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Marni Moseley, AICP, Associate Planner
MMoselev(@losgatosca.gov

Architecture and Site Application S-12-103
Subdivision Application M-12-008
Negative Declaration ND-16-001

341 Bella Vista Avenue (west side of Bella Vista Avenue, north of
Charles Street)

Jake Peters and Dan Ross

Dan Ross

Requesting approval to merge two lots and to construct a new single-
family residence and remove large protected trees on property zoned
R-1:8. No significant environmental impacts have been identified and
a Mitigated Negative Declaration is recommended. APNs 529-23-015
and 016.

DEEMED COMPLETE: March 24, 2016
FINAL DATE TO TAKE ACTION: September 24, 2016

Approval, subject to conditions.

General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential

Zoning Designation: R-1:8

Applicable Plans & Standards:  Hillside Development Standards and
Guidelines, General Plan

Parcel Size: 10,155 square feet (when merged)

Surrounding Area:

Existing Land Use | General Plan Zoning

North | Residential Medium Density R-1:8 and
Residential - RM:5-12

East | Residential Medium Density R-1:8
Residential

South = Residential Medium Density RM:5-12
Residential

West | Residential Medium Density RM:5-12:PD
Residential




Planning Commission Staff Report - Page 2
341 Bella Vista Avenue/S-12-103/M-12-008/ND-16-001

May 25, 2016

CEQA:

FINDINGS:

CONSIDERATIONS:

ACTION:

EXHIBITS:

It has been determined that this project will not have a significant
impact on the environment and a Mitigated Negative Declaration is
recommended.

That the project will not have a significant impact on the
environment and a Mitigated Negative Declaration is
recommended.

That the project is consistent with the Hillside Development
Standards and Guidelines.

As required by Section 66474 of the Subdivision Map Act if the
Planning Commission denies the subdivision application.

As required by Section 29.20.150 of the Town Code for granting
approval of an Architecture and Site application.

Approve the applications, subject to the attached conditions.

Previously received under separate cover March 4, 2016:

I

Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration

Previously received with April 13, 2016 Staff Report:
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Location map

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (six pages)

Response to comments on Mitigated Negative Declaration (48 pages)
Required findings (two pages)

Recommended Conditions of Approval (13 pages) .

Project data sheet (two pages)

Consulting Architect’s report (four pages), received November 13,
2013

Consulting Arborist report (35 pages), dated October 28, 2013
Consulting Arborist report (11 pages), dated September 24, 2014
Applicant’s letter (seven pages), received March 25, 2016

Town Council Resolution 2012-057 (three pages)

Public Comments received by 11:00 a.m. on April 7, 2016 (158 pages)
Development Plans (26 sheets), received March 24, 2016

Previously received with April 13, 2016 Desk Item:

13.

Comments received from 11:01 a.m. on April 7, 2016 to 11:00
a.m. on April 13, 2016



Planning Commission Staff Report - Page 3
341 Bella Vista Avenue/S-12-103/M-12-008/ND-16-001

May 25, 2016
Received with this Report:
16. Comments received from 11:01 a.m. on Thursday, April 13,
2016 to 11:00 a.m. on Wednesday, May 19, 2016
17. Applicant’s response letter and materials, received May 19, 2016
(25 pages)
BACKGROUND:

The proposed application was considered by the Planning Commission on April 13, 2016. The
Commission heard from the applicant and took public testimony. The concerns raised by the
Commission and the neighbors included geotechnical hazards and slope stability of the site, tree
removals, the proposed cellar, and the bulk and mass of the home from the rear. The application
was continued to May 25, 2016 to facilitate attendance by project professionals. Staff and the
applicant have facilitated the attendance of the following professionals: Town’s Consulting
Arborist, Town’s Consulting Geotechnical Engineer, Town’s Environmental Consultant,
applicant’s Civil Engineer, and applicant’s Geotechnical Engineer. The Commission also
encouraged the neighbors to meet with the applicant and staff to discuss their concerns prior to
the continued meeting date.

Staff provided a sign-up sheet in the Town Council Chambers Lobby after the public hearing and
requested that the neighbors provide their contact information to assist staff in coordinating a
meeting time and place that worked best for those willing to participate. The neighbors told staff
that they would coordinate a group contact on their end and follow up with staff. Staff left the
sign-up sheet in the lobby and encouraged the neighbors to provide at least names and addresses
if they were interested in participating. The applicant discusses his additional neighborhood
outreach since the April 13, 2016 meeting within his response letter (Letter and Attachment 9 of
Exhibit 17).

Based on the comments by the neighbors at the April 13, 2016 meeting, the applicant has offered
(Exhibit 18) the following modifications to the previously submitted plans:

e Reducing the living floor area by 172 square feet (from 1,278 to 1,106 square feet); and

e Reducing the height of the residence at the southwest corner from 21 feet, eight-inches to
15 feet; and

e Removing the rooftop deck and replacing it with landscaping.

Staff has also received additional comments from the neighbors which are included in Exhibit
16.



Planning Commission Staff Report - Page 4
341 Bella Vista Avenue/S-12-103/M-12-008/ND-16-001

May 25, 2016

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions to approve the
Architecture and Site application and Subdivision application:

1.

Make the Negative Declaration and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (Exhibit 3); and

2. Determine that none of the findings required by Section 66474 of the Subdivision Map
Act to deny the subdivision application can be made (Exhibit 5); and

3. Make the finding that the project complies with the Hillside Development Standards
and Guidelines (Exhibit 5); and

4. Make the required considerations as required by Section 29.20.150 of the Town Code
for granting approval of an Architecture and Site application (Exhibit 5); and

5. Approve Architecture and Site Application S-12-103 and Subdivision Application M-
12-008 with the conditions contained in Exhibit 6 and the development plans attached
as Exhibit 14 with the modifications provided in Exhibit 17.

ALTERNATIVES:

Alternatively, the Commission can:

I.
2.
3.

V11V e/

Approve the applications with additional and/or modified conditions; or
Continue the matter to a date certain with specific direction; or
Deny the Architecture and Site application and Subdivision application.
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Marni Moselez

From: Richard Harris <4richardharris@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 12:05 PM

To: Marni Moseley

Subject: 341 Bella Vista Ave.

110 East Main Street
Los Gatos, CA 95030

Attn: Marni Moseley

Concerning: 341 Bella Vista Avenue

We, Annie and Richard Harris, live at 316 Bella Vista Avenue, directly across the street from
this bad idea. We can’t help thinking about the TERMS of this proposed building.

If it looks like a duck, swims like a duck, you can call it a pig, but it’s still a duck. Ifit looks
like a three story building, has three flights of stairs, three floors of living space, you can call it
a two story, but it is still a three story building with a garage on top.

A curved driveway at a 15 degree angle is useable? There is no visibility south towards Los
Gatos High School because of a large oak tree, and no visibility to the north if anyone is parked
on that side of the street. A car using this driveway to pull onto a designated bike path doesn’t
make the driveway useable.

The benefit of one person, to the disadvantage of an entire neighborhood, does not make sense
to us.

Sincerely,

Annie and Richard Harris EXHIBIT 1 5



Marni Moseley

(===

From: Rebecca Wilson <reverendwilson@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 11:25 AM

To: Marni Moseley

Cc: Rebecca Wilson

Subject: 341 Bella Vista Avenue, Los Gatos, CA 95032

May 18, 2016

Dear Gentleperson:

One of our concerns is for the historical, scenic beauty, the flora and fauna,
that enhances the nature and character of the Town of Los Gatos. We have
already lost much of the natural beauty and atmosphere in the name of
development.

Bella Vista Avenue is one of the main routes for our town marathons, joggers,
walkers, and cyclists. [t is enjoved by a myriad of people who come from near
and far to appreciate the distinct quality and historical character of Los Gatos.

Bella Vista is also the main thoroughfare for the students driving and walking
to and from adjacent schools. It is already very busy with auto and foot
traffic.

We can’t ignore the danger this construction and additional parked cars on
a blind curve, bring to this already highly-traveled area.

Each day as I cautiously back out of my driveway, I worry about the blind curve
where runners, walkers, bicyclists, students walking and driving to and from
school, and the possible danger it presents.

Is the Town of Los Gatos going to be responsible it they allow these deviations
to the hillside rules, and the additional danger to pedestrians and autos on a
blind curve? Will the Town of Los Gatos be responsible for the accidents
resulting in injuries, or possible deaths?

This is a huge negative impact, not only for the nearby residents affected by the
infringement of their view and privacy, but by the appearance of this massive
house affecting the entire community who has chosen to live here in Los Gatos
known for its small town charm and picturesque mountainsides.

The removing of these old oaks, natural vegetation, and endangering people,
in order to construct a building which will mar the beauty of our hillsides and
add further danger to an already busy location —- should not be approved.
This proposed over-sized house is NOT in conformance with the character of
homes on Bella Vista, nor the quality of life the Town of Los Gatos offers to
her residents/taxpayers.

Thank vou for vour time.

Respectfully submitted,




Rev. Rebecca Wilson

312 Bella Vista Avenue

Los Gatos, California 95032-5415
281 550-5683
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Planning Commission TOWN OF LOS CATOS
Town of Los Gatos PLANNING DIVISION
110 E Main Street

Los GAtos, CA 95030

RE: 341 Bella Vista Ave Application

Dear Commissioners

Heritage Oak Trees are in Excellent Health with
Lush, Thick, and Dark Green Leaves

I believe over the past years there's been a Planning reliance on the "Ellis"
report that the Heritage Oak trees on the property are not healthy. I am
submitting a new report that says the Oak trees are in "Excellent Health"

Over the past 15 years there have been several Arborist reports in your
files for this property. The first is the "Ellis” report.... when she was the
Town Arborist. In that submission she says the trees are healthy and
shouldn't be cut down. Then "Ellis" gets hired by the Applicant and guess
what the trees are "somewhat unhealthy.”

Maybe three years ago....I had two expert tree reports sumbitted to
Planning. Both said the trees were not 100%, but would live another 100
years plus. Most likely.... I'm guessing.... stressed from the drought. Now
that we got decent rainfall this past season.... the trees are in excellent
health.

I've attended planning meetings and seen some of the ugliest trees in town
be saved. Few plants figure more promently in California history than oaks.
How can we cut down several huge native examples. There is not a more
beautiful and majestic tree than a native California Oak. The Coastal Live
Oak has the ability to live centuries and commonly exceed 300 years of age.



Three Years Ago..... I submitted Two Reports

So,after reading the "Ellis” report, I went to a "Tree Expert” and asked the
question....are these three (forgetting the other 20 or so other Oak
examples on the property) huge and beautiful Oaks really dead or in bad
shape. The report is attached from John Thompson Tree
Expert....suggesting the trees are in good shape and might need some
trimming or feeding. His company has three crews, that trims, removes and
maintains trees six days a week in Atherton, Woodside, and six major golf
courses in the area. He says he's not an arborist. However, much like a nurse
or doctor, he works daily with the care and maintenance of oaks. For a
formal written arborist report, John gave me several names, but he said the
best was Ralph Osterling.

I called Ralph Osterling and had conversations with both Ralph and his staff
arborist Walter Fugii. Their report is also attached. Their conclusion is the
same. Two of the three oaks are in good health. At this time, tree three is in
less than good health, so lets trim and feed the tree so it can be saved too.

Forrest Straight

146 Maggi Ct

Los GAtos, CA 95032

Also Almond Grove Homeowner too

John Thompson (11May16) Tree Report Attached
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Planning Commission
Town of Los Gatos
110 E Main St

Los GAtos, CA

Re: 341 Bella Vista Ave

Dear Commissioners,

The “Cellar” is not 4' below the
existing grade

After almost 15 years, the outcome and direction from the Town
Planning and Council has been....build it smaller and no trees cut down.
(745sf and no Oaks)

I wake up around 7am when filtered sunlight through the Oaks
brighten my bedroom. This will all be gone if a 4000sf home is built
(home, garage, and decks). The proposed structure is about 60’ above
me and 40’ away. About 10’ closer than the last proposal. (Think 745sf
and no Oaks)

Cellar

At the last planning meeting, I am not sure I was able to get my point
across that the cellar is really not a cellar.... and not 4' under ground.

1) There is a difference between percent grade and slope in degrees.



2) The slope and grade changes along both properties or the hillside.
It might average 53% grade and/or 28 degrees.

3) But, where the proposed structure is located the slope and
percent grade is steeper. Measured at 75% grade and 37
degrees.

4) It is easier to measure the degrees and convert to percent grade.

5) The architectural drawings show the slope at 28 degrees and the
lower level below grade. However at 37 degrees the lower level is not
entirely under 4'.....and not a cellar.

6) Additional Proof...If you extend the two lines (28 and 37 degrees)
The 28 degree line has the hillside ending half way up my home. At
37 degrees the hillside ends up at the base of my home....as it is in
real life.

7) Additionally....A cellar in Almond Grove is under ground and maybe a
12" window is exposed to daylight...not adding Bulk and Mass. This
proposal has the "so called” cellar completely exposed and not really
a cellar by definition. I't also adds greatly to the Bulk and Mass.

Soils

The property is within the Santa Clara County hazard zones for:
Fault Rupture
Landslide
Liquifaction

If anywhere on this map there would be a concern.....it would be on a 37
degree 75% slope.

What causes failure:
Added weight
Instability
6round Shaking



There are several Oaks that the structure needs to cut down. They are
each 65’ in diameter branch and leaves. That adds up to 10,000sf of
tree canopy and 10,000sf of root structure making the hillside stable
for 100's of years. For Oaks these roots are deep and wide.

So, what does that give us....

1) Dig a huge hole, add tons of concrete and a home. (Added Weight)

2) Add rains to raise the water table and the resulting added hillside
weight (Added Weight)

3) Cut down trees, lose the root structure (Instability)

4) Now add an earthquake.....and we've had them in Los GAtos

All four of these together will cause the Failure

Then
We have a homeowner who most likely can't get insurance
A Geotech Company that changes it's name again for the 3rd
time in 4 years
A Town that has allowed the removal of Oaks and their stability
And...Maggi Ct residents (10-20) living in Motels

For someone who builds....on say four acre property and a steep
hillside...who cares if the house slides and a better retaining wall needs
to be built. T know there have been many Los GAtos hillside homes that
have had failures like this. But, on a 75% grade, 60’ above, and 40’ away
from me is unacceptable.

Forrest Straight

146 Maggi Ct

Los GAtos, CA 95032

650 400 0427

Almond Grove homeowner too



Greenbelt Consulting

Environmental Education, Assessment, and Management

Relationship between degrees, percent
slope, and ratio to express slope gradient

By Elliott Menashe, Greenbelt Consulting

Slope gradient is a key factor in influencing the relative stability of a slope. It determines the degree to which gravity acts
upon a soil mass. Slopes are often irregular and complex, with gradients varying greatly throughout a given shoreline
profile. Each slope profile section should be treated as a separate management and restoration site unit. Slope gradient
can be expressed in several ways. The table and slope determination formulas below illustrate three commonly used
notations.

Slops Determination Formulas
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Marni Mosley RECE’VED

Los Gatos Planning Department
110E. Main Street MY 19 2016

Los Gatos, CA 95030
TOWN OF LOS GATOS

PLANNING DIVI
Subject: 339 &341 Bella Vista Avenue Applications Son

Applicant: Dan Ross
Planning Commission Meeting May 25, 2016
Objections to proposed Construction Settlement

Dear Ms. Mosley:

I spoke at the last hearing and | agreed to meet with Dan Ross, but | changed my mind when his attorney
was very clear in closing comments that they were not here to protect the neighborhood. However, | did
meet with Mr. Ross immediately after the hearing in the lobby. It is from that conversation that
convinced me that he has no intention of building a reasonable size home for that land given the slope
and the trees. Dan Ross has heard us speak and read our letters. By now he should know what it would
take to satisfy the neighbors. | appreciate the commissioners wanting us to meet to come to a
compromise but we are too far apart.

I am very concerned about the Bulk and Mass of this home. This is a three story home (I don’t consider
the lower floor as a cellar) and it is very threating to the neighbors below. It invades our privacy with a
house so close and so high where people can look into our bedrooms and backyards. | am also very
concerned about our safety during construction. The house looks like an industrial style home. One that
belongs in the desert. That architectural style does not belong in the Bella Vista neighborhood or
anywhere in Los Gatos.

I am requesting that the planning commission deny this petition.
Sincerely.
Mary Ann Lown

156 Maggi Ct
Los Gatos



RECEIVED
Ken Lown

156 Maggi Ct. MAY 19 2016
Los Gatos, CA 95032
TOWN OF LOS GATOS

May 18,2016 PLANNING DIVISION

Town of Los Gatos

Community Development Department
110 East Main Street

Los Gatos, CA 95031

RE: 339 & 341 Bella Vista Lane — Mitigated Negative Declaration ND-16-001

This is the 2™ letter | am writing to reiterate that my wife, Mary Ann, and | residing at 156 Maggi
Ct., part of the Bella Vista Village community oppose the proposed project by Dan Ross at 339 &
341 Bella Vista Avenue. We request that the Planning Commission of Los Gatos reject Dan Ross'

current proposal.

At least two projects of which [ am aware (I have heard there was a 3™) have previously been
rejected by the Los Gatos Planning Commission for essentially the same reasons: i) Mass and
Scale; ii) creation of a dangerous traffic situation on Bella Vista Avenue; iii) destruction of
protected trees, iv) severe negative impact on neighboring homes. Nothing of substance has
changed between the previous rejected proposals and Dan Ross' current proposal.

Mass and Scale: The Hillside Development Standard and Guidelines have a number of
sections that discuss mass and scale. There are two bullets in the Forward of this document
that are pertinent (note ... this is just the forward with additional standards and guidelines in
the body of the document).

= Not every site can be developed at the maximum density and intensity allowed by
the zoning ordnance.

e Designs that are bulky and massive may be more difficult to get approved.

I submit that the challenges imposed by building on this site of roughly 90 ft depth with an
average grade of 53% (Forrest Straight at the last Planning Commission meeting discussing
this project indicate the grade at the location of the proposed home on the requested combined
lots was significantly in excess of 53% grade) is an especially challenging location in nearly
all respects of developing property and is therefor a site that should not be allowed anywhere
near the maximum FAR of 1520 sq. ft. Dan, in his letter to the town dated 9/16/2013
describes a home with a 1453 sq. ft. 1* floor and a 1267 sq. ft. cellar (total 2,720 sq. ft). The
Negative Mitigation dated Feb. 2016 indicates a 1278 sq. ft. 1* floor and a 1360 sq. ft. cellar
with a 500 sq. ft. garage (3138 sq. ft). Yes, I know much of this is exempted from the FAR
calculation but the fact is the home has grown in size (not reduced) by 418 sq. ft. from 2013
to now and the current proposal projects roughly 1500 sq. ft. of wall (that is the cellar and 1%
floor) upon the residents of Maggi Ct. 40 ft., not from the property line, but building to
building. Dan has combined the size of what was two homes from the previously rejected



proposal into a single home on the same land. This is not a significant reduction in size and
mass as was the guidance of the Planning Commission from his last rejected proposal.

Meeting with Dan Ross: During the last Planning Commission discussing Dan's latest
proposal at least one member of the Planning Commission asked of a few public speakers if
they were willing to meet with Dan Ross. There was a large attendance (including myself and
my wife) at a meeting with Dan Ross during the process of his previously rejected proposal.
We were clear. | was clear. Nothing of the proposed mass and scale would be acceptable for
all of the reasons articulated by various letters from numerous neighbors to the Planning
Commission and verbal presentations at the Planning Commission meetings.. Minor proposed
mitigations of frosted glass, a few screening plants, and even suggestion of minor reduction in
floor area would not come close to the reduction in mass and scale that would be acceptable.
Several individuals including myself literally met with Dan immediately after the last
Planning Commission meeting and reiterate our position. There is simply nothing more to
discuss until he (or some other potential owner in the future) has a proposal for a home that is
of a reasonable mass and scale for this tremendously difficult lot.

Construction: There is no conceivable way that construction of Dan's proposed building will
not be excessively intrusive to the neighbors and to the hillside itself. One of the
Commissioners specifically requested that Dan provide the site construction plans including
site access. | was very glad to hear that request and I do not understand how heavy equipment
will safely access this site on an average 53% grade and, additionally, not be overly invasive
to my home, my neighbors homes, and the hillside itself.

Until such time as a proposal is brought before the planning commission of reasonable mass and
scale that preserves the hillside in an appropriate fashion, provides a plan for a safe construction,
demonstrates a safe foundation that will support the home to be built and protects from erosion and
slide the homes below I respectively implore the planning commission to reject construction on
339 and 341 Bella Vista Avenue

Sincere regards,

Ken Lown



RECEIVED

MAY 19 2016
TOWN OF LOS GATOS 148 Maggi Court
PLANNING D!VISION Los Gatos

California 95032
May 19, 2016

The Planning Commissioners

Town of Los Gatos

Community Development Department
110 East Main Street

Los Gatos

California 95031

Dear Commissioners,
Re. Application to Develop 341 Bella Vista Avenue

We have considered this project extensively and conclude it is too massive, too intimidating, too
invasive of privacy, too unsafe in many respects and too damaging of the natural environment
to be allowed and should therefore be denied. We will provide specific reasons for denial
below.

Mr Ross claims many precedents to his proposed development however the applicable laws in
the case of this plot of land are the Hillside Design Standards and Guidelines (HDSG) and the
only relevant precedents are for R1 residential development subject to the HDSG and having the
same constraints as 341 Bella Vista Avenue.

Specific reasons for denial:

1. The site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development. Itis
unconscionable to consider a building designed to guidelines for a 30% slope when the
average slope is 53% and the entire site has no LRDA.

2. This building exceeds the maximum FAR, but above or below maximum FAR is not really
the point here: consistent with previous hearings this building is too bulky and too massive
particularly when viewed from below.

3. Clearly and simply: The proposed building is prominently visible to surrounding
properties and the HDSG say that buildings shall not be prominently visible to surrounding
properties. This regulation is mandatory and non-discretionary and should provide a clear
guide to what can be built on this site. Anyone reading this standard should be aware that
any application for development on this site, with its extreme slope, limited lot depth, no
LRDA and very close proximity to surrounding properties, should be for a very very small
house and one which is essentially hidden within the existing vegetation.

Page 1 of 3



The proposed ‘cellar’ contravenes the Cellar Policy which states that “a cellar shall not
extend more than four feet beyond the adjacent grade at any point around the perimeter of
the foundation” (which makes sense because the intent of the policy is to allow ‘hidden’
square footage in-lieu of visible mass). Also some of the so-called cellar extends beyond the
footprint of the main building which is not allowed.

The building is a three story elevation and three story elevations are prohibited in the
HDSG. Town Staff have confirmed in writing that this is a three story elevation; AMEC
Environment and Infrastructure noted in their report this is a three story elevation; UPP
Geotechnology, the geotechnical advisors employed by Mr Ross, noted this is a three story
elevation; even Mr Ross has noted this is a three story elevation (in the HDSG compliance
checklist he submitted to Town Staff and in his Letter of Justification to the Planning
Commission). Even the appearance of a three story elevation should be significant and be
reason for denial, if the Town wants to avoid this as a precedent. The problem is the lower
level of the building. The Town Code might not require a garage however removal of the
garage or replacement with a carport would not be compatible with the surrounding
properties which all have garages, and this would not be compatible with the General Plan.
A carport if it is covered may even be considered a story.

This development appears to contravene General Plan policies e.g. not compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood, does not contribute to the surrounding neighborhood (think
traffic issues), shall not detract from existing quality of life (think issues of privacy, noise and
light pollution for surrounding properties, loss of rural environment and views), does not
blend with the established character of the neighborhood, shall be designed in context with
respect to the existing scale and character of surrounding structures, etc.

This project poses substantial risks to public safety both during and post development
which do not appear to have been properly considered. For example the driveway. This has
come up as an issue in previous hearings and still it is a concern. The driveway as currently
proposed is steep possibly as steep as the HDSG will allow (15%) and yet in a previous
hearing a town planner stated that “it would be impractical to have too steep a driveway for
maneuverability”.

There appears to be no learning process; the same issues are being repeated hearing to
hearing.

Additional questions:

a)

b)

We are still not clear how the temporary access road to the site is going to work and be used.
The diagrams show a road circling the building site but this diagram seems to ignore the
slope of the hill and some of the trees which Mr Ross says will definitely be retained (e.g.
tree number 16, the olive, which is bang in the middle of the access road). Given the traffic
and safety concerns (e.g. to the road users on Bella Vista, to pedestrians using the footpath at
the bottom of the hill, or even to workers on the site if the edge of the road collapses) might
it not be a good idea to see some sort of simulation of the site clearance, excavation and
development process?

The Owner of 341 Bella Vista has previously described the large oak in the middle of the lot
as a "heritage oak tree’. If this is indeed a heritage tree then there are specific procedures to
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d)

be followed before the tree can be approved for removal, which as far as I am aware have
not been followed. Is this tree a heritage tree and are any of the other trees heritage trees?

On any given hillside plot in Los Gatos what amount of trees and/or canopy does the Town
believe is acceptable to be removed? On this site it could be anything up to 50% of the
existing trees including the biggest, most mature and most healthy native trees all of which
are protected and maybe as much as 70% of the canopy. Is this a reasonable guideline for
other lot development?

Does this project require an erosion control plan before construction begins, consistent with
the requirements of the General Plan policy?

Is there anything that can be done to stop the future owners of the house and land from
extending patios and play structures away from the house and out onto the rest of the land?
Given the size of the proposed home with more than 3,100 square feet it seems likely that it
would be occupied by a family with children and that the family might not stay confined to
the footprint of the home. A much smaller home on the other hand might only be occupied
by one or two people and so might not have this same issue. That is to suggest a much
smaller home, aside from the design of the home itself, might have much less potential to
invade the privacy of surrounding properties than a larger one.

The hillsides and the HDSG are extremely important to this Town. Town Staff have tried to
write this little hillside off as not being of any great concern but it qualifies as a hillside and has
been designated a hillside since before Mr Ross bought his land and before we bought ours. It
is clearly a hillside for its steep slope and hillside environment, and in addition it provides a
contrast between different levels of the town. We believe this little hillside fulfills its role in the
town very well.

So in closing we would urge the Planning Commission to apply very strictly the laws and deny
this application. We greatly appreciate your careful thought and consideration of these points
and look forward to discussing with you on May 25.

Yours faithfully,

Nicholas and Laura Williamson

williamsonnick@aol.com
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May 10, 2016
Job No. 13-244

Subject: Architecture and Site Application S-12-103
341 Bella Vista Avenue, Los Gatos, CA

Dear Dan:

I am following up on your request for information about the topographical map in response to a
question at the Planning Commission meeting about the slope of the lot at the south property
line. The average slope along the south property line is 50%. There are variations of 43% and
56%----which, when averaged, conform with 50% slope reflected in the topographical map.

The contours are derived from the numerous spot elevations which were shot in the field for
higher accuracy. The density of these shots is adequate for the level of design detail for grading
on a slope such as this. National Map Accuracy Standards require that 95% of the spot elevation
comply to plus or minus 0.5' (or 6"). The resultant contours are accurate to within one half of the
contour interval or 12" (for the 2 foot contours shown). The minor deviation of the contours is
standard practice for this type of hillside design.

The spot elevations on the topo are on a grid of 10' by 20', which is a higher order of accuracy
than what is actually warranted at 20" x 20". The topo map is accurate and the design of the
grading was derived from the spot elevations and, as such, has been mapped within tolerances of
6" in elevation. This is not only acceptable but goes beyond the standard of care for the practice
of hillside grading design.

Please note if someone is reviewing this map relative to Town GIS contours, those contours are
generated by satellite, are more general in nature and do not reflect true ground elevations due to
tree cover and brush. The topographical survey prepared by our firm, as noted above, complies
with industry standards of practice, was derived from spot elevations in the field which have a
higher degree of accuracy than air or satellite flown mapping and exceed the grid pattern
intervals warranted for the site.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TS/CIVIL ENGINEERING, INC.
Terence J. Szewczyk, P.E. C35527
Principal Engineer

1776 TECHNOLOGY DRIVE, SAN JOSE, CA 95110
408-452-9300 MAIN  408-837-7550 FACSIMILE
WWW.TSCIVIL.COM
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Engineering Geology * Geotechnical Engineering

13 April 2016
Document Id. 15068C-01L1
Serial No. 17564
Mr. Dan Ross
233 West Main Street
Los Gatos, CA 95030

SUBJECT:  SUPPLEMENTAL GEOTECHNICAL INFORMATION
SLOPE STABILITY
ROSS PROPERTY
339 AND 341 BELLA VISTA AVENUE
LOS GATOS, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Ross:

As you requested, we are pleased to provide this summary regarding our professional opinions
related to slope stability on your property at 339 and 341 Bella Vista Avenue in Los Gatos,
California. We previously conducted an updated geologic and geotechnical study for the
proposed residential development of your property, and presented the results of that study in our
Updated Geologic and Geotechnical Study report dated 25 June 2015 (Document Id. 15068C-
01R1).

As discussed in our report and based on the prior subsurface exploration by other consultants, the
site is underlain at depth by supportive alluvium comprised of medium dense to very dense
sandy and silty gravel. The alluvium is mantled by a layer of non-supportive colluvium
comprised of loose to medium dense gravelly clayey sand to sandy clayey gravel that is up to
about 3’2 feet thick. Along the downslope edge of Bella Vista Avenue in the upper portion of the
property, the alluvium and colluvium are mantled by undocumented fill presumably placed
during the construction of the roadway.

Our study did not reveal evidence of current or historic slope instability at the site. We did note
in our report that the colluvium and fill mantling the supportive alluvium can experience
downhill creep under the force of gravity, and may experience localized shallow landsliding.

Our study included performing a qualitative slope stability screening evaluation to evaluate the
severity of the potential for earthquake-induced landsliding to occur on the subject site. The
screening evaluation was performed in accordance with guidelines presented in Special
Publication 117A by the California Geological Survey (2008).

Based on the results of our evaluation, we judge the risk for deep-seated landsliding to occur at
the site is negligible. Furthermore, it is our professional opinion that the proposed development
concept will improve the slope stability of the site, providing the project is designed and
constructed in accordance with the foundation, retaining wall, and drainage recommendations
presented in our report.
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The slope stability will be improved for the following reasons:

* A significant portion of the non-supportive colluvium on the slope will be
removed to facilitate constructing the lower basement level, reducing the amount
of material susceptible to landsliding;

* Basement and house retaining walls will support the remaining colluvium and
undocumented fill on the slope uphill of the home; and

* Basement and site retaining wall backdrains will reduce the potential for water
pressure to build up within the colluvium and fill around the house footprint.

We appreciate the opportunity to continue to assist you with this project.

Sincerely yours,
Upp Geotechnology
a division of C2Earth, Inc.

L N A

Chtistopher R. Hundemer, Principal Craig N. Reid, Principal
Certified Engineering Geologist 2314 Certified Engineering Geologist 2471
Certified Hydrogeologist 882 e bocoment e Registered Geotechnical Engineer 3060

Distribution: Addressee (via e-mail to Dan.Ross@wellsfargo.com)

This document is protected under Federal Copyright Laws. Unauthorized use or copying of this document by anyone other than the client(s) is
strictly prohibited. Contact C2Earth, Inc. for "APPLICATION TO USE."
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April 27, 2016
RE: 341 Bella Vista Ave
Dear Neighbor,

| am happy to meet to meet individually or as a group at the Town of Los Gatos to
review the plans. Please contact me or Marni Moseley at the Town of Los Gatos
to arrange a time that is convenient for you.

Best regards,

Dan Ross

408-314-5626



May 7, 2016

Re: 339-341 Bella Vista parcels.

Dear Neighbor,

We have an updated application in process with the Town, for one home on two legal buildable lots.

This plan complies with the Town of Los Gatos zoning code and meets all height, floor to area ratio,
setback, and driveway length requirements. The plan has been reviewed by the Town’s Planning
Department, Engineering Department, as well as the Town’s consulting Engineer, Arborist and Architect.

This plan requires no variances. | am happy to meet with you to review the plan.
Best regards,
Dan Ross

408-314-5626
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