: DRAFT Findings for Approval
Exhibit B: DRAFT Conditions of Approval

Attachments:
1. Application Submittal Material
2. Conditions of Approval of original Tentative Subdivision Map (2000-049)
3. Schoch Subdivision Resolution No. 5220 (October 16, 2001).

10



EXHIBIT A
DRAFT FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL
DESIGN REVIEW and TREE REMOVAL APPLICATION
File 2021-28
771 and 773 First Street
Thrive Construction/Builders’ Studio

Design Review Findings:

1.

That the project is categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA, pursuant to
15303, Class 3, as it involves the construction and location of limited numbers of new,
small facilities or structures.

That the project, as conditioned, will be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance in that it involves the development of a single-family dwelling and accessory
dwelling unit in an area that contains an array of residential uses, and is consistent with
development standards.

That the dwelling, as conditioned, will be compatible with the neighborhood in that its size
and design are consistent with several existing dwellings in the area.

That the dwelling, as conditioned, will be compatible with the general visual character of
greater Sebastopol in that it is well designed and contributes to the architectural diversity
of the community.

That the design, as conditioned, will provide appropriate transitions and relationships to
adjacent properties and the public right of way in that it contains sizeable setbacks, and
preserves the low to moderate density character of the neighborhood.

That the proposed improvements, as conditioned, will not impair the desirability of
investment or occupation in the neighborhood as the exterior colors contribute to the
overall design of the building, creating a more aesthetically pleasing environment.

That the design is internally consistent and harmonious in that the improvements, colors,
materials, and design are consistent in character throughout the site.

That the design, as conditioned, will be in conformity with Design Review Guidelines as
the improvements, colors, materials, and design will be complementary to the surrounding
residential area.

That the project, as conditioned, will be consistent with Resolution No. 5220 of the
Sebastopol City Council.

Tree Removal Findings:

The City’s Tree Ordinance (SMC Section 8.12.060.D of the Tree Protection Ordinance) states
that a Tree Removal Permit may be approved when an International Society of Arboriculture
(ISA) Certified Arborist has verified at least one of the following conditions:
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10.

The tree is diseased or structurally unsound and, as a result, is likely to become a
significant hazard to life or property within the next two (2) years.

The tree poses a likely foreseeable threat to life or property, which cannot be reasonably
mitigated through pruning, root barriers, or other management methods.

The property owner can demonstrate that there are unreasonably onerous recurring
maintenance issues, which are deemed necessary for safety or protection of property. The
property owner is responsible for providing documentation to support such a claim.

A situation exists or is proposed in which structures or improvements, including, but not
limited to, building additions, second units, swimming pools, and solar energy systems,
such as solar panels, cannot be reasonably designed or altered to avoid the need for tree
removal.

The tree has matured to such an extent that it is determined to be out of scale with adjacent
structures and utilities, or with other landscape features.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

EXHIBIT B
DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
DESIGN REVIEW and TREE REMOVAL APPLICATION
File 2021-28
771 and 773 First Street
Thrive Construction/Builders’ Studio

Approval is granted for the Design Review submittal described in the application and
plans date-stamped May 19, 2021, except as modified herein:

a. The home size shall be reduced to be not more than square feet of
habitable space (not including unconditioned garage/workshop space or
accessory dwelling unit structures).

b. The spa shall be eliminated from the project.

A final Tree Protection Plan shall be submitted to the Planning for the City’s review and
approval by the City prior to issuance of a building permit.

All tree removals shall be replaced within 365 days of removal, with two trees replaced
for each protected tree that is removed. Tree replacement shall conform to the
requirements of Resolution No. 5220.

All improvements shall conform to Conditions of Approval listed in the Schoch Subdivision
Resolution No. 5220 (October 16, 2001).

A fire suppression sprinklers system is required.
Smoke and carbon monoxide detectors are required.

The new residence shall be connected to existing sewer and water lateral services
installed at the time of the Minor Subdivision. All work shall be done in accord with City
Standard Details and Specifications, and any madifications to existing services will
require plan approval and permits from the Engineering Department.

Any work to be done within any street right of way or City utility easement will require a
City Encroachment Permit.

Prior to approval of the Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a Grading Plan to the

Engineering Department for Engineering Review and approval. Upon approval of the
Grading Plan, the contractor shall obtain a Grading Permit.

All new utility services must be placed underground.

Storm water pollution prevention measures for erosion and sediment control will be
required for any work performed between October 15th and April 15th.

Roof drainage from the new unit should be either piped through curb or connected to an
existing onsite drainage system. No drainage may discharge across public sidewalks or
across property lines.

The City of Sebastopol and its agents, officers and employees shall be defended,
indemnified, and held harmless from any claim, action or proceedings against the City, or
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14.

15.

its agents, officers and employees to attach, set aside, void, or annul the approval of this
application or the environmental determination which accompanies it, or which otherwise
arises out of or in connection with the City’s action on this application, including but not
limited to, damages, costs, expenses, attorney’s fees, or expert witness fees.

The Planning Director shall interpret applicable requirements in the event of any
redundancy or conflict in conditions of approval.

This approval is valid for two (2) years, except that the applicant may request a one (1)
year extension of this approval from the Planning Director, pursuant to Section 17.400.100
of the Zoning Ordinance.
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