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City of Ukiah

City of Ukiah, CA

Design Review Board

MINUTES

Regular Meeting

October 9, 2014

Ukiah Civic Center, 300 Seminary Avenue

1. CALL TO ORDER: Chair Hise called the Design Review Board meeting to order at 3:03

p.m. in Conference Room #3.

2. ROLL CALL Present:
Absent:
Staff Present:
Others present:

3. CORRESPONDENCE:

Chair Tom Hise, Vice Chair Tom Liden,
Howie Hawkes, Alan Nicholson

Nick Thayer

Kim Jordan, Principal Planner
Michelle Johnson, Associate Planner
Cathy Elawadly, Recording Secretary

Leslie H. Smyth
Roger Schwartz
Matthew Gilbert
Julio Tinavero
Matthew Carfi
Scott Diseroon
John Laberdic
Rick Landon

Principal Planner Jordan provided comments from Member Thayer dated October 09, 2014
concerning the projects reviewed today that are incorporated into the minutes as attachment 1.

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes from September 18, 2014 meeting are included

for review and approval.

M/S Liden/Nicholson approved minutes from September 18, 2014 meeting, as submitted.
Motion carried by all AYE voice vote of the members present (4-0).

5. AUDIENCE COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

6. NEW BUSINESS:

BA. Gilbert Mixed Use Project, 676 South Orchard Avenue (File No.: 37): Review and
recommendation to Planning Commission on a Site Development Permit for a mixed use
development that would include the existing single-family home, modification and
expansion of the existing garage which would be used for the commercial processing of
wool, one food truck with outdoor seating, and modifications to the parking and
landscaping at 676 South Orchard, APN 002-320-53. The Project also requires Planning
Commission approval of a Major Use Permit to allow mixed residential and commercial

use of the parcel.

Principal Planner Jordan:

e Project is a Use Permit and Site Development Permit for a wool mill on Orchard Avenue

in the C-1 zoning district.
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The DRB has purview over the site development permit portion of the Project. Staff is
requesting the DRB provide a recommendation on the site layout, design, functionality of
the site, compatibility of uses of which there are many and details of the Project to the
Planning Commission particularly since the garage is being expanded upon,
modifications are proposed to the parking areas, and there is the addition of the food
truck that is potentially considered as an outdoor dining use.

Gave a project description as provided for on pages 1 and 2 of the staff report.

The C-1 zoning district has landscaping requirements and pages 4 and 5 of the staff
report do address those landscaping standards required for this project. Staff would like
direction from the DRB concerning landscaping for the Project.

DRB questions:

Are there any zoning issues?

Are most of properties in the vicinity zoned C-17?

Is the applicant in the wool business?

Does the applicant own the food truck?

Does the wool mill operation generate noise?

Would odor be an issue?

Will the house be rented?

What sort of food will be sold from the food truck?

Will the food truck be mobile or permanently stationery?

What are the hours of operation?

Do you anticipate parking to be a problem when noon will likely be the busiest time for
the food truck?

Referred to the site plans and asked about the location of the outdoor seating for the food
truck.

In an industrial type area where on the site would the food truck be appropriate? Some
cities have designated lots for food trucks and somewhat concentrated in one area.
Parking the food truck in another location and/or re-orienting it in another direction would
not likely change the appearance aesthetically.

Asked about what will be done with the vehicles on the site.

Requested clarification a second shipping container will be added to the site during
phase 3.

The subject property has some nice trees on it. Are there plans to enhance them? The
tree located in the front of the property will help screen the food truck. The Oak tree in the
rear of the property should help screen the existing shipping container.

Are there plans to add a fence between the subject property and the neighbor to the
north? Are there plans to share parking for these two properties? Will buffers be used to
keep people from driving onto the neighbor’s property to the north?

Principal Planner Jordan:

Does not appear to be any zoning issues right now other than determining whether or not
the mix of uses proposed are compatible and appropriate for the site.

Confirmed most of properties in the neighborhood are in the C-1 zoning. While the zoning
for the area is C-1, there are some residential units. There is a mobile home park located
directly behind the site. The C-1 zoning district allows mixed residential and commercial
uses on one parcel when they can be found to be compatible.

For clarification purposes would have to assume the food truck will be permanent
because staff has not been advised differently. If the DRB has a preference that the truck
should not be there all the time, this aspect should be talked about and why.

Matthew Gilbert, Applicant:

Provided an overview of the Project and noted: The three uses proposed include: 1) Food
truck to be located in front of the site; 2) Single-family residence; 3) Wool mill located in
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the rear of the lot. Parking will be shared for the three uses. The plan is to eventually
employ two or three persons for the wool mill use.

Has been in the wool business for a long time.

The food truck is leased.

Referred to attachment 1 of the staff report that provides a detailed description of the
Project and layout of the proposed uses. It also talks about the wool mill
operation/process and equipment used. Some of the equipment does generate some
noise, but would not negatively impact the neighborhood because of the location of the
mill and that the machinery will be enclosed, particularly with the building material used
and type of construction. The noise will not go outside of the property line.

As part of the process, the wool is washed and dried appropriately so there would be no
noticeable odor outside.

e Owns the property and will reside in the house.

e Is unsure what kind of food will be sold from the food truck.

o ltis likely the food truck will be moved off the site at night.

e Parking should not be an issue because people will probably walk to the food truck.
Acknowledged there will be some traffic.

e The hours of operation would likely be 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. or 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
five days a week when businesses are typically open. There are many businesses that
operate on Orchard Avenue.

o Referred to site plan keynote #12 concerning the location of the picnic tables.

e The trees in the front of the lot would somewhat screen the food truck from view,
particularly for persons traveling north.

e Two of the vehicles on the site will be removed.

e Confirmed the plan is to add an approximate 160 sqg ft shipping container in the far
northern portion of the site. Must comply with the 10-foot setback from the property line
for placement of this container.

e Confirmed there are two Valley Oak trees in the rear of the property. The tree in the front
of the property is a Liquid Amber.

e Confirmed there are no plans to add a fence between his property and the property
located to the north.

e Confirmed no plans to share parking with the property to the north.

e It may be that some type of buffer will be used to prevent people from encroaching on his
neighbor’s property. Currently, the vehicles on his neighbor’'s property prevent people
from accessing his neighbor’s property.

Chair Hise:

Referred to attachment 1 (Member Thayer’s) comments how landscaping applies to a
mixed use zoning project and noted with regard to the last paragraph concerning the
proposed project that for any remodel or addition landscaping may not be limited to the
building alone. The California Green Code is specific about the application of water
efficiency concerning landscaping for projects.

Principal Planner Jordan:

Advised City Building Official Willoughby will address the remodel in his comments
regarding the Project including how this would apply to landscaping and compliance with
water efficiency regulations/rules and/or other possible building- related issues.

Related to the subject property and accompanying violations on the site, the applicant
purchased the property with existing violations. The first violation and/or issue on the site
is the existing shipping/storage container that does not comply with the setbacks and
was not permitted. The applicant would like to continue to use the unpermitted shipping
container as storage for the wool mill. The question is whether this is appropriate in its
present location if it is not visible from the public right-of-way. In the future, the applicant

Design Review Board October 9, 2014

Page 3



OCO~NOOITRWNEF

Parking

would like to add a second storage container should it be necessary in the location
shown on the site plans.

Would like the DRB to discuss the issue concerning the storage containers.

Would like the DRB to provide input regarding the landscaping.

The Project has circulation and safety concerns about the mix of uses on the site that
need to be discussed.

The applicant continues to work through some of the Project issues.

Related to approval of the Site Development Permit where findings must be made such
that the vehicle and pedestrian circulation on the site must work in terms of safety and
related to approval of the Use Permit, the public health safety and welfare of citizens
cannot be compromised as part of the project so for both permits safety considerations
have to be made.

Related to the food truck, staff has some concerns about its location relative to
appropriate pedestrian and vehicle circulation such that there is no potential for conflict
that would create an unsafe condition.

Related to the mixed uses for the site, staff does not have particular concerns about the
residential use.

For staff, most of the issues for the Project come about with the addition of the food
truck. The food truck must be situated such that it does not create safety concerns.

Since the DRB makes recommendations to the Planning Commission regarding site
layout/design and issues, wants to make certain this is done adequately for the food
truck use.

Chair Hise:

Related to parking, not readable on site plan. Requested clarification there are eight
parking spaces proposed.

An option would be to use the lawn area for vehicle/bicycle parking to more effectively
comply with California Green Code and/or Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance where
less lawn needs would be a component of approval.

Related to the required parking versus the proposed parking minus 1 for the bicycle
space could put personal parking in another location on the site.

Related to placement of the food truck asked about the possibility of another curb cut?
What about vehicle access to the wool mill building? What about if a truck needs to pull
up to the building to load or unload?

Has concern about parking space #1 and with making it as visible as possible.

The parking space closest to the wool mill building is not useable. People are likely to hit
the building with their vehicles as they back up and turn around. A scale is not indicated
on the site plans so it is difficult to determine if there is sufficient backup space. A
minimum of 25 feet of back up space is necessary. Is of the opinion, this is not a
workable space to operate a vehicle. An option would be to leave the space and utilize it
for bicycle parking.

Relocating the bicycle parking would allow the access isle for handicap parking to move
into that space such that the parking would shift. By relocating the parking would allow for
a better functioning site, particularly with three different uses.

Is of the opinion, garbage and recycling is not in a good location, could put bicycle
parking in this location and move the garbage/recycling to another location. Typically for
commercial projects, garbage/recycling are located within an enclosed structure so as not
to be visible. The site plans needs to show the location of the garbage/recycling for the
commercial use.

Would Planning staff accept the parking, as proposed?

Is there a location on the site where the shipping/storage containers would not be an
issue?
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Member Nicholson:

Are the parking calculations based on the wool mill use and the residence and not the
food service?

Member Hawkes:

Can the DRB accept the proposed parking even though the parking accommodations
appear to be minimal?

Principal Planner Jordan:

Referred to page 4 of the staff report concerning the parking requirements and noted the
required number of parking spaces is debatable because of the variable considerations
that come into play when calculating the parking for the different uses and explained how
this was done. For the Site Development Permit and Use Permit process, if it can be
determined not all the parking spaces calculated for the different uses are necessary,
parking can be reduced. An issue when having to calculate the required parking is that
there is no exact fit for parking requirements for a wool mill. The parking calculations
made for the Project was the result of planning staff's best guess at what the parking
requirements should be. Processing, treatment, assembly, packaging and distribution is
more for light industrial type use and larger buildings like what occurs on Mazzoni Street.
What the applicant desires to do is not an ‘exact fit’ relative to determining the required
parking.

As part of the discretionary review process, staff is asking the DRB to provide input as to
what is reasonable parking. Parking must be provided on the site.

2 spaces are required for the residence and 3 spaces for the outdoor sales
establishment. The number of parking spaces required for the wool mill is questionable.
City Code does not change the fact there is no resale occurring on site for the wool mill
when calculating the parking. Only the decision makers have the authority and/or
purview to make an exception to the parking.

Even though staff calculated 4 parking spaces for the employees of the wool mill and 2
spaces for the customers of the wool mill, theses parking spaces would be for the food
truck and not the wool mill.

The parking proposed as shown in the staff report is 9 spaces with 1 space counted for
bicycle parking for a total of 8 parking spaces proposed. 1 space is required for each 10
vehicle parking spaces. Based on 11 required vehicle parking spaces, 1 bike space is
required.

Preference is for bicycle parking to be as close to the street as possible so it is visible.
the only persons that would use the bicycle parking would be potential employees of the
wool mill and people going to the food truck.

If the travel trailer were to remain on the site, Planning staff would have to review this.
The applicant could move the travel trailer so it would no longer be a consideration.

If it is the preference of the DRB for the applicant to clean up the sight in terms of
aesthetics, this is a recommendation the DRB can make.

The Zoning Code explicitly allows for an exception to the parking requirements through
the discretionary review process and based upon what the applicant has explained about
the wool mill operation in which planning staff does not have a good fit for parking, the
applicant does not expect to start his business with 3 employees and 2 customers.
Related to the parking requirements for the uses, planning staff is just applying the
closest fit in this regard. If there is evidence on the record that the uses will not generate
a need for the required parking, the City can require less parking. While the DRB does
not have purview over the Use Permit, from a Site Development Permit perspective
based upon what the DRB has knowledge of in terms of whether or not the parking is
reasonable and whether the parking space works for what is being proposed, the DRB
has purview over this.

Would be okay with the proposed parking as a start-up to what is proposed in the future.
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There is nowhere the shipping containers can be placed that would not be an issue for
staff where the preference is not to have them at all on the site. The preference for the
applicant is to leave the existing container where it is and adjust it to comply with the
setback requirements.

There was discussion concerning the location of accessible parking and bike parking as shown
on the site plans.

Member Liden:

In terms of aesthetics and safety, it may be the food truck should be oriented north and
south rather than east and west.

What is the plan for the travel trailer shown on the site plans? The site would look much
better if it were removed.

Matthew Gilbert:

Confirmed eight parking spaces are proposed.

Anticipates three or four employees for the wool mill. Related to parking required for the
wool mill noted staff in calculating the parking for the site, reserved 4 parking spaces for
employees on the max shift plus 2 for customers for a total of 6 parking spaces plus 2 for
the residence and 3 for the outdoor sales establishment for a total of 11 parking spaces
required.

Clarified the lawn is not being watered.

Would not be feasible to use the lawn area for parking without getting rid of the food
truck. It may be the parking has to be reconfigured for the site.

Would not think another curb cut would benefit the parking situation. There is street side
parking available.

Has considered orienting the food truck north and south. To make this work there would
have to be more accessible sidewalk for the handicap. The picnic table would have to be
moved to the south end and is a less enjoyable place to eat.

Does not need vehicle access to the wool mill building and explained the function
regarding handling of the wool when it comes in for processing. There is no need for a
truck backup to a dock to unload the wool. There is space for a truck to come through to
the door of the wool mill if necessary.

Referred to the site plans and indicated the green line represents 24 feet. If parking is
shifted easterly as far as possible, there is approximately 1 foot between parking lot 1
and the fence. This would allow the handicap parking space adequate space.

Relocating the handicap space further east and removing the sign structure may be a
possibility.

What looks like garbage/recycling is actually the container for people to throw away trash
from the food truck. Garbage/recycle for his residence could be located anywhere.

The logical spot for the garbage/recycling for the commercial use would be on the north
side of the wool mill building.

The travel trailer could be removed if this is the preference of the DRB. At present, the
travel trailer is being stored on the property.

DRB comments:

Member Nicholson:

Does not have an issue with the proposed parking. Likes that the City supports less
parking for project whenever possible.

e Concurs with Member Hise and with making parking space #1 as visible as possible.
o Likes the concept of the wool mill and supports the overall project.
Is of the opinion the shipping containers are really not a workable solution to storage in
the City limits. One way to address the shipping containers would be to increase the
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screening between the parking lot and the storage area. Does not recommend a chain
link fence with integrated screening but rather a fence using aesthetically pleasing
materials that would sufficiently screen the storage containers. Is of the opinion there
needs to be some type of screening between the street and the storage area. Would like
to see the shipping containers built into the existing building.

Related to landscaping, California Nutmeg is not a good choice for this type of
environment and does require a lot of moisture.

It appears the setback from the property lines is not adequate for any type of structure
and asked about the setbacks.

Again, has as a problem with the storage area. It requires some type of screening of nice
design.

Matthew Gilbert:

The north side of the building gets a lot of shade it may be the California Nutmeg would
do fine.

The landscaping should help screen the containers from view.

Asked about the possibility of installing a six-foot high fence even though not supportive
of the concept.

The storage facilities are presently on the ground but will be elevated.

Member Nicholson:

The screening needs to be substantial and look appropriate. Is of the opinion an eight-
foot fence would be appropriate.

Related to the building expansion, is of the opinion the facade of the wool mill building
would work well in Redwood Valley. It is not quite appropriate for the neighborhood and
finds it to be a conflict of styles and is an ‘insensitive’ approach to an accessory building
in an essentially residential functioning property and inappropriate for this combination of
mixed uses on the site. Would like to hear about any alternative options concerning the
facade.

Has a problem with the food truck with it being located one-half in the parking and
circulation area and one-half in the landscape area. While it is a logical location for the
food truck functionally, it really is a big visual conflict with the residential and
manufacturing uses. Would like to support the alternate plan of putting the food truck
parallel to the street. While situating the food truck parallel to the street may make it
awkward for pedestrian circulation to the site, it could be a very nice street frontage area
with some tables between the sidewalk and the food truck and hidden more in front of the
residential unit and behind the trees. The food truck should align appropriately with the
street and would be a fit better on the site because it would essentially create its own
space. It would be a nice addition for Orchard Avenue to have a food truck having a nice
visual presentation. The front of the food truck should face Orchard Avenue.

The trees on the property are a great asset.

Principal Planner Jordan:

Since the property is in a commercial zoning designation, there does not have to be any
setbacks. The rear of the property must comply with the 10-setback for fences, etc.,
because it is adjacent to an R-3 zoning district.

Understand for what the Wool Mill is using shipping/storage container for, there is no
setback requirement. The shipping container does encroach into the 10-foot rear yard
setback area and zero side yard setback area where the applicant is showing the location
on the map. In talking with the Building and Fire Departments, there is no building or fire
code requirement because it is a metal shipping container and what is being stored is
non-flammable.

Member Liden:
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Is pleased with the wool mill concept and would greatly serve the community.

The neighborhood is a diverse/eclectic mix of uses. Would like to see the site
environment changed so it is more organized and pleasing in appearance.

Would like to see the travel trailer removed because it is an eyesore and only adds
another element to a site that already has a lot of uses going on.

Related to the storage container finds it is sort of rusted and unnoticeable. May have an
issue if the container was new and shiny. May not be okay with a second storage
container on the site.

Is okay with the proposed parking.

Has an issue with the food truck. Understands why the applicant wants to have a food
truck. It would be great for the community to have a food truck. Does not approve of the
proposed orientation of the food truck. It is a separate element/entity and needs to be
presented as such. Would like to see the food truck located where the bike storage is and
separate it from all the other buildings/elements occurring on the site. Need to have a
separation from the residential unit and the space for the food truck. Need to show that
the food truck is a separate entity and business. As presented on the site plans, the food
truck draws from the eclectic chain of things going on at the site. We also have no idea
what the food truck will look like so it is difficult to make decisions in this regard.
Recommends starting the project without the food truck and add it later after the business
is in operation and the site is cleaned up allowing time to assess how everything is
working.

Related to landscaping, would like to see the existing trees on the site enhanced. The
food truck would de-enhance the tree located in the front of the site. Adding another
storage container would de-enhance the existing tree in this location. Would be nice to
have some landscaping on the site.

Would like to see the site cleaned up. What is being proposed for the site could actually
enhance the neighborhood. The cleaner and less cluttered the site, the better it will look.
Again, likes the concept of the wool mill. Is fine with the facade for the wool mill building.
Is of the opinion visibility of the food truck is not the real issue, but rather aesthetics with
reorienting of the truck. It might be better if the truck were less visible.

Member Hawkes:

Likes the live-work concept. The wool mill operation is likely a very viable business with
the potential to be highly successful.

Would like to see the shipping containers screened.

Is fine with the food truck and the proposed orientation. The truck can be seen when a
person is driving down the street. Likes that it would be under a tree on the site.

Okay with not having the full number of 11 parking spaces. The business is just starting
up so parking should not be a problem. Is hopeful the parking needs will not change.

Is fine with the project.

Chair Hise:

Supports Member Thayer's recommendations regarding the landscaping for the site.
Does have concerns about parking space #1. Accordingly, is unsure whether the number
of parking spaces planning staff has proposed is the appropriate number either.

Would put the bicycle facility somewhere else on the site closer and/or related to the food
truck.

Would not likely find a food vendor that would park the truck in the proposed orientation.
Is of the opinion the most successful food trucks face the street having the dining out
front. A person will essentially see the truck coming from one direction.

There is space available in the front of the site that is not being utilizing to its best and
highest use. Reorienting the food truck to face the street would enhance the ‘whole
operation.” The manner in which the truck and dining scheme is situated will not work. Is
of the opinion the food truck operation is not laid out well enough to be successful.
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Recommends the applicant and/or architect formulate a better plan for the food truck and
outdoor dining.

Has no problem with the building that is being added except for looking at an alternate
facade design and materials to be more compatible with the residence along with
reorienting the outdoor dining area.

The parking should be adequate, as proposed.

Recommends cleaning up the lot. It is cluttered where the uses get lost in the mix of
things going on at the site.

The installation of a fence was proposed for screening purposes, but the concept was not
something Mr. Gilbert wants to do. Adding a fence and some landscaping amenities are
rather simple solutions that would enhance/improve the appearance of the site such that
many of the aforementioned comments made would no longer be so relevant.

The concept of expanding the wool mill building and bringing the industry here, the
addition of the food truck would not be successful the way the Project is designed.
Adding to the clutter and/or not removing the clutter or screening it properly cannot be
encouraged by the DRB.

Recommends the applicant review his project and make modifications based on the
comments made by the DRB.

Matthew Gilbert:

Would be open to reorienting the food truck.

Would consider the installation of a fence for screening purposes.

Turning the food truck around 90 degrees and creating a new entrance would work, but
is of the opinion the modification would not make the food truck more visible because of
the existing trees. However, will take a closer look at this consideration.

The intent of the food truck is to generate income so it is important for it to be in
operation sooner rather than later is very important.

Related to the facade of the wool mill building, a fire wall is required that extends 30
inches above the eve where some form of facade is necessary. The intent of the facade
is to make it look like the mill has been in existence for a long time by constructing it in a
style/design from a previous era. The wool mill building should complement the
residential unit somehow.

Member Nicholson:

Will the building contain T1-11 siding, some vertical, some horizontal?

Is of the opinion the material proposed is ‘confusing’ and is not congruent/compatible with
the other structures on the site. Recommends even the use of recycled barn wood that
would resemble an old sheep barn. While it does not match the material on the house it
would provide character such that it would be completely different rather trying to use
material that fits partway so that which is visible looks authentic. Made some suggestions
about some materials that would be a good fit.

Would like to see a fence on the north side of the property.

Does the food truck have to comply with front yard setback requirements?

Chair Hise:

The facade resembles that of a western storefront facade. Supports making the building
look like that of another era rather than a western storefront theme.
Would like the applicant to take another look at the design.

Matthew Gilbert:

The plan for the front facade is to try and recycle siding from the existing building to
match the house. T1-11 siding will be used for the new construction.

Explained how recycling and/or reuse of siding on the buildings would work to make the
buildings more cohesive in appearance.
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DRB consensus:

Would like Mr. Gilbert to consider the comments/suggestions made by the DRB and
make revisions accordingly based on the input provided.

Does not support moving the Project forward with a recommendation for approval to
Planning Commission without revised plans.

Does not need to see the revised plans and is fine with Planning staff making certain
modifications to the Project that reflect the DRB’s comments and proceed with moving
forward to the Planning Commission for review and approval provided the changes to the
site plan are adequate.

Principal Planner Jordan:

6B.

There is no front yard setback requirements for the food truck. The setback is zero.

The DRB is asking the applicant to consider the comments made above, make
modifications and revise the site plans.

Is of the opinion with all the comments made by DRB, the Project is not ready for review
by the Planning Commission at this time.

Burger King Site Development Permit, 711 East Perkins Street (File No.: 422):
Review and recommendation to Planning Commission on a Site Development Permit for
a renovation of the existing facade, new signage, and modifications to the parking lot and
landscaping for Burger King at 711 East Perkins Street, APNs 179-061-04 and 179-061-
34.

Principal Planner Jordan:

Gave a Project description as provided for on page 1 of the staff report.

The applicant has provided a new landscaping plan. The Project is located in the C-1
zoning district that has very specific landscaping requirements. The Zoning Code does
not exempt projects for facade modifications from the landscaping requirements in the C-
1 zoning district.

The parking lot is over-parked by zoning code standards and the landscaping plan does
not provide the shade coverage for the planter islands that are required. Staff is unsure
whether the Project provides the percentage of landscaping coverage required because
planning staff has not received all the information from the applicant.

Related to the signage, signage is not allowed to exceed the height of the main roof. New
signage on west and north facades may exceed the height of the roof. Signage is
allowed to exceed the height of the main roof with approval of a site development permit.
The purview of the DRB is the site development permit, as part of its review of the site
development permit, the DRB also needs to review and make a recommendation on the
signage included in the sign program and landscaping.

The zoning ordinance allows modifications to the landscaping requirements and with a
site development permit signage can exceed the height of the main roof height. The
issue is should the project have to be more in compliance with the landscaping and
signage requirements than proposed.

The applicant is replacing and adding signage. The freestanding highway will remain
unchanged.

Julio Tinavero, Milestone Associates, Architect for applicant:

His firm is doing the Project renovations as shown on the project plans.

Has reviewed the Zoning Ordinance and Design Guidelines for Projects located outside
the Downtown Design District.

Acknowledged the Project has specific issues that need to be worked out related to
landscaping, signage, etc.

The site contains a large open space for RV and bus parking. This type of parking
prevents the Project from complying with the parking lot shade coverage requirements.
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e The applicant proposes landscaping improvements where feasible and explained how so.
What is not proposed are planter islands in the parking lot that were requested in order to
comply with the zoning ordinance because planters and trees in this location restricts
traffic circulation of the large vehicles - trucks, buses, and RVs. If trees were planted as
required, the trees and planters would be damaged since these vehicles have a tendency
to run over the planter islands. This increases costs due to the need to
repair/replacement.

e Reviewed the shade calculations requirements for the landscaping and revised the
landscaping plan based on staff's comments.

Assistant Planner Johnson:

e Related to the September 9, 2014 landscaping plan, clarified the most recent information
submitted did not include the required landscaping calculations for shade and coverage
but rather revised elevations. The landscaping plan dated September 9, 2014 is the most
recent.

Principal Planner Jordan:
e The September 9, 2014 landscaping plan does not include the shade calculations that
Architect Tinavero is referencing.
o Asked if more trees have been added to the revised landscaping plan Architect Tinavero
is referencing?

Julio Tinavero:

e Confirmed no trees were added to the revised plan. However, the landscape architect
added the 50% shade calculations based on the existing trees shown on the plan and the
revised plan meets the shading requirements for the perimeter parking areas. Shade
calculations were not done for the interior areas.

Principal Planner Jordan:
e To clarify, all the paved areas except for the drive-thru are required to have 50% shade
coverage.

Julio Tinavero:

e The focus regarding the landscaping was on the perimeter parking areas.

e No trees were added to the center of the parking area where the RVs and buses park
because trees in this location are not feasible as the RVs/buses hit them.

e To comply with the shade requirements of the zoning ordinance, the intent was to focus
on the perimeter areas rather than the interior areas by adding new trees around the
perimeter, replacing dead/dying landscaping and providing for drought resistant
landscaping.

e The applicant is proposing the RV/bus parking area remain the same and is not
proposing new landscaping in this area.

e The perimeter of the parking areas will be shaded in the compliance with the zoning
ordinance shade coverage requirements, but the RVs and bus parking areas will not.

o Referred to the September 9, 2014 landscaping plan and noted the darkened tree
symbols represent new trees. These trees are 15 gallon trees so they will be sizeable.

Member Hawkes:
e Asked about the location of the perimeter property lines. Related to the zoning ordinance
and shade calculations for parking lots requested clarification that if a tree is on the
property, only one-half credit is given.

Principal Planner Jordan:
e Correct. Credit is given for the fraction of the tree that shades the paved parking area.
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Julio Tinavero:

Related to the one-half credit for trees located on the property line and shade
calculations, typically what is done in this regard is count the parking stalls and
maneuvering space behind the stalls as part of the calculation.

Principal Planner Jordan:

DRB:

Confirmed all interior paved parking areas, except the drive-thru area, must have 50%
shade coverage.

Discussed the existing striped areas in terms of the parking delineations for the different
vehicles that park on the site. Asked if trees could be planted in these areas.

Discussed the location on the landscaping plan where interior trees could be planted
without RVs and buses hitting them.

In addition to parking space consideration, asked if the zoning ordinance includes a
clearance height for trees that is considered when calculating shade coverage for
parking lots?

What is the reason Burger King wants RVs and buses parking on the site when these
take up so much space. Does Burger King really benefit economically from the clientele
that are traveling in these RVs/buses?

Asked about sufficient backup spaces for buses and how this works?

Julio Tinavero:

While making the striped areas planter areas by adding trees is possible, the height of
the trees in relation to the height of the RV or bus would not work because they would be
hit.

Principal Planner Jordan:

For trees in the right-of-way, there would be a clearance height.

The applicant wants the RV and bus parking; however, staff has no knowledge how many
parking spaces are actually needed for parking for these vehicles. Parking spaces for
RVs and buses should be counted as two vehicle parking spaces because they are twice
as long as a regular vehicle. The site is over-parked by 8 to 10 spaces counting the RV
and bus spaces as regular parking spaces. Since the parking spaces for RV and bus
parking are double the size of a regular space, what occurs is more asphalt and less
landscaping that is not close to the shade coverage requirement or the one planter island
with tree between every 4 parking spaces.

According to the City of Ukiah Zoning Ordinance all paved areas even the drive-thru has
to be 50% shade coverage in 10 years. This shade coverage is not possible so the City
of Ukiah currently uses the City of Davis shade coverage standard which is all paved
parking areas, excluding the drive-thru, within 15 years. The other requirement is for a
planter island with tree between every 4 parking spaces. The Planning Commission tends
to prefer the fishbone type of planter island instead of the one tree for every 4 parking
spaces. The Planning Commission has the ability to approve modifications to the
landscaping requirements. The other requirement that the proposed landscaping plan
does not comply with is that there should be tree shading on the west and south side of
buildings. There may be arguable landscaping on the south side of the building, but
there is none on the west side. It is unclear if the project provides 20% lot coverage as
landscaping.

Scott Disheroon:

Much of the business Burger King receives is from tour buses. Notes these days the
buses are getting higher and higher so it is difficult to shade parking areas because the
trees are hit and damaged. Allowing RVs and buses to park at Burger King benefits the
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City in that these vehicles exit the freeway at the Perkins Street exit and park in the
Burger King parking lot rather traveling through town and taking up spaces on City
streets.

e Again the tour buses are very important to Burger King’s business.

e There are more buses parking at Burger King than RVs.

e Explained how egress and ingress work for buses on the site in terms of the existing
striping and drive-thru capabilities.

Principal Planner Jordan:
o |If buses are allowed to pull-thru the parking spaces do people park where the light pole is
located? Is there an opportunity to provide landscaping at this location?

Julio Tinavero:
e Demonstrated how parking works on the site including how access works for the drive-
thru and noted buses take up a lot of space for maneuverability.

Scott Disheroon:

e Has observed over the last 30 years that trucks and trailers pull into more than just the
one space that is provided for large vehicles. Large truck and trailers come to the
restaurant because of the space available to park. Such vehicles do not need to park on
Perkins Street and can take advantage of the large parking lot.

Assistant Planner Johnson:

e Perkins Street is considered a general plan ‘gateway’ to the City where appearance and
aesthetics are very important so commercial applicants located outside of the Downtown
Design District are encouraged to consider the design guidelines for commercial
development.

e Related to landscaping, a pedestrian path is required through a parking lot if the lot has
more than 12 spaces. The project does not have the required pathway through the
parking lot to the entrance of the building.

Julio Tinavero:
e Acknowledged the existing orientation of the parking lot accommodates large vehicle
parking and circulation, providing safe pedestrian pathways is problematic.

DRB comments:

Member Nicholson:

e Related to the issue of building elevations and rule that signs cannot exceed the height of
the main roof, applicant should have a revised sign program that brings the signage down
below the roofline. Looking at the signage, the Project does not conform to City
standards.

e Finds it acceptable to allow a structure that holds a sign to exceed the roofline, but the
sign itself should conform to City sign standards.

e Related to the proposed Sign Program does not support a variance to allow the signage
to exceed the height of the roofline, particularly for a business in the City limits.

e The remainder of the facades look good. The proposed exterior building facade
modifications, new signage, fencing, repair/restriping of the existing parking lot, new
external light features, and the other proposed renovations are very much an
improvement.

e The only other project issue concerns the landscaping. Since this is the case where more
parking is available than required, provided a market landscaping plan that identified
locations for additional landscaping (see attachment 2). Noted it would be very easy to
remove some of the parking spaces and put in planters and trees to better comply with
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the 50% shade coverage standard the City uses and still provide for one tree for every
four parking spaces. Finds there is a number of possibilities concerning parking for buses
and larger vehicles by considering elimination of two of the side parking spaces and plant
four trees or put trees in the middle of the parking lot that would still allow for pull-thru
areas for RVs/buses.

Related to circulation and landscaping with the modifications to the parking lot as shown
on his proposed landscaping plan (attachment 2) would still have 4 pull-through lanes for
the larger vehicles.

For the applicant to not make any proposal for improving the landscaping would be
‘offensive’ to the City. Unless the applicant makes a proposal to improve the landscaping
would not be supportive of the Project, as presented.

His proposed landscaping plan offers solutions without much compromise.

Would be fine with 40% shade coverage. His proposed plan did not remove many
parking spaces. Related to the landscaping plan, the red markings/drawings represent
the first proposal and the black markings shown taking out two of the outer lanes is the
second proposal.

Chair Hise:

Looking at the Sign Program, drawing A.2.1 elevation #4 is drawn to the same height as
elevations #1 and 2. The sign on the back of the building is the only sign that is not taller.

Looking at the Member Nicholson’s landscaping proposal could take out a parking space
in the center of the parking lot and make it a planter area. Member Nicholson proposes
eliminating two parking spaces and planting both sides of the spaces. If one space is
eliminated in the middle and one truck/RV space eliminated would be another solution to
compliance with the landscaping standards for shade coverage in 15 years.

The only persons using the far west parking spaces are the buses/large vehicles. These
are also the least popular parking spaces particularly in the summer time when people
would have to walk a considerable distance to access the restaurant.

Julio Tinavero:

Referred to sheet A-2 relative to elevation #1 (west elevation that faces the parking lot)
concerning the tower that has the Burger King logo this parapet is 2 feet above the
roofline and the sign is 1 foot below the top of the parapet so the sign would basically be
1 foot above the roofline. Would be amenable to dropping the height.

Related to elevation #3 (north elevation) would be amenable to dropping the height to
meet the roofline.

Related to bus/RV parking want to make certain this is available and that there is space
to maneuver.

Scott Disheroon:

Related to Member Nicholson’'s comment regarding the pull-thru for large vehicles and
providing landscaping, the turning islands that contain landscaping are consistently
damaged as these vehicles make the turn to access the drive-thru.

The truck path is always wider than the radius for the turn so with the planter islands the
back trailers of the truck consistently hit them. This also becomes a liability issue as far
as people walking and tripping and other problems such as the asphalt breaking down.
This then becomes an eyesore. It appears no matter how much room is given to larger
vehicle they damage the planter islands in order to pull through the parking space and
exit the parking lot. Making the turn area narrower to provide for landscaping would
create more problems. Would like to protect the large parking spaces with regard to
adding landscaping that may not be feasible with the current function of the parking lot.
Would like the Project to be done right particularly with regard to the parking lot and
landscaping.
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Would like to figure out a way for the beautification process and trees that would work on
the north side of the property where there is existing vehicle parking as opposed to where
the large vehicles park.

Would probably be okay with losing one parking space, but does not understand which
one.

Principal Planner Jordan:

Referred to staff's proposed landscaping plan that is incorporated into the minutes as
attachment 3 and explained how to allow for shading on the west side and still provide for
one tree every 4 parking spaces. Noted the handicapped space would have to be shifted.
The proposed plan would not necessarily comply with the shade percentage, but would
be a considerable improvement. Explained where to plant another tree. By providing
shade on the south and west sides much of the vehicle parking would be shaded. The
only other consideration is how to address shade coverage for the RV and large vehicle
parking and circulation area. With the proposed coverage, the Project would be more
code compliant than it is presently.

Noted with regard to eliminating parking in favor of landscaping the Project must comply
with the number of parking spaces required.

Member Liden:

Proposed modifications to the landscaping plan and are incorporated into the minutes as
attachment 4. Related to buses/large vehicles getting in and out, if they were parked on
the edge of the property along the west and south sides as shown on his proposed plan,
not much space would be necessary for them to maneuver without going over the curves,
etc. This would allow for the planting of trees and more parking all through the center of
the parking lot.

Related to the elevations, is fine with the signage.

Member Hawkes:

Is pleased to see proposed solutions to in order to comply with the shade coverage
requirements.

Understands while it is important for the applicant to keep the bus/RV parking, it is
important to add trees for shade purposes.

Chair Hise:

Asked if the parapet was being rebuilt or is it existing?

Asked about the different doors to the building and corresponding signage. Noted the
building is close to Perkins Street such that any signage is clearly visible. In this location,
signage does not need to be too high.

In terms of the shade issue, the Planning Commission will likely require the addition of
some trees in the parking lot. Would likely have to lose one bus/large vehicle space to
allow for some coverage in the middle of the parking lot. It may be that Member Liden’s
proposal would be a good solution for compliance with the shade coverage requirement.
Likes the Project. The proposed remodel will aesthetically improve the appearance of the
site as would the addition of landscaping to at least meet some of the shade coverage
requirements and still be able to provide parking for the larger vehicles.

Restriping of the parking lot differently would improve traffic circulation. Understands
large vehicles are ‘hard’ on parking lots particularly with curbs/planter areas and
problems with these vehicles running over them.

Matthew Carfi:

Confirmed the parapet is existing. A New Burger King sign is being added as shown on
the proposed Sign Program (Sheet A-2.1), but the parapet is the same height.
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e The west facing sign is 2 feet above the parapet ban and explained the tower was
dropped to be the same height.

DRB consensus:

e Fine with signage as revised to not exceed the height of the main roof. Make certain all
signage complies with City standards in accordance with the definition of what constitutes
a roofline.

e Recommends additional landscaping be added in order to comply City landscaping and
shade requirements.

e Consider the recommendations from members Liden and Nicholson and staff for
additional landscaping as shown on the landscaping plans provided.

M/S Liden/Nicholson to recommend Planning Commission approve Burger King Restaurant Site
Development Permit with: 1) building signage revised to not exceed the height of the roof as
demonstrated and agreed to at the meeting by the applicant; and 2) landscaping added to be
more compliant with the City’s landscaping and shade requirements.

Principal Planner Jordan:
o Clarified the DRB is asking the applicant to make an attempt to improve shading for the
parking lot since the applicant has given some indication that this may not be possible.

DRB:
e Confirmed intent is for the project to be more compliant with landscaping and shade
requirements and acknowledged the project may not be able to be fully compliant.

Motion carried (4-0).

6C. Mendocino Radio-Controlled Raceway Site Development Permit (File No.: 163):
Review and recommendation to Planning Commission for a Site Development Permit for
a race and radio controlled cars with driver's stand and scorer’s stand at the rear of the
parcel located at 1147 North State Street, APN 001-360-324.

Associate Planner Johnson:

e Related to providing parking for the Project, staff has been advised by the owner of the
building located at the front of the project site will remain vacant and does not foresee
renting the building any time soon.

e Gave a description of the Project as provided for on page 1 of the staff report and noted
the description was revised to provide an update concerning the noise levels. The revised
description related to noise is not a design related issue.

e The zoning ordinance requires a Site Development Permit for all construction over 150
square feet; therefore, the Project requires approval of a Site Development Permit in
addition to the Use Permit required for the raceway use of the site.

e The existing structures (drivers stand, scorer’s booth) from the previous raceway were
relocated to the proposed location.

e While the Project is located on one of the City’'s gateways, it is located at the rear of the
property, so it is less visible from the public right-of-way.

e No landscaping is proposed as part of the Project. Staff has no recommendations
regarding the landscaping based on the use of the Project and that it is not visible from
State Street.

e The proposed use is not specifically identified in the Zoning Ordinance. As such, a
Determination of Appropriate Use will have to be made for the raceway use by the
Planning Director.

e Pages 3 and 4 of the staff report address vehicle parking, bike parking, access to the site,
lighting and signage.
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e The Project is located outside of the boundaries of the Downtown Design District;
Therefore, the Project would be reviewed for compliance with the design guidelines that
apply to commercial project outside of this district. Due to the type of project, it appears
the guidelines do not apply.

e Pages 4 and 5 of the staff report address the required findings for approval of the Project.
Staff requests the DRB consider these findings.

John Laberdie:

e Confirmed the materials for the raceway were moved from the former site on Gobbi
Street to the new site.

DRB Questions:
e What are the hours of operation?
e Are the racecars electric or gas?

John Laberdie:
e Hours of operation would be 5:00 pm to dusk on Wednesdays, and 9:00 am to dusk
Saturdays & Sundays. Since racing ends at dusk no lighting is necessary.
e The cars are electric.

DRB comments:

Member Nicholson:
e Related to the viewing platform is there parking requirements?
e Asked about handicapped parking?
e As long as the Project meets ADA requirements with path of travel to the site is fine with
Project. Did not make the connection that the proposed use is associated with the use of
the adjacent commercial building.

e Is not certain whether a port-a-potty meets ADA standards and is acceptable.

e Asked about any complaints from neighbors. The site seems appropriate for the use.

e Interms of liability and safety, important to make certain the facility is ADA compliant.

e Allowing for more shade would be nice.

e Finds the Project somewhat odd in that the former smoke shop business is no longer in
existence and the property is slightly abandoned. There is no defined parking. There
should be defined parking but the proposed use is an after-hours recreational sport and
different from a business use.

Chair Hise:

e Noted bike parking is being provided.

e The Project would likely fit as an A-5 (public recreation) occupancy use type under ‘other
uses’ that are uses similar to the A-5 classification in accordance with the California
Uniform Building Code regulations The racecar track use is considered a public
accommodation in this A-5 building code classification.

e Asked about landscaping and how this will be addressed.

e The Project is almost ADA non-compliant in every way. Does see ways to get around this
issue. ADA compliant regulations are written in a way that if the reviewing agency/body
allows a project to do something that is ADA non-compliant, agency is liable if something
is allowed that does not comply with the American Disabilities Act, which is part of the
civil rights code and not in any building code and is nationally enforced.

e Listed ways in which the project is not ADA compliant which was included as attachment
5 of the minutes. Would be willing to work ‘pro-bono’ to assist with getting the Project
ADA compliant. The most critical components associated with ADA compliance are
parking spaces, path of travel to the entry and path of travel to a restroom.
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e The one designated ADA parking space has to be van accessible that is mostly signage
related. The accompanying load aisle is shown on the driver’'s side and has to be on the
passenger side. There are parking spaces between the accessible space and the
entrance where the rule is that a handicap person cannot be made to walk behind any
vehicle but his/her own. Also, the handicapped space must be the closest space to an
entrance; no other parking space can be closer. The way it is proposed requires a
handicapped person to walk by the other parking spaces to get to the entrance. Looking
at this issue, sees there are two parking spaces in the corner of the site to the north that
that could be designated handicapped parking and showed the location on the site plan.
This space measures exactly 17 feet curb to curb, which is what is necessary for an
accessible parking space. To make this the accessible space for the racetrack, the space
would need to be restriped and extend the striping to the entryway of the racetrack. The
existing handicapped space can be left as is because it works for the fast food
establishment.

e The entrance also has to be accessible. Will need to provide a ‘person gate’ having
hardware and/or latches that are ADA compliant. This is a reasonable request.

e Related to having an accessible path of travel to a restroom, having a port-a-potty may
work against the Project because access cannot be provided to this building for a
handicapped person.

e |t appears all structural surfaces are okay.

e Related to handicap accessibility, the platform ramp is too steep. ADA code requires ‘1 in
12’ so for every inch of height there is 12 inches of length. The primary platform is 5 ft 3
in and/or 63 inches and this calculates to 63 feet of ramp. ADA allows for 30 feet without
having a landing that is 5 ft x 6 in or for a ‘switchback’ 5 ft x 8 in because the ramp has to
be 4 ft and while close is not 4 feet. To remedy, could cut the legs of the platform and
drop it by 3 inches. Could get by with two 30-foot lengths and a switchback, which would
mean building a ramp. This is what prevents a handicapped person from using the facility
at all because a person has to be able to access the platform to see the cars.

e The guard rail is 36 inches and is required to be 42 inches. There may be special
circumstances whether or not this has to be higher or not. It is possible to add another
rail. The handrail going up the ramp is also not ADA compliant for a person in a walker or
wheelchair. These are easy fixes.

e As itis now, the Project is not ADA compliant and would happy to assist with getting the
Project compliant.

e Since the materials for the raceway track were relocated, a building permit may be
required at which time the City Building Official can look at the ADA compliance
requirements and necessary modifications to the project.

Member Liden:
e Are there plans to have tournaments or events that draw a larger group of people?
e Did not hear from staff that the Project has any issues and/or problems.
e Landscaping does not really pertain to the use.

Member Hawkes:

e |s okay with the port-a-potty as long as it is located off the street and in the rear of the
property since State Street is one of the City’'s gateway. North State Street is not really
attractive and would not want to add to this by adding a port-a-potty that is visible.
Recommends putting a fence around the port-a-potty for aesthetic purposes.

¢ |Is fine with the Project as long as the port-a-potty is adequately screened from view.

Principal Planner Jordan:
o Racetracks for radio controlled cars are not specifically listed as allowed or permitted
uses within the C2 zoning district. The proposed use is similar to ‘parks, playgrounds,
and other recreational uses and establishment, maintenance, operation, and removal of
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circuses, carnivals, amusements parks, open air theaters or other similar temporary
establishments involving large assemblages of people which are allowed in the C2
zoning district with approval of a use permit. Through the discretionary review process,
Planning Commission will determine if the use is appropriate.

Related to determining how much parking should be required, we asked the applicant
normally how many people attend events in a worse-case scenario. The project is
proposing to use 22 parking spaces on the site to the north. In order to see if the parking
can be shared, staff considers the number of parking spaces on the site, square footage
and type of uses, hours of operation for the businesses, and number of parking spaces
required. Then, determine if the hours of the track are “off hour” from the racetrack and if
there are an adequate number of spaces to serve the track based on the number of
people anticipated for the racetrack.

The C2 zoning district includes landscaping standards. No landscaping is proposed as
part of the Project. Most of the landscaping requirements apply to parking lots and
buildings and since the Project does not include the use of the on-site gravel parking area
or building, the landscaping requirements do not appear to apply to this Project. A dirt
racetrack located at the back of the site, with no substantial improvements, that is not
visible from State Street, and with no onsite parking does not seem to be subject to
landscaping requirements. Most of the landscaping requirements are meant for parking
areas but if the DRB views landscaping differently this is your purview and can make a
recommendation.

The racecar track use must have restroom accommodations. It is highly unlikely that the
restrooms in the existing vacant building are ADA compliant. There are ADA compliant
port-a-potties, so this will likely be the solution and the Building Official has indicated that
this would be acceptable.

Associate Planner Johnson:

The parking requirement for the most similar use is 33% of the capacity of persons
including related office space including classrooms plus a minimum of 3 parking spaces
for buses. Since the zoning ordinance does not include a parking requirement for the
proposed use, the number of parking spaces required will be determined by Planning
Commission through the use permit process. Staff does not have information about the
all the uses on the site to the north, so a determination about the parking could not be
made.

Principal Planner Jordan:

Clarified the question being asked is how many parking spaces are required for the
racecar track use. The zoning ordinance includes parking requirements for a variety of
commercial recreation uses but none of them are appropriate for the Project. The zoning
ordinance includes parking requirements for places of public assembly that may be
appropriate for the Project such as stadiums, churches, school, college and other
institutional stadiums, arenas or auditoriums and other places of assembly where parking
spaces are provided equal in number to 33% of the capacity in persons including related
office space. As part of the parking determination, have to know the hours of use so if
the racecar use is operating when the office space is closed then all of the parking
spaces are available. The owner of the property to the north has indicated that it is fine
for the raceway to use the parking. Staff is trying to verify that the parking will be
available to the racetrack and has requested information from the applicant. The 22
parking spaces the Project proposes on the parcel to the north that is developed with
CJAA and Taco Bell seem reasonable.

John Laberdie:

Taco Bell has agreed to allow use of their bathroom facilities.
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e |s trying to get access to the vacant building on the site for use of the bathroom facilities.
In the meanwhile, the applicant is proposing the use of a port-a-potty that is handicap
accessible.

e Confirmed there have been no complaints from neighbors. The owners of KFC and Taco
Bell have been very supportive of the Project.

e Has cleaned up the site and the neighbors are very pleased about this.

e Acknowledged that larger events such as tournaments are a possibility and will be
assessed.

e Acknowledged that some of the participants are handicapped and in wheelchairs. The
driver’s stand is constructed such that handicapped persons can race.

e Providing shade might be a possibility in the future. Most people bring canopies for
shade.

e The port-a-potty would not be visible from State Street since the driver’s stand will block
at least 90 percent of it.

Rick Landon:
e The owner of KFC has observed less transient activity as a result of clean up activity from
the applicant at the proposed site of the radio-controlled raceway.

DRB consensus:
e Become ADA compliant.
e Okay with no landscaping for the site.
e Make certain the port-a-potty is not visible on North State Street.

M/S Liden/Nicholson to recommend Planning Commission approve Mendocino Radio-
Controlled Raceway Site Development Permit with the recommendations that: 1) project must be
ADA compliant; 2) no landscaping needs to be provided; and 3) the porta-potty be located so as
not to be visible from North State Street. Motion carried (4-0).

7. MATTERS FROM THE BOARD:
8. MATTERS FROM STAFF:
9. SET NEXT MEETING

The next regular meeting will be Thursday November 13, 2014.

10. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 5:46 p.m.

Cathy Elawadly, Recording Secretary
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Attachment # f

Kim Jordan
From: Nicholas Thayer <mail@lateafternoon.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 2:38 PM
To: : Kim Jordan _ .
Subject: October 9th DRB meeting comments on project

~ Hello All,

Sorry I can not make today's meeting. Hopefully I will be at the next meeting if all goes well.

I do have a few comments on the project at hand today:

1 - BK remodel project

The planting palette is serviceable, tough enough for our climate and boring. I am surprised to see no
new trees being add to the project. I would urge the board and the Planning Commission to make a condition of
approval that the applicant add more shade trees to the parking lot.

2 - RC race track project

Landscape plan is inadequate and needs help. And more trees! More screening from State Street is
needed, the boxwood listed will not provide any cover.

Drought tolerant shade trees (away from the track itself, of course) can be found on the City of Ukiah
recommended tree lists (parking or residential list). Maybe Staff can provide Applicant with these lists?

I would substitute the "Jasmine" on the plan for something more robust, Gelsemium sémpervirens,
or Clytostoma callistegioides.

3 - South Orchard project

Totally supportive of the venture, we need more local industry. Unsure about the food service and wool
processing together, but I assume Public Health will comment on that.

"Landscape plan" isn't really a landscape plan, it is an assessment of what is on site now. Would like to
~ see an actual plan with the proposed tree screening noted on plan. Iam fine with the proposed Live Oak, but
the California Nutmeg (Torreya californica) is not a good choice for the valley floor, if you could even find it in
a container in the first place. And the #5 containers being proposed are not suitable, #15 need to be

used. Others suitable trees can be found on the City of Ukiah recommended tree lists (parking or residential
list). Maybe Staff can provide Applicant with these lists? '

I wonder if the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance comes into play with this project. Ifis a
commercially zoned property applying for a remodel permit, it would be required to replace the expansive
lawn. Not sure how this plays out with the mixed use zoning. But either way, less lawn needs to a component

- of approval. '

Kind Regards, Nick
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GENERAL LANDSCAPE SPECIFICATIONS
LANDSCAPE PLANTING

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

PLANT MATERIALS TO BE USED SHALL BE IN PERFECT CONDITION. MATERIALS SHALL BE
AS SPECIFIED, ANY DEVIATION OR SUBSTITUTION FROM THE SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS
MUST FIRST BE APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

UTILITIES - THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO
EXCAVATION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROTECTION OF SUCH
UTILITIES WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA AND SHALL REPAIR ANY DAMAGE TO THE
UTILITIES THAT OCCURS AS A RESULT OF HIS OPERATIONS TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

B. INSTALLATION (APPLICABLE ONLY TO REVEGETATED AREAS)

SOIL PREPARATION - SOIL AREAS THAT ARE COMPACTED DURING SITE PREPARATION
SHOULD BE TILLED TO A MINIMUM SIX (6) INCHES PRIOR TO BEGINNING SOIL PREPARATION.
ALL PLANTING AREAS OTHER THAN HYDROSEEDED AREAS SHALL RECEIVE THE FOLLOWING
AMENDMENTS PER ONE THOUSAND (1000) SQUARE FEET.

50LBS. OYSTER SHELL LIME

50LBS. HUMATE

50LBS. DR. EARTH SOIL AMENDMENT

6 YARDS WELL ROTTED COMPOST
THE SOIL PREPARATION MATERIALS SHOULD BE BROADCAST UNIFORMLY OVER ALL
LANDSCAPED AREAS AND WORKED TO A DEPTH OF SIX (6) INCHES BY USING A ROTOTILLER
OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE MECHANICAL MEANS TO OBTAIN A UNIFORM BLEND WITH THE SOIL.

WEED CONTROL - THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GERMINATE AND DESTROY EXISTING WEED
SEEDS BEFORE PREPARING AREAS FOR PLANTING. SUFFICIENT WATER SHALL BE APPLIED
TO CAUSE WEED SEED TO SPROUT. YOUNG WEEDS SHALL THEN BE DESTROYED BY USE OF
A ROTOTILLER BEFORE THEY HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO SET SEED. AFTER PLANTING, A
PRE-EMERGENT HERBICIDE SHALL BE APPLIED AS PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

PLANT MATERIALS - THESE SHALL CONSIST OF ALL TREES, SHRUBS, GROUNDCOVERS,
ETC., LISTED ON THE DRAWINGS. ALL PLANTS SHALL BE HEALTHY, SHAPELY, WELL ROOTED,
NOT ROOT-BOUND, FREE FROM INSECT PESTS OR PLANT DISEASES, AND PROPERLY
"HARDENEND OFF" BEFORE PLANTING. THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT MAY REJECT PLANTS
BEFORE OR AFTER PLANTING.

PLANTING TIME - NO PLANTING SHALL TAKE PLACE DURING EXTREMELY HOT, DRY, WINDY
OR FREEZING WEATHER.

SPECIMEN PLANTS LARGER THAN 15 GALLON IN SIZE.

STAKING - CITY OF UKIAH STANDARD TREE PLANTING/STAKING DETAIL.

C. MAINTENANCE PERIOD

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN ALL NEWLY INSTALLED PLANTINGS FOR A PERIOD OF
NINETY (90) DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF COMPLETION OF ALL WORK. MAINTENANGCE SHALL
CONSIST OF ALL WEEDING, MOWING, PRUNING, AND GENERAL UPKEEP AS NECESSARY TO
MAINTAIN A NEAT AND ATTRACTIVE LANDSCAPE AT ALL TIMES.

D. GUARANTEE

ALL SHRUBS SHALL BE GUARANTEED AS TO GROWTH AND HEALTH FOR A PERIOD OF
NINETY (90) DAYS AFTER FINAL ACCEPTANCE BY THE OWNER. TREES SHALL BE
GUARANTEED TO LIVE AND GROW IN ACCEPTABLE UPRIGHT POSITION FOR SIX (6) MONTHS
AFTER FINAL ACCEPTANGE BY THE OWNER. OWNER MUST PROVIDE ADEQUATE
MAINTENANCE TO INSURE THE EXTENDED GUARANTEE ON TREES.

TREE PLANTING SPECIFICATIONS

GENERAL LANDSCAPE SPECIFICATIONS
LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

ALL MATERIALS SHALL BE NEW AND IN PERFECT CONDITION. NO DEVIATIONS FROM THE
SPECIFICATIONS WILL BE ALLOWED WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL BY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT.

ALL LOCAL, MUNICIPAL AND STATE LAWS, RULES AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING OR
RELATING TO ANY PORTION OF THIS WORK ARE HEREBY INCORPORATED INTO AND MADE A
PART OF THESE SPECIFICATIONS, AND THEIR PROVISIONS SHALL BE CARRIED OUT BY THE
SPRINKLER CONTRACTOR. p
B. INSTALLATION

EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL - CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY EXACT LOCATION OF ALL
EXISTING SUBSURFACE UTILITIES (MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL) PRIOR TO EXCAVATION.
ANY UTILITIES, A.C. PAVING, CONCRETE WORK, ETC., DESTROYED OR DAMAGED BY ANY
WORK UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED AT THE CONTRACTOR'S
EXPENSE.

PLASTIC PIPE LINES - PLASTIC PIPE SHALL BE RIGID, UNPLASTICIZED PVC, SCHEDULE AND
SIZE AS SPECIFIED ON THE PLAN,

VALVES - WHERE REQUIRED BY LOCAL OR STATE CODE, AN ATMOSPHERIC OR PRESSURE
TYPE ANTI-SIPHON OR BACKFLOW PREVENTION TYPE VALVE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SAID CODE AND MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS. PROTECT FROM
FREEZING WHERE NECESSARY. ALL QUICK-COUPLING VALVES SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH AN
ADJUSTABLE SWING JOINT RISER ASSEMBLY. ALL AUTOMATIC SOLENOID TYPE VALVES ARE
TO BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

CONTROLLER - CONTRACTOR SHALL SECURELY MOUNT CONTROLLER AS DIRECTED BY
MANUFACTURER AND SHALL COMPLETE ALL ELECTRICAL CONNECTIONS TO CONTROLLER.
CONTRACTOR SHALL SET THE INITIAL PROGRAM FOR THE CONTROLLER AND SHALL
INSTRUCT THE OWNER AS TO ITS OPERATION.

VALVE BOXES - ALL REMOTE CONTROL VALVES SHALL BE INSTALLED IN SUITABLE
THERMOPLASTIC VALVE ACCESS BOXES OF PROPER SIZE AS REQUIRED FOR EASY ACCESS
TO THE VALVE. ALL VALVE ACCESS BOXES SHALL BE INSTALLED ON SUITABLE BASE OF
GRAVEL FOR PROPER FOUNDATION OF BOX AND EASY LEVELING OF BOX TO PROPER GRADE
AND ALSO TO PROVIDE PROPER DRAINAGE OF THE ACCESS BOX.

DRIP IRRIGATION - INSTALL XERIBUG EMITTERS ON 5/8" DRIP TUBING AS PER DETAIL.
SECURE EMITTERS AT ROOTBALL OF EACH PLANT.

C. GUARANTEE

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE THE ENTIRE SYSTEM AGAINST ALL DEFECTS AND
FAULTS OF MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN THE
SYSTEM IN PERFECT WORKING ORDER FOR NINETY (90) DAYS FROM THE DATE OF
COMPLETION, OF INSTALLATION BY THE CONTRACTOR, WITHOUT COST TO THE OWNER.
AFTER THE SYSTEM HAS BEEN COMPLETED AND THE CONNECTIONS MADE, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTRUCT THE OWNER OR THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE IN THE
OPERATION AND MANTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RED LINE AN
ORIGINAL PRINT TO SHOW ANY CHANGES, ADDITIONS AND/OR DELETIONS. THIS "AS-BUILT"
DRAWING SHALL BE PRESENTED TO THE OWNER.

1. TREES MUST HAVE AN UNCUT LEADER THAT HAS A UNIFORM TAPER FROM BASE TO TIP. TREES MUST MEET AT LEAST NORMAL CALIPER AND HEIGHT FOR CONTAINER SIZE.

OVERGROWN TREES ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE.

2. ROOT BARRIER - PLASTIC, BIO ROOT BARRIER OR COPPER IMPREGNATED BARIER MUST BE INSTALLED IF TREE IS TO BE PLANTED WITHIN 5' OF CURB, SIDEWALK OR OTHER RIGID
PAVEMENT. INSTALL BARRIER LINEAR ALONG HARDSCAPE TO PROTECT SOIL INTERFACE BETWEEN SOIL AND PAVEMENT.
3. TREE PLANTING - HOLE SIZE SHALL BE 2 TIMES THE WIDTHAND 1 TIME THE DEPTH OF ROOTBALL. SCARIFY SIDES AND BOTTOM OF PLANTING HOLE. FILL PLANTING HOLE WITH

WATER PRIOR TO PLANTING.

4. TREE PLANTING CLEAR - TREES SHALL BE LOCATED SO THEY ARE 20" (MINIMUM) CLEAR OF ALL PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYS AND RIGID PAVEMENT OR GROUND COVER (L.E., CONCRETE

SIDEWALKS, BRICK PAVERS SET IN MORTAR, ETC.)
5. ALL TREES TO BE PLANTED 6' OR GREATER FROM UNDERGROUND UTILITIES.

PLANS ARE IN COMPLIANCE WITH CITY STANDARDS.

@ Finish gradeftop of muich.
@ Valve box with cover.
@ 30" linear length of wire, coiled.
Dry splice ith

(© Class 200, 3/4" Laleral pipe.

Mainline pipe.

(&) 3* minimum depth of 3/4 inch washed gravel.
(i2) 314 to 578" Adapter.

(13) 518" Polyethylene drip pipe. COVER W/ 3* BARK.
PVC Mainline. (Length as required)

(19)1 GPH XERIBUG XB-10PC Emitter.

sealant.
® 1"ballvalve.
® IDtag.
@ Remote control valve,
Pressure regulating quick check basket fiter.

Qﬂ ASSEMBLY AND EMITTERS - 30PSI

NOT TO SCALE

CA ABA 1881 WATER REQUIREMENTS:

PLANTINGS HAVE WILL BE HYDRO-ZONED IN GROUPS OF LIKE WATER USAGE FOR MAXIMUM
IRRIGATION EFFICIENCY AND WATER CONSERVATION.

ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE IRRIGATED BY AN AUTOMATICE DRIP IRRIGATION SYSTEM IN
COMPLIANGE WITH THE CITY OF UKIAH REQUIREMENTS AND CALIFORNIA AB 1881.

TOTAL LANDSCAPE 8,954 sf. LANDSCAPE RETROFIT TO COMPLY WITH STATE DWR MODEL WATER
EFFICIENCY LANDSCAPE ORDINANCE.

ALL LANDSCAPE MATERIAL INSTALLATION TO COMPLY WITH UKIAH APPROVED PLANT LISTS
(STREET TREES, PARKING TREES, ETC.)
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PLANT PALLET ¥
TREE SPECIES WATER TJCb
ABRV. BOTANICAL NAME ~ COMMON NAME SIZE USAGE
e
PLATANUS X LONDON PLANE 15 GAL BURING/ PRA
ACERIFOLIA !
ACER RUBRUM RED MAPLE 15 GAL Low
'OCTOBER GLORY"
SHRUB SPECIES 2
ABRV. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE ‘
EXISTING G 5 BE () BERBERIS BUXIFOLIA'NANA' DWARF MAGELLAN BARBERRY 5 GAL Low
BURGER KING e |
: . . s | MED :
R RANT : | HH (@) HEMEROCALLISX. 'STARBURST STARBURST DAY-LILY 1GAL :
3,397 SF WW\ MC (%)  MYRICA CALIFORNICA PACIFIC WAX MYRTLE 5GAL Low
Pl
(1(4 7 ND @ NANDINA D. 'HARBOUR DWARF' DWARF HEAVENLY BAMBOO 5 GAL LOW
RC () RHAPHIOLEPIS I 'CLARA CLARA INDIAN HAWTORN 5GAL Low
Rl () ROSA'ICEBERG' ICEBERG ROSE 5GAL MED f
GROUNDCOVER SPECIES .
SYM. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE SPACING i
[CXXXS]  TEUCRIUMLUCIDRYS ~ GERMANDER 'LUGIDRYS 1GAL 24"0.C. Low

GENERAL LANDSCAPE SPECIFICATIONS
LANDSCAPE PLANTING

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

PLANT MATERIALS TO BE USED SHALL BE IN PERFECT CONDITION. MATERIALS SHALL BE
AS SPECIFIED, ANY DEVIATION OR SUBSTITUTION FROM THE SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS
MUST FIRST BE APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

UTILITIES - THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO
EXCAVATION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROTECTION OF SUCH
UTILITIES WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA AND SHALL REPAIR ANY DAMAGE TO THE
UTILITIES THAT OCCURS AS A RESULT OF HIS OPERATIONS TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

B. INSTALLATION (APPLICABLE ONLY TO REVEGETATED AREAS)

SOIL PREPARATION - SOIL AREAS THAT ARE COMPACTED DURING SITE PREPARATION
SHOULD BE TILLED TO A MINIMUM SIX (6) INCHES PRIOR TO BEGINNING SOIL PREPARATION.
ALL PLANTING AREAS OTHER THAN HYDROSEEDED AREAS SHALL RECEIVE THE FOLLOWING
AMENDMENTS PER ONE THOUSAND (1000) SQUARE FEET.

50LBS. OYSTER SHELL LIME

50LBS. HUMATE

50LBS. DR. EARTH SOIL AMENDMENT

6 YARDS WELL ROTTED COMPOST
THE SOIL PREPARATION MATERIALS SHOULD BE BROADCAST UNIFORMLY OVER ALL
LANDSCAPED AREAS AND WORKED TO A DEPTH OF SIX (6) INCHES BY USING A ROTOTILLER
OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE MECHANICAL MEANS TO OBTAIN A UNIFORM BLEND WITH THE SOIL.

WEED CONTROL - THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GERMINATE AND DESTROY EXISTING WEED
SEEDS BEFORE PREPARING AREAS FOR PLANTING. SUFFICIENT WATER SHALL BE APPLIED
TO CAUSE WEED SEED TO SPROUT. YOUNG WEEDS SHALL THEN BE DESTROYED BY USE OF
A ROTOTILLER BEFORE THEY HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO SET SEED. AFTER PLANTING, A
PRE-EMERGENT HERBICIDE SHALL BE APPLIED AS PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

PLANT MATERIALS - THESE SHALL CONSIST OF ALL TREES, SHRUBS, GROUNDCOVERS,
ETC., LISTED ON THE DRAWINGS. ALL PLANTS SHALL BE HEALTHY, SHAPELY, WELL ROOTED,
NOT ROOT-BOUND, FREE FROM INSECT PESTS OR PLANT DISEASES, AND PROPERLY
"HARDENEND OFF" BEFORE PLANTING. THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT MAY REJECT PLANTS
BEFORE OR AFTER PLANTING.

PLANTING TIME - NO PLANTING SHALL TAKE PLACE DURING EXTREMELY HOT, DRY, WINDY
OR FREEZING WEATHER.

SPECIMEN PLANTS LARGER THAN 15 GALLON IN SIZE.

STAKING - CITY OF UKIAH STANDARD TREE PLANTING/STAKING DETAIL.

C. MAINTENANCE PERIOD

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN ALL NEWLY INSTALLED PLANTINGS FOR A PERIOD OF
NINETY (90) DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF COMPLETION OF ALL WORK. MAINTENANCE SHALL
CONSIST OF ALL WEEDING, MOWING, PRUNING, AND GENERAL UPKEEP AS NECESSARY TO
MAINTAIN A NEAT AND ATTRACTIVE LANDSCAPE AT ALL TIMES.

D. GUARANTEE

ALL SHRUBS SHALL BE GUARANTEED AS TO GROWTH AND HEALTH FOR A PERIOD OF
NINETY (90) DAYS AFTER FINAL ACCEPTANCE BY THE OWNER. TREES SHALL BE
GUARANTEED TO LIVE AND GROW IN ACCEPTABLE UPRIGHT POSITION FOR SIX (6) MONTHS
AFTER FINAL ACCEPTANCE BY THE OWNER. OWNER MUST PROVIDE ADEQUATE
MAINTENANCE TO INSURE THE EXTENDED GUARANTEE ON TREES.

TREE PLANTING SPECIFICATIONS

GENERAL LANDSCAPE PECIFICATIONS
LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION r\e

A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS % 5

ALL MATERIALS SHALL BE NEW AND IN PERFECT CONDITION® NO DEVIATIONSWEROM THE
SPECIFICATIONS WILL BE ALLOWED WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL BY THE LANDSCAPE
ARGHITECT.

ALL LOCAL, MUNICIPAL AND STATE LAWS, RULES AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING OR
RELATING TO ANY PORTION OF THIS WORK ARE HEREBY INCORPORATED INTO AND MADE A
PART OF THESE SPECIFICATIONS, AND THEIR PROVISIONS SHALL BE CARRIED OUT BY THE
SPRINKLER CONTRACTOR.

B. INSTALLATION

EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL - CONTRAGTOR SHALL VERIFY EXACT LOCATION OF ALL
EXISTING SUBSURFACE UTILITIES (MECHANICAL AND ELEGTRICAL) PRIOR TO EXCAVATION,
ANY UTILITIES, A.C. PAVING, CONCRETE WORK, ETC., DESTROYED OR DAMAGED BY ANY
WORK UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED AT THE CONTRACTOR'S
EXPENSE.

PLASTIC PIPE LINES - PLASTIC PIPE SHALL BE RIGID, UNPLASTICIZED PVC, SCHEDULE AND
SIZE AS SPECIFIED ON THE PLAN,

VALVES - WHERE REQUIRED BY LOGAL OR STATE CODE, AN ATMOSPHERIC OR PRESSURE
TYPE ANTI-SIPHON OR BACKFLOW PREVENTION TYPE VALVE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SAID CODE AND MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS, PROTECT FROM
FREEZING WHERE NECESSARY. ALL QUICK-COUPLING VALVES SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH AN
ADJUSTABLE SWING JOINT RISER ASSEMBLY. ALL AUTOMATIC SOLENOID TYPE VALVES ARE
TO BE INSTALLED IN AGCORDANGE WITH MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

CONTROLLER - CONTRAGTOR SHALL SECURELY MOUNT CONTROLLER AS DIRECTED BY
MANUFACTURER AND SHALL COMPLETE ALL ELECTRICAL CONNECTIONS TO CONTROLLER.
CONTRACTOR SHALL SET THE INITIAL PROGRAM FOR THE CONTROLLER AND SHALL
INSTRUCT THE OWNER AS TO ITS OPERATION.

VALVE BOXES - ALL REMOTE CONTROL VALVES SHALL BE INSTALLED IN SUITABLE
THERMOPLASTIC VALVE ACCESS BOXES OF PROPER SIZE AS REQUIRED FOR EASY AGCESS
TO THE VALVE. ALL VALVE ACCESS BOXES SHALL BE INSTALLED ON SUITABLE BASE OF
GRAVEL FOR PROPER FOUNDATION OF BOX AND EASY LEVELING OF BOX TO PROPER GRADE
AND ALSO TO PROVIDE PROPER DRAINAGE OF THE ACCESS BOX.

DRIP IRRIGATION - INSTALL XERIBUG EMITTERS ON 5/8° DRIP TUBING AS PER DETAIL.
SECURE EMITTERS AT ROOTBALL OF EACH PLANT.

C. GUARANTEE

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE THE ENTIRE SYSTEM AGAINST ALL DEFECTS AND
FAULTS OF MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN THE
SYSTEM IN PERFECT WORKING ORDER FOR NINETY (30) DAYS FROM THE DATE OF
COMPLETION, OF INSTALLATION BY THE CONTRACTOR, WITHOUT COST TO THE OWNER.
AFTER THE SYSTEM HAS BEEN COMPLETED AND THE CONNECTIONS MADE, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTRUCT THE OWNER OR THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE IN THE
OPERATION AND MANTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RED LINE AN
ORIGINAL PRINT TO SHOW ANY CHANGES, ADDITIONS AND/OR DELETIONS. THIS "AS-BUILT"
DRAWING SHALL BE PRESENTED TO THE OWNER.

1. TREES MUST HAVE AN UNCUT LEADER THAT HAS A UNIFORM TAPER FROM BASE TO TIP. TREES MUST MEET AT LEAST NORMAL CALIPER AND HEIGHT FOR CONTAINER SIZE,

OVERGROWN TREES ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE.

2. ROOT BARRIER - PLASTIC, BIO ROOT BARRIER OR COPPER IMPREGNATED BARIER MUST BE INSTALLED IF TREE IS TO BE PLANTED WITHIN 5' OF CURB, SIDEWALK OR OTHER RIGID
PAVEMENT. INSTALL BARRIER LINEAR ALONG HARDSCAPE TO PROTECT SOIL INTERFACE BETWEEN SOIL AND PAVEMENT.
3. TREE PLANTING - HOLE SIZE SHALL BE 2 TIMES THE WIDTH AND 1 TIME THE DEPTH OF ROOTBALL. SCARIFY SIDES AND BOTTOM OF PLANTING HOLE. FILL PLANTING HOLE WITH

WATER PRIOR TO PLANTING.

4. TREE PLANTING CLEAR - TREES SHALL BE LOCATED SO THEY ARE 2-0" (MINIMUM) CLEAR OF ALL PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYS AND RIGID PAVEMENT OR GROUND COVER (LE., CONCRETE

SIDEWALKS, BRICK PAVERS SET IN MORTAR, ETC.)
5. ALL TREES TO BE PLANTED 6' OR GREATER FROM UNDERGROUND UTILITIES.

PLANS ARE IN COMPLIANCE WITH CITY STANDARDS.
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arncant s

3. MINIMUM TREE HEIGHT SHALL BE &'
ABOVE TOP OF SIZEWALK,

FHDMWG\ dead f?«d\fmf e
— ]

1 CNE TREE PER SIGLE FRONTASE LOT anp
TIV0 1RCES PER DOULLE FRCNILGE Lo,

YR 21 sV %C\,Lhaa 2 R S 3 o

TYPE SELECTED FRON CITY APPROVED LiST.

weres

@ Valve box vith cover. Mainline pipe. 4. PRIOR TO EXCAVATION, OWNER/CONTRAZ.
@ 30" linear length of viire, coiled. @3. minimum depth of 3/4 inch washed gravel. OR SHALL MOTFYU.S A, 1.800-642-
Al 2444,
P Dry spli " 10 5/8" 17t

sealant. @ 10518 Adapter. 7" 5 36" wie FOR CONTINUOS PLANTER

® 1" ballvalve. (f3) 518" Polyethylene drip pipe. COVER W/ 3" BARK. \ STRIP. 3672367 FOR TAEE WELL. |
‘o ; v & ROOT BARRIER SHALL 8F FABRICATED

D tag. (%) PVC Mainline. (Lenglh as required) R R it e ranncan

() Remote control valve.
Pressure regulating quick check basket filter.

@1 GPH XERIBUG XB-10PC Emitter.

232%8" Snaes o oRECIY
OF AEVALNG wiNd

T FREE SECusELY USHG

WIRE TNRUCH 3 GARCSI WOSE

-hof

PLAV)

OiRIP ASSEMBLY AND EMITTERS - 30PSI

NOT TO SQALE
=N g A

CA ABA 1881 WATER REQUIREMENTS:

PLANTINGS HAVE WILL BE HYDRO-ZONED IN GROUPS OF LIKE WATER USAGE FOR WM

IRRIGATION EFFICIENCY AND WATER CONSERVATION.

ALL LANDSCAPING SHALL BE IRRIGATED BY AN AUTOMATICE DRIP IRRIGATION SYSTEM IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY OF UKIAH REQUIREMENTS AND CALIFORNIA AB 1881.

2°0C MrE- e 24 LENSIH
WITH GRAVEL PECRET

N~ 307 A REINEORTED CONCRETE PIFE
CR CIKER AFPROVEE

INNER  SURFACE SPACED HOT MORS
THAN 5-8" APZR]

s

TING 11X

g

Cl

TY OF UKIAH

TREE PLANTING DETAIL

T

VIS AT

[ TOTAL LANDSCAPE 8,954 sf. LANDSCAPE RETROFIT TO COMPLY WITH STATE DWR MODEL WATER

( EFFICIENCY LANDSCAPE ORDINANCE.

ALL LANDSCAPE MATERIAL INSTALLATION TO COMPLY WITH UKIAH APPROVED PLANT LISTS
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EAST PERKINS STREET /i
! /ﬁ PLANT PALLET
TREE SPECIES WATER (i
| ABRV. BOTANICAL NAME  COMMON NAME SIZE USAGE
N
i &L PLATANUS X. LONDOWN PLANE 15 GAL BURNG/| PHAR N#
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! A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS A. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 3 . ! SN T e L pe s 0 0ls
PLANT MATERIALS TO BE USED SHALL BE IN PERFECT CONDITION. MATERIALS SHALL BE ALL MATERIALS SHALL BE NEW AND IN PERFECT CONDITION. NO DEVIATIONS FROM THE @ Finish gradeftop of muich. © Class 200, 314" Lateral pip2. PSR s =R=1k o%
AS SPECIFIED, ANY DEVIATION OR SUBSTITUTION FROM THE SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS SPECIFICATIONS WILL BE ALLOWED WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL BY THE LANDSCAPE @ Valve box vith cover. (@@ Mainiine pipe. <. PRIOR 70 EXCAVATION, CUNER/CONTAAS. 8 fo &8
g MUST FIRST BE APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. ARCHITECT. @ 30" linear length of vire, coiled. () 3" minimum depth of 3/4 inch washed gravel. ek AEEU S Al 600:602 Qs 3
| UTILITIES - THE CONTRAGTOR SHALL VERIFY LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO ALL LOCAL, MUNICIPAL AND STATE LAWS, RULES AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING OR Dry splice W @D)a o 5l Adapter. ; © O~ §
EXCAVATION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROTECTION OF SUCH RELATING TO ANY PORTION OF THIS WORK ARE HEREBY INCORPORATED INTO AND MADE A soclart O — e T e EL7) K
| UTILITIES WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION AREA AND SHALL REPAIR ANY DAMAGE TO THE PART OF THESE SPECIFICATIONS, AND THEIR PROVISIONS SHALL BE CARRIED OUT BY THE © 1 ballvalve. PISe don pipe; T 6 hosT BARRIER SUALL I FaGheRTeS bl et
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SPECIMEN PLANTS LARGER THAN 15 GALLON IN SIZE. C. GUARANTEE
STAKING - CITY OF UKIAH STANDARD TREE PLANTING/STAKING DETAIL. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE THE ENTIRE SYSTEM AGAINST ALL DEFECTS AND
4 C. MAINTENANCE PERIOD FAULTS OF MATERIALS AND WORKMANSHIP. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN THE CAABA 1881 WATER REQUIREMENTS: >
i THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN ALL NEWLY INSTALLED PLANTINGS FOR A PERIOD OF SYSTEM IN PERFECT WORKING ORDER FOR NINETY (90) DAYS FROM THE DATE OF CITY OF UKIAH
NINETY (90) DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF COMPLETION OF ALL WORK. MAINTENANCE SHALL COMPLETION, OF INSTALLATION BY THE CONTRACTOR, WITHOUT COST TO THE OWNER. PLANTINGS HAVE WILL BE HYDRO-ZONED IN GROUPS OF LIKE WATER USAGE FOR MAXIMUM Ak N & =0l =
CONSIST OF ALL WEEDING, MOWING, PRUNING, AND GENERAL UPKEEP AS NECESSARY TO AFTER THE SYSTEM HAS BEEN COMPLETED AND THE CONNECTIONS MADE, THE IRRIGATION EFFICIENCY AND WATER CONSERVATION. TREE PLANTING DETAIL Zz
MAINTAIN A NEAT AND ATTRACTIVE LANDSCAPE AT ALL TIMES. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTRUCT THE OWNER OR THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE IN THE e é
D. GUARANTEE OPERATION AND MANTENANCE OF THE SYSTEM. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RED LINE AN R T T ey o U R e e Ao : ol 00652 |
1 ALL SHRUBS SHALL BE GUARANTEED AS TO GROWTH AND HEALTH FOR A PERIOD OF ORIGINAL PRINT TO SHOW ANY CHANGES, ADDITIONS AND/OR DELETIONS. THIS "AS-BUILT" = = e )
i NINETY (30) DAYS AFTER FINAL ACCEPTANCE BY THE OWNER. TREES SHALL BE DRAWING SHALL BE PRESENTED TO THE OWNER. TOTAL LANDSCAPE 8,954 5f. LANDSCAPE RETROFIT TO COMPLY WITH STATE DWR MODEL WATER <
¢ GUARANTEED TO LIVE AND GROW IN ACCEPTABLE UPRIGHT POSITION FOR SIX (6) MONTHS EFFICIENCY LANDSCAPE ORDINANGE. = 3
f AFTERFINAL ACCERTANGE BY. THE OWHER, OWNER MUST PROVIDE ADEQUATE ALL LANDSCAPE MATERIAL INSTALLATION TO COMPLY WITH UKIAH APPROVED PLANT LISTS w é
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| 1. TREES MUST HAVE AN UNCUT LEADER THAT HAS A UNIFORM TAPER FROM BASE TO TIP. TREES MUST MEET AT LEAST NORMAL CALIPER AND HEIGHT FOR CONTAINER SIZE, 3 ZE S
| OVERGROWN TREES ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE. i 8 ZEs
| 2. ROOT BARRIER - PLASTIC, BIO ROOT BARRIER OR COPPER IMPREGNATED BARIER MUST BE INSTALLED IF TREE IS TO BE PLANTED WITHIN 5' OF CURB, SIDEWALK OR OTHER RIGID A sz w 7
PAVEMENT. INSTALL BARRIER LINEAR ALONG HARDSCAPE TO PROTECT SOIL INTERFACE BETWEEN SOIL AND PAVEMENT. 4 i ; A BB ¥ 240
3. TREE PLANTING - HOLE SIZE SHALL BE 2 TIMES THE WIDTH AND 1 TIME THE DEPTH OF ROOTBALL. SCARIFY SIDES AND BOTTOM OF PLANTING HOLE. FILL PLANTING HOLE WITH i f}i\ﬁ L /" (/ uﬁ\} SN RIS o
WATER PRIOR TO PLANTING. 5|5 O Loy
4. TREE PLANTING CLEAR - TREES SHALL BE LOCATED SO THEY ARE 2-0" (MINIMUM) CLEAR OF ALL PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYS AND RIGID PAVEMENT OR GROUND GOVER (1.E., CONCRETE =8| 7 KO8
SIDEWALKS, BRICK PAVERS SET IN MORTAR, ETC.) 9518 5 gz
5. ALL TREES TO BE PLANTED &' OR GREATER FROM UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. €22 m st

GENERAL LANDSCAPE SPECIFICATIONS

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.
B. INSTALLATION (APPLICABLE ONLY TO REVEGETATED AREAS)

SOIL PREPARATION - SOIL AREAS THAT ARE COMPACTED DURING SITE PREPARATION
SHOULD BE TILLED TO A MINIMUM SIX (6) INCHES PRIOR TO BEGINNING SOIL PREPARATION.
ALL PLANTING AREAS OTHER THAN HYDROSEEDED AREAS SHALL RECEIVE THE FOLLOWING

AMENDMENTS PER ONE THOUSAND (1000) SQUARE FEET. EXPENSE. or AEVALLS 15D
50LBS. OYSTER SHELL LIME PLASTIC PIPE LINES - PLASTIC PIPE SHALL BE RIGID, UNPLASTICIZED PVC, SCHEDULE AND
50LBS. HUMATE SIZE AS SPECIFIED ON THE PLAN,

50LBS. DR. EARTH SOIL AMENDMENT

6 YARDS WELL ROTTED COMPOST
THE SOIL PREPARATION MATERIALS SHOULD BE BROADCAST UNIFORMLY OVER ALL
LANDSCAPED AREAS AND WORKED TO A DEPTH OF SIX (6) INCHES BY USING A ROTOTILLER
OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE MECHANICAL MEANS TO OBTAIN A UNIFORM BLEND WITH THE SOIL.

WEED CONTROL - THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GERMINATE AND DESTROY EXISTING WEED
SEEDS BEFORE PREPARING AREAS FOR PLANTING. SUFFICIENT WATER SHALL BE APPLIED
TO CAUSE WEED SEED TO SPROUT. YOUNG WEEDS SHALL THEN BE DESTROYED BY USE OF
A ROTOTILLER BEFORE THEY HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO SET SEED. AFTER PLANTING, A
PRE-EMERGENT HERBICIDE SHALL BE APPLIED AS PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

PLANT MATERIALS - THESE SHALL CONSIST OF ALL TREES, SHRUBS, GROUNDCOVERS,
ETC., LISTED ON THE DRAWINGS. ALL PLANTS SHALL BE HEALTHY, SHAPELY, WELL ROOTED,
NOT ROOT-BOUND, FREE FROM INSECT PESTS OR PLANT DISEASES, AND PROPERLY
"HARDENEND OFF" BEFORE PLANTING. THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT MAY REJECT PLANTS
BEFORE OR AFTER PLANTING.

PLANTING TIME - NO PLANTING SHALL TAKE PLACE DURING EXTREMELY HOT, DRY, WINDY
OR FREEZING WEATHER.

PLANS ARE IN COMPLIANCE WITH CITY STANDARDS.

GENERAL LANDSCAPE SPECIFICATIONS

B. INSTALLATION

EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL - CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY EXACT LOCATION OF ALL
EXISTING SUBSURFACE UTILITIES (MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL) PRIOR TO EXCAVATION.
ANY UTILITIES, A.C. PAVING, CONCRETE WORK, ETC., DESTROYED OR DAMAGED BY ANY
WORK UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED AT THE CONTRACTOR'S

VALVES - WHERE REQUIRED BY LOCAL OR STATE CODE, AN ATMOSPHERIC OR PRESSURE
TYPE ANTI-SIPHON OR BACKFLOW PREVENTION TYPE VALVE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SAID CODE AND MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS. PROTECT FROM
FREEZING WHERE NECESSARY. ALL QUICK-COUPLING VALVES SHALL BE INSTALLED WITH AN
ADJUSTABLE SWING JOINT RISER ASSEMBLY. ALL AUTOMATIC SOLENOID TYPE VALVES ARE
TO BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

CONTROLLER - CONTRACTOR SHALL SECURELY MOUNT CONTROLLER AS DIRECTED BY
MANUFACTURER AND SHALL COMPLETE ALL ELECTRICAL CONNECTIONS TO CONTROLLER.
CONTRACTOR SHALL SET THE INITIAL PROGRAM FOR THE CONTROLLER AND SHALL
INSTRUCT THE OWNER AS TO ITS OPERATION.

VALVE BOXES - ALL REMOTE CONTROL VALVES SHALL BE INSTALLED IN SUITABLE
THERMOPLASTIC VALVE ACCESS BOXES OF PROPER SIZE AS REQUIRED FOR EASY ACCESS
TO THE VALVE. ALL VALVE ACCESS BOXES SHALL BE INSTALLED ON SUITABLE BASE OF
GRAVEL FOR PROPER FOUNDATION OF BOX AND EASY LEVELING OF BOX TO PROPER GRADE
AND ALSO TO PROVIDE PROPER DRAINAGE OF THE ACCESS BOX.

DRIP IRRIGATION - INSTALL XERIBUG EMITTERS ON 5/8" DRIP TUBING AS PER DETAIL.
SECURE EMITTERS AT ROOTBALL OF EACH PLANT.
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Pressure regulating quick check basket filter.
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Attachment # 5

DATE: Oclober 9, 2014

TO: City of Ukiah
Design Review Board
300 Seminary Ave.
Ukiah, CA 95482

ATTN: Michelle Johnson

PROJECT: Mendocino Radio-Controlled Raceway
Site Development Permit (application file #163)
1147 North State Street
Ukiah, CA 95482
APN: 001-360-24

SUBJECT: ADA Commenis
PAGES: Two(2)

Dear Michelle,

Here are my comments regarding the most obvious Accessibility issues | found while
reviewing the above mentioned project, and as | made verbally in the Site Review meeting.
This Is not an exhaustive analysis of the Accessibility Requirements, and should be reviewed
carefully by the applicant with their Design Professional and/or Dave Willoughby, the City
Building Official. My comments generally follow the order of priority as stated in the ADA. In
these comments, | often use "ADA" as synonymous with Accessibility or Accessible.

In the meeting, | also extended my assistance to the applicant in this matter (pro-bono), and
! reslate that offer here again.
ITEM CODE ISSUE & POSSIBLE CORRECTIONS
ltem #1: ADA "Use” Designation Defined: Public Accommodation See ADA (36.104-9 &
12), and CBC (Section 202-9). The CBC "Occupancy" Classification is most closely
described as See "Assembly” Group A-5 CBC (Section 303.1)

ltem #2: Facility Accessibility Required: See ADA (4.1.1(1) & CBC (1101B.1), CBC
(1.9.1.1.2.1, 2, 3 &4). _

Iltem #3 Site Accessibility Required: See ADA (4.3.2) & CBC (1114B.1.2) & (1127B.1)
ltem #4: Parking Accessibilily: See ADA 4.1.2(5)(a & b) & CBC (1129B.1)
The applicant has proposed using an existing non-compliant parking space in the
north-east corner of the existing CJAA Building. There are a number of problems

with the proposed space, no passenger side isle, must pass behind other cars to get
to entry, and must be as close as any other space provided,

! have suggested that the two (2) existing parking spaces in the south-east corner of
the lot nearest the proposed entrance to the project, be re-stripped per ADA, and
that the loading space be sz‘ripﬁd lo the proposed enirance. Current ADA parking
signage should be added, both pole mounted and on the parking surface.




Also, wheh only one "Accessible Parking Space" is required, it must be a "Van
.;\ccessib!e)Space”. See ADA (4.1.2(5)(b) & (4.6.3-5) & CBC (1129.3.1-4) &
1129B.3.2

ltem #5 Entrance Accessibility Required: See ADA(4.1.3(8) & CBC 1133B.1.1.1.1

The applicant has proposed using the (10-0") car gate as the entrance. But as a
minimum, there must be an accessible person-gate or door, with ADA approved
latch or operating hardware. See ADA (4.13.9) & CBC (1133B.2.2) & (1133B.2.5.2).

ltem #6 Racer Platform Accessibility Required: This is the primary function and use of the
proposed facility, and must be made accessible by definition. The proposed
platform is (63") high, and has a ramp access and Is called out as (2:12) or (17%)
slope, but the dimensions show the proposed ramp to be (22°-0"). Therefore
(4:12+) or (35%) slope. See ADA (4.8.1 & 2) & CBC (1133B.5.1)

The required ramp length (1:12) would require a ramp of (63-0"). Adding to the
problem of providing the required ramp, is that a (5-0"x & "-0") landing is required for
every (30-0") of ramp, requiring (3) landings in addition lo the ramp.

I am suggesting culting the platform down to (60") high, thus requiring (60™-0") of ramp and
only two (2) landings with a switch-back design. Rallings are also non-compliant as
proposed. See all of ADA (3.8) & CBC (1133B.5.2).

ltem #7 Lastly, the applicants are proposing a ADA Compliant Porta-Fotty. | feel this might
be a reasonable alternative, considering the temporary nature of the proposed use.
However, CBC (202) requires one (1) per each sex. This is a feature that can
possibly be negotiated with the Building Official. However, the ADA Porta-Folly
should also be Uni-Sex.

In conclusion, there are a number of Accessibility issues with the proposed project, only the
most serious are addressed hereih. | feel the non-profit status of the applicant, and recent
hardship of having the City of Ukiah force them to move from the Gobbi Sireet location, an
effort should be made to accommodale the more minor non-complying details.
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