TOWN OF SAN ANSELMO
RESOLUTION NO.

3481

RESOLUTION OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF SAN ANSELMO
GRANTING THE APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION
APPROVAL OF A DESIGN REVIEW REQUEST FOR THE PROPERTY
AT 379 OAK AVENUE IN SAN ANSELMO (APN 7-241-61)

The appealed project includes a steel framed patio
cover/deck structure. Appellants are Councilmembers
Jeff Kroot and Paul chiqnell.

WHEREAS, permission to enlarge the existing house at 379 Oak
Avenue beyond that approved on September 8, 1992, was denied by
the Planning Commission on September 20, 1993. The denial was
upheld by the Town Council on October 25, 1994 in Town Council
Resolution No. 3283; and
The property owner, Ted Posthuma, nonetheless initiated
construction on portions of the house at 379 Oak Avenue without
the benefit of permits, in violation of the San Anselmo Municipal
Code and Uniform Building Code; consequently, a stop Work Order
was posted on the property on March 11, 1994; and
The property owner was duly notified of the violations and
received a Notice of Abatement dated April 10, 1995; and
The Town Council held a duly noticed Nuisance Abatement
hearing on October 10, 1995 and adopted Resolution No. 3327
ordering the removal of the unauthorized construction of the
house at 379 Oak Avenue; and
The property owner's attorney filed a petition for a writ of
mandamus objecting to the Council's action; the Town agreed to
temporarily place the nuisance abatement order on hold; and
The property owner then filed a Design Review Amendment
application with the Planning Commission for approval of a
project similar to the one previously denied by the Town Council;
and
On April 1, 1996, the Planning Commission approved a Design
Review Amendment to allow the partially built structure to be
completed, as proposed, subject to conditions; and
The Planning Commission action was appealed to the Town
Council by Town Councilmembers Jeff Kroot and Paul Chignell; and
On May 28, 1996, the Town Council held a duly noticed public
hearing to consider the appeal and after the hearing granted the
appeal of the Planning Commission decision; and
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On August 13, 1996, at a duly noticed public hearing, the
Town Council adopted Resolution No. 3360 determining that the
structure was a public nuisance and directed the property owner
to cause its removal; and
On April 9, 1998, the Marin Superior Court granted a writ of
Mandamus directing the Town to set aside its decision of May 28,
1996 granting the appeal of the Planning Commission's decision,
directing the Council to reconsider its action. Thereafter, on
appeal by the Town, the Court of Appeal, First Appellate
District, sustained the decision of the Marin Superior Court
stating "Since the Town Council either did not appreciate or
deliberately discounted differences between the final proposal
and past proposed projects, we simply cannot conclude that it
adequately evaluated the merits of the amended application."i
Accordingly, the Town Council has set this duly noticed
hearing to reconsider the merits of the property owner's amended
design requesti
WHEREAS, Mayor Chignell opened the hearing, announcing that
Lance Russell, attorney for the property owner, had submitted
materials which would be incorporated into the official record.
Planning Director Bush presented the staff report. He
circulated pictures of the partially completed project which were
made a part of the record. Mr. Bush outlined the attachments to
the staff report and gave a synopsis of the history of the
project(s). Mr. Bush pointed out that the appellate court stated
it was unable to conclude that the Council had adequately
reviewed the project under consideration and that the application
should be considered without regard to prior submittals. Mr.
Bush further outlined the required findings as follows:

Section 10-3.1505 required findings for Design Review.
Approval of design review, which may include the imposition
of conditions, shall be made only after the making of the
following findings:
(a)

Commercial, Professional, and Residential R-3 (four
(4) or more units, churches, and convalescent homes
design review.
(1)

Is functionally and aesthetically compatible with
the existing improvements and the natural
elements in the surrounding area;

(2)

Provides for a protection against noise, odors,
and other factors which may make environment less
desirable;
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(3)

Will not tend to cause the surrounding area to
depreciate materially in appearance or value or
otherwise discourage occupancy, investment, or
orderly development in such area.

(4)

Will not cause unnecessary traffic hazards due to
congestion, distraction of motorists, or other
factors and provides for satisfactory access by
emergency vehicles and personnel; and

(5)

Will not adversely affect the health or safety of
persons using the improvement or endanger
property located in the surrounding area.

In making these findings, the Planning Director or Planning
Commission shall consider the size, proportions, use, type,
quality of materials; architectural futures and ornamentation; night lighting; color application; signs; site
placement of all features; existing and proposed
landscaping and topography; existing and proposed open
spaces and paved area; screening devices; and other matters
and elements deemed to be pertinent to the criteria set
forth in this section.
(b)

Residential R-1-H, R-1-C, and R-1-design review on or
above one hundred fifty (150) feet msl(hillside).
(1)

Conformance to the findings required by Section
10-3.1505(a);

(2)

Conformance to the approved precise development
plan;

(3)* Adequacy of screening;
(4)* Selection of architectural features and colors
that enable a structure to blend with its
environment and which results in a low visual
profile;
The property owner and his attorney addressed the Council,
requesting the Council to accept and uphold the Planning
Commission's decision. Mr. Russell submitted a petition which
had been signed by 19 additional community members plus a letter
from Mr. Harold Knoctrieb, stating, in all, letters and petitions
had been submitted from 42 people in the community in support of
the project.
The public hearing was closed.

* Referred to as items 7 and 8 by Councilmembers, as numbered in
the Staff Report of 2/20/96.
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All five members of the Council spoke to the merits and
demerits of the project. A transcript of the entire hearing has
been prepared and reviewed by the Councilmembers. The
transcription of the Councilmembers' comments is attached and
incorporated as Exhibit A. The Councilmembers also considered
the remarks of Ms. Anise Turina at the Council meeting of May 25,
1999;
THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED:
The appeal of the Planning commission approval of the Design
Review request for 379 Oak Avenue (APN 7-241-61) is granted.
1.

The Town council is unable to make the following
required findings:

a.

The project is functionally and aesthetically
compatible with the existing improvements and the
natural elements in the surrounding area.

The structure on the side of the house, subject of the
hearing, is a very awkward structure not aesthetically
integrated with the house. It is roughly the size of a
two car garage. The structure is a more significant
structure than it should be as an overhang for the
front door. The structure, in its openness, lacks
integration with the environment.
b.

The project will not tend to cause the surrounding area
to depreciate materially in value or otherwise
discourage occupancy, investment, or orderly
development in the area;

The project is over-kill, supported by concrete
pillars. The structure is not only incongruent, but
incompatible with the rest of the house.
c.

The selection of architectural features and colors will
enable the structure to blend with its environment,
resulting in a low visual profile.

The selection of architectural features and colors do
not enable the structure to blend with its environment;
the structure lacks a low visual profile.
2.

The minutes of this meeting are attached and
incorporated as Exhibit B.

3.

The Planning Director is directed to mail a copy of
this Resolution to the property owner and to his
attorney.
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4.

The time in which judicial review may be sought of the
action taken is governed by CCP § 1094.6.

The foregoing resolution was duly passed and adopted at a
regular meeting of the Town Council of the Town of San Anselmo
held on August 10 ., 1999 by the following vote:
AYES:

Breen, Chignell, Hodgens, Kroot, Overberger

NOES:

(None)

ABSENT:

(None)

p~

ABSTAINING: (None)

PAUL CHIGNELL, Mayor

ATTEST:

~~

Debra Stutsman, Town Clerk
SA Oak-Ave.Res
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Town Council Meeting of May 11, 1999
Transcription of Item 4- 379 Oak Avenue

Town Council Meeting of May 11, 1999
Transcription of Item 4 - 379 Oak Avenue, Ted Posthuma
Paul Chignell: ... (obscured at the beginning of the tape) affidavit from Mr.
Lance Russell, Attorney for Mr. Posthuma, dated April 26, 1999, will be
incorporated, Mr. Russell, in the official record, and thank you for providing
us with those relevants documents. We will start with the staff report. Is Ms
Wight going to do that? No, OK. Then, after the staff report we'll hear from
Mr. Russell, and then proceed from there. Mr. Bush.
Public Works Director Bush: Your Honor and members of the Council
(unintelligible) I have taken this project by attrition. This started in 1992
with the proposed addition ...
Paul Chignell: Could you go to the mike?
Public Works Director Bush: I think what I'll do is I'll describe the project
first, then I'll describe the process.
Paul Chignell: Can Ijust interrupt you for a second? Christine, we've
continued Valley Road, were you here for that, because Ms. Currie was ill
it's been continued, so I'm sorry.
Public Works Director Bush: I'll start by describing the project and then go
through the process and then summarize where we are right now. I have
some pictures to provide the Council. You have an opportunity to see the
proposed project in a near completion state as it has been built already, or a
good portion of it has been built already, so you have an opportunity to
make these findings based on what you can see out there along with what the
proposed project shows for completion. So these pictures were taken as part
of the nuisance abatement action in 1995 and they show partially completed
project and I'll show you on the plans what's left. This is Oak Avenue, there
is a sharp turn right here and then Mr. Posthuma's driveway is in here, the
proposed covered deck is right in here and it's partly visible from the street.
In section, the east elevation is more or less the area the way you can see it is
from the street with the steel girders being supports here for the deck and the
decking itself and there's a door that's been constructed to get access to the
deck. When it's completed there will be a railing going around this deck for
safety reasons and then looking at it from the north and south elevations, the
two sides, you see the deck up above, and these girders over here and again
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over here. This is the deck, this is the existing house. I won't go into two
many details on the history of the project except to point out that on page A2
of your staff report which is Exhibit A, page two, there is a good history of
what happened from September, 1992, until 1995, when the nuisance
abatement hearing was held and that describes Mr. Posthuma's approval for
an expansion to his existing house, a denial for a use permit for a second unit
and an addition, appeal to that and a stop work notice was issued then the
nuisance abatement hearing. Also in your staff report are minutes or staff
reports for each of the actions that were taken so far from 1995, the project
went back to the Planning Commission after the nuisance abatement and was
discussed, continued, and presented again, and conditions were proposed,
the project was essentially approved and then appealed by as you know two
Town Councilmembers because, on the grounds that the Commission
approval was contrary to the abatement resolution and therefore should be
reviewed by the Town Council at large. Then continuing on through the
exhibits, there's a staffreport for that Town Council meeting to hear that,
minutes of the meeting where the Town Attorney was directed to revise the
nuisance abatement resolution and then Exhibit H is the nuisance abatement
resolution itself, created after Mr. Posthuma's project was appealed. And
that summarizes the Town's actions and directs Mr. Posthuma to remove the
illegal structure. Since that time, Mr. Posthuma and his attorney filed suit
against the town and through legal action and the appeal, the summary of the
action was that the town did not make the appropriate findings for reviewing
the particular project. Page 80 of the judgment states "since the Town
Council either did not appreciate or deliberately discounted differences
between the final proposal and past proposed projects, we simply cannot
conclude that it adequately evaluated the merits of the amended application."
In other words, the judge was saying that the Town needs to review this
project, however similar it might be to prior projects, and I believe that was
a particular bone of contention that it was virtually similar to prior
applications. So, at this point, the Town needs to review this project on its
own merits, as it stands before you, and without regard to prior submittals.
The findings that you would have to make are summarized in the analysis of
the staff report. There's essentially eight of those findings and on page A-4
and 5, you could use as a guide, should you decide to approve the project,
you could use those recommended findings to the Planning Commission as
your guide for an action to reject, I should say uphold the appeal. And then,
finally, there are Planning Commission recommendations or conditions the
Council is also free to impose additional conditions onto the project should it
choose to approve it. My feeling is that should Council want to make
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findings for upholding the appeal and denying the project, it would need to
make them based on the requisite findings. The most likely areas of those
findings are going to be in items 1,3 and I think it's 7 and 8. Item 1 is
functionally and aesthetically compatible with the existing improvements
and the natural elements in the surrounding area. Item 3 is will not tend to
cause the surrounding area to depreciate materially in appearance or value or
otherwise discourage occupancy, investment or orderly development of such
area. The last two are adequacy of screening and selection of architectural
features that blend in with the environment. So, at this time, if the Council
wishes to uphold the appeal they must find the project does not comply with
one or more of the required findings and if the Council, whether the Council
upholds or denies the appeal, staff will return with the appropriate resolution
that documents those findings. I also have a letter here that I'll pass out to
you that was submitted to us by a neighbor at 406 Oak Avenue, Michael and
Lee Cohen, supporting Mr. Posthuma's project.
Chignell: Is that it? Any Council questions for the Public Works Director?
Breen: Are these pictures, didn't you say they were taken at the time of the
original .. .is it substantially or identical right now. Have you viewed this
recently?
Bush: Yes
Breen: And these are a fair and accurate representation of what it is as of
today?
Bush: Yes, I believe so.
Breen: The bushes may have grown a bit.
Chignell: Any other questions of Mr. Bush?
Hodgens: Yes, at one point I think we were discussing in all of this material
some level of difference in agreement, or, that we had a Council
subcommittee, we had several, I think, and there was a discussion of the
project being modified by a certain number of feet. Does anybody
remember what that number was? I'm looking for the abridged answer.
There was at one point an agreement between a subcommittee and I
wondered what happened to that and where did it go?
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Chignell: There were discussions. I don't recall the specifics in feet, do
you, Peter?
Breen: No, it was, I don't want to say.
Kroot: Well, I think it was to cut it back to 8 or 10 feet wide, something in
that neighborhood was what we were talking about.
Hodgens: From?
Bush: Page A-6, number 1 of page A-6. The patio and deck cover shall not
be larger than 18 feet 6 inches long by 6 feet 6 inches wide. I believe that
was an amendment.
Hodgens: OK
Kroot: I guess the compromise was maybe a little bit wider than we were
discussing.
Hodgens: Thank you.
Chignell: Any more questions of Mr. Bush? Mr. Roth, did you want to add
anything to that presentation.
Town Attorney Hadden Roth: No.
Chignell: Mr. Russell, welcome.
Mr. Russell: Thank you. Ladies and Gentlemen, I'm a new face in this
saga. Hopefully that will bode well for trying to work something out here,
equitable for everybody. I appreciate your accepting the documents that I
submitted to you. I believe that creates, at least from Mr. Posthuma's point
of view, a more complete record. I did want to address a couple of things to
follow up on Mr. Bush, basically falling into two categories, which is why
are we here today and basically what Mr. Posthuma would like to see
happen in terms of you exercising your discretion. A different way of
approaching the history that Mr. Bush recited, is essentially this is what both
the Superior Court and the Court of Appeal found, is that the reason we are
here today is because in 1995 Mr. Posthuma was basically guided by the
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Town to follow a certain procedure, to submit an amended design
application and that application would be, as Mr. Bush stated, considered as
a new application and not be ruled upon on the basis of history, because ifhe
was going to be denied on the basis of history that everybody mew, there's
no point in sending him down a path that would take him to exactly that
same place. So, that's half the reason why we're here today. The other half
is simply that, although both the Superior Court and the Court of Appeal
found that the Planning Commission rendered a decision on the merits, it
found that you, as a group, did not do that, and by failing to render a
decision on the merits, Mr. Posthuma was basically denied his rights. So,
really, we are, with the exception of a couple of matters, exactly in the same
place we are today, today as we were in 1996. So the only real question that
comes to my mind is, what's happened between now and 1996. Nothing
structurally has happened, OK, except of course, growing of bushes and
things like that, nature's way, but certainly Mr. Posthuma has done nothing
to change the structure. So, we start with the fact that basically I consider
two things to have happened. One, is we have the decisions by the various
courts and although I'm fully aware that you sit here as a body not obligated
to render a decision based specifically on what those courts say. You get to
basically create a new decision tonight. What we have here is four judges,
one judge, three justices of the court of appeal, all of whom are impartial, all
of whom are fully familiar with this whole case, researched it completely, all
of whom came to a unanimous decision. And that decision was that there
was something improper about what you did before. So what I would
suggest is that I want to point out a couple of things that are contained in
these decisions, which again I ask you to consider for guidance purposes.
Not that you are bound by them, but simply because you have four learned
people giving you advice on how this thing is looked at from an impartial
view. First thing I want to point out is a couple of statements in the decision
of Judge McGivern. First page says is turning to the remaining issues on the
underlining administrative decisions themselves, the court notes that the
Town Council did make efforts to dot their i's and cross their t's, so to
speak, so the findings would technically support the decision to order
abatement. So, the court is well aware that as you sit here today one thing it
is not looking for is an attempt to simply clean up what you did before. But
the dotting of the i' s and crossing of the t's is something the court has
already said, looked upon with disfavor. The other thing that I want to point
out is language in here which gets back to the issue of what I've said before
in terms of how did we get here, what path did you take Mr. Posthuma
down? And it basically says that the actions of the Town Council have
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"essentially put petitioner in a catch 22 situation, that's Judge McGivern
speaking. And that I submit to you, is exactly what we have here. You
mow, he was taken down this road and it is at this point, three plus years
later, you pull the plug out from under that after he has at least complied
administratively with the procedures he was supposed to comply with, that
it's going to present a continuation of this catch 22 situation. And, again, the
court does not look upon that type of situation with favor. Next we come to
the opinion of the Court of Appeal which Mr. Bush referred to and again he
cited, the statement that he quoted was actually from the Court of Appeal
decision, it wasn't from the judgement itself. A couple of statements here
that I'd like you to focus on when you think about rendering a decision. One
of them is that the justices, and again this is an unanimous three justice
panel, said "interestingly, Councilmember Chignell acmowledged that
disregarding the history of the proposals, Posthuma's attorney had made an
"excellent case" in favor of approval, but they opposed the application based
upon its history. I certainly can't improve upon excellent, and so I'm
certainly going to defer it to the record upon which, at least Mr. Chignell,
made the statement that Mr. Posthuma's attorney, Mr. Moss, had made an
excellent case. The statement that Mr. Bush read to you is certainly a part of
the record, but what he didn't read to you and what's not included in the
report are the two statements that follow, and these statements are very
important. The first statement is the one that Mr. Bush read to you and it's
in your report. The second statement following that says "Indeed the
deficient findings in this case undermine the analytic route the
administrative agency traveled from evidence to action which is the focus of
our attention as a reviewing court." In other words, it is saying that we have
to look at how everything got here, you mow, with the authority to render a
new decision that history of how we got here, this analytic route that the
court refers to, is going to be a part of any decision made and needs to be
considered as such. After that comes the next sentence, "Evidence that the
Town Council relied upon speculation as to neighborhood opposition, when
substantial evidence was submitted to the contrary further calls into question
the underpinnings of its decision. And why this is important is because this
court is saying, and what the Superior Court says, is public opinion is
important. And that is something that you, in exercising your duties have to
rise above your personal feelings about the history of this and give due
weight to public opinion. Now, in the documents that I gave to you in that
package, there were previously three petitions which contained 15 signatures
and there were six letters attached to those. All of those were in favor of Mr.
Posthumas's application. What I'd like to submit to you now is an
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additional petition which we have obtained, this additional petition which
has been signed by members of the community, containing 19 additional
signatures in support of Mr. Posthuma's proposal. It also contains the letter
of Michael and Lee Cohen, which was referred to earlier and also contains
an additional letter from Harold Knocktrab all in support of Mr. Posthuma.
When you combine all of this together, we now have petitions and letters
from 42 separate people in the community supporting this proposal. And,
I'm not aware of any opposition, perhaps there are people sitting out in the
audience here who may be coming up to oppose this, but certainly I'm not
aware up to this point, and the courts were not aware, of any opposition that
had been submitted. So I submit to you on behalf of Mr. Posthuma that
when 42 people come forward and say they want to support this proposal, it
is extremely important that the Town Council give that the weight that it's
deserved as representatives of the people themselves. So, basically Mr.
Posthuma's position since the time that the Planning Commission
recommendation was made, hasn't wavered one iota. It's always been he's
willing to go along and adopt the Planning Commission recommendation
with all of the conditions that they attached to it. That position was the same
in 1996, it's the same as he sits here today. That's what he's asking for. I
would ask you to simply take into consideration the guidance that these
courts have given to us, take into consideration the statement of a large
number of people which at this point I believe is undisputed who are in
support of this position, and finally, I just wanted to read something as part
of the record because I think that this case has been going on for so long, it
has consumed so many pages, I've been through the record of this case, by
the way I was Mr. Posthuma's appellate attorney, that's how I got into the
case, so I am completely familiar with the entire record. And every once in
a while as an attorney you find one document that synthesizes hundreds and
hundreds of pages, and I want to read this to you because it happens to be
from Commissioner Harle and I ask you to take these words with great
weight. "I know that Mr. Posthuma is before you again on an appeal of the
clearance given his Oak Avenue project by the Planning Commission.
Speaking only for myself as one commissioner, my take on the case in its
present state was this. Concerns of actual viability and impact to the
neighboring properties the applicant's plan is acceptable. The modest
cutback of the deck which was required of him would in fact harm the
project, both in utility and appearance. While I deplore the defiant stance
taken by the applicant, I feel that denying the project at this point would be
merely punitive and inappropriate in this case." I can't say it any better.
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Chignell: You'll get another opportunity to respond at the end of the public
hearing. Mr. Roth, did you want to make any comments on legal issues or-?
Roth: I'd be happy to answer any questions.
Chignell: OK. Do you have questions ofMr. Roth, Judith?
Hodgens: Well, not at this point.
Kroot: There was a comment about a catch 22. Something about that with
the appeals court. I don't quite understand. It almost sounded as if one
makes an application with the Town that there's an implicit guarantee of an
approval, is that it or did I misunderstand it?
Roth: No, what that refers to is the statement that we guided him or
suggested a certain path to take, you know, just an option that he could take,
there was no direction given to the applicant. So that's the reason we have
this. And apparently the judge at the trial level thought that, but the appellate
courts made no reference to that. And their decision is a final decision. So
it's just that, supposedly, we said we'll go do this and then reverses the
action of the planning commission, but actually we never directed them, we
just, that was an option we could take, and it's one that we took.--back to the
Planning Commission.
Kroot: This is when he had built the structure, and it was actually redtagged,
whatever you say, and the Planner said that, well, if you wanted to try to
apply to get it approved he could.
Roth: No, what happened was they had filed a lawsuit and then the attorney
suggested maybe they could go back to the Planning Commission. We said
well you could if you want to, that's certainly an option, you have the right
to do that and so he did that. But I didn't direct or suggest that he do that,
and nobody else did either.
Chignell: Any other questions for Mr. Roth?
Hodgens: I do, I'm not sure if you can clarify this for me, but I believe I
was being instructed, or at least advised by Mr. Posthuma's attorney, that the
courts were saying that it was not appropriate for us to have looked at the
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history of the project in making our findings. And then I believe I heard
later on that some judge was advising us that we should look at the history
before we make our findings. How seriously do I need to take this?
Roth: The only thing that happened in both the trial level and the appellate
level was the court didn't feel you made the decision based on the merits of
this particular project. You simply said well this is the same as you brought
before and we're going to deny it because it's the same as you brought
before, when actually there were some differences. So the court felt there
were some differences between what was before you and what went before
and you didn't really specifically discuss the project. That is the entire
essence of the whole case.
Hodgens: So, in terms of the reference to being cautioned to keep the
history in mind. Is that something I have to keep in my mind?
Roth: No, I don't agree with his advocacy on that point at all. The only
thing you need to do is look at this as you did the first time, look at this
particular project in relationship to what you must find, either approving or
disapproving the project. That's all that needs to be done.
Hodgens: OK, thank you.
Chignell: OK the public hearing is now open. Is there anyone here from the
public who wishes to address the Council on this matter?
Gay Kagy: My name is Gay Kagy. I live at 280 Redwood Road. The steel
framework is obviously not in scale with what is proposed to be constructed
upon it. The heavy framing looks like it was designed to structurally support
a building. This overbuilt look would remain even if the decking and
covered sides were reduced, because the overall design is not integrated. It
is my opinion the merits of this plan are insufficient for the approval of
design review. It is not functionally compatible with the existing
improvements in the surrounding area.
Chignell: Anyone else? Ok, we're going to close the public hearing shortly.
Mr. Russell, if you'd like to make any final comments, or Mr. Posthuma,
here is your opportunity.
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Ted Posthuma: Town Council members, it's been three years that I've been
dealing with this and I was hoping that tonight we could find some
conclusion to it. So I appeal to you as a body, that I made mistakes and I'd
like to have a chance to fix them. That I felt, to come back to what was said
about a catch 22, that I was instructed to go through the proper process; and
that was to go through the Planning Commission process and I feel that I did
that. And I thought that I was actually finished with this project three years
ago because I got an approval. When I found out that that approval was
once again appeal by two members of the Council, I was not only
flabbergasted I was heartbroken because I knew that we would start again a
lengthy process. The last three years have been very difficult. I'm trying to
get this project finished so I can get on with my life, so I can finish my
house and go on with other things that are equally important. So I appeal to
you as a community representative body to bring this to a conclusion tonight
and that I am willing to deal and accept those Planning Commission
agreements and conditions that I have received three years ago. My house
will not be any bigger than 3,073 square feet and I would like to bloody
finish it. The last three years I've felt pretty good and neighborly, I've
allowed construction crews who worked on water line to use my property to
stage their equipment. On two occasions when Oak A venue got worked on
and the sewer was done I allowed my property to again be used as a staging
point. I would like to finish my driveway and my parking area. I would like
to finish my deck and be done with this. And I felt very disheartened last
weekend, or two weekends ago, to go out and appeal to all my neighbors one
more time to please sign this petition to convince this body that we would
like to see this come to conclusion tonight. And, on a personal note, today is
my son's fifth birthday and he wasn't even two when this process started
three years ago. And I'd like to tell him tomorrow that we are finished. We
can finish this deck and we can move on with our lives. And I'm sorry that
someone in the audience had to feel that there is still some opposition to the
steel frame of my structure. In the three years that we've been here, the trees
and bushes have grown so far that you can barely see the structure from
anywhere, and I mean anywhere. You can't see it. And it may be the
opinion of somebody that the steel frame is out of context with the
neighborhood, but when I built the structure, I did it for one reason, it was
the prototype for what we refer to now as workforce housing and it is still
the prototype I wanted to use to create workforce housing in this County.
And I would rather see another project get completed and use that in my
portfolio than my own house, my own residence. So I hope tonight that you
as a body can say "Let's put this behind us," because it's been a very
10
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strenuous three years for me and I would like to just get on with my life and
this town can get on with yours. And that's what I'm asking for tonight. I
know I've made some mistakes and I'd like the opportunity to fix them.
Thank you.
Chignell: Thank you. Ms Hodgens, you had a question for Mr. Russell.
Hodgens: Yes, I did. It was about the petition. I wanted to know the date of
the circulation of the petition, because I didn't see any dates on this, and I
wondered who was the author of the petition.
Mr. Posthuma: The author of the petition was myself and my attorney and
the circulation took place the several days and weeks prior to the last
meeting.
Mr. Russell: This was on calendar two weeks ago.
Hodgens: During the month of April, 1999.
Mr. Posthuma: It was scheduled for two weeks ago and there were only
three Councilmembers and we felt we needed to have the full Council.
Mr. Russell: And so the signatures have been gathered in the period pretty
much right before.
Hodgens: OK, because they're not dated and it wasn't a neighborhood
petition, it was your petition that other people signed. OK. The other
question I had relates to that discussion of the subcommittee compromise of
several years ago, it's amazing what can come back to my rapidly aging
brain over these years, it was a 12 foot deck that I think the compromise
committee had asked you to accept.
Mr. Posthuma: No. It was a six foot deck.
Hodgens: So they're asking you to cut back from 18 to 6 feet.
Mr. Posthuma: They're asking me to cut from 20 'to 6 and the Planning
Commission had given us approval to cut from 20 to 16. And I feel that if
you put rails on there, and landscaping and bushes and everything else that it
will not look ...
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Mr. Russell: And Mr. Harle refers to that in the letter that I read, because
he says the modest cutback of the deck that was required of him would
harm the project both in utility and appearance. That's to the 6 feet.
Hodgens: And so your final request is for 18.
Mr. Russell: No, 16, the same 16 that the Planning Commission approved.
Hodgens: Well, I'm looking at something, A-6, which says 18 x 6. Shall
not be longer than 18 feet by 6 inches. Paragraph 1, recommendation A-6
which you referred me to.
Mr. Russell: This is 18, this is 20, we're reducing it back to 16.
Hodgens: OK, well they did say, got it, they did say longer than so I was
looking at that from that way.
Mr. Russell: (Unintelligible)
Hodgens: I've heard that one before. I'm just trying to figure out.. got it.
Chignell: Thank you, Mr. Russell. We're going to close the public hearing
shortly. Is there anyone else who wishes to speak. Ok the public hearing is
closed. The matter's before the Council. Looking for a volunteer.
Kroot: Is it appropriate to have one of the appellants volunteers:
Chignell: I guess.
Hodgens: It's not against the law.
JeffKroot: You know, I still have the same problem with this that I had
before. I think it's a very awkward structure on the side of the house and if I
were to look at history I would say it was because the applicant originally
wanted to put a room there. But, since we're not going to look at history, I
think it just doesn't fit. It has these very heavy posts and beams made out of
steel. The posts are out, I believe, are 20 feet. It is roughly the size of a 2
car garage. And aesthetically it's just not integrated into the house. I was on
a subcommittee much earlier with this and we did try to work with Mr.
Posthuma and I remember we worked at some smaller dimensions away
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from the house so that it was more of a configuration of a porch with a deck
over it. I would still be supportive of that. We said 8 or 10 or something in
that neighborhood, by the full 18 foot 6 inch width, but in the shape that it is
now it is quite awkward. That's why I voted against it before and appealed
it.
Peter Breen: I think I've taken instruction from the Town Attorney and the
Acting Director. As I understand it, we're being asked to look at the finding
to see if we can make the required finding on the design review basis. There
were several that were pointed out to us that we need to look at. Number
one functionally and aesthetically compatible with the existing
improvements and the natural elements in the surrounding area. I cannot
make that finding. Two, protection against noise; I can make that finding.
Three, will not tend to cause the surrounding area to deprecate materially in
appearance or value. I personally can't make that finding. Four, I can make
that, will not create unnecessary traffic hazard due to congestion. Five, will
not adversely affect the health and safety. I can find that. Adequacy of
screening: the reason I asked that question about the landscape, the
landscape is there, but as we all know, landscape comes and goes and is
subject to the quirks of nature and disease, etc. And, the last one, the
selection of architectural features and colors which enable the structure to
blend with its environment. I cannot make that finding because I don't
believe that this particular structure that we're looking at can truly say that it
blends in with its environment and results in a low visual profile, so I can't
make those findings.
Carla Overberger: I might have one unique advantage to all of you. And that
is that I wasn't here before. So I didn't hear the original appeal. I don't
have any particular strong feelings one way or the other about the original
Planning Commission decision, the reversal, the appeals, or for that matter,
what the Court Appeals judges say. So when I take a look at this house and
addition, I'm looking at it completely from a newcomer's eyes. And, what I
can't help but ask the question, is what was somebody trying to build there
in the first place. Because it is pretty obvious to me that this thing on the
side of the house is a way more significant structure than needs to be for an
overhang protection for a front door. So, I'm somewhat troubled by the way
it looks on the side of the house in its openness and it's lack of any kind of
integration into the environment. And it seems to me like it's an overkill
project where the original, what is now purported to be the original
objectives, which is decking and coverage for the house, and I think that's
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supported by concrete pillars, I mean the concrete decking inside it, or the
benches, or whatever it is we want to call those things. So, I don't have any
problems saying I can't make the findings for number one, seven and three.
Judith Hodgens: This has been an amazing struggle and again I am trying to
get clarity myself on the number of feet that we've been struggling about for
these number of years, but I also believe that I would be able to agree with
my colleages that I could, I could not make the findings on number one,
number three, number seven or number eight. That's all I have to say.
Paul Chignell: This has been a long struggle and a lot of effort has been put
into this. The last thing I want to do is keep spending taxpayers money on
this matter. But the principles are very clear. And I can't make the findings
either. There have been repeated attempts to discuss this matter with the
applicant in terms of making a project mesh with our findings, but those
have been rebuffed by the applicant. And that's unfortunate. We recognize
that it is unusual for Councilmembers to appeal a project and this town did
lose in Superior Court, handily, and we lost in the Court of Appeal, and I
don't take continuing this lightly. But again the principles are very clear.
The findings can't be made. The structure is incongruent, it's awkward, it's
not compatible and for me to violate those principles in this instance would
not be consistent with my civic responsibilities as a member of this Council.
So, unfortunately, I will support what my colleagues have said. Again, the
olive branch is always there to Mr. Posthuma to come back with an
application that passes muster that would not be incongruent and would meet
our findings and I'm sure we're willing to do that. This Council has
repeatedly done that in other instances, over the years, we're not arbitrary or
capricious and we're always willing to reach a meeting of the minds in terms
of the findings that can be made in planning matters. But we have tried
repeatedly with Mr. Posthuma and he is not done so with us, so,
unfortunately I'll support what my colleagues have said. So, is there a
motion?
Judith Hodgens: Yes, I'll move that the Town Council approve the appeal
of the Planning Commission's conditional approval of the amended design
request of Mr. Ted Posthuma of379 Oak Avenue to construct a steel frame
patio cover/deck.
Hadden Roth: And that we will prepare a resolution and bring it back for
Council approval at the next meeting.
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Judith Hodgens: And that we'll prepare a resolution and bring it back for
the Council's approval at the next meeting.
Paul Chignell: OK, that motion has been made. Is there a second to the
motion.
JeffKroot: Second.
Paul Chignell: Is there a discussion on the motion? Will you call the roll
please?
(The roll was called by the Town Clerk and the responses were as follows:
Kroot, Aye, Overberger, Aye, Hodgens, Aye, Breen, Aye, Chignell, Aye.)
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4.

APPEAL OF A PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A DESIGN
REVIEW REQUEST FOR THE PROPERTY KNOWN AS 379 OAK AVENUE
IN SAN ANSELMO (APN 7-241-61). APPROVED PROJECT INCLUDES A
STEEL FRAME PATIO COVERIDECK STRUCTURE. APPELLANTS ARE
COUNCILMEMBERS JEFF KROOT AND PAUL CHIGNELL.

Mayor Chignell announced that Lance Russell, Attorney for Mr. Posthuma, has submitted
some materials that will be incorporated into the official record.
Acting Planning Director Bush presented the staff report. He passed out pictures of the
partially completed project which were made a part of the official record and gave a
history of the project since 1992, outlined in Exhibit A of the staff report. He outlined
the other attachments in the staff report. Since then Mr. Posthuma filed suit against the
Town, and the summary of the action was that the Town did not make the appropriate
findings for the project. The appellate court was not able to conclude that the Council
had adequately reviewed the project, even though it was substantially similar to previous
applications. Acting Planning Director Bush stated this application should be considered
without regard to prior submittals. The required findings are listed on attachments A-4
and A-5. A letter from the Cohen's, neighbors, was submitted in favor of Mr.
Posthuma's project.
Breen asked if the pictures are a fair and accurate representation of the project as it exists
today. Bush answered affirmatively.
Hodgens said there were discussions on a compromise to the size of the deck. Does
anybody remember what the compromise was?
Bush said it was discussed to compromise at 6' 6" by 18' 6'.
Mr. Russell, attorney for Posthuma, said he appreciated the Town accepting documents
he submitted in order to make a more complete record. We are here today because in
1995 Mr. Posthuma was guided to submit an amended design application to be
considered as a new application. The court found that the Planning Commission rendered
the decision on the merits of the project but that the Council did not. This is the same
place we were in 1996. Nothing structurally has changed. The Council gets to make a
new decision, but four separate judges found something improper in what you did before.
A judge noted that the Council's actions have put Mr. Posthuma in a catch 22 situation.
Russell noted that Chignell said Posthuma's attorney made an "excellent case" for the
project. The court found that the Council's deficient findings undermine the analytic
route they took to get there. It said the Council shouldn't rely on neighborhood protests
that were speculation. A number of letters were submitted at that time in favor of the
project. He submitted an additional petition which has been signed by community
members, 19 additional signatures in support, plus a letter from Harold Knocktrab. In all,
letters and petitions were submitted from 42 separate people in the community in support
of this project. Mr. Posthuma's plans haven't wavered at all. He is just asking for what
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the Planning Commission previously approved. He read a letter from former Planning
Commissioner Oliver Harle in support ofthe project.
Kroot asked about the catch-22 comment. Town Attorney Roth said this refers to the
statement that we suggested a path he could take - back to the Planning Commission,
then reversed it, but no direction was given to the applicant. The appellate court made no
reference to this. This was an option, not a direction to the applicant.
Hodgens asked if the courts are saying it wasn't appropriate to look at the history of the
project. Town Attorney Roth said that the appellate court didn't feel the decision was
made based on the merits of the proj ect, but rather made the decision based on what went
on before. Council should now look at this project now based on the merits.
Gay Kagy, 280 Redwood Road, said the steel framework is obviously not in scale with
what it is going to be. It has an overbuilt look. The overall design is not integrated with
the existing house or neighborhood.
Ted Posthuma, 379 Oak Avenue, said he hoped that tonight some resolution could be
made to this. He made some mistakes and he'd like to move on. He went back to the
Planning Commission and got approval. This has been a difficult process and very long.
He would like to get on with his life. He appealed to the Council to bring this to a
conclusion tonight. He is willing to go along with the conditions the Planning
Commission put on the project three years ago. The trees and bushes have grown so
much over the last three years that you can hardly see the steel frame. The steel frame
was to be a prototype for workforce housing. He hopes the Council will approve his
project so we can all get on with other matters.
Hodgens asked the date ofthe petition circulation and who was the author.
Posthuma said he and the attorney are the authors and the circulation took place several
weeks before the item was on the calendar two weeks ago. It was circulated in late April.
Hodgens noted that a compromise committee wanted a 12-foot deck. Posthuma said
what they wanted was 6 feet. The Planning Commission said he could have 16-foot
deck.
The public hearing was closed.
Kroot said he still has the same problems with the project as he had before. It is a very
awkward structure on the side of the house, probably because the applicant wanted to put
a room there originally, if he were to look at the history of the project. But as we aren't
going to look at the history, it just doesn't fit. The posts and beams of steel are very
heavy. It is roughly the size of a two-car garage. Aesthetically it isn't integrated into the
house. He was on a subcommittee trying to work on a compromise with Mr. Posthuma
with smaller dimensions. He would still be supportive of the smaller dimensions, but the
current shape is awkward and that's why he voted against it before and why he appealed
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the Planning Commission decision.
Breen said he understands the Council is being asked to see if it can make the required
findings. Finding one is whether the structure is functionally and aesthetically
compatible with the area. He cannot make that finding. Finding two is protection against
noise and he could make that finding. Finding three, will not tend to cause the
surrounding area to depreciate materially in appearance or value. He cannot make that
finding. Four, will not create unnecessary traffic hazard; he can make that finding. Five,
will not adversely affect health and safety; he can make that finding. Regarding
adequacy of the screening, he is concerned because landscape is subject to the quirks of
nature and disease. Finally, the selection of architectural features and colors enables the
structure to blend with its environment; he cannot make that finding. He doesn't believe
that this particular structure blends with its environment and results in a low visual
profile; he cannot make that finding.
Overberger said she has a unique advantage in that this is the first time she has heard this
project. She doesn't have any strong feelings about anything that has gone on before.
When she looks at this house and addition, she is looking at it with a newcomer's eyes.
She has to ask what somebody really wanted to build there, because the structure is
obviously way more than is needed for a deck to protect the front door. It seems like an
overkill project for decking and coverage for the house. She has no problem saying she
can't make the findings for 1, 3 or 7.
Hodgens said she cannot make findings on 1,3, 7 or 8.
Chignell said a lot of effort has bee,n put into this and he doesn't want to keep spending
taxpayer's money on this. He cannot make the findings either. There have been repeated
attempts to try to work with the applicant and those efforts have been rebuffed. It was
unusual for Town Councilmembers to appeal, but they didn't take this lightly. This
structure is awkward, incongruent and not compatible; he cannot violate the principles in
this instance as it would not be consistent with his civic responsibilities as a member of
this Council. He supports his colleagues. He would like Mr. Posthuma to come with an
application that could meet our findings and is not incongruent. Council is not arbitrary
or capricious and is willing to work with applicants.

Mis, Hodgens, to approve the appeal of the Planning Commission's conditional approval
of the amended design request of Mr. Ted Posthuma of 379 Oak Avenue to construct a
steel frame patio cover/deck and to direct staff to prepare a resolution for Council's
approval at the next meeting. Ayes by roll call: Breen, Hodgens, Kroot, Overberger,
Chignell.
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