TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY

REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028
Wednesday, November 19, 2014 — 7:30 p.m.
Council Chambers (Historic Schoolhouse)

REGULAR AGENDA

Call to Order, Roll Call

Chairperson Gilbert, Vice-Chairperson Targ, Commissioners Hasko, McKitterick, and
Von Feldt

Oral Communications

Persons wishing to address the Commission on any subject, not on the agenda, may do
so now. Please note, however, the Commission is not able to undertake extended
discussion or action tonight on items not on the agenda.

Reqular Agenda

1. Public Hearing: 2014 Housing Element and Initial Study/Negative Declaration
(Staff: K. Kristiansson)

Commission, Staff, Committee Reports and Recommendations

Approval of Minutes: November 5, 2014

Adjournment:

ASSISTANCE FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to
participate in this meeting, please contact the Assistant Planner at 650-851-1700 ext.
211. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Town to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

Any writing or documents provided to a majority of the Town Council or Commissions
regarding any item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection at Town
Hall located 765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA during normal business hours.

Copies of all agenda reports and supporting data are available for viewing and
inspection at Town Hall and at the Portola Valley branch of the San Mateo County
Library located at Town Center.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

Public Hearings provide the general public and interested parties an opportunity to
provide testimony on these items. If you challenge a proposed action(s) in court, you
may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the Public
Hearing(s) described later in this agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the
Planning Commission at, or prior to, the Public Hearing(s).

This Notice is posted in compliance with the Government Code of the State of California.

Date: November 14, 2014 Carol Borck
Assistant Planner

M:\Planning Commission\Agenda\Regular\2014\11-19-14f.doc



MEMORANDUM
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Debbie Pedro, Planning Director
Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Planner

DATE: November 19 2014 .
RE: Agenda for November 19, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting

There is only one item .on the Planning Commission's agenda for the November 19"
meeting:

Public Hearing — 2014 Housing Element and Initial Study/Negative Declaration

The Planning Commission last considered the 2014 Housing Element on June 4, 2014
when it recommended the draft element to the Town Council. On June 18, 2014, the
Town Council reviewed the draft 2014 Housing Element and incorporated a few changes
into the Housing Element to the language concerning the affiliated housing program at
the Stanford Wedge. The draft element was submitted to the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review in August and processed with a
streamlined review. To respond to comments from HCD, several changes were made to
the draft etement, most of which were clarifications. The one substantive item was a
request to include a program for the Town to update its regulations for transitional and
supportive housing, as is discussed in the attached staff report.

HCD has stated that with those changes, the revised draft element would be in
compliance with state housing element law. An Initial Study was developed for the 2014
Housing Element Update and found that there would be no potentially significant
environmental impacts as a result of this project. The comment period extends through
November 20, 2014, and no public comments have been raceived as of the date this
staff report was prepared.

At its November 19, 2014 meeting, the Planning Commission will need to hold a public
hearing and act on the IS/ND and the revised draft 2014 Housing Element. Draft
resolutions are attached to the staff report which the Planning Commission could use to
recommend that the Town Council approve the IS/ND and adopt the 2014 Housing
Element.

Attachments/enclosures
cc. Mayor Town Council Liaison

Town Manager Town Attorney
Assistant Planner



MEMORANDUM
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Planner
DATE: November 19, 2014

RE: 2014 Housing Element
RECOMMENDATION

After reviewing the staff report, hearing comments during the public hearing, and
discussing this item, the Planning Commission should act on the Initial Study/Negative
Declaration and 2014 Housing Element by providing a recommendation to the Town
Council. Draft resolutions are attached which the Commission can use to recommend
that the Town Council approve the Initial Study/Negative Declaration and adopt the 2014
Housing Element,

BACKGROUND

Work on the 2014 Housing Element began one year ago in November 2013 with a joint
meeting of the Town Council and the Planning Commission. Thereafter, with Town
Council concurrence and direction, the Planning Commission began a series of study
sessions, each focusing on a different housing element topic. The Planning Commission
also referred some gquestions about the housing element to the ASCC, which examined
the issues and provided recommendations. The dates of these sessions and the focus
for each one are listed below, the staff reports and minutes for the meetings are
available on the Town's website at www, portolavalley.net/housing:

* November 20, 2013. Consideration of project schedule and possible ideas
concerning the second units program.

o December 4 2013. Overview of housing element requirements and discussion
of the second unit program.

o December 18, 2013. Discussion of the second unit program.

» January 13, 2014. ASCC consideration of potential changes to the inclusionary
housing program and the second unit program.
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» January 15 _2014. Discussion of the inclusionary housing program and the
second unit program.

o February 5 2014. Discussion of Regional Housing Needs Allocation numbers,
the affiliated housing program, and the second unit program.

e March 5, 2014. Discussion of site inventory and potential changes to housing
programs.

o April 2, 2014. Discussion of draft demographics section and draft Programs
section, -

» May 7, 2014. Discussion of Housing Element goals and policies.
» May 21 2014. Discussion of Analysis of Constraints on Housing.

*» June 4 2014. Discussion of goals and policies, and review of full draft of the
2014 Housing Element. At the conclusion of this meeting, the Planning
Commission acted to forward the draft Housing Element to the Town Council with
the recommendation that the Council authorize submittal to HCD after
consideration of specific items as discussed below.

Information about each of these study sessions was posted on the Town's website and
emailed to individuals who signed up for e-Notifications on housing. In addition,
information was emailed to over 40 housing advocacy and interest groups in late May,
prior to the Planning Commission's June 4, 2014 meeting. The Town also posted
information on the PV Forum and mailed postcards to all residents twice during the
process—once in December 2013 with information about the meeting schedule, and
once in early June 2014 with information about the June 18, 2014 special Town Council
meeting. Town staff also met with representatives of HCD on May 13, 2014, provided
them with background information about the Town, and took them on a tour to provide a
context for them to use in reviewing the Town’s housing element.

On June 18, 2014, the Town Council reviewed the draft 2014 Housing Element and
incorporated a few changes into the Housing Element to the language concerning the
affiliated housing program at the Stanford Wedge. These changes call for the Town to
look more closely at the standards and density for potential development of this parcel
during the planning period to ensure that they are appropriate. The Town Council then
authorized submittal of the draft Housing Element to HCD for review,

DISCUSSION

HCD Initial Review

The draft element was submitted to HCD for review in August and was reviewed under
the streamlined review process. In early September, HCD contacted town staff by
phone to discuss the draft housing element. Feedback was generally positive and
included suggestions for several changes, most of which were clarifications. The one
substantive item was a request for a program for the Town to update its regulations for
transitional and supportive housing to bring it into compliance with refinements that have
been made to state law since the Town first adopted provisions for transitional and
supportive housing in 2011.
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September 24 Town Council Meeting

At this meeting, Town Council provided direction to staff on priorities related to housing
in town (minutes attached). In particular, development of the three zoning ordinance
amendments to further encourage production of second units was stated to be a high
pricrity. These amendments are to: 1) allow second units up to 1,000 sf on lots with 2 or
more acras; 2) allow two second units on parcels with 3.5 or more acres; and 3) allow
staff level approval of second units up to 750 square feet, with any necessary revisions
to the performance standards for second units. Another priority was to market the HIP
Housing home sharing program more actively.

As a side note, there was some interest among Council members in possibly allowing
two second units on some parcels smaller than 3.5 acres. The parcel size for this
program will be analyzed further as part of the housing element implementation but at
this point, changes do not need to be incorporated into the element itself:

Revisions to Housing Element

Based on the initial comments from HCD and the pricrities identified at the September
24 Town Council meeting, the draft housing element was revised and re-submitted to
HCD. In addition to minor errors and clarifications, the revised housing element included
the following revisions:

e Update to Program 1 (Inclusionary Housing) to indicate that the Town intends to
amend the program in 2015-2016;

e Updating to Program 3 (Second Units) to indicate that the Town intends to
amend its zoning ordinance as called for in the element in 2015 and to mention
this program as a Town Council priority;

e Additional information about publicizing shared housing and mention of the
shared housing program as a Town Council priority;

* Addition of Program 8 calling for zoning ordinance amendments to ensure the
Town's regulations for transitional/supportive housing fully comply with current
state law; and

e Revisions to action plan to make it more specific and detailed.

As was mentioned previously, the most significant change is the addition of the new
Program 8. Some information and background on that program is provided below.

New Program 8: Transitional and Supportive Housing Ordinance Amendment
Transitional housing is temporary housing for people who are working to find and afford
permanent housing, while supportive housing provides permanent housing and services
for people with disabilities. Program 12 of the 2009 Housing Element called for
amendments to the Town’s zoning code to comply with state law (SB 2) concerning
transitional and supportive housing. This state law required local jurisdictions to treat
these types of housing in the same way as other residential uses. As a result, zoning
ordinance amendments were developed in 2010 and adopted by the Town Council on
January 26, 2011. These amendments allowed transitional and supportive housing for
six or fewer persons as a permitted use in residential districts in the same way that other
residential group homes are allowed in town.



Planning Commission Agenda for November 19, 2014
2014 Housing Element _ ' Page 4

Since adoption of those amendments, the state law for transitional and supportive
. housing has been clarified such that these types of housing should be treated differently

from other residential group homes. In particular, transitional and supportive housing
must be allowed without restrictions on the number of persons. Implementation of this
proposed housing element program would bring the Town intc compliance with the letter
of state law but would not change what would actually be allowed in town since the
Town is already be required to comply with California law regarding transitional and
supportive housing.

The Town has not received any proposals for transitional or supportive housing since
adoption of the 2011 zoning amendments, and staff does anticipates that implementing
this proposed program would not significantly increase the number of applications for
this use.

October 7, 2014 HCD Letter

With the changes described above, HCD has found that the revised housing element
“‘meets the statutory requirements of State housing element law.” The October 7, 2014
letter from HCD is attached. This indicates that if the Town were to adopt the revised
draft 2014 Housing Element as it is currently drafted and submit it to HCD, HCD would
certify the element as being in compliance with California law. The Town would then not
need to update its housing element again for eight years.

CEQA Analysis

An Initial Study was developed for the 2014 Housing Element Update and found that
there would be no potentially significant environmental impacts as a resuit of this project.
As a result, a Negative Declaration was prepared. The Initial Study/Negative Declaration
(IS/ND) is attached and was circulated for comment starting on October 22, 2014. The
- comments from HCD had been received prior to finalization of the IS/ND, and the
document was updated to include the revisions that were made to the element as
described above,

No public comments had been received as of the time this staff report was completed; if
any comments are provided prior to the November 19" meeting, they will be noted at the
meeting.

Planning Commission Action

The Planning Commission will need to hold a public hearing on the IS/ND and the
revised draft of the Housing Element and consider all information presented at the
meeting before acting on the IS/ND and draft 2014 Housing Element. Draft resolutions
are attached which the Planning Commission could use to recommend that the Town
Council approve the IS/ND and adopt the 2014 Housing Element.

 ATTACHMENTS

1. Draft resolution recommending that the Town Council approve the 1S/ND

2. Draft resolution recommending that the Town Council adopt the 2014 Housing
Element

3. Minutes of the September 24, 2014 Town Council meeting
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4, October 7, 2014 Letter from the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD)

5. Revised Draft 2014 Housing Element

8. Initial Study/Negative Declaration for the 2014 Housing Element

Report approved by: Debbie Pedro, Planning Director

cG. Town Manager
Mayor
Town Attorney



Attachment 1

RESOLUTION NO. 2014 -

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE TOWN
OF PORTOLA VALLEY RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE
NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT

WHEREAS, the Town of Portola Valley has caused an updated Housing
Element (2014 Housing Element”) to be prepared in accordance with California
Government Code Section 65583 et seq., and '

WHEREAS, an Initial Study has been prepared based on substantial
evidence analyzing the potential environmental impacts of the 2014 Housing
Element, and

WHEREAS, the Initial Study found no significant environmental impacts, a
Negative Declaration was prepared, and a Notice of Intent to adopt a Negative
Declaration was issued, and

WHEREAS, the Initial Study was provided to the State Clearinghouse for
review in accordance with the requirements of Section 15105(c) of the CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14), and :

WHEREAS, 'public notice was provided in accordance with the
requirements of Section 15072 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, Title 14), and

WHEREAS, the public comment period on the Initial Study and Negative
Declaration began.on October 22, 2014 and extends through November 20, 2014,
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
November 19, 2014 to consider the Initial Study and Negative Declaration for the
2014 Housing Element; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered and reviewed all
information contained in the Inifial Study and Negative Declaration and all
comments received and finds that it is complete and adequate pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Planning Commission
recommends that the Town Council approve the Initial Study and Negative
Declaration for the 2014 Housing Element.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of
the Town of Portola Valley on November 19, 2014,
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For:

Against:

By:

Denise Gilbert, Chairperson

Attest:
Debbie Pedro, Town Planner




Attachment 2

RESOLUTION NO. 2014 -

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE TOWN OF
PORTOLA VALLEY RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE 2014
HOUSING ELEMENT AS AN ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

WHEREAS, the Town of Portola Valley has caused an updated Housing
Element (*2014 Housing Element”) to be prepared in accordance with California
Government Code Section 65583 ef seq., and

WHEREAS, the 2014 Housing Element sets forth the Town'’s goals, policies
and programs for housing through 2022, and

WHEREAS, the 2014 Housing Element plans for the Town of Portola
Valley's share of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation, and

WHEREAS, an Initial Study and Negative Declaration have been prepared
based on substantial evidence and found no significant environmental impacts
from the 2014 Housing Element; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearlng on
November 19, 2014 to consider the 2014 Housing Element; and

WHEREAS, based on written and verbal comments from the California
Department of Housing and Community Development and the Planning
Commission’s independent review and consideration of all the information and
comments received, the Planning Commission believes the 2014 Housing Element
to be in compliance with State law.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Planning Commission
recommends that the Town Council adopt the 2014 Housing Element.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Plannlng Commission of
the Town of Portola Valley on November 19, 2014,

For:

Against:

By:

Denise Gilbert, Chairperson

Attest:
Debbie Pedro, Town Planner
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Mr. Pleger, pointing out that digging poses the greatest danger to pipelines and other underground
utilities, urged homeowners and contractors to call 8-1-1 before digging — even 1o plant a tree or put in a
new mailbox.

CONSENT AGENDA [8:17 p.m.]

(2) Ratification of Wartant List: September 24, 2013 in the amount of $95,478.76

(3) Recommendation by Town Manager: Adoption of Local Emergency Ordinance

a) Second reading of fitle, waive further reading, and adopt an ordinance of the Town
Council of the Town of Portola Valley replacing Chapter 2.24 [Emergency Crganization
and Protection] of Title 2 [Administration and Personnel] of the Portola Valley Municipal
Code {Ordinance No. 2014-404)

(4) Recommendation by Public Works Director: Adoption of a resclution accepting as completed
Town of Portola Valley 2013/2014 Street Resurfacing Froject — Rehabilitation #2013-PW01
OBAG Funded Federal Project No. STPL-5390 (005)

(a) Adoption of a resolution of the Town Council of the Town of Portola Valley to accept as
completed Town of Portola Valiey 2013/2014 Street Resurfacing Project — Rehabilitation
#2013-PW01 and authorizing final payment to Half Moon Bay Grading and Paving, Inc.
cancerning such work, and directing the Town Clerk to file a Notice of Completion
(Resolution No. 2634-2014)

(5) Recommendation by Mayor: Adoption of a proclamation of the Town Council of the Town of
Portola Valley declaring October 19 through October 25, 2014 “Freedom from Workplace Bullies
Week" ‘

(6) Appointment by Mavor: Request for appointment of member to the Bicycle, Pedestrian & Traffic
Safety Committee

By motion of Counciimember Hughes, seconded by Councilmember Derwin, the Council approved the
Consent Agenda with the following roll call vate;

Aye: Counciimembers Hughes, Derwin, Vice Mayor Aalfs, Mayor Wengert.
No: None.

REGULAR AGENDA

{7} Discussion and Council Direction: Review and discuss the Affordable Housing Programs in the
Draft 2014 Housing Element [8:78 p.m.]

Ms. Pedro explained that staff is seeking direction from Council on pricrities for the four key programs
covered in the 2014 draft Housing Element, which the Town Councll unanimously approved at its
June 18, 2014 meeting. She provided brief background cn each of the programs:

1. Inclusionary Housing: The Town adopted its first Inclusionary Housing Ordinance in 1991, and
the draft Housing Element calls for reviewing and updating it to
a) Consider applying a housing-impact fee to these projects
b) Require developers to build affordable-housing units with the subdivision
¢} Reduce the percentage of lots required for below market-rate (BMR) housing
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Because the housing data is needed to support any amendments to the Inclusionary Housing
requirements, the Planning Commission has recommended that Portola Valley participate in the
21 Elements’ countywide housing nexus study. Staff will prepare a specific request to that effect to
the Council on November 12, 2014,

2. Affillated Housing: Dating back to 1990, the Town's Affiliated Housing program allows employee
housing, or multi-family housing, on three institutional properties — the Priory, The Sequoias and
the Stanford Wedge. Upon approval of its 2005 master plan, the Priory was authorized to build
11 additional units, and intends to do so by the end of 2022, Ms. Pedro said, but at this time,
nothing is planned for either The Sequoias or the Stanford Wedge.

3. Second Units: The Town has relied primarily on second units to provide most of Portola Valley's
affordable housing stock, approving an average of about five units annually over the past five
years. The draft Housing Element calls for amendments to the Town’s Second Unit program that
would allow;

a) Parcels of 2-plus acres to have second units of up to 1,000 square feet

b} Parcels of 3.5-plus acres to have two second units on the property, one attached and one
detached

¢) Staff review and approval of second units up to 750 square fest

In terms of the Second Units program, Mayor Wengert said she'd understood that since 2011,
staff has been authorized to approve second units on the first floor within an existing home
(versus detached) with no ASCC review required, provided the units are within the primary
residence. :

4. Shared Housing: The Town partners with HIP Housing on HIP's shared-housing program, which
matches people who are looking for housing with people who have rooms available for rent in
Town. Although participation has been low, Ms. Pedro said the Town would continue to publicize
the program to residents and employess to increase the number of placements.

Councilmember Hughes said in addition to the four key programs, the draft Housing Element included
proactive steps we might take or possibilities we might investigate over the course of the upcoming cycle.
They may not be priorities now, he acknowledged, but we'll probably fook back at what we talked about
today, to pick up where we left off, when we have this discussion again next year.

Ms, Pedro said the draft Housing Element Action Plan has an item called Future Frograms, which
discusses future housing needs beyond 2022 and potentially addressing them by a) considering
expansion of the Affiliated Housing program to commercial sites for employee housing and b) exploring
the potential uses of the money in the Town’s In-Lieu Housing Fund,

Councilmember Derwin said she can't recall why one of the second units on a parcel of 3.5-plus acres
must be attached. Ms. Pedro said she’s not reviewed all of the discussions yet, she expects it might be to
minimize the number of structures or the appearance of three single-family homes on one property,
Ms. Prince said the Planning Commission seemed somewhat uncomfortable with the idea of having three
units on a piece of property, creating what looks like a compound of sorts. In response to a follow-up
question from Councilmember Derwin, Vice Mayor Aalfs said most of the those involved in the discussion
about two second units at both Planning Commission and Ad Hoc Affordable Housing Committee
meetings — including those in the audience — favored having one of them attached.

Mayor Wengert pointed out that the Town allows two detached second units on parcels of 10-plus acres,
In terms of staff-level review of second units up fo 750 square feet, Vice Mayor Aalfs noted that there
were concerns that parking, traffic and other issues that staff hasn't examined in reviewing additions

smaller than 400 square feet. In some cases, larger units might need tweaking by the ASCC or the
Planning Commission. To address such concemns, he said, part of the program calls for reviewing
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performance standards and updating them as necessary, and specifying that staff would be able to refer
applications to the ASCC if appropriate.

To some extent, Vice Mayor Aalfs said a review of the rules and regulations would be an important
element of implementing changes in any of the four key programs.

Mayor Wengert invited questions and comments from the audience. There were none.

Mayor Wengert said she continues to believe the Second Units program is the Town's best avenue to
secure additional housing in Portola Valley. Toward that end, she said we may want to consider dropping
the threshold for two second units (one attached, one detached) on a property below the 3.5 acres
proposed. Her rationale is that the Town has many more homes in the 1-acre category, many of which
are in the neighborhood: of 5,000 to 6,000 square feet. When combinad with the fact that the Town’s
population is aging rapidly, a second interior unit in some of these homes could give more people more
flexibility in managing their lives — by bringing In a live-in ¢aregiver, a child, caretaker, whatever. Many of
these peaple may have a detached second unit already. The decision to add a second second unit would
be to satisfy their individual needs, she sald, but in a fashion that would also provide additional housing
without affecting the visual impact. She also said that given the economics and demographics, Portola
Valley may soon find itself in a situation where young families can't afford to move here.

Mayor Wengert also said she believes it should be a priority tor the Town to create units above and
beyend our Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)} allocation. Particularty in a situation where the
homeowner wants that unit, Vice Mayor Aalfs added. He pointed out, too, that the attached second unit
wouldn’t increase the total square footage allowed.

Ms. Pedro said that in terms of incentives to encourage the production of affordable housing, it would be
important to establish a direct link based on the nexus between where money goes that results in growth
of the affordable housing supply. She said that's different from Inclusionary Housing, but for that program,
it's also important to participate in the 21 Elements nexus study.

Mayor Wengert stated that there are a number of ways we can potentially help people financially, but it
also could create a fairly large program for the Town (o administer.

Mr. Pegueros said that from July 2008 to December 2013, Portola Valley approved adding 29 second
units, averaging about 5.3 units per year. Given that draft Housing Element's projections are based on
that number, he asked whether the Council wants to look at programs fo increase the rate of production.
If so, they can explore actions that might yield higher numbers,

Ms. Pedro said the three amendments proposed for the Second Unit program are expected to raise the
average to 6.5 units per year over the next eight years, an increase of about 25%.

Councilmember Derwin referred to a September 23, 2014 article in the New York Times, which says that
in California, absence of affordable housing squeezes the middle class. Robert K. Green, an economist
and director of the Lusk Center for Real Estate at the University of Southern California, is quoted in the
article as saying, “It's hard to imagine how all of California doesn't become like New York City and San
Francisco, where you have very rich people and poor people, but nothing in between. That's socially
unhealthy and unsustainable, but it's where we are going right now ~ affordability is its worst ever and
we're seeing a hollowing-out of the middle class here.” Councilmember Derwin said this problem won't be
solved by either government or businesses alone; it will take government, businesses and community,
and wages must be higher and education must improve.
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At this point, Councilmember Derwin said she'd like to see a diversity of housing and different price
points. She's been studying “pocket” neighborhoods, she said. Architect Ross Chapin, who wrote Pocket
Neighborhoods: Creating Small Scale Communily in a Large Scale World, originated pocket
neighborhoods in Washington, taking his cue from Denmark's “co-housing” practice. In a pocket
neighborhood, between four and 12 houses face a green and share considerable space to promote
creating community. Councilmember Dsrwin said she'd love to see that in Portola Valley, but it would
increase density and require zoning changes, She'd also lke to see backyard cottages here, which
Chapin alsc talks about. In any event, the way we think about housing must change radically before we'll
be able to solve the housing problem, she said. 1t's going to take a very different mindset. In the
meantime, she'd favor the Town adopting a much more aggressive Second Unit program — such as two
units on smaller lots, two detached units on larger pieces of property.

Vice Mayor Aalfs said he supports the recommendations on the Second Units as they stand now as our
first priority.

Councilmember Hughes said figuring cut what we'll be doing over the course of eight years, it makes
sense to quickly geat to the low-hanging fruit — such as increasing the rate of production of second units to
6.5 per year. He said he'd begin with next year's priorities, determining what we should do sooner rather
than later to really start making a difference, and then decide on other priorities after that.

Mayor Wengert said we could make the Second Unit program more aggressive if further work by the
Planning Commission enables us to fully understand the implications and make sure everything we need
to da it is in place.

Councilmember Hughes said that as the Planning Commission investigates, a number of issues may
arise that they'd have to think through, which would delay the process. For example, the current parking
ratio is based on the number of bedrooms, and a second unit may mean more vehicles per bedroom
because it houses another family as opposed to an additional bedroom in an existing home, which might
well be for a child who isn't old enough to have a car.

Mayor Wengert said that dropping lot-size requirements for two second units from 3.5-plus acres could
have a substantial near-term impact on second-unit production.

Councilmember Hughes didn't disagree, but noted that at this point, pursuing the recommendations as
stated — versus trying to go beyond those recommendations — wouldn't get us bogged down in a leng
public process and we'd start increasing the rate of second-unit production sconer.

Mayor Wengert said she didn't see how the process would differ, because the Planning Commission
would do the same thing with the current recommendations. She said all of them will take a fair amount of
vetting. '

Ms. Prince said the Town is obliged to implement the changes to the Second Unit program that are
spelled out in the draft Housing Element, which will take scme time in and of itself. She expects that the
learning process that goes along with that effort to result in more awareness of and insight into issues
such as parking.

Ms. Prince also suggested considering establishment of an Overlay District in the Zoning Code. When
evaluating the issue of parcel size in the context of permitting additional second units, she recalled the
Planning Commission shied away from lots smaller than 3.5 acres due to concerns related to topography
and the winding nature of many of the Town's roads. An Overlay District that allows two second units on
smaller parcels could be established in some residential districts where it makes sense.

Mayor Wengert said that's a great idea.
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Councilmember Hughes said an Overlay District would be particularly relevant for one of the three
Second Unit program changes outlined in the Housing Element; the one that would allow parcels of
3.5-plus acres to have two second units on the property. The other changes need only technical work, he
said, which he wouldn’'t want to defay while revisiting the issue parcel size as it relates to two second
units, He sald also that the staff-level review of units up to 750 square-feet would be where we'd come up
with most of the units needed to satisfy RHNA numbers.

Mayor Wengert said that implementing the staff-level review recommendation should be relatively
straightforward, and should be Pricrity 1 for the Planning Commission. Councilmember Hughes agreed,
although he noted that it requires evaluating and possibly revising the guidelines and rules that staff
would need to make appropriate decisions.

Mayor said the same work program would apply to both of the other recommendations that involve
parcel-size thresholds, so the Planning Commission could tackle them simultaneously,

Councilmember Hughes reiterated the importance of addressing future-oriented programs for affiliated
housing and using in-Lleu Housing Fund meney. He said those would likely involve forming task forces
for longer-term research, evaluation and recommendations.

Councilmember Derwin asked whether we have any say in how the In-Lieu Housing Fund money is used.
Ms. Pedro said it absolutely must be used for affordable-housing purposes, but when Councilmember
Hughes pointed out that still leaves many different ways of doing that, Ms. Prince clarified that the In-Lieu
Housing Fund should be used in ways that would directly affect and create affordable housing in Town.
Mayor Wengert said it could be done programmatically with incentives, or contributing financially if, for
instance, Stanford were to indicate wanting to build affordable housing in the Wedge, or other
alternatives. She said we can be open to opportunities to achieve the goals to add housing for
consideration as they present themselves.

Mayor Wengert asked Councilmember Derwin whether we should be doing more to support HIP’s shared-
housing program. Gouncilmember Derwin responded that there's a lot of potential in Portola Valley for
this program to expand, especially among older residents wha live in large homes, so more in the way of
making sure people know about it would make sense. Mayor Wengert said it could be an immediate win,
because there are no barriers.

Mayor Wengert sald this, too, is something to consider once we get some traction and see some progress
toward what we've set out to achieve in the draft Housing Element.

Council confirmed the guidance Ms. Pedro said she would take to the Planning Commission — to follow
up on the Second Unit program amendments outlined in the Housing Element, and also to come back
with ideas on more robust marketing of the HIP Home-Sharing program.

COUNCIL, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

(8) Reports from Commission and Committee Liaisons [9:071 p.m.]
Councilmember Hughes

(a) Cable and Utilities Undergrounding Committee

Meeting on September 8, 2014, members discussed completion of the undergrounding
project on Alpine Road and whether to undertake an effort to raise money to replace
Rule 20A funds from PG&E. They decided against changing the Committee’s charter at
this time, and are still looking for a new member to fill a vacancy.

1582
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Attachment 4

ECEIVE
R ocy 09201

i TOWN OF PORTO

QOctober 7, 2014

Ms. Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Planner
Building and Planning Department

Portola Valley

765 Portola Road

Portola Valley, CA 94028

Dear Ms. Kristiansson:
RE: Town of Portola Valley’s 5™ Cycle (2015-2023) Draft Housing Element

Thank you for submitting the Town of Portola Valley's draft housing element update which
was received for review on August 25, 14, along with additional revisions received on
September 26, 2014. Pursuant to Government Code (GC) Section 65585(b), the
Department is reporting the results of its review. Our review was facilitated by a telephone
conversation with you on September 3, 2014.

The draft housing element with revisions meets the statutory requirements of State housing
element law. The draft housing element with revisions will comply with State housing
element law (GC, Article 10.6) when they are adopted and submitted to the Department, in
accordance with GC Section 65585(g).

~ To remain on an eight year planning cycle, pursuant to Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728,
Statutes of 2008) the Town must adopt its housing element within 120 calendar days from
the statutory due date of January 31, 2015 for ABAG localities. If adopted after this date,
GC Section 65588(e)(4) requires the housing element be revised every four years until
adopting at least two consecutive revisions by the statutory deadline. For more information
on housing element adoption requirements, please visit our Department's website at:
http.//www.hed.ca.gov/hpd/hre/plan/he/he review adoptionsteps110812.ndf.

Public participation in the development, adoption and implementation of the housing
element is essential to effective housing planning. Throughout the housing element
process, the Town must continue to engage the community, including organizations
that represent lower-income and special needs households, by making information

regularly available and considering and incorporating comments where appropriate.



HCD Review of Portola Valley's Housing Element
October 7, 2014
Page 2

The Department appreciates your efforts and dedication in preparation of the housing
efement and looks forward to receiving Portola Valley's adopted housing element. If you
have any questions or need additional technical assistance, please contact Jess Negrete,
of our staff, at (916) 263-7437.

Sincerely,

Paul McDougall
Housing Policy Manager
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Introduction

2400 The housing element of the general plan examines the success of the previous
' housing element, the need.for and status of ousing in the town, constraints on the
provision of housing, an i ng. Building on this foundation,
the element sets forth the and.policies of the town with regard to housing
I ing, and especially
n ising element is an update
ousing element which was first adopted by the Town of Portola

and revision of the:
Valley in 1969.

2401 The element also responds to the state requirements for housing elements as set
forth i in Government Code Sectlon 65580 et seq. Accordingly, this revision of the
: share of regional housing need as determined

llocation process for the 2014-2022 planning

h an evaluation of the current housing element, which was
programs from that element have been continued into the
current housmg elament. Most of the continued programs have been updated and
changed in response to situations the town has encountered over the years in
implementing the programs.

2402

2403 Next is a detailed examination of population, employment and housing conditions
and trends in Portola Valley. The primary findings of this section are that there is a
need for additional affordable housing for the elderly and for people who work in
town.

2404 The constraints analysis looks at both governmental and nongovernmental
constraints. There are a number of constraints, including necessary subdivision and
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2405

2406

2407

zoning standards, infrastructure and public service constraints, construction costs,
and the extremely high cost of land in town. The high land cost in particular makes
it unlikely that any nonprofit housing developer would be able to produce
affordable housing, or even a mixed income development, if the developer had to
pay the fuli land cost. As a result, this element includes programs that are intended
to mitigate or work around this constraint.

In the site inventory section, information is provided on sites available for
development in town. The land available for development is limited by factors such
as the San Andreas fault, steep slopes and landslides, This section demonstrates
that, as a result of the town’s housing programs, there are sufficient sites available
for housing to meet the town s share of th nal housing need.

The town’s goals and policies for housj
followed by detailed descriptions o
included in the element. The act
need to take to implement the pro

This housing element includes seven programs:

1) Inclusionary Housing
2) Affiliated Housing
3) Second Units -

ntial Housing Programs

*Finally, an Action Plan atthe end of the element spells out the steps that need to be
taken in order to.implement the program, and when each step should occur during

the remainder of the 2014-2022 planning period.

2408

During the he lement update process, the town posted information on the
town’s website - held 10 advertised and open study. sessions on various portions of
the housing element, distributed information through the Town’s e-Notification
system to anyone who expressed an interest in housing, mailed postcards to all
town residents, and posted information on the Portola Valley Forum, an active list
serve with over 2,300 members.

Town staff also participated in the 21 Elements housing element efforts in San
Mateo County. This included attending panel discussions focusing on developers,
housing advocates and funders, special needs and sustainability. In addition,
information about the town’s housing element update process was provided to
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local housing advocates and stakeholders through the 21 Elements list serve and
more widely to the stakeholder list developed by the 21 Elements effort.

The draft housing element has been available at Town Hall and at the library, as
well as on the website., Town residents and others interested in housing in Portola
Valley have had the opportunity to comment both at meetings and in writing.
Comments provided at the public study sessions were used to refine the Goals and
Policies section and the Programs section of the 2014 Housing Element in
particular.

Consistency with Other General Plan Elements

2409 This element and the adopted elements of t ral Ptan have been compared
for consistency. At the same time that the Housmg Element is adopted, Section
2106e of the Land Use Element will be updated to reflect the revised name and
Section number for the Affiliated Housing Program. No other conflicts with the
other General Plan elements were found.. Any other elements of the General Plan
that are amended during the planning p | be drafted to be onsistent with
this housing element.
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Evaluation of 2009 Element

2410

Portola Valley’s current housing element was adopted in 2009. The element has
thirteen programs, which are described and analyzed below.

Program 1: Inclusionary Housing Requirements

2411

2411a

Status

2411b

2411c

This program requires that 15% of the lots in new subdivisions be deeded to the
town for affordable housing. Each lot can be developed with two to four housing
units. The lots are to be improved and ready for development as an integral part of
the subdivision. As an incentive, a density bonus of 10% is also provided,
Subdividers of sites with fewer than seven lots pay a fee in lieu of providing a lot,
while subdividers of sites with seven or merelots pay.a fee for fractional lots.
These in-lieu fees are placed in a rest
Lieu Fund for affordable housing

In 2009, the Town held title to four =

been provided to the Town for below ~moderate income housing, but
had been unable to find a developer to build the'units. The housing element called
for the Town to explore two options: 1) building the homes on the lots, or 2) selling
the lots and using the funds to acquire another site in town. The intention was for
the eight moderate income units to be built by the end of the planning period.

ment of the lots. These constraints
ne hilly topography of the lots, and the

[n"August 2012, the Town entered into a purchase contract for a 1.68 acre, mostly
ftat former plant nursery located at 900 Portola Road, on one of the major roads in

town. Thie Town’s |
build appre

ent was to partner with an affordable housing developer to
-12 moderate income units on the property. The purchase
contract ha or contingencies: 1) that the Town be successful in selling the
four lots in the Blue Oaks subdivision that had been deeded to the Town for
construction of below market rate housing units; and 2) that the property owner of
900 Portola Road provide a release from the County of San Mateo that hazardous
materials contamination on the property was properly remediated by December
19, 2012. The Town was able to sell the lots in the Blue Oaks subdivision, as is
discussed below, but the contingency for a closure letter relative to the hazardous
materials remediation could not be met. The contract lapsed on December 21,
2012 due to uncertainty as to when the closure letter could be obtained. As of May
2014, the County had not yet issued a letter of closure for the property. It is now
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2411d

2411e

2411f

the Town’s understanding that the property owner and another party have entered
into a purchase agreement for the site and the Town Is not actively pursuing the
purchase of this property.

As was mentioned earlier, the other contingency was for the Town to be able to sell
the Blue Oaks inclusionary housing lots, and this was completed. This involved
amending the Planned Unit Development Agreement for the subdivision,
processing a lot line adjustment to create two larger lots out of the four smaller
inclusionary housing lots, and finally selling the lots. The sale closed on December
12, 2012 and resulted in the Town receiving $2,790;096 net of closing costs, which
was deposited in the Town’s Inclusionary Hou ieu Fund.

Because of the sale of the Blue Oaks lot
900 Portola Road, the upcoming Housjrig.|
community consensus for future a able housing effarts, the Town Council
created an Ad-Hoc Housing Committee (AHHC) early in 20 The AHHC was
charged with developing an affordable- housing mission statement for the town
along with criteria for considering potential affordable housing programs and sites.
The AHHC completed their work in May and their report was reviewed by the Town
Council in June 2013 The Town.Council accepted the report and forwarded it to

i ing this 2014 Housing Element

ies in attempting to purchase
te, and the desire to build

is,program during the planning
ﬁg that construction of below
market rate units at the Blue Oaks location would.not be feasible and selling the
fots. The Town attempted to purchase an alternative site but was not able to do so
because of hazardous materials issues that could not be resolved in a timely way.
As a result, the Town currently has a total of $2,873,992 in its in-lieu housing fund.

" -As called forin. Program 7 of the 2014 Housmg Element, the Town will be Worklng

Program 2: Multifamily Housing

2412

2412a

This program allows multifamily housing to be built on three sites in town: the
Sequoias, the Priory School, and the Stanford Wedge. Seven housing units have
been built at the Priory School through this program, and eleven more have been
authorized there under the Priory’s adopted master plan,

As was set forth in the adopted 2009 housing element, the town would monitor this
program, work with the Priory towards construction of their authorized housing
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Status

2412b

2412c

2412d

2412e

2413

Status

2413a

units, and also continue to discuss the program with representatives of both the
Sequoias and Stanford.

The Priory School has been working on implementing its master plan as funds allow.
The school has not yet built the eleven housing units authorized by the master plan,
but school representatives have stated that the school does still intend to construct
the housing, although they may first want to amend the master plan to change the
location of the housing, among other things. In any case, these units are still
authorized through the approved master plan and could be built when the Priory
desires to do so.

Town staff has met with staff at the S
affordable employee housing on the

This update of the housing element continues the multifamily housing program
with no modifications. :

constructed throughout most of the town
)09 called for the town to take four actions
\d increase production so that a total of 34
second umts would be permltted durmg the planning period. The four actions
were:

1. Allow staff-level approval of second units created by converting space on the

3. Develop a second unit manual for homeowners and make it available at
Town Hall and on the town’s website.

4, Increase publicity about second units.

The town has carried out all four of these actions. In January 2011, the zoning
ordinance was amended to allow staff level approval for units created by
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2413b

2413c

2413d

converting space on the first floor of an existing home, and also for units 400
square feet in size or smaller. The second unit manual is complete and was posted
on the town’s webpage in February 2012. Additional information has been added
to the town’s website about second units, and a handout about second units has
been created and is available at Town Hall.

The table below shows the number of second units that were projected in the
housing element compard to the actual number of permits issued each year:

Year 2" Units Projected 2" Units Permitted
2008 (6 months) 1

2009 3

2010 8

2011 5

2012 6 4

2013 6 8
2014 (6 months) -3 _ 3 {to date)

TOTAL 34 32

The number of second umts permltted has been varlable but the total number of

rs, not mcludlng 2014 is
units per year, but it does

Second units appearto: .e::a%f\‘i'ery effective way of providing affordable housing in
Portola Valley. This'is probably due to a couple of reasons. First, second units are
generally smaller and therefore more affordable, Second, second units are often
used as housing for elderly relatives who may have low incomes, or for staff who
work at the primary residence. As Portola Valley’s population continues to age,

fthe homes to relatives or caretakers while living in the
also the only type of affordable housmg that is I|kely to be

components to the program to further encourage second units in the town.

Program 4: Waiver of Fees

2414

This program called for the town to amend its fee ordinances to allow fees to be
waived for projects that dedicate at least 50% of units for people with moderate
incomes or below.
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Status

2414a The zoning ordinance was amended to include a fee waiver provision in January
2011.

Program 5: Shared Housing

2415 The town has encouraged residents to participate in the Human Investment Project
(HIP) shared housing program for many years. This program matches people
looking for housing with people who wish to rent rooms in houses they own. The
quantified objective for this program was to place two to three low or very low
income persons in houses in the town each year, for a total of 10-15 persons
placed.

Status
2415a
about the program at aTown Cc
town residents call HIP Housing each year to ask about the program.
2415h Information on participation was available starting in 1995. Two housing providers

signed up to participate in the program in the four years from 1995 to 1999 and
were matched with housmg seekers Durmg that same tlme period, five other town

e screened for partlcspatlon Two residents and one
employee were able to find -housing through the program.

2415¢ Because of the relatively high number of older residents living in town who may
~ have homes larger than they need, this program seems like a good match for the
town. Thet continue this program and will work with HIP Housing to
provide infor on about the program to residents. Even though participation is
low, this program does appear to address a need in the town.

Program 6: Emergency Shelters

2416 This program called for the town to develop and adopt a zoning ordinance
amendment to comply with SB 2.

Portola Valley General Plan Housing Element, October 2014 Draft ' ' 8



Status

2416a The zoning ordinance was amended to include provisions allowing emergency
shelters in January 2011.

2416h The town continues to believe that homelessness, like most housing problems,
needs to be addressed on a regional basis. As a result, the town has been involved
In several regional housing efforts, including HEART (Housing Endowment and
Regional Trust) of San Mateo County.

Program 7: State-Required Dénsity Bonuses

2417 The 2009 housing element stated that the.it

, uld develop and adopt an
ordinance to implement state density bonus

Status

2417a The Town Council adopted an impie5mentation ordinance on May 14, 2014,
Program 8: Fair Housing

2418

Status

2418a

housing |ssues"|n the town,.and that'dlscrlmmatlon and landlord-tenant problems
do:not appear to be significant issues in Portola Valley.

Program 9: Removal of Constraints to Housing for People with Disabilities

2419 The 2009 housing:element identified several constraints to housing for people with
for four changes to be made to the town’s zoning ordinance,
reasonable accommodations ordinance. The four changes

1. Allowre | facilties for six or fewer people by right, and ensure that the
standards for these facilities are the same as for single family homes, as
required by state law;

2. Allow group homes with seven or more people in the C-C and A-P zoning
districts with a conditional use permit;

3. Update the definitions for residential facilities, group homes, and similar uses
based on the state’s definitions for these uses and the state’s revised definition
of “disability;” and
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4. Allow access ramps to extend into required yards beyond what is currently
permitted, and allow associated railings to be at least 42 inches in height to be
consistent with Title 24.

Status

2419a These zoning amendments were adopted in January 2011, and the reasonable
accommodations ordinance was added to the town’s zoning code at the same time
as Chapter 18.11.

Program 10: Housing Impact Fee

2420 In order to provide more resources for housing, the 2009 housing element called
for the town to study the possibility of adopting a housing impact fee.

Status

2420a

be focused on the attemptito purchase a's
and then to support the A',HO‘C-:Housing Committee. In this housing element, this
program has been combined with the inclusionary housing program, so that the
town can consider whether or not to adopt an impact fee at the same time that the
town amen‘d}';’; its inclusionary hiousing program.

mendments

2421 0 the town’s zoning ordinance to treat
ns the same way as single family homes,
ted as an agricultural land use.

Status

24213 These zoning amendments were adopted in January 2011,

Program 12: Transitional and Supportive Housing Zoning Amendments

2422 To comply with'state law, the 2009 housing element stated that the town would
amend its zoning ordinance to provide that transitional and supportive housing be
treated as a residential land use subject only to those restrictions that would apply -
to other residential uses of the same type in the same zoning district.

Status

2422a These zoning amendments were adopted in January 2011,
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Program 13: Continue Existing Energy Conservation Measures and Implement
Sustainability Element

2423

Status

24233

2423b

Summary

2424

Portola Valley has had regulations that encourage energy conservation for years,
including permitting solar installations, supporting energy efficient design, and
clustered development. The town adopted a Sustainability Element to its general
plan in 2009, which included the energy conservation program from the town’s
previous housing element. The 2009 Housing Element called for the town to
continue existing green and energy conservation measures, and to implement the
Sustainability Element.

In 2010, the town adopted several ordin 0 energy and resource
conservation. These were a green the “Build It Green
Green Point Rated” system for ney es, major remodeling projects, and
additions; an indoor water conservation ordinance; and a water conservation in
landscaping ordinance. The town will be reviewing its green building ordinance in

2014 in light of the changes to CalGreen 2013.

The town has also been encouraging energy and water conservation in existing
homes through the state’s Energy Upgrade California program, California Water

) and tools developed by
appointed an Ad Hoc
ynservation issues, and in 2014

The Town has adopted all of the code changes called for by programs in the 2009

_Housing Element, includmg provisions related to fee waivers, emergency shelters,

5|t|onal and supportlve housmg, farmworker housing, removal of constraints to
h disabilities, a reasonable accommodations ordinance, and
. As aresult, Programs 4, 6, 7,9, 11, and 12 have been

er need to be included in the housing element. The

grams will all be continued in the 2014 Housing Element, with

scussed above and in the Housing Programs section of this

remaining se\
modifications
element.
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Population, Employment and Housing:
Conditions & Trends

2425

2426

Population Trends

2427

2427a

but rather a

This section provides information on population trends, employment trends,
housing characteristics, and special housing needs in Portola Valley. The
information is required by state law and provides a context in order to assist the
town in planning for suitable housing in the future.

The analysis shows that there is a particular need for housing that is affordable to
the elderly and to people who work in the town. The proportion of the town's
population over 64 has risen from about 6.7% in 1960 to 27% in 2010, and senior
citizens comprise the majority of lower income households in town. A survey of the
town’s largest employers reveals that most of the people who teach the town'’s
children, work for town governm ‘and provide service ._or the town’s senior
citizens cannot afford to live in Porte

According to the U.S. Cen ola Valley's population decreased 2.44% between
2000 and 2010. The table below éompares the total population, the population in
group quarters; the population in households and persons per household in 2000
and 2010. - The population in group quarters likely consists primarily of people
residing at the Priory School, and does not include the Sequoias. It appears that the
populationatthe Sequoias did not report themselves as living in group quarters,

0 and 2000
: Population in Average
Quarters Households Persons per
L Household
2000 4,462 70 4,392 2.58
2010 4,353 44 4,309 2.47

Note: Agroup quarters [s a place where people live or stay, in a group living arrangement, that is
owned or mgnaged by an entity or arganization providing housing and/or services for the residents.
This is not a typical household-type living arrangement. These services may include custodial or
medical care as welf as other types of assistance, and residency is commonly restricted to those
receiving these serwces People living in group quarters are usually not related to each other.

Group quarters include such places as college residence halls, residentiol treatment centers, skilled
nursing facilities, group homes, military barracks, correctional facilities, and waorkers’ dormitories
Source: U.5. Census.

Changes in the age distribution from 1960 to 2010, as reflected in the U.S. Census,
are shown in the table below. The percentage in all major age groups increased
slightly between 2000 and 2010 except for people under age five and between the
ages of 20 and 44. The percentage of people age 65 and over continues to grow.
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These shifts are important to consider both from the town’s housing and other

planning/service factors,

Percentage Distribution by Age Group 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010
Age Group 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Under 5 11.3 5.1 35 5.6 5.0 4.0
5-19 29.2 30.1 22.4 15.2 19.2 20.3
20-44 35.4 323 30.5 324 214 14.3
45-64 17.4 22.3 29.2 28.1 335 34,4
65+ 6.7 10.2 14.4 18.7 21.0 27

Source: U.S. Census

Employment Trends

2428

2428a

2428b

2428c

Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 400.0 100.0 100.0

The number of employed residents tola Valley decreased by nearly 20%, from
2,008 in 2000 to 1,640 in 2010. Thisis likely related to t acrease in the
population of residents aged 65 and older, and the decreasein residents aged 20-
44,

Through the 2008-2012 American Community Survey, 1,512 Portola Valley
residents reported place of employment. Approximately one quarter of these
residents work in town, with:another.guarter wotking elsewhere in San Mateo
County. :

% 2010** | %

‘Portola valley | 358 | 17% | 362 | 18% | 373 25%

| Rest of San Mateo County 565 | .27% | 484 | 25% | 357 24%
Qutside the County 1,155 56% (1,128 | 57% | 782 52%
~ | Total _ _ 2,078 | 100% | 1,974 |100% 11,512 |100%

ce;

The To imates that there are likely approximately 1,250 — 1,500 jobs
in town, base “combination of information from surveys of employers and
census data o number of self-employed residents, plus a margin for household
staff. This is consistent with the estimate of 1,500 jobs shown for the town in the

Association of Bay Area Governments’ {ABAG) Projections 2013.

Little new office and commercial development is anticipated. Only 18 acres of land
are planned and zoned for commercial and office uses, and most of that land is
developed. The town continues to provide housing for people who work
elsewhere, helping to relieve the jobs/housing imbalance in other Peninsula cities
that have more jobs than employed residents.
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2428d

Many employees in town are non-residents, in part because they cannot afford to
live in Portola Valley. In 2004, surveys of the four largest employers in town (the
town government, the school district and two institutional employers) revealed
that only about 4% of those employed in town earned incomes that would be in the
above moderate income category for a family of three, whereas approximately 85%
earned incomes in the very low or low income categories. While these numbers
may have changed somewhat, the overall situation is likely very similar. Unless
employees have other household members who earn significantly more, it appears
that most of those who administer the town’s affairs, teach its children, and care
for its elderly cannot afford to live in.town.

Housing Characteristics

2429

24253

2429b

Portola Valley is a community of single family residences, mostly on lots ranging
from one to two-and-a-half acres or more. The exceptions are in the older part of
the town that has some Iots as sma!l as 4,000 square feet “and three other small

‘ der conditions
ermits cluster

: er, shared living
s. The location and density of
housing development is cor argely by ha ural conditions, particularly the
San Andreas Fault, which crosses through the town steep and potentially unstable
slopes, and flood hazard areas along creek channels.

According to the California Department of Finance, the number of housing units in
Portola Valley is prOJected to increase. by 130 from 1,772 in 2000 to 1,902 in 2013

Portola Valley's housing supply between 2000 and 2013 is summarized in the table
below, as estimated by the California Department of Finance. According to this
data, 130 single family homes were added during that period, Although permitted,
no manufactured homes were added. These estimates indicate that Portola Valley
has 38 multifamily units in 2-4 unit structures, and 324 multifamily units in 5+ unit
structures, for a total of 366 muiti-family units. Portola Valley does not have a
significant number of multi-family units other than the housing at the Sequoias and
the Priory. The annual housing unit count reported by the California Department of

‘Finance therefore seems to include the senior housing at the Sequouas and some

housing at the Priory as multi-family units,
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Tenure

2429¢

Housing Units, 2000, 2010-2013

Total Single Multifamily Mobile Occupied

Units Family 2-4 5+ Homes Units
2000 1,772 1,479 0 260 0 1,700
2010 1,895 1,533 38 324 0 1,746
2011 1,898 1,536 . 38 324 0 1,749
2012 1,900 1,538 38 324 0 1,751
2013 1,902 1,540 38 324 0 1,753

Source: State of California, Pepartment of Finance, City/County Population and Housing
Estimates, 2000-2008, Report E-5,

According to the 2010 Census, about
remainder are rented. This has not

Tenure of Housing Units: 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010
Renter-Occupied | Owner-Occupied Total Occupied

Units Units Units
-1:.1,239  (100%)
{100%)
(100%)
(100%)

Overcrowci‘e& Hbﬁs_eholds ”

242%d

2429e

Most houses in Portola Valley are large, The 2010 Census reports that 70% of the
housing units had six or more rooms {“rooms” do not include bathrooms, storage
areas, or areas separated by less than a floor to ceiling partition). Most new homes
F e now between 5,500 and 6,000 square feet plus basements. In
(2007 — 2013), Portola Valley has issued 37 new building
“indicating that the existing housing stock is also getting

The U.S. Census defines "overcrowding” as 1.01 or more persons per room in a
housing unit. Under this definition, Portola Valley had 0 overcrowded units in 2010,
Given this information, as well as the small number of units affected and the
generally large size of homes in Portola Valley, overcrowding does not appear to be
a significant problem in the town,
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Housing Condition

2429f Most homes in Portola Valley are in good condition. The 2007-2011 American
Community Survey estimates that all units have complete plumbing facilities and
lists only 148 housing units built before 1940,

2429g Many houses in town are not visible from public roads, making “windshield”
surveys of housing conditions difficult. However, building permit records indicate a
consistently high volume of remodeling and additions. The town issued 303
permits for remodels between Fiscal Year 2008-09.and Fiscal Year 2012-13. In
addition, between Fiscal Year 2008-09 and Fisca fear 2012-13, a total of 27 homes
were torn down and replaced with new homes. -

2429h The high value of properties in the town leads to a high level of maintenance, and
over any significant period of time, the private market appears to be effective in
eliminating substandard conditions. None of the information ava|lable to the town
indicates a significant problem with:hi sing conditions, y

Vacancy Rates

2429i Portola Valley had a 7.9% shown in the table below, Most

of the vacant units were ei

_ | or occasional use, or “other,”
with a few for sale or not occupied. o

OQccupancy Status of Housing Stock

Type - . Number | Percent
Iits: b ' 1,895 | 100.0%
1,746 92.1%

149 7.9%

39 2.1%

5 0.3%

14 0.7%

4 0.2%

For Seasonal or Qccasional Use 59 3.1%

For Migrant Workers 0 0.0%

All Other Vacants 28 1.5%

Source: 2010 U.S, Census SF1

Portola Valley’s vacancy rate was higher than in the rest of San Mateo County but
lower than the average rate for California; in 2010, the vacancy rate in San Mateo
County as a whole was 4.9%, and the vacancy rate in the State of California was
8.1%. Unlike in many other communities, foreclosures are not a significant problem
in the town.
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Housing Affordability

2430

2430a

2430b -

2430c

2430e

As shown in the table below, the average sales price of homes in Portola Valley has
increased significantly over time. In 2010 constant dollars, the average home cost
was about S1 million in 1986 and over $2 million in 2012,

Average Sales Prices in Portola Valley, Selected Years
Year ~ Number of Average Sales Price 2010
Sales Constant Value
2012 63 $2,200,000 52,089,441
2006 39 $1,872,269 $2,025,097
1996 65 $1,035,603 51,439,257
1986 Not known §5: $1,018,570

Sourcs: Multiple Listing Service (MLS) for are
CPI Inflation Calculator

265 and Bureau of Labor Statistics

In the November 11, 2013 Almant re were seventeen homes mentioned for
sale. Asking prices ranged from $1.27million to $5.85 million,"with one home with
an asking price of $13.9 million. Not including the $13.9 million outlier, the average
home listing price was $3.9 million. This is much higher than the prices from 2009,
when the February 11, 2009 Almanac listed eleven homes for sale in Portola Valley
with asking prices between $1.1 million and $3.95 million, and averaging $2.1
mI“IOI"I The February 7, 2001. Almanac listed six homes for sale in Portola Valley

4 : 9»m|II|0n and averaged $2.5 million.
3f 2001, the average asking
ousing market has shown recovery since

“Home pr:ces_m Portola Valley mo-re.than quadrupled between 1986 and 2012, and

more than doubled in 2010 constant dollars. None of the housing for sale in

‘November 2013 would be considered affordable by households with moderate

incomes or less under typical financing terms

ovember 2013 included a total of five rental properties listed on
; Rents ranged from 53,300 for a two-bedroom second unit to
$9,700 for a° oom 3.5 bathroom home. The other three homes listed ranged
from $4,900 000 for rent per month. For comparison, there were four rental
units listed in the February 7, 2001 Almanac, with rents ranging from 51,500 for a
one bedroom apartment to $5,000 for a three bedroom home. While rents in town
appear to have increased, they have not increased as much as the cost to purchase
a home,

craigslist 2

The federal government defines “affordable housing” as housing that costs 30% or
less of a household’s income. The table below shows average salaries for selected

Portola Valley General Plan Housing Element, October 2014 Draft 17



occupations in San Mateo County, together with the affordable monthly housing

cost.
Average Salaries and Affordable Monthly Housing Costs
in San Mateo County
Annual Salary | Affordable Monthly
Housing Cost
Single Wage Earner
Senior on Social Security $15,000 $375
Minimum Wage Earner > $416
Plumber 565, $1,630
Paralegal _  $71,300. $1,783
Software Engineer $110,000 _ $2,750
Two Wage Earner Households
Min. Wage Earner & Software Engin’r $106,640 52,666
Biochemist & Elem’y School Teacher $156,000 53,900
Source: Employment Development Departi -Data for San:-Mateo county, Mean Annual Wage,
First Quorter 2012 :
2430f Housing costs include r

incomes that have few choices in the houémg market

2430g One measure of the affordability of housing is whether households, especially low
income hou's':er-hplds, are overpaying for housing, The table below shows the
nu centage

Percent
: ( 83%
$35,000-$74,999 64%
$75,000+ B 209 20%

Renter-Occupied:

<$35,000 income 101 100%
$35,000-574,999 103 100%
$75,000+ 38 18%

* Overpayment fs defined by the US Census Bureau by the percentage of income spent on housing
costs; owner-occupied households that spend more than 38% or renters who spending more than
30% of income on housing costs qre considered to be overpaying.

Source: 2011 American Community Survey
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2430h

This data indicates that there are approximately 601 households in Portola Valley
who are overpaying for housing, including all renters and most owners who have
incomes less than $75,000 per year.

Special Housing Needs

2431

Elderly

2431a

2431b

In addition to being affordable, suitable housing also must meet households’ other
needs. Some special housing needs are defined in the following sections.

The proportion of Portola Valley's population over age 65 continues to increase, as
shown in the table below. During the last forty years, the percentage of the town’s
population that is over age 64 has mo . led, from 6.7% to 27%. While
this is partly due to the natural agings the percentage change is
also in part likely due to the high May.prevent younger
people who have not accumulate uch capital or reac their earnings peak
from being able to afford to live in Portola Valley:s

Percentage of People Over Age 64 in 1960 1969, 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010
Year No. of People Total Popuiation Percent of Total
over Age 64 Population

1960 145 6.7

458 11.9

14.4

18.7

21.0

27 0

Housmg Element State Department of Fma.nce Special Census for 1969 as reported in the 1982
Housmg Element U.S. Census for 1980, 1990 and 2000, 2010,

The table below shows the income distribution for households aged 65 and older.
: |gn|f|cant dlsparlty in incomes for elderly households, with nearly a
g incomes below $30,000, and almost half having incomes above

$100,000.
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2431c

2431e

Income Distribution for Households Over Age 65 and Older
thcome Portola Valley San Mateo County

Below Poverty Level 1% 6%
<$30,000 22% 28%
$30,000-549,999 7% 19%
$50,000-574,999 21% : 16%
$75,000-$99,999 5% 11%
$100,000+ 45% 26%
Total Seniors 723 55,093

Source: U.S, Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American Commun

Most elderly residents in Portola Valley own-their homes. Some older residents
may own houses that are bigger than they want or heed. Long-term older residents
often have paid-up mortgages or low mortgage payments and, under Proposition
13 provisions, low property taxes. Some literally cannot afford to move. As they
grow older, some residents will have difficulty maintaining their properties due to
physical or financial constraints, Dé dite their long- standmg ties to the community,
these people may be forced to move
senior housing in town;

Renter Households
All Ages 27%
Ages 65-74 18%
Ages 75-84 56%
Ages 85+ 34%

ity provides common dining and medical care geared to various
levels of need. In 2013, the cost to enter ranged from $94,500 to $820,900 for
housing, three daily meals and medical care for life. This cost varies depending on
the size and type of unit, In addition, monthly costs range from about $3,406 for a
single up to $8,492 for a two-bedroom unit. The monthly cost includes rent,
utilities, meals, housekeeping, and access to on-site nursing and physician services,
Over 300 people are on the waiting list for a place at the Sequoias, indicating a
strong demand for this type of senior housing,

While the costs to live at the Sequoias are significant, the Sequoias does have a
financial assistance program for residents. People whose incomes and assets are
depleted while living at the Sequoias receive aid so that they can continue to
receive housing and medical care. Approximately five residents receive this aid per
year.
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2431f The Sequoias is an important housing eption for seniors in the community. Second
units and shared housing provide other options for seniors who need affordable
housing but would prefer a non-institutional setting.

People with Disabilities

2431g The Census Bureau defines disability as, “A long-lasting physical, mental, or
emotional condition. This condition can make it difficult for a person to do activities
such as walking, climbing stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or remembering, This
condition can also impede a person from being able to go outside the home alone
or to work at a job or business.” Not surprisingly, people over 65 are much more
likely to have a disability.

2431h
2431i People with disabilities face many challenges when looking for housing may have
unique housing needs. There is a limited supply of handicap accessible, affordable
housing generally, and people W|th dlsabllrtles are also often extremely Iow income
2431j al and state legislation require all cities and
by identifying and removing constraints
uals with disabilities, including local land
2431k SB 812, signed into law in 2010, requires Housing Elements to include an analysis of
the special housing needs of people with developmental disabilities. Additionally,
SB 812 requires that individuals with disabilities receive public services in the least
restricti\i'e;;i ost intégrated setting appropriate to their needs
2431l As shown below;all people with developmental disabilities in Portola Valley live

with a parent or legal guardian, and none lives independently or with supportive
care, nor in community care facilities.

Living Arrangements of People with Disabilities
Number Percent
Lives with: Portola Valley | County | Portala Valley | County
Parents/Legal Guardian 11 2,289 100% 66%
Community Care Facility 0 605 0% 15%
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2431m

2431n

24310

Independent/Supportive Living 0 349 0% 2%
Intermediate Care Facility -0 191 0% 10%
Other 0 60 0% 2%
Total 11 3,494 100% 100%

Source; Golden Gate Regional Center
Note: Counts are based on zip codes and may include areas outside of jurisdictional
boundaries

People in Portola Valley also have non-developmental disabilities, such as hearing
disabilities or vision disabilities. Some residents e:both developmental and non-
developmental disabilities, According to the 2008:2012 American Community
Survey, 422 people living in Portola Valley suffered.a disability. Of the total number
of disabled people in Portola Valley, 326 were over the age of 65, equaling 77% of
the disabled population.

In San Mateo County, almost a third of the senior population has some kind of
disability. Eight percent of the total population in the county ha‘s ome kind of

The town has"n'a:éiéta to indicate that ho E§éf:',:-_f_or_disalcrilfe*d persons is a significant
unmet need in town, although the need for accessible housing can be anticipated to
grow as the population ages.

2431q

Most of the housing in town is well-suited to large families. According to the 2008-
2012 American Community Survey, about 67% of the housing units had 6 or more
rooms. The median number of rooms per unit was 6.8. During the 1990s and since
2000, new construction added larger houses to the town, with most ranging in size
from 5,000 to 6,000 square feet.

Single-Parent Households with Children

2431y

Households with a single parent and one or more children under the age of 18,
including female-headed households, often have fewer financial resources and -
greater needs for day care and other services than two-parent households.
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2431s

2431t

The 2008-2012 American Community Survey indicates that there are 39 households
in Portola Valley with children under 18 years and a female householder with no
hushand. In addition, there are 26 households with children under 18 years and a
male householder with no wife. A total of 146 children live in these households.

Housing in town is large and often suitable for families with children. Further,
schools, day care, a library, and recreation facilities are all provided in Portola
Valley. There is no information available to indicate an unmet need for housing for
single-parent households with children. However, these households are likely to
benefit from an increase in affordable housing options, including second units.

Farm workers

2431u

Extremely Low Income Households

2431v

2431w

" The 2007-2011 American Community

Partola Valley residents list their oc
and mining. Webb Ranch, on unig
the major employer of farm worker
on the Ranch. As a result, there is no’
Valley. However, to comply with state r

s, the town ré’x E‘ed its zoning

~ code in 2010 to be consist with the requwements of the California Health and Safety

Code Sections 17021.5 and 17021.6 regarding the regulation of farmworker
housing.

s are those with incomes at or below 30% of
County, including Portola Valley, that

¢ an income of $33,950 or below to be
seholds with extremely low incomes include
assistance, such as disability insurance or social security.

~However, peopie with full-time jobs can also have extremely low incomes. The

annual income for a full-time minimum wage job is currently $16,640 in California,
and a'single person household earning $23,750 or less is considered extremely low
income.

Existing Ne _
In 2010, there e 125 extremely low income (ELI) households in Portola Valley,
representing 7% of the total households. About 38% of ELI households have
housing problems, and nearly 17% are paying more than half of their incomes for
housing. ELI households are at risk for homelessness if there are unexpected
expenses, such as medical bills, or with the loss of a job.
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2431x

2431y

Extremely Low Income Households
Renters Owners Total
Total ELI Households 75 50 125
Percent with Housing Problems* 17% 19% 38%
Percent with Cost Burden** 8% 9% 17%
Percent with Severe Cost Burden™*** 7% 9% 16%

* Housing problems include the following: 1) housing unit lacks complete kitchen
facilities; 2} housing unit lacks complete plumbing facilities; 3} household is overcrowded;
and 4) household is cost burdened. A household is said to have a housing problem if they
have any 1 or more of these 4 problems.
**A cost burden is defined as a household paying
*** A severe cost burden is defined as a househ,
housing. : '
Sources: CHAS Data Book, accessed at http: //socds huduser org, data current as of 2010.

han 30% of its income for housing.
g more than 50% of its income for

ELl owners are more likely than renters to have a cost burden, although
approximately the same percentage of both groups have severe cost burdens,
Because such a high percentage of in ousing, ELI hoimeowners are at
a very high risk for fore

Projected Needs

To calculate the projected h umed that 50% of its very
low income regional housing nee ncome households. This
results in-a prOJected need for 10 housing unlts'for ELI households over the plan
period. The main program to provide housing for these households is the town’s
second unit program. In addition, the shared housing program could provide some

housmg for this income level, and the housing impact fee could eventually provide

nted in the town. Because Portola Valley is a rural
ccess to transit or services, homeless people may not find
€ as more urbanized areas of the mid-Peninsula. In the past,
homeless people have occasionally visited one of the churches in town for
assistance, which they offer on an as-needed basis. The town believes that
homelessness is a regional problem which needs to be addressed on a regional
basis.

Rehabilitation and Replacement

2432

The needs analysis identifies no need for rehabilitation or replacement of existing
housing units, As described above, the condition of housing units in town is very
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good and maintenance occurs privately, with no known need for government
involvement,

Affordability for Assisted Housing Developments

2433 The town currently has no housing units subsidized with public funds and therefore
no need to protect the affordability of such units.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation -

2434 For each planning period, the state determines how much housing for each income
level is needed in the region. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
then usually allocates shares of the regional housing need to the cities and counties
in the region. In the current housing element cycle, all of the jurisdictions in San
Mateo County banded together to form a subregion, which allowed the cities,
towns and county to allocate the county’s share of housing among themselves. The
table below shows the total hous uired for Portola Valle:

Portola Valley’

Income Level

Extremely Low

Very Low

Low

Moderate. |

Above Moderate

2434a

households.
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2434b

2014 Income Limits (a) and Affordable Monthly Housing Costs (b)

Number in | Maximum Income Income Categories
Household | & Housing Cost Ex Low | Verylow Low Moderate
1 Income Limit $23,750| $39,600 $63,350 586,500
Housing Cost 5594 5990 §1,584 52,163
2 Income Limit $27,150| $45,250 $72,400 $98,900
Housing Cost 5679 51,131 51,810 52,473
3 Income Limit $30,550| $50,900 $81,450 | $111,250
Housing Cost S$764 $1,273 §2,036 $2,781
4 Income Limit $33,950 550 $90,500 | $123,600
Housing Cost 5849 14 52,263 53,090

{a) From California Department of Housing and Co
Mateo County, February 2014.
{b) Assumes affordable housing costs no more than 30% of monthfy income.

velopment, income limits for San

The amount a household can afford to pay for housing is generally expressed as a
percentage of the household’s income. The percentage itself varies from source to
source, however, ranging at least from 25% to 42%. in general, the trend has been
rcosts-have increased. Thetable above
s:affordability and shows the

designed to provnde affordable housmg ithin h'e'se income limits, which are

updated annually by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD}.
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Constraints on Housing

Governmental Regulations and Constraints

2440

Context for Portola Valley’s Development Reg ations

2441

2441a

The town’s low-density develop

Portola Valley is a rural, low density, town on the fringe of the San Francisco
Peninsula’s urban area. The physical environment of the town is challenging, with
many steep slopes, unstable landslides, and the presence of the San Andreas fault.
Portions of the town lack the infrastructure to support much additional
development. The town’s development regulations are based on these facts.
These development regulations are analyzed below to determine if and how they
constrain the provision of housing. The section also describes the ways in which
the town is working to mitigate constraints, |

5 consistent with cu
“city

) it and past policies of
the Association of Bay Area Governme tered” pattern of
urban development with-an emphasis’

contains this statement-relevant to the P

Throughout this planning area there are relatively limited opportunities
to support added population growth, Most vacant residential land is
Iocated in _h1|I51de areas which lack urban servu:es and where

, : nd employment centers. Plan Bay Area
shows Portola VaIIey out5|de of these transit and employment areas, bordering on
significant conservation areas, and therefore projects limited growth for the town.

The town’s low density nature is consistent with and was partially based on the San

3 p‘ulation densities should occur in relatively level areas close to
major centers of commerce and industry where coordinated development is
possible and where transportation and other necessary public facilities can
readily be provided.

b) Population density should decrease as the distance from district centers,
industrial areas, and employment centers increases.

c) Population density should decrease as distance from local service facilities
increases.

d) Population density should decrease as steepness of terrain increases.
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2441b

2441c

2441d

2441e

e) The lowest densities and largest lots should occur on steep hillsides or in
mountainous areas where it is necessary to limit storm runoff, prevent erosion,
preserve existing vegetation, protect watersheds, and maintain the scenic
quality of the terrain. '

The town’s geologic setting is another major determinant of its policies. Starting in
1965, the town has evolved an innovative and systematic approach to regulating
the development of lands crossed by the San Andreas fault and encumbered with
extensive areas of steep and unstable slopes. The regulations, which have been
used as models for ordinances adopted by other jurisdictions in California and in
other states, control the uses of land and the inténsity of development according to
slope and geologic characteristics. The base ions include a slope-density
system, setbacks from the San Andreas fay use Iimijcations based on
landslide hazards. The town has detai lide potential maps to
support the regulations. The maps can: nore accurate and detailed
information from site investigations becomes available.

As the town reaches buildout, the development potential is increasingly affected by
geologic regulations. Mast of the remaining vacant land is in steep and often
hazardous terrain. The Upper.and Lower Western Hillsides, which contain most of

~ the undeveloped land in 1 : : feep: approximately 70% of the Iand

latter portions of the large
ore easily accessible and
r otherwise.

The town also has an important and gﬁbwing role in providing open space for the
region. The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District now owns over a thousand
acres of public open space within the town limits. The district lands are available

| for hiking and, other Iow—mten5|ty recreation uses and attract people from all over

nd preserved provides a significant conservation
ing habitat for wild animals and plants and

r guality. The low density housing pattern and the

1 ent in the town serves to protect this important regional
resource. ™

The town’s development policies have evolved over the years in direct response to
the town’s beautiful and varied natural environment. A major goal of all planning in
the town is to permit development in a way that preserves the natural
environment, protects natural drainage, ensures safe development given the
town’s geology, and maintains the rural character of the town. The resulting low
density, rural character and the provision of large expanses of open space within
the town do constrain affordable housing. To mitigate this constraint, the town has
designed a variety of housing programs that are largely consistent with the rural
and open space character of the town.
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Zoning and Subdivision Regulations

2442

2447a

The policies set forth in the general plan are implemented largely through the
town’s zoning ordinance. There are three residential zoning districts in town:

Residential Estate {R-E}), Single-Family Residential {R-1), and Mountainous
Residential (M-R). Mobile and manufactured housing is considered single family

housing and is permitted accordingly. The table below summarizes the uses

permitted in each of these districts. Sections 18.12, 18.14, and 18.16 of the town’s
zoning ordinance contain the full text and detailed information concerning these

regulations.

Uses in Residential Zoning Districts

Use R-E R-1 M-R
Streets, utilities, ete. . _ p P P
Single-family dwellings, including residential sfacilities with 6 P P
fewer residents
Temporary voting places, festivals, signs, P p
Public buildings located in confoermance
Public school located in conformance with tha P
Major utilities, signs, wireless'@ommunications C C
Crop and tree farming and truck gardening C
Nurseries and greenhouses, with no retail sales allowed C C
Churches, schools, group living a¢commodatiens for seniors, and C
nursery schools: only when located on an arterial or expressway
Recreation facilities and boarding stakles: only when located on an C C
arterial or._exaressway
} C C C
C C
C C
C C
C C C
; ing, c
uses in the CC dlstrict"
Fences, lights, parking, signs, etc, A A A
Second units on parcels 1 acre or more N A A A
Equestrian facilities A o A
Renting of rogms to no more than one paying guest A A A
Home occupiti : A A A
Swimming pools;{ghnis courts A A
Garages, signs, pets A A A
Sale of agricultural products grown on the premises A A A

P = Permitted, C = Conditional, A = Accessory

Because multifamily housing is not generally permitted in the town, Portola Valley
has developed a special program to allow multifamily housing on certain sites. To
that end, the municipal code allows multifamily affordable housing to be

constructed with a Planned Unit Development (PUD) permit on properties

designated in the general plan for such uses (Section 18.44.060.1). Thisis the
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2442b

2442c

2443

2443a

2443b

2444

Affiliated Housing Program, and a detailed description can be found in the program
section of this element.

The town amended its zoning ordinance in 2011 to comply with SB 2 and make
provisions for emergency homeless shelters in town. As a result, emergency
homeless shelters are now permitted as an accessory use at all religious institutions
in the town.

The town’s site development criteria are set forth in the town’s zoning ordinance,
site development ordinance, and design guidelines;.In the zoning ordinance, many
of the criteria are established within combinin ricts. These include a Design
Review (D-R), a Floodplain (F-P), a Historic R s (H-R}), and a Slope Density (S-
D) combining district, as well as a number itial density combining districts.
The requirements established by each ng districts are explained
below. '

Design Review (D-R) combining district.

This district does three things: 1) requires all building permits to be approved by
the Architectural and Si i
within 100 feet of Skyllne 3¢
corridor; and 3) requires all |

e Upper Western Hillsides, the Lower
Western H|I|5|des the Stanford Wedge the Woods property, the Corte Madera
School facility, an inholding in the Portola Valley Ranch development, and Blue
QOaks. All of the large, undeveloped properties in town are included in this district.

_ These reqmrements arenot a significant constraint on the provision of housing,

Portola Valley. This is demonstrated by Blue Qaks,
on which was built despite these conditions.
mbining district do not preclude the provision of affordable

Floodplain’ combining district.

This district establishes conditions for development in floodplain areas, including
requiring residential structures to be elevated.above the base flood Jevel and
requiring new construction to be anchored to withstand flooding. Such conditions
are standard and required by the federat government in communities that
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program.
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24443

2444b

2445

24453

This district includes all land within the floodplain as shown on the federal Flood
Insurance Rate Maps. This land is generally that which borders the major streams
in town: Los Trancos Creek, Corte Madera Creek, and Sausal Creek.

The F-P combining district is not a constraint on the provision of market rate and
below market rate housing in town. The areas which fall under this district are
generally expected to develop with market rate housing, which can usually
accommodate these requirements within the normal price range for market rate
housing in Portola Valley. The only sites for below market rate housing that are
covered by this district are a few potential sites for second units.

Historic Resources (H-R) combining distri

This district requires all properties that contain historic resources to conform to the
principles and standards of the historic element of the general plan. There are 41
historic resources in town as identified in the general plan. These resources are
scattered throughout town, as shown:en the historic element-diagram.

& provision of housing in Portola
s and standards of the historic
that are designated “to be

Valley, including afforda
element simply prevent

of a development but ‘does not necessa'rlly increase the cost of a development,

Residential density combining districts

2446 ]

e 15M: 15,000 square feet
o 20M: 20,000 square feet
o 1A: lacre

e A 2 acres

e 25A: 2.5acres

e 35A: 3.5acres

e 5A: 5 acres

e 7.5A: 7.5 acres
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The exact locations of these combining districts are shown on the town’s zoning
map. In general, the smaller-lot districts are found in the more densely developed,
older subdivision areas of town while the larger-lot districts are found in the less
densely developed, newer areas. This makes sense given the fact that only since
town incorporation has there been a more complete understanding of the complex
geological conditions and steep slopes that affect the remaining undeveloped lands
in town.

The Upper Western Hillsides are the only part of town in the 7.5 acre combining
district. There are no lands in the five acre combinii g district, but the Lower
Western Hillsides, Blue Oaks, the Woods proper and the Stanford Wedge are in
the 3.5 acre combining district. Westrldge i 2.5 acre combining district. The
other, smaller-lot districts cover the rem own.

The development standards governed by these combining districts are summarized

in the table below.

Residentiai Density Combining District Development Standards
District | Min. Lot | Front | Rear Side Max Max Fleor | Max Imperv
Area (sf} | Yard. |- Yard | Yard Height® Area’ Surface’
7.5M 7,500 20 2000 S 3,019 2,231
15M 20 3,623 3,877
20M 20 3,910 5,090
1A .50 5,260 7,808
2A 7,013 11,358
2.5A )t 7,514 13,177
3.5A 152460 50 25 8,065 15,566
5A 217,800 50 25 25 28 8,766 17,370 |
| 7:5A. ' . 326,700 | 50 25 25 28 34 9,581 19,822 |

L The height limit restricts the height as measured paraliel to the ground surface.
% The maximum hefght rest‘ricts the hefght a5 measured from the lowest point of contact between the

2ep slopes are taken into consideration. The numbers shown in
imum for a lot with the given lot area and no environmental constraints.

dards established through the residential density combining
districts are ap riate given the town's rural, single-family residential character.
The maximum ﬂoor area requirements can restrict the size of a residence, which is
a constraint to the development of housing. However, a parcel’s geology, flood
hazard areas and steep slopes limit the maximum floor area, and the requirements
have been established to ensure safer and more environmentally sustainable
development. The minimum lot area requirements in particular do act as a
constraint on the provision of housing by keeping the density of development low.
Many of the programs set forth in this housing element are intended to address this
constraint while preserving the character of the town. For example, the affiliated
housing program (formerly called the multifamily affordable housing program)
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allows higher density residential development in specified areas of town. The
second unit program also increases density by allowing an additional housing unit
to be built on lots that are one acre in size or larger located within zoning districts
requiring at least one acre per parcel.

Slope Density (S-D) combining districts

Most of the residential land in town is under an 5-D combining district as well.
These districts modify the minimum lot size to require larger minimum lots in areas
with steep slopes. As shown in the table below, tl e are six slope-density
combining districts. The table also provides selected examples of the required
minimum parcel areas at given slopes under each of the S-D districts,

Slopes and Minimum Parcel Areas in S-D Combining Districts
Required Minimum Parcel Area in Acres
Slope SD-1 : SD-3
1% and under 3.05
15% and under 3.99
25% 5.12
40% 8.85
50% and over 17.24

In general, the flatter parts of Portola Valley fall into the SD-1 and SD-1a districts,
with the remaining districts used in steeper areas. The only part of town in the SD-
3 district is the Upper Western Hillsides, and the only area in the SD-2.5 district is
Westridge, Areas in th SD 2 district include the Lower Western Hillsides, Blue

d the Woods property.

ing dlstrlcts, the S-D districts do constrain the
icting the ensity of development, This restriction is
. hazards of developing steep slopes. Some of the

towh's housing programs work to mitigate this constraint while still providing

adequate protection.: For example, the affiliated housing program allows for
increased density in specified areas. In addition, the second unit program allows a
second unit to b_e_:c_on'structed on lots over one acre, thereby increasing potential
residential density.

Open Space and Landscaping Requirements.

The town's residential density combining district development standards specify
front, side and rear yard requirements for residential parcels. These requirements
vary depending on the district, with smaller yard requirements for smaller lots. The
requirements can be altered based on certain scenarios, such as if a property is
located in a special sethack district or if a property is adjacent to a future right-of-
way. These open space requirements are applied consistently to all residential
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development hased on the district they are located in and are not a constraint to
housing development.

The Portola Valley zoning ordinance sets forth minimal landscaping requirements

- for residential parcels. For example, the regulations specify that parcels adjacent to

the Community Commercial and Administrative-Professional districts are required
to have consistent landscaping with the adjacent non-residential property. There
are few parcels in Portola Valley with residences adjacent to these districts, The
landscaping regulations also stipulate that for parcels with frontages along Alpine
Road and Portola Road, trees and shrubs must be approved by the town'’s
conservation committee within seventy-five fe the road right-of-way. These
two provisions are not constraints to the d ent of housing because they do
not require significant costs or alteration ousing developments.

The town’s zoning ordinance contains | imal regulation for residential
landscaping, but the town’s Design Guidelines provide more comprehensive
landscaping policies, including a Native Plant List and Landscaping Guidelines. The
Guidelines state that “The fundamental approach of the ASCC is to encourage
architectural solutions that blend with the natural condltlons of the site and area,
and at the same time require only minimum-landscaping.” Typical guidelines
include: “Use native plan her than elaborate landscape
solution,” and ”C0n5|der th S
views on-

applicat

Parking Requirements

The town's zoning ordinance includes off-street parking provisions. The minimum

- number of off-street residential spaces for dwelling units is: one space for each
: ‘dwellmg having zero or one bedroom and two spaces for each dwelling with two or

istricts with a minimum lot size of one acre or

ing spaces are required. In addition, convalescent
space for each five beds and retirement homes must have
rtment, double room or family unit. As mentioned

previously,’ its require only one uncovered space per bedroom.

_ Most residential parking spaces must be located in a carport or garage and all

spaces have to be located on the same site as the building unless authorized by a
conditional use permit. Uncovered or tandem parking spaces may be permitted
with approval from the Architectural and Site Control Commission {(ASCC) if there is
no reasonable location for a second required covered parking space in larger parcel
districts. Additionally, on parcels of 20,000 square feet or less, an uncovered
parking space may occupy required yard areas with approval from the ASCC and
after notification of the affected neighbors.
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The town requires up to four parking spaces at residences in districts requiring one
acre or more, but allows exceptions if the requirements cannot be met on the
parcels. In smaller parcet districts, only one to two spaces are required based on
the number of bedrooms in the dwelling unit, and the location of the parking space
tan be changed if needed. Overall, the off-street parking requirements for larger
parcels do not constrain the development of housing given the ample amount of
space typically available on those properties. Additionally, the alternative
provisions enable smaller parcels with space constraints to meet reduced
requirements.

Second Unit Provisions

Portola Valley revised its zoning ordinance provisions for second units in July 2003
to comply with California law requiring ministerial review of second unit permit
applications. Government Code Section 65852.2 requir 5 that applications for .
second units be processed withol cretionary review ore blic hearing. In
addition, the law enables jurisdicti ;
permitted based on rea
Jurisdictions may also e
setback, lot coverage, archltectural review and.the maximum size of the unit. The
law requires parking for second units to be no more than one space per unit or
bedroom and permitted in setback areas as tandem parking.

The town’s sécond umt ordinance allows second unlts on resndentual parcels one

‘cor vith the state’s requirements because a second unit, as an
accessory use, does not have to go through discretionary review to be approved.
However, if the unitis detached, more than 400 square feet in size, or above the
ground floor, it is subject to Architectural and Site Control Commission (ASCC)
review. In addition, all second units on parcels that front onto one of the two
scenic corridots in Portola Valley are required to obtain approval from the ASCC.

In 2011, the towriamended its zoning ordinance to allow staff-level review of
second units up to 750 square feet that are created by converting area within an
existing home to a second unit.

ASCC review of second unit applications focuses on architectural design and
compliance with the design standards set forth in Section 18.12.040.B of the
Municipal Code. These design standards include requiring color, materials and
architecture to be similar to those of the main structure, limiting color reflectivity,
and limiting exterior lighting. The ASCC works with property owners to ensure that
second units meet the deisgn guidelines, and has never denied an application for a

Partola Valley General Plan Housing Element, October 2014 Draft 35



2450d

2450e

2451

2451a

second unit. In cases where the second unit is being built at the same time as the
main dwelling unit, there is a single ASCC review for both structures.

The zoning ordinance limits the floor area of a second unit to 750 square feet. The
town also requires the vehicular access and address for the second unit to be the
same as those for the primary residence. Like single family homes, second units are
also subject to development standards for height, exterior color, roof reflectivity,
exterior lighting and landscaping. The parking standards for second units also
comply with state law because only one space is required per bedroom. Spaces do
not have to be covered and can be tandem.

Overall, the zoning ordinance provisions for second units are in compliance with
state law because standards for second units.are clearly set forth and are permitted
as of right and can be administered mini
certain criteria. Given the costs of |d
requirement for architectural rev
significant constraint on the constr
work to encourage production of sec 217
additional actions to that end as descrlbe.diln'the programs section of this housing
element, :

Subdivision Requirements

. thiIities, nage facilities, street trees,
randards allow development that is

safely accommodate traffic. Non motorized movements are accommodated on
easements off the roads and allow for a variety of ways of moving throughout the
community. Utility requirements, ie. water, sewer, and electricity are normal for
residential subdivisions. Street plantings are rarely required because the existing
vegetation normally provides a natural setting. Conservation easements are

/ priate in order to help preserve natural areas. Minimal

d or fees are required to help preserve open space.

contributibn (

These subdivision requirements have been accepted by developers. Developers
find the requirements reasonable and that they enhance the quality of their
projects. In some parts of town, however, connections to required utilities and
roads cannot be made. For instance, in practically all of the western hillsides, public
roads and utilities are not available. As noted elsewhere in this housing element,
the western hillsides are hazardous and comprise steep hillsides and canyons as
well as large areas of landslides. Since these areas are not suitable for
development, the lack of infrastructure does not pose a problem.
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Road Requirements

The paved surfaces of roads have been set wide enough to allow for traffic but also
as narrow as safety permits. Paving widths vary from 20 feet to 28 feet depending
on the type of road. Since most properties include space for off-street parking, the
roads are generally not designed for on-street parking. Right-of-way widths vary
from 60 to 100 feet. In planned unit developments, paving and rights-of-way can
be varied to fit the design of the development.

Trails, Paths and Bicycle Lanes

Portola Valley residents value the ability to r_iid'e'hOrses, hike and bicycle throughout
the community. Accordingly, where these planned facilities pass through a

proposed subdivision, the developer will be required to provide the faC|I|ty and

dedicate an easement that is normally 15 feet wide.

Utilities

California Water Servicé
company has indicated it'l
stipulated in this housing
available.

Drainage

leen the low den5|ty ofdevelopment in the town and extenswe natural areas,

Street Plantings

As noted above, in most instances the native vegetation provides all of the planting
needed along roads. In some cases, supplemental plantings may be required.

Conservation Easements

The town may require conservation easements to protect natural vegetation,
terrain, watercourses, waters, wildlife and for preventing or limiting erosion and
drainage problems. Normally, these easements are on lands that are not suited for-
development and therefore do not interfere with well-planned developments.
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Dedication and Land for Park or Recreational Purposes

In subdivisions of more than 50 lots, the subdivider must dedicate .005 acres of
land for each anticipated resident of a subdivision. For subdivisions less than 50
acres, the subdivider must pay a fee based on the above requirement. In the town,
no subdivisions of 50 lots or more are anticipated, so only small in-lieu payments
can be expected.

Impact of Improvement Requirements on Cost and Supply of Housing

Fiigh. Subdivisions consequently
ontext, the cost of
using. There have been no

Fundamentally, the cost of land in Portola Valley
are aimed at rather expensive housing. Gi
improvements is a small portion of the t
instances in recent history where th
prevented planned housing.

Inclusionary Housing Requirement

All new single family homes in Portola Valley are custom built, and as a result,
inclusionary housing is implemented differently in town than in other jurisdictions.
Since 1991, Portoia Valley has requwed all subdlwde_rs in town to provide 15% of

quirement. Once the land has been
:the construction of the below market rate

pro;ect ba'sed on the-town s current needs.

Because of challenges the town encountered in trying to find a developer to
construct units on land provided through this program, however, the town intends
to rev e this program to require the developer to construct the units, as is

ms section of this housing element.

Some analyst eve that inclusionary housing requirements can sometimes act as
a constraint on housing by either substantially raising the price of market rate
housing or making housing too expensive to build. One subdivision has been
developed under this requirement, indicating that development can occur under
this requirement. In addition, the town’s inclusionary housing program provides
developers with a 10% density bonus to offset the costs of providing the land. As
the program is revised to require that developers build the housing units, local
architects and builders will be consulted to ensure that the requirements are not
overly onerous and the incentives are appropriate.
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2451m Because land prices in Portola Valley are high, development of affordable housing
would be very difficult unless the land could he provided at no cost through a
program such as the inclusionary housing requirement. Market rate housing in-
Portola Valley is only affordable to households with incomes well above the
moderate range. Given the high cost of market rate housing in town, the effects of
the inclusionary housing provisions on affordability are negligible.

Summary of Analysis of Land Use Controls

it the town's situation on the
h complex and unstable

2452 Portola Valley's land use controls were developed
edge of the urban San Francisco Peninsula are
geology, steep terrain, and the San Andrea secting the town. Within this
context, the controls the town has adopted allow for flexibility to fit development
to the land. For instance, development intensity is conditioned by steepness of
slope, unstable geology, areas subject to flooding and remoteness from major
roads. The development approval process results in development that is approriate
to the environment. The town allows.and encourages cluster development and
planned developments w ereby desug
cutter” developments.

2452a

and Iocatlon and to ensure the safety of re5|dents .

2452b Despite these constraints, the town recognizes that higher density, attached
housing can be appropriate in certain locations. Therefore, the town allows
- i.multlfamlly housmg in specified Iocations as set forth in the affiliated housing
. of 3 lement. Seven units have been built due to this program,
ave been approved and are expected to be built. in the

Building Code

2453 Portola Valley adopted the 2013 California Building Code. There have been no
amendments or additions made to the building code by the town that present a
constraint to housing development. The building code is enforced by the town’s
building official.

Permit and Processing Procedures

2454 The town’s processing and permit procedures protect the community interest while
permitting safe and responsible construction, additions and remodeling on private
property. A key aspect is the requirement for geologic investigations to ensure safe
development in areas of the town mapped as potentially hazardous.
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Subdividing

The town’s subdivision regulations reflect the complicated and unique features of
the land such as soils, land movement potential and drainage capacity. A
subdivision proposal includes the following steps:

1. Review of a preliminary map by town staff and planning commission

2. Review and approval of the tentative map by the planning commission, and

3. Review and approval of the final map by the town council.

It is difficult to estimate the time needed for re\new and approval of a typical
subdivision proposal because the factors th timing are unique for each

bisected by the San Andreas Fault,
conceptual phase to final map re

inconsistent with town plans and regulatlons Eventually, a reasonable design was
developed and formal application filed for processing. The project then faced
delays during CEQA review, and significant measures were needed to mitigate
potential adverse impacts on the enwronment After flnal approval, three more

oJs ess issues. In addition, the complexity of the
land on these sites s|owed the approval process. Staff estimates that approval of a
subdivision on any of the remaining larger sites in town, all of which are very
complex, would take at least two to four years.

those in approved subdivisions, require individual permits. The process for
residential development includes:

1. Preliminary design review at the staff level.

2. Architectural review by the Architectural and Site Control Commission (ASCC).
Some projects are also subject to homeowners’” association architectural
review. These reviews are usually concurrent with ASCC review.
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3. Review by the Planning Commission {for proposals with grading exceeding
1,000 cubic yards only).

4. Site development permit approval.

5. Building permit approvat.

The review, including the first four steps listed above, takes from four months to
one year. Another eight to twelve weeks are then usually needed to process a

building permit application. Prior to approving a building permit, town staff and
consultants review the plans, as well as outside ies.

The town’s processing and permit procedures ake longer than in typical Bay
Area communities because of the complexity of the-environment and the level of
scrutiny directed at development proposals. However, many developers,
architects, and engineers who work in Portola Valley do not find the processing and
permit procedures a constraint, In fact, they find that building in Portola Valley can
be easier because the requirements are clearly explamed from the start of a
project. Staff and consultants work close <plain the process,
expectations, and req pproval. This attention given early
in the process avoids de uring that the most appropnate
project for the site is pre

ASCC ReviewProcess

All new residential structures must be reviewed and approved by the Architectural
and Site Control Commission (ASCC), whose decisions may be appealed to the
Planning Commlssmn The ASCC process beglns W|th a preliminary meeting with

meetlngs, although occasmnally a complex project may take additional time. As a
result, ASCC review takes no more than one or two months from the time that the
applicant comes in for the preliminary meeting, Measured from the filing of the
application, the ASCC review would take even less time.

All staff reports for the ASCC follow a standard format and address the same topics,
that are set forth in the zoning ordinance and the design guidelines. Both the
zoning ordinance and the design guidelines are written documents which applicants
can consider in putting together their applications. The town uses a standard
format for the ASCC staff reports in order to give consistency to the review process
and ensure that each application is considered in the same way as all others.
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While the criteria are the same for each project, the specific physical conditions on
an individual parcel of land may be unique. Given the prevalence of slope, geology,
drainage and other physical issues throughout Portola Valley, individual
consideration of each project is necessary. The ASCC provides this individual
consideration along with consistent application of standards and guidelines.

The ASCC review process is fast, is based on written standards and guidelines, and
uses a standard format to ensure consistency in its decisions, The cost, as
discussed below in the section on fees, deposits and exactions, is similar to the cost
in other, similar communities, and is a very small percentage of the cost of a project
given the high costs of land and construction in the town. For all of these reasons,
ASCC review does not actas a mgmfucant constraint to the provision of housing in
Portola Valley.

Site Development Permit

The Site Development Ordinance establishes the framework for'the removal of
vegetation, including significant trees, and excavation and fill (grading) on a site.
Persons conducting those activities are required to apply for a site development
permit. Depending on the amount of grading, the application is acted on by either

the staff, the Architecture and Site Control Commission, or the Planning

Commlssmn Applicants can‘appeal a deasgon to the Town Council in a public
oth the nwronment and the

Most residential development in town is not required to obtain either a conditional
use permit (CUP) or a planned unit development permit (PUD). Subdividers who
weuld I|ke flembillty__ln the development standards may apply for a PUD, and most

is similar for both. The ASCC first reviews the application
then the application moves to the Planning Commission
'er CUPs nor PUDs require action by the Town Council unless
ssion action is appealed.

for a decision.:
the Planning

While multifamily housing is not generally allowed, the town has developed a
program to allow multifamily housing at existing institutional developments such as
the Priory and the Sequoias through amendments to the existing CUPs for those
projects. If, however, a new multifamily housing project were proposed that was
separate from existing uses, a PUD wouid be needed.

For example, at the Woodside Priory School, seven multifamily units were approved
and built as workforce housing. To build these units, the Priory needed to amend
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Fees, Deposits and Exactions

2460

2460a

its conditional use permit, a process that took approximately four months. The
Priory has also received approval for a master plan that includes eleven additiona!
housing units which have not yet been constructed.

The cost for the permits is a very small percentage of the cost for the project as a
whole, and is not significant given the high costs of land and construction in Portola
Valley. For these reasons, the CUP/PUD requirements for multifamily housing do
not appear to be acting as a constraint on the provision of housing in the town—in
fact, these permits make multifamily housing possible in Portola Valley.

The town sets fees to cover the actual costs of processing development
applications. For the typical house constructed in Portola Valley, the fees are a
minor part of the applicant’s costs and a very small percentage of the value created
by approvals.

In May 2012, the Town Council approved a resolutlon adoptlng new Plannlng,
Building, and Engineeri ‘schedule
an extensive study of act
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Comparison of Selected Filing Fees, 2012

Service Portola Valley Atherton Menlo Park Woodside
Pre-Application Meeting 575 161 per 400 dep + --
hour hrly
Site Development Permit {101 — 1,000 2,225 1,282 - 600 dep +
cubic yards) 1,125
Variance 2,340 2,242 min + 3,000 +hrlyl,7 75 min
hrly
Conditicnal Use Permit-PUD 5,940 1,919 min + | 10,000 dep + 2,238
hrly hrly
CUP Amendment 1,980 1 919 min+ | 10,000 dep + 1,063
yfly: hrly
Architectural Design/Review; New 1,115 2,000 dep + 1,125
House
Guesthouse 1,125
Additions 1,125
General Plan Amendment 3,300 | 3,534 min + 8,000 dep + | 4,425 dep +
hrly hrly contractor
' cost + 25%
overhead
Preliminary Subdivision Map: - -
Tentative Map " 6,000 + hrly | 10,850 dep

+ contractor
cost + 25%

overhead
1,596 min + -- 2,850 dep +
hrly contractor
cost + 25%

overhead

Source: NBS “Town of Portola Valley Cost of Service Study for Analyzing User and Regulatory Fees” March 21, 2012

2460b

include tt

Dep05=it.s:.,are also charged for planning, engineering and geologic review, which
‘ i by consultants, such as the town engineer, town geologist,
own attorney. These deposits cover the cost of reviews and

services neede ‘or particular applications. As a result, the amount of the deposit
will be lower for simple projects and higher for complicated projects. Selected
2013 fees and deposits for services required to evaluate applications are listed in

the table below.
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Standard Housing Development Fees and Deposits in Portola Valley

Filing Fees Deposit for
. Services
Consultation Meeting S 590 $ 500
Architectural Review
New Residence $1,140 $ 2,500
Second Unit S 675 $ 1,500
Additions S 675 $ 1,500
Amendment $ 340
Site Development Permit
50-100 cubic yards S 2,500
100-1000 cubic yards S 4,000
1000+ cubic yards $ 4,000
Conditional Use Permit
Standard $7,500
PUD $ 7,500
Amendment 53,500
Variance 53,500

Geology Review

Building Permit

$ 2,500

Map Modification

$ 2,500

Deviation $ 2,500
Building Permit Review (Planr 5 500
Building Permit Review (Enginee $ 1,000
Zoning Permit $ 1,000
Subdivision

Preliminafy map - $7,500

Tentative Map S 4 750 TBD

Final Map $ 1,360 TBD

Map Time Extension $ 380 TBD

Tentative Map Amendment $ 760 TBD

'.*Fmai Map Rewsmn _ 5 760 TBD

Foric Vi itey, ”Updated Fee Schedule” June 12, 2013

are required to go 1

rough archltectural review and must pay the associated fee

and deposit for service. However, second units that are built at the same time as
the main house on the lot do not have to pay a separate fee for architectural review
for the second unit. Building permit and plan check fees are essential to ensure
that a building complies with local and state requirements and are not considered a
constraint to the development of second units.

It will be difficult for the town to waive fees and deposits entirely for affordable
housing projects because of the routine use of outside consultants and the reliance
on the fees to cover the cost of town services provided, However, the town is
prepared to use money collected as in-lieu fees for below market rate units to
mitigate the constraints of fees. Also, the town has amended the town’s fee
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provision of below mar
- ordinance promotes the development of below market rate units overall. Based on

ordinances to allow all or part of the fees to be waived, at the discretion of the
Town Council, for projects with at least 50% of units for households with moderate
incomes or below.

Exactions are required in the form of drainage fees, easements or in-lieu fees for
parks and open space, and off-site improvements made necessary by the
development. The exaction amounts depend upon the specifics of each project.
Drainage fees are only charged to subdivisions and on a per-acre assessment.
These fees pay for the cost to construct drainage facilities listed in the town'’s
master drainage plan, which is designed to protect lots and streets from flood
hazards. The additional cost is a minor fee compared to the costs of the entire
subdivision. These fees are essential to ensure that the town is protected from
flood hazards and is developed with adequate drainage infrastructure,

Portola Valley also charges subdivi
park or recreational purposes, as
or less, the subdivider is required to-
the land value per acre times the proj €
subdivision. The subdivider. may dedicat the total area for
rather than pay the fee upon approval from the planning commission. Subdivisions
with 50 lots or more are required to dedicate land of an amount determined by
multiplying .005 times the number of acres times the projected number of
re5|dents An in- Ileu fee may be paid mstead Wlth approval of the plannlng

bdivisions of 50 lots
ultiplying .005 times

‘rate units in the subdivision, and the subdivision

experience, the exactions required for subdivisions are not a constraint to the
develpment of below market rate housing in Portola Valley.

Total fees for a recent house reconstruction, which would be similar to those for a
new house, wé pproximately $22,000. The value of the house prior to
reconstruction was $1.4 million. Therefore, the fees were less than 2% of the value
of the home, Fees for a guest house are significantly less; approximately $8,000.
For the most recent multifamily development (the construction of seven attached
units at the Priory), the fees totaled about $7,000 per unit.

Overall, fees, deposits and exactions are not anticipated to be significant
constraints on the construction of housing. If these should he problem fora
particular development, fees and deposits can be paid using housing in-lieu funds,
and/or the Town Council can waive all or part of fees. Drainage and open space
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exactions have not constrained the production of multifamily housing in the past
and are not expected to during the planning period.

Infrastructure and Public Service Constraints

2461 The infrastructure and level of public services in town is geared to a small dispersed
population. Many of the roads are narrow and winding with restricted capacity.
Limited bus service is provided by SamTrans along Portola and Alpine Roads {Bus
85). Only a portion of the town is served by sanitary sewers. On-site disposal
systems are used in much of the town, and in many:areas, successful disposal
requires large sites because of adverse soils anc! dra age conditions. Most local
public services are provided by special distri n Mateoc County under
contract. The Woodside Fire Protection D vides fire protection services.
Police services are provided by the privs Batrol and the County Sheriff.
The town has limited control over the q ity of these services,

lity and qua

2461a The town government operates on a  minimal budget with a small staff. The town’s
ability to undertake major programs to provide housing is severely constrained by
fiscal realities and limited staff time. As aresult, housing programs with high
administrative demandsare not practical for 'he town and have been avoided.

2461b To mitigate the constraint
affordable housi
that will

Nongovernmental Constraints

2462 Nongovernmental constraints that can affect a community’s ability to provide
- suitable sitesfor affordable housing include the price of land, the cost of
““gonstruction, an ailability of financing.

Price of Lan

2462a The ex st of land in Portola Valley is the most significant constraint
on the devel -of affordable housing in the town. Land often costs around
$1-2 million per acre, a price that is probably too high to allow the development of
affordable housing under market conditions. Land prices for single parcels in the
similar neighboring communities of Woodside, Palo Alto, and Atherton are
comparable to Portola Valley prices.

2462b There were two undeveloped parcels listed for sale in late 2013. One was asking
53.6 million for a 4.48-acre parcel, and the other was asking approximately $2.15
million for a 2,25-acre parcel.
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2462c¢

Construction Cost

The challenge from the town’s perspective is to provide affordable housing
opportunities in the face of extreme market pressure, while at the same time
preserving the characteristics that make Portola Valley a desirable place in which to
live. The town’s housing programs attempt to mitigate the effects of these market
conditions. To offset the high cost of land, the inclusionary housing program
provides affordable housing, including land. The affiliated multifamily housing
program allows increased density, reducing costs per unit, The second unit
program provides the opportunity for construction of second units by the private
market with essentially no land cost.

The cost of construction can also constraig

2463 oduction, particularly for
affordable housing. Residential const Valley is comparable to the
neighboring communities of Woodsi terton. The costs average
around $350-5450 per square foot. These high costs, however, are often a result of
homeowners’ choices to use unique designs and expensive materials.

2463a The inclusionary housing program will provide land for affordable housing on sites
that have been improved to's market rate.development, thereby reducing the
cost of subdivision improve ;
can select relatively simple a ghtf as well as less expensive
constructio g ek “construction.

Availability of Fin

2464 Most homes in'Portola Valley are custom-built homes funded by individual

Constraints on

2465

households, Financing for this type of construction is more difficult to obtain now
that banks have increased their requirements. However, financing is no more of a

~constraint in‘Portola Valley than in other communities in the Bay Area. In fact,

California ho slement law now requires specific analysis of constraints on
housing for people with disabilities, including developmental disabilities. This
section reviews both governmental and nongovernmental constraints, and
identifies actions that can be taken to mitigate the constraints.
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Governmental Constraints

2466

24663

2466b

2466¢

2466d

Zoning Ordinance

The town’s zoning code was amended in 2011 to remove the constraints to housing
for persons with disabilities that were identified in the 2009 housing element.
These amendments included:

e Updating the definition of household to comply with state law;

BT

* Adding a definition of “residential care facility? to the ordinance, allowing
these facilities for six or fewer persons hy tight in residential districts, and
allowing these facilities for seven or m ersons as a conditional use in the
commercial and office districts;

» Allowing access ramps and related railings to extend into required yards; and
e Adding a reasonable accommodations section to the zoning ordinance
(Chapter 18.11).

Portola Valiey permits housing for special:needs groups, including for individuals
with disabilities, without d-to distances een such uses of the number of

helghts,‘setbacks and floor area w

(Section 18.48.010). Because these standards may present a constraint to housing
for disabled people in certain cases, the town adopted a reasonable
accommodations ordinance as Chapter 18.11 of the zoning code to aflow for

ﬂEXIbIht\/ in the zonlng regulatlons when a reasonable and demonstrated need

ictures must be reviewed and approved by the Architectural
| Ci ission {ASCC), whose decisions may be appealed to the
Planning Commission. The ASCC bases its review upon clearly stated standards and
applies these standards consistently from project to project. This process is an
essential part of enforcing the zoning code and provisions in the General Plan.
Because of the standard nature of the review and the ability to appeal a decision,
the ASCC review process is not a constraint to housing for people with disabilities.

Site Development Ordinance

The Site Development Ordinance establishes the framework for the removal of
vegetation, including significant trees, and excavation and fill on a site. Persons
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2466e

2466f

2467

conducting those activities are required to apply for a site development permit.
Depending on the amount of grading, the application is acted on by either the staff,
the Architecture and Site Control Commission, or the Planning Commission.
Applicants can appeal a decision to the town council in a public hearing, This
process is necessary to protect both the environment and the applicants, especially
In steep and unstable areas. The process is the same for all applicants and does not
act as a constraint to the development of housing for people with disabilities,

Building Code and Building Permit

Portola Valley adopted the 2013 California Building'Code. There have been no
amendments or additions made to the building code by the town that present a
constraint to the development of housing for persons with disabilities. The Town
also follows Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. Title 24 regulations
govern a building’s access and ada : bility for persons with disabilities in

n or alteration of a‘structure,

i are used for all applicants and are
not considered a constramt to the-'development of housing for persons with
disabilities. A building permit is required for access ramps and other special building
modifications on commercial buildings or residential multi-family buildings. These
types of bu-ildings are required by law to be accessible to the disabled.

mltlgate these types -of constrémts

Conclusion

2468

The town has addressed the constraints to housing for people with disabilities that
were identifiedin the 2009 Housing Element, and some of these changes, such as
adding residential care facilities as an allowed use, would also benefit people with
developmental disabilities. In addition, given that many people with disabilities,
especially those with developmental disabilities, live with their parents or other
relatives, second units could be a valuable form of housing for at least a portion of
the population with disabilities. As a result, the town’s actions to facilitate and
encourage construction of second units may help this population as well.
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Sites Suitable for Housing

2469

2469a

State law requires the town to demonstrate that sufficient residential housing sites
exist in town to accommodate the town’s share of total regional housing need, The
town’s housing need as assigned through San Mateo County’s subregional housing

allocation process is shown in the table below,

Housing Need for Portola Valley, 2014-2022
Income Category Units

Extremely Low
Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate i
Total 64

The following site mventory goes through three steps to determine how much
Valiey during: he current planning period. First,

areas that are not suitable
consideration. Second, the vg

A Process of Elimination .

2470

2470a

- Portola Valley faces different constraints on development than any other
_ commumty on the Peninsula, with the possible exception of Woodside. Much of

Physical Limitatio

The San Andreas Fault runs though the center of the town. The fault separates the
North American Plate from the Pacific Plate and poses problems of fault offset as
well as intense ground shaking. The nature of the geology on the two sides of the
fault is very different. By and large, the area east of the fault possesses largely
stable land devoid of landslides. The area west of the fault, however, is composed
of large areas of active and potential landslides. These landslides can be triggered
by rainfall or grading as well as earthquakes.
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2470b Portola Valley has been a national leader in planning for land use that recognizes
geologic instabilities. See for instance, “A Model for Effective Use of Geology in
Planning, Portola Valley, California” which was included in Landslide Hazards and
Planning, Planning Advisory Service Report Number 533/534, published by the
American Planning Association in 2005. Portola Valley has mapped the geology of
the entire town at a scale of 1” = 500’. The town geologist reviews all proposed
development in geologically hazardous areas. The town’s geologic map is far too
detailed to include in the housing element; however, two geologic maps are
included in the element to describe the hazards in some detail. First, a map of the
San Andreas fault is shown on Exhibit 1. The map clearly indicates how the central
part of the town is affected. Second, the state map of seismic hazard zones is
shown on Exhibit 2. A brief ook at the map confirms that the western part of the
town is almost entirely subject to earthquake induced landslides. A somewhat
lesser hazard is depicted by substantlal areas that are subject liquefaction. In most
instances, there are geotechnical sglutions to liquefaction provided a project can
bear the high cost of a solution. -

2470c

greater in slope and signifi eas in the 0 40% range. Development is
extremely difficult in areas with slopes in excess of 41% and very difficult in areas
with slopes in excess of 21%.

2470d Fire hazards  pose anather limitation on-development. In 2008, the town
contracted for a fire st dy, and the:map in reduced form is shown on Exhibit 4. A

‘ ' nd makes it clear that much of the

ry high fire hazards.

24706j reas Fault, large areas of landslides, very

} ards forma major basis for the town’s general plan

western hillsides. Further Ilmltatlons include a lack of public roads and water
supply. Together with the hazards listed above, these require that the town protect
the public interest with strict limitations on development in the western hillsides.

2470f The eastern part of the town is completely different from the western part, In the
eastern part of the town, landslides are few, slopes less steep, fire hazard less and
the area is served by public roads and a public water supply developed to meet fire
fighting requirements. It is no wonder that the historic development of the town
started in the eastern part and has continued in this part in the years since the
town incorporated in 1964,
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Exhibit 1

Earthquake Fault Map

Active Fault
=-—=== |factive Faul inactive

] 4200 2400 3600 4800
D T ot

Undsetermined Fault Activity

Source: Data derived from Cotlon, Shires, and Associales, Inc.
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Exhibit 2

Seismic Hazard Zones Map

Earthguake Induced Landslides Zones

/7] Linuefection Zones S p— — st

Source: State of California Depariment of Conservation (2001),
wwniy. o uake ca g ov MYHFegulatarymap s.him
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Exhibit 3

Slope Map

Slope Percentage Range

[o-20 N
21 - 40 A

0 6001200 2400 2800 4800
2 A1+ T T Nt

Source: Conseryation Lands Metwark, Bay Area Open Space Council
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Exhibit 4

Fire Map

B O HARAKAL OAKIDO O DLAND , FIRE PRD HE I KEAK F O REST, NIKED EVENGH EEN FO REBT (ghe ) §
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Source: Data detived from 2008 Fuel Hazard Map, Mortiz Arbariculiural Consulting, tnc.
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Sanitary Sewer Limitations

2470g As a “rural” community Portola Valley was developed with lots served by septic
tank and drainfield systems. The town does not have a municipal sewer system,
The sewers that do exist are provided by the West Bay Sanitary District. The district
does not install sewers, but developers and homeowners are responsible for
annexing their properties to the district and paying for the cost of extending and
hooking-up to sewers. Exhibit 5 shows parcels that have been annexed to the
West Bay Sanitary District and differentiates between those parcels that have
connected to sewer and those that were annexed:te the district but have not
connected to the sewer.

2. septic tank systems have in
cluding Portola Valley Ranch and Blue
Oaks do have sanitary sewers. Als ome areas individual property owners or
groups of owners have banded together to annex to the district. Very few vacant
properties are served by sewers, and those properties are vacant fots in new
subdivisions where changes in zoning would not be expected and would likely result
in incompatible development.

Since most of the town has lots in excess§
general worked well. New subdivisions |

Water Supply

2470h Water for

Distribution to Water and Sewer Providers

24701  Asis requir-egl :by Chapter 727m Statutes of 2004 (SB 1087}, when this housing
- .element is adopted the town will immediately send a copy of the element to the

2471 at st n the following page lists 84 vacant or largely vacant parcels

environmental constraints, and estimates the realistic new unit capacity for each.
Keys for the abbreviations used in the table are provided at the end of the table.
Some sites have significant geologic problems and would be particularly difficult to
develop; these sites are marked with an asterisk(*) and shown with a different
symbol on the map.

2471a In addition to the table, a map showing the parcels described in the table and titled
“Inventory of Land Suitable for Residential Development,” has been prepared
(Exhibit 6), '
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Exhibit &

West Bay Sanitary Service Map

Parcels annexed to the
West Bay Sanitary Sewer District

| Parcels not yet connected to sewer

Ja] 1200 2400 2600 4800

Parcels connected to sewer Feet

Source: West Bay Sanitary District
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Exhibit 6

Inventory of Land Suitable for Residential Development

Town Boundary

o 1.200 2,400 3.800
Sltes DIfflcult for Development (Geologlc Hazards)

4,800
Faat

Source; Town of Portola Valley Genaral Plan, Housing Element (2003}
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Analysis of Suitability for Development

2472

Single Family Homes

2472a

2472b

This analysis looks at four different types of potential new residential
development: single family homes on existing lots; large parcels that could
accommodate a number of new homes; potential locations for affiliated
multifamily development; and second units. Each of these types is
discussed below.

As the inventory shows, an estimated 794 ngle family homes could be
accommodated on existing lots or throu 2 unit) subdivisions. Of

these, approximately 35 have significant environrﬁféntal issues and are
unlikely to develop within the planning period. However, there are still over
40 existing lots for single family homes remaining in town that could
reasonably be developed by 2022,

Large Parcels

2472¢

There are 5 sites or groups of sites listed on the site inventory that could
accommodate larger amounts of housing. Each of these is discussed briefly

3 acre parcel that has been approved for

ive single family homes for residents age 55 and older,
plus-ong v-market rate unit. This development was on hold for the
duration of a lawsuit filed by a neighbor, which was resolved in late 2007 in
favor of the proposed development, and the property is currently on the
market. The development approvals would expire in 2015,

Site 19 (El Mirador Ranch) is one of the largest privately owned parcels in
town, with 356 acres in the western hillsides. Because of steep slopes, deep
canyons, and landslides on much of the property, as well as the presence of
the San Andreas Fault, development on this site would likely need to be
clustered in a 10 acre area located near Portola Road. The property does
not have sewer access, which also limits potential density. Given all of the
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constraints on the land, probably no more than 25 homes could be built on
this property. However, the current property owners have stated that they
intend to hold the property as open space. Therefore, no new residential
development is anticipated for this site by 2022.

Site 20 (Spring Ridge LLC} is located next to Site 21 and faces many of the
same challenges: steep slopes, landslides, the San Andreas Fault, and a lack
of sewer service. New development on this site would likely also need to be
clustered, and a maximum of 29 units could probably be built here. Much of
the parcel is now being used to grow grapes for the winery on the property.
Property owners have indicated that they mlght be interested in developing
the land but that they are not in a hurry:t 0. No new residential
development is anticipated on this site

by steep hillsides to the sides and re:
this site would need to be clustered in the land by Alpine Road. There is
approximately 4 acres of usable land on the parcel once all of the steep
slopes, unstable areas and required setbacks are subtracted. Under the
town’s regulations, up to 27.6 single family dwelling units would be aliowed
on the parcel overall. Affl‘llated housmg wouId also be allowed on this

are occupied by an award winning
and bottling facilities and an event

he western hillsides and includes

e hazards. In addition, an open space
easement covers much of the winery. There is no sewer service or public
water supply. Although these sites together could theoretically eventually
accommodate some number of new homes in the future, additional
development is not anticipated by 2022,

Affiliated Developme

2472d

Portola Valley is a rural community with a history of single family
development on large lots. To accommodate some multifamily
development, however, the town developed a housing program in the early
1990s that would allow multifamily housing on institutional sites for
employees and staff affiliated with the institutions that own the parcels.
This program allows affiliated affordablte multifamily housing on three
designated sites in town, each with a planned development permit, These
sites are discussed below and shown on Exhibit 7, Potential Affiliated
Affordable Housing Sites.
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Exhibit 7

1. The Secuoias ‘“_‘_m%_ : “x .....
2. Woodside Priory l
3. Stanford Wodge e a0 P00 dst0

Source: Town of Porlola Valley General Plan, Housing Element (2009)

2472e The Stanford Wedge is an 89 acre site owned by Stanford University, which
was discussed above as one of the large parcels of land remaining in town
that could be developed with housing. The town’s regulations would allow
27.625 single family dwelling units on the parcel overall, and Section 2106e
of the General Plan allows this density to increase by a factor of three for

Portola Valley General Plan Housing Element, October 2014 Draft 66



2472f

2472g

2472h

247 2i

multifamily affordable housing, as long as the overall floor area does not
exceed the amount allowed for market rate development. Therefore, up to
82.9 units could potentially be provided on this site, although the number
would likely be lower.

This site could potentially be developed with facuity or graduate student
housing; because of the distance from the university campus,
undergraduate housing is unlikely. Town officials and staff have discussed
this possibility with Stanford officials over many years, but the University
has not indicated any intention to either sell or develop this land.

The second site for multifamily housing.is The Priory School site. In 2001,
the town approved an application to cofistruct seven muitifamily units for
faculty and staff on the site. These units were approved with the following
condition:

units are occup:ed so.as to achreve
housing element objectives, These objecrrves anticipate at at least
one unit would be for a very low income household, one unit for a fow
mcome househofd andl three units for moderate income households

The hous-rri:g:elemeﬂfjgoals set forth in this condition were based on the
draft housing element that was under discussion at the time the project was
approved in 2001. The Priory School reports annually to the town on
whether these income targets are being met, In 2012, one unit was
occupied by a low:income household, two units were occupied by moderate
income households, three units were occupied by above moderate income

one unit was vacant. Each unit is being provided at rents at
% of the household income. Overall, the School usually does
meet the requirements, although a unit may be occupied by a higher
income household for a period of time when household incomes increase.
The school works to provide the housing to the lowest income staff possible
when a unit turns over.

In 2005, the town approved a Master Plan for the school property that
includes eleven additional housing units to be built in the future. The school
has been working on implementing other portions of its Master Plan to
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date, but those units are still approved. Because the Priory has had
difficulty maintaining units at the very low income level, this housing
element anticipates that the 11 new units would be divided among the
income categories as follows: 3 low income units, 4 moderate income units,
and 4 above-moderate income units,

2472j The Sequoias has not added any housing at their facility between 2009 and
2014, The affiliated housing program would permit employee housing to be
built on the site. Town staff has talked with representatives of the Sequoias
about the possibility of employee housing on thésite. The Sequoias is
exploring options for employee housing, al gh the site is severely
constrained by geology, including an act of the San Andreas fault
which passes through part of the propi

Second Units

2472k Exhibit 8 shows where second units are allowed in Portola Valley. Between
July of 2008 and December of 2013, 29 new second units were approved in

appllcatlons are mcludlng second units.

24721 This.housing element also includes provisions to encourage increased
' production of second units, including allowing staff-level review of second
units up to 7 ‘0_square‘feet in size, allowmg two second unlts on parcels that

2472m

built in'th by about one unit per year, from an average of 5.3 units
annually to approximately 6.5 units annually. The town therefore
anticipates the construction of 6.5 second units per year for the eight-year
planning period. Total second unit production is therefore estimated to be
52 units.

Summary of Site Inventory

2473 As described above, there are four types of housing sites in Portola Valley:
single family home sites, large parcels, affiliated housing sites, and sites for

Portola Valley General Plan Housing Element, October 2014 Draft 68



Exhibit 8
Areas Where Second Units Are Allowed
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second units. The table below shows the number of existing sites that the

town would expect to develop by 2022 in each category under current town
policies, as set forth above. The table then compares these results with the

town’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) numbers.
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2473a The table below shows that the Town of Portola Valley would provide more
than enough housing for households with extremely low incomes and with
above moderate incomes, and sufficient housing for moderate income
households, but not enough for very low or low income households.
However, state policies allow the extra housing for extremely low income
households to be counted towards housing needed for very low and low
income households. All together, 40 units of extremely low, very low and
low income housing are planned in this housing element, compared to the
36 units which are required to meet the Town’s RHNA. As a result, there are
sufficient sites to accommodate all of the housing need for Portola Valley.

Expected Sites for New Homes by 2022, Co sd with Adjusted Housing Need

Ex Low | Verylow Above Total
Moderate
Sites for Housing Expected from 2014-2022° :
Single Family 0 0 0 26 26
Large Parcels 0 0 1 5 6
Affiliated 0 0 3 4 11
Second Units .0 ( 5 52
Total Sites 40 95
RHNA 13 64
2473b

Stanford Wedge).. Betause the property owner has not expressed any
interest in developing the site, it has not been included as a site that is
expected to develop by 2022, However, some development could
potentially occur on that site during the planning period.
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Goals & Policies

Goal 1

2475 Maintain and enhance the character and quality of Portola Valley's residential
neighborhoods and the condition of its housing, and preserve the natural beauty of the
town’s scenic corridors and open spaces.

Policy 1A:

Policy 1B:

Policy 1C:

Goal 2

Accommodate new residential development in a manner compatible with
the rural character of existing residential development.

Continue to control the location, design and density of new residential
development in order to preserve regional open spaces, avoid areas of
seismic and geologic hazards, have minimal visual impact, create minimal
discernable effect on infrastructure capacity, and ensure the adequate
provision of safe and convenignt.access to publicservices,

- town to conform té

Require all housing units
standards set forth in the g
all housing be subservient to

rinciples and
including that

2476 Endeavor to provide opportu-n-ifie§ for a diverse population, including for people of all
income levels and with special housing needs, particularly elderly residents and those
employed in Portola Valley, to live in the town.

Policy 2A; .

Policy 2B:
7% Policy 2C;

Policy 2D:
Policy 2E: .
Policy 2F:

Policy 2G:

Accept and fulfill responsnb|i|ty for a reasonable share of the regional need

rsity of housing options to meet the needs
life cycle and with different income

to be used:ito reduce town fees for affordable or mixed
velopments, as well as for the purchase of land and the
constructlon of below-market rate units,

As possible, waive some fees, or portions of fees, for housing developments
with a majori.ty of below market rate units.

Conti nue. to encourage affordable housing that can be produced in
as$0¢ with market rate housing and otherwise.

Distribute diverse and affordable housing options throughout the
community,

Use an open and inclusive process when implementing housing policies and
programs, by consulting as appropriate with people with differing housing
needs and income levels, housing advocates, housing developers, property
owners, and the community at large.
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Goal 3

2477  As set forth in the Sustainability Element of this General Plan, encourage energy
conservation and green building practices, and adopt housing policies to reduce costs of
living, respect wildlife and plants and protect the environment.

Policy 3A:  Continue to support energy efficient building and subdivision design that
protects solar access, and to allow salar installations.

Policy 3B:  Centinue to encourage cluster development in order to preserve resources
- and encourage sustainability.

Policy 3C:  Continue to require native landscaping, which.reduces water and power

consumption, provides hahitat, and help; tengthen natural ecosystems
in town,

Policy 3D: Allow and encourage green buildin;

Policy 3E:  Design and locate housing tg

ildlife and be
subservient to the environment.

Goal 4

2478  Work to address housing issues on a regional basis while preserving local control and
minimizing fiscal impacts on the town.,

Policy 4A:

y efforts to increase the

n.and county, including housing
sure that factors such as
s;-and land dedicated to open
ing hou quirements.

i

Support regional efforts to"address the need for emergency and transitional
shelter,

Policy 4B: |

Policy 4C:  Preserve local control over zoning, diversified housing locations and design.

_ Policy 4D: Mii_n_im_ize the fiscal impact of new housing on the town,
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Programs, Quantified Objectives, and Action Plan

Program 1: Inclusionary Housing

2480 To implement a program from the 1990 housing element, the town adopted
an ordinance requiring developers to provide 15% of new lots to the town
for below market rate housing as part of every subdivision. The Town

received title to four lots as part of the Blue Oaks subdivision, but was not

able to find a developer to build below market rate units on the lots. To
avoid this problem in the future and strengthen the program, the Town
intends to revise the inclusionary housing program as described below.

2480a The intention is to revise the program to require that developers build the
housing units when one or more units would be required under the
inclusionary housing program. . As part of this revision, the percentage of
lots required for below market rate housing may need to be reduced. The

County. With the n
housing impact fee.

provision of affordable housmg, to eh'sure that the requirements are
realistic and that the program includes appropriate incentives.

2480b Object‘i\?e:__ The town will amend the inclusionary housing program in
200 o make it.more effective by having developers of
yuild the below market rate housing units.

2481 L As establishe with tha previous housing element, affiliated multifamily
‘housing projects are permitted on three sites—The Sequoias, Priory School
and the Stanford Wedge—shown on Exhibit 7 in the Site Inventory. This
program has the following features:

1. Planned Unit Developments and Conditional Use Permits.
Multifamily housing on the Priory School site and the Sequoias have
and can be permitted through amendments of the CUPs governing
those projects. Development on the Stanford Wedge could be
accomplished pursuant to a CUP and/or a PUD . The PUD or CUP for a
multifamily housing project shall control the siting and design of
projects, the mix of units by income category of eligible occupants,
methods of controlling rents and/or resale prices, provisions for
ongoing management of the project and other matters deemed
appropriate by the town.
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Inclusion of Market Rate Units. The purpose of this program is
primarily to provide affordable (below market rate) housing. The town
may permit the inclusion of market rate units in a project if it
determines they are necessary to make a project feasible. However,
substantially over half of the units in any multifamily affordable
housing project must be affordable to moderate, low or very low
income households. With the approval of the Planning Commission
and Town Council, an exception to this requirement may be made for
housing that is ancillary to the primary use of the site.

multifamily housing projects
would be permitted for the
e allowed on the
property under existing zoning.: The allowable.floor area, together
with the amount of developable land, determines:the density of
development on the site. At both the Woodside Priory and the
Sequoias, only a portion of the site could be used for residential
development. The paragraph below explains the potential floor area
and density for the Stanford Wedge site.

Floor Area and Density. The floor arex

The Stanford Wedge sité {Site 40 in the Site Inventory section) is the

developable on that has access is the relatively flat land adjacent
“to and west of Alpine Road. After accounting for required site

setbacks, the developable portion of the site is approximately 3.5

acres in size. Under current regulations, up to 28.48 market rate

. affordable multifamily homes could be built on the site as

development standards and the need to address environmental
impacts. During the 2014-2022 planning period, the town intends to
look more closely at the standards and density for potential
development of this parcel to ensure that they are appropriate. The
town is not counting any units from development of this parcel
towards its RHNA, and any adjustments would therefore not affect the
town’s ability to provide its share of the housing need.
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4.  Development Standards. All multifamily housing projects are
expected to meet the general plan, zoning, subdivision and site
development requirements that pertain to all residential development
in the town, including Resolution No. 2506-2010 as amended. These
standards are described earlier in this housing element, and include
provisions for road widths and right-of-ways as well as landscaping.
Current parking requirements are one parking space for each studio or
one-bedroom unit, and two parking spaces with two or more
bedrooms. Development standards may be adjusted through a PUD
where appropriate.

Particular care is expected to ensure the compatibility of the projects
with adjacent neighborhoods and the town’s rural environment.

5.  Occupancy. The town con: i s this program particularly suited to

6.  Monitoring. i: h ol
made on this program and-report to the-Planning Commission on the
progress compared with the goals set forth in this program. The
program will be revised if necessary to meet the goals,

The town will continue to work with the owners of these three

2481a Objective:

pect all of the units to be built by 2022, The

W started discussions with the Sequoias to
encourage employee housing at the site, and they are moving
forward internally to consider the options. Stanford
University has no plans for their site at this time, During the

~:planning period, however, the town will look more closely at
the development standards and density for the Stanford
Wedge in particular to ensure that they are appropriate. The
town will continue to contact all three owners on a regular
basis and assist them with any potential plans for providing
housing.
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Program 3: Second Units

2482

2482a

2482b

2482c

2482d

Second units provide most of the affordable housing in town, and are the
only type of affordable housing that can be produced in Portola Valley by
market forces without a significant subsidy. Town regulatiqns allow second
units in most areas of the town. Surveys of second unit rental rates show
that most second units are affordable, both within Portola Valley and in San
Mateo County as a whole. Second units are particularly appropriate for
Portola Valley because of their compatibility with the rural nature of the
town and their ability to directly serve the need for affordable housing.

To strengthen the second unit program
amendments to its zoning ordinance i
implement previous housing ele
identified as a priority by the T
Town anticipates developing g
2015,

la Valley is proposing three
the changes made to

e amendments were
ber 2014, and the
dopting the ordinance.amendments in

First, the town will amend its program to allow larger second units {up to
1,000 square feet rather than the current limit of 750 square feet) on lots
with two or more acres.- This change is meant to address a concern stated
by some res:dents that t | -

=5°or more. Both second units wilt need to meet
the second unit requirements, including parking. In order to minimize
grading and site disturbance, and to preserve the general character of the
residential areas, one of the second units will need to be attached to the

‘main house. The other second unit could be detached. This change will

allow owners of Iarger properties to accommodate more housing,

of second units up to 750 square feet, rather than the current limit of 400
square feet, when no other permit is needed for the project. Projects that
would require a site development permit from the ASCC or Planning
Commission for grading or tree removal would need Commission approval,
for example. As part of implementing this item, the town will examine the
current performance standards for second units as set forth in the zoning
ordinance and amend them as necessary to provide further guidance for
staff in reviewing second unit applications.
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2482e Finally, the town will monitor the number of second units being permitted
annually. If the number of second units being permitted is lower than the
number expected, the town will take action to increase second unit
production. This could include one or more of the following actions:
increasing publicity about the program, providing a floor area bonus for
larger second units on larger lots, holding a workshop on second units, or
reducing fees for second units.

2482f Objective:  Over the previous planning period, an average of 5.3 second
units were constructed in Portola Malley each year, with an
increase through the planning period. Through the actions
described above, this rate.is expected to increase to 6.5 units
per year. As aresult, a total of 52 new second units are
expected to be built during the eight-year planning period.

These are likely to provide housing for thesame income
categories as shown:in the San Mateo County::

52 new second units will
ow income households, 0 for

for above moderate income households.

The town will monitor this program annually and take
additional steps to increase second unit production if

One option wol id be to convert a portion of a home to a second unit.
Another option would be to simply find someone else to share the house.

24843 The Human Investment Project for Housing (HIP Housing) is a nonprofit
organization that conducts a program in San Mateo County to match
housing “providers” with housing “seekers.” Rents are established on a case
by case basis and can sometimes be partly defrayed by services. Although
Portola Valley is currently in the area served by HIP Housing, there is no
formal arrangement with the organization. Portola Valley will continue to
work with the organization to increase publicity about its service in the
town. This could include providing additional information on the Town’s
website, distributing flyers and other printed information more broadly, or
holding information sessions for residents. The Town Council has identified
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this as a priority for the Town, and town staff will begin work on this early in
2015,

2484b Objective:  Work with HIP Housing to improve publicity of its home-
sharing program to residents and employees, with the aim of
increasing the number of placements in town.

Program 5: Fair Housing

2487 Project Sentinel handles complaints of discrimjpation in the sale or rental of
housing and in the mediation of tenant/Ia isputes in Portola Valley
under the terms of a contract with San Ma ounty. Information on this
program will be posted or otherwise made avallable at Town Hall and the
library, and on the town’s website.

2487a Objective:  No housing units are expected to result from this program.
The town’s objective i :
information sheet

2488 Portola Valley has had a nu 4! 3t encourage energy
' conservation for years. These include permitting solar installations, utilizing
subdivision regulations that protect solar access, and supporting energy
efficient design. In addition, most new development is clustered, which
reduces |mpacts on the land. The town also requires native Iandscaplng,

_ eda Green Bwldlng Ordinance using the “Build It Green
Green Point Rated” system for all new homes, major remodeling projecs,
and additions. Also in 2010, the town adopted BAWSCA’s model Indoor
Water conservation Ordinance and Water Conservation in Landscaping
Ordinance {(with reduced turf allowances).

In addition to the green building regulations and the water conservation
ordinances, the town has been encouraging energy and water efficiency in
existing homes through the state’s Energy Upgrade California program,
California Water Service’s rebate programs, and other voluntary measures
and tools developed by the town’s Sustainability Committee. In 2014, the
town will adopt a climate Action Plan, which builds on the Sustainability
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2438b

Element and includes measures that target energy and water conservation
in the residential sector.

Objective:  To continue existing green and energy conservation measures,
revise them when necessary, and and impiement new
programs in accordance with the Sustainability Element and
the town’s future Climate Action Plan.

Program 7: Explore Future Housing Needs and Potential Housing Programs

2489

2489a

2489b

During the housing element update process;
a longer-range “vision” for housing in Portola Valley. This program
therefore calls for the town to examine its likely housing needs beyond
2022, with the results potentially serving as a foundation for the next
housing element update.

needs moving forw
State and advocacy |
would be appropriate®

To date, two items have specifically been identified for further exploration.
Both of thiese are topics the town would like to consider but did not think
could be finalized in time to provide housing by 2022;

2489c

meet identified local affordable housing needs and prowde
affordable housing to serve, at a minimum, eight moderate income
households,

Objective: - To analyze the town’s housing needs and trends, explore a
commercial affiliated employee housing program, identify
potential uses of money in the town’s in-lieu housing fund,
and examine other potential programs as appropriate to meet
the town’s future needs. The results of this program will help
to create a foundation for the 2022 housing element update.
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Program 8: Transitional and Supportive Housing Ordinance Amendment

2490 Due to clarifications of California law relative to transitional and supportive
housing, the Town’s municipal code needs to be amended so that it is fully
compliant. In order to comply, sections 18.12.010, 18.14,020, and
18.16.020 which list the permitted uses in the residential zoning districts
{the R-E, R-1, and M-R districts), need to be amended so that they no longer
restrict the number of persons in transitional and supportive housing when
those types of housing are located in single family homes.

2490a Objective:  To amend the Town's zoning ordinance to fully comply with
state law relative to transitional.and supportive housing early
in 2015, .

Quantified Objectives

2491 Based on the programs and h this housing
element, the Town of Portola Valléy has established the following
quantified objectives. The objectives focus on new construction rather than
rehabilitation or conservation, because the need in Portola Valley is clearly
greatest for new construction. By meeting the quanitfied objectives shown
below, the town will provide for its share of the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation. - s o

hg trends discussed ea

ives for Portola Valley

Rehabilitation Conservation
0 0
2ty Low : 0 0
low - 14 0 0
Moderate 15 0 0
Above Moderate 40 0 0
95 0 0

249143 Jectives shown in above chart are hased on the
* vided in the Site Inventory. More details can be found that
section of thé'housing element, including the summary table at the end of
that section.
2491b The new units will be provided through the towns’ second units program,

the affiliated/multifamily housing program, and market rate housing for
households with above moderate incomes,
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Action Plan

2493

The actions shown below will be taken to achieve the quantified objectives
and implement the programs described above.

Portola Valley 2014 Housing Element Action Plan

Action

Program

Action

Responsible
Party

Timing

Inclusionary
Housing

Develop and adopt amendments to the Town'’s
inclusionary housing program to require
developers of larger subdivisions to buil
The Town could consider a housing i
tnstead of or in addition to the inclugion
housing program. Consult with lecal-developers
and builders in carrying out this program. -

Planning staff

2015-16

Affiliated Hsg

Continue to allow 11 additional affiliated
multifamiy units to be constructed at the Priory
School, and expedite processing of applications to
built the units as possible:

Planmning staff

Ongoing

Affiliated Hsg

Continue discussions and W /
Sequoias te:
housing

Affiliated Hsg

Ongoing

Amend Sect
Ordinance to
Ssection num this m

Planning staff-

2015

Affiliated Hsg

Review the development standards and density.
 for the Stanford Wedsge to enstre they are
appropriate, .

Planning staff

2016-17

Affiliated Hsg

Continue discussions with Stanford University
| concerning potential residential development of

Planning staff

Ongoing

the:Wedge property.
Y i A

swith 2+ acres; b) two
lots with 3.5+ acres; and c) staff

; hen no other permit is needed.
of this action, amend the performance

ards for second units to provide further
guldance for staff-level approvals.

Planning staff

2015

Second Units .

Maonitor the number of second units being
permitted annually and take action to increase
second unit production if fewer units are
permitted than is anticipated. The monitoring will
be done in conjunction with the annual housing
element report and will be reported to the
Planning Commissien and Town Council in the
spring of each year.

Planning staff

Ongaing

Shared
Housing

Continue to support HIP Housing, and work with
their staff to improve publicity in order to
increase placements in town.

Planning staff

2015
and
ongoing
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10.

Fair Housing

Continue to participate in the County-wide fair
housing program and address concerns as
necessary.

Planning staff

Ongoing

11

Energy
Conservation

Continue green and energy conservation
measures, revise as needed, and implement new
programs in accordance with the Sustainability
Element and the future Climate Action Plan.

Town staff

Ongaoing

12,

Future
Programs

Explore future housing needs beyond 2022 and
potential ways ta address those needs. Two

possibilities 1o examine are 1) the possibility of
expanding the affiliated housing program to

commercial sites for employee housing;.and 2}
potential uses of the money int ]
housing fund.

Town staff

Ongoing

13,

Transitional
& Supportive

| Amend the Town'’s zoning

comply with current sta

Town staff

2015

transitional and suppg
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Attachment 8

Town of Portola Valley
Negative Declaration

Project Title: Town of Portola Valley Housing Element -

Project Applicant/Owner: Town of Portola Valley

Project Location: Affects all of Portola Valley

Project Planner: Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Plannar

Permit Type: General Plan Amendment—2014 Housing Element Update

Public Review Period: October 22, 2014 — November 20, 2014

Public Comments

All comments received by 5:00 PM on November 20, 2014 will be considered by the Town of Portola
Valley. Copies of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and the proposed Housing Element
Update are on file at the Town of Portola Valley Town Hall, 765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028,
These documents are also available for review on the Town's website www,portolavalley.net.

Project Description

The project is to update the Housing Element of the Town of Portola Valley General Plan as required by
Government Code Sections 65580 et seq. The Housing Element Is a comprehensive statement by the
Town describing the housing needs of Portola Valley and how the Town’s plans, policies, programs and
regulations facilitate and encourage the development, improvement and preservation of housing for afl
ecanomic segments of the community. The draft 2014 Housing Element update contains eight
programs; 1) Inclusionary Housing; 2) Affiliated Housing; 3) Second Units; 4) Shared Housing; 5) Fair
Housing; 6} Energy Conservation and Sustainability; 7) Explore Future Housing Needs and Potential
Housing Programs; 8) Transitional and Supportive Housing Ordinance Amendment. These programs set
forth the Town's strategy for enhancing and preserving the housing stock, for expanding housing
opportunities for various economic segments, and for meeting state requirements. The Housing
Element also provides policy guidance for decision-making related to housing.
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FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION:
The proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment as it has been found that the
project:

a. will not result in significant impacts that would degrade the quality of the environment.

k. will not result in significant impacts that would achieve short-term to the disadvantage of
long-term enviranmental goals.

¢, will not result in significant impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable.

d. will not result in significant impacts that would cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly.

The Town of Portola Valley has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the project is
insignificant.

Initial Study

Town staff has reviewed the environmental evaluation of this project and has found that the probable
environmental impacts are insignificant. A copy of the initial study is attached.

Initial Study Review Period: . 10/22/14 to 11/20/14

All comments regarding the correctness, completeness, or adequacy of this Negative Declaration must
be received by the Town of Portola Valley, 765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028, no later than
5:00 p.m. on November 20, 2014,

Town of Portola Valley 2014 Housing Element IS/ND Page 2



Town of Portola Valley
Initial Study: Environmental Evaluation Checklist Attachment

Project Title: Town of Portola Valley Housing Element

Lead Agency: Town of Portola Valley
Planning Department
765 Portela Road
Portola Valley, CA 94028

Project Location: Affects all of Portola Valley
Project Planner — Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Planner
Permit Type: General Plan Amendment

Project Applicant/Owner: Town of Portola Valley
Planning Department
765 Portola Road
Portola Valley, CA 24028

Description of the Project:

The project is to update the Housing Element of the Town of Portola Valley General Plan as required by Government
Code Sections 65580 et seq. The Housing Element is a comprehensive statement by the Town describing the housing
needs of Portela Valley and how the Town's plans, policies, programs and regulations facilitate and encourage the
development, improvement and preservation of housing for all economic segments of the community. The draft 2014
Housing Element update contains eight programs: 1) Inclusionary Housing; 2) Affiliated Housing; 3} Second Units; 4)

“Shared Housing; 5} Fair Housing; 6) Energy Conservation and Sustainability; 7) Explore Future Housing Needs and
Potential Housing Programs; 8) Transitional and Supportive Housing Ordinance Amendment. These programs set forth
the Town's strategy for enhancing and preserving the housing stock, for expanding housing opportunities for various
economic segments, and for meeting state requirements. The Housing Element also provides policy guidance for
decision-making related to housing.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: The Housing Element requires approval from the state of California
Housing and Community Development Department (HCD),
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for alf answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).

A "No Impact” answer should be explained where It is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards
(e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” -
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level {mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in 5. below, may be cross-referenced).

-5, Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration (Section 15063(c){3)(D}). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent
to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts {e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances}. Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should,

where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussicn.
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2a.

No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source
Potentlally Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
1a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a L] ] X L] |1,19,28
scenic vista?
1b. | Substantially damage scenic resources, ] L 4 L] 11,19, 28
including, but not fimited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a scenic highway?
1c. Substantially degrade the existing visual D [] 4 ] 1,19,28
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings? :
1d. | Create a new source of substantial light or ] [] B4 [] [1,19,28
glare which would affect day or nighttime
views in the area?
Discussion;

The updated Housing Element calls for housing to be provided by 1) development of existing vacant residential lots, 2)
construction of new second units, and 3) construction of affiliated housing already approved at the Priory School. All of
these new housing units would need to comply with the Town’s zoning ordinance standards and adopted Design
Guidelines. These Design Guidelines specifically consider potential visual impacts, including those on scenic vistas,
stenic resources, the visual character of the site and its surroundings, and possible light and glare.

Because of the small amount and scale of housing called for in the 2014 Housing Element and the consideration given to
visual and aesthetic impacts as part of the review and approval process, the 2014 Housing Element will have a less than
significant impact on aesthetics.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unigque Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide I'mportance |:| |:| |:| < 1,219
(Farmland), as shown on the maps

prepared pursuant to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

A
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Lass Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with Signlificant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

California Resources Agency, to non
agricultural use?

2b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural L] L] [ > 11,27
use, or a Williamson Act contract? '
2c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause L] L] (] X 11,27

rezoning of, forest land {as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220 {g)),
timberland {as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberiand zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104 (g))?

2d. Result in the loss of forest land or ] ] ] X 1,19, 27
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

2e. Involve other changes in the existing L] L] L] X | 1,2, 19,27

environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to nonagricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, but it does include programs to encourage the construction of
housing and a section entitled “Sites Suitable for Housing” which provides an analysis of available land within the town
where additional housing could he developed. The only sites identified for development in the Housing Element have
already been designated for residential development in the Portola Valley General Plan,

One site designated for residential development identified in the Housing Element is under Williamson Act Contract.
This site is site number 18 and is 3.5 acres in size. It is designated as Conservation Residential/Open Space in the
general plan and would have the capacity for one additional unit. The development of one unit on the site would not
affect the majority of the site and would be compatible with the Williamson Act designation. All other sites identified
for housing, including sites for affiliated housing and second units, are not agricultural or forest lands, nor under
Witliamson Act Contract, In addition, all new development in Town must be undertaken in compliance with CEQA, and
additional analysis would be provided as required. Therefore, the 2014 Housing Element would not have adverse
impacts on agricultural or forest resources.
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

tncorporation

3a. | Conflict with or obstruct implementation of L] L] [ D 1,319, 64
the applicable air quality plan?
3h. Violate any air quality standard or [] [] 4 [] 11,319 64

contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

X
[]

3c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net |:| D 1,3,19, 64
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative

thresholds for ozone precursors)?

3d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial L] [] |:l >] 11,3,19, 64
pollutant concentrations?

3e. Create objectionable odors affecting a E] [:I D Z| 1,319 64
substantial number of pecple?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element update is a portion of the Portola Valley General Plan which sets forth the Town’s vision for
housing. The element includes programs to encourage the construction of housing on sites that are already zoned or
designated for housing, including single family homes, second units, and affiliated housing for faculty and staff at the
Priory School.

The Town of Portola Valley is within the San Francisco Area Air Basin, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) is the regional air quality agency for this Basin. Accordingly, the Town is subject to the rules and regulations
imposed by the BAAQMD, as well as the ambient air quality standards adopted by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) and national ambient air quality standards adopted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.
EPA). The amount of housing encouraged by the 2014 Housing Element would be sufficient to meet the Town's
regional housing needs for all income levels and would be well below BAAQMUD's thresholds for analysis (520
apartments/condominiums or resulting in less than 2,000 vehicle trips per day). Projects which do not exceed either of
these thresholds are typically assumed to have a less than significant impact on air quality.

The Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan is the current control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter, air toxins, and
greenhouse gases for the Town of Portola Valley. The 2010 Clean Air Plan was based on ABAG population and
employment projections for the San Francisco Bay Area, including growth that would be accommodated under the
Town’s General Plan. The BAAQMD monitors air quality at several tocations in the San Francisco Bay Air Basin.
Historically, problematic criteria pollutants in urbanized areas include ozone, particulate matter, and carbon monoxide.
Combustion of fuels and motor vehicle emissions are a major source of each of these three criteria pollutants. Portola

Town of Portola Valley 2014 Housing Element IS/ND Page 5




No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact . Source

Potentlally Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with Significant impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

| 4a. Have

Valley is within the San Francisco Bay Area ozone non-attainment area as delineated by the U.S, EPA,

Potential future development permitted under the 2014 Housing Element would not increase development potential
but would encourage development of sites which are already zoned and designated for housing, including single family
homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School. This amount of development is consistent with the
Town's current General Plan and zoning ordinance, as well as ABAG's Projections 2013.

As a result of the foregoing, the 2014 Housing Element would not have a significant impact on criteria pollutants,
including ozone; would not result in significant cumulative impacts to air quality; and would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air guality plans. In addition, all new development in Town must be undertaken in
compliance with CEQA, and additional analysis would be provided as required. The project would not result in
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

For ali of the reasons discussed above, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would not result in any significant
impacts to air quality, either singularly or cumulatively.

o

a substantial adverse effect, either [] ] L] DA | 1,19,65
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and
Game ar U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service?

4b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any D L] L] B 1, 19,65
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife Service?

4c. Have a substantial adverse effect on L] [] N <] 11,1965
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(inciuding, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

4d. Interfere substantially with the movement [ L1 ] >] |1 19,65
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
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Na. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potantiaily Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incerporation

impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

de, Conflict with any local policies or L] D I:I X 1,19, 27
ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance? ;
4f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted [] ] L] > 11,1927
.Habitat Conservation Plan, Natura)
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, but it does include programs to encourage the construction of
housing and a section entitled “Sites Suitable for Housing” which provides an analysis of available land within the town
where additional housing could be developed. The only sites identified in the Housing Element as available for
development have already been designated for residential development in the Portola Valley General Plan, Some of
the large sites may include riparian habitat and/or the potential for special status species, such as Sites 19 and 20 in
particular, but none of these are anticipated to be developed during the housing element planning period. In addition,
all new development in Town must be undertaken in compliance with CEQA, and additional analysis would be provided
as required. As a result, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would not have any significant impacts on biological

resources,

1 i
5a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource as

defined in "15064.57

5h. Cause a substantial adverse change in the

[] 1, 19, 21
significance of an archaeological resource

1,19

pursuant to '15064.5?

5c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unigue

-geologic feature?

5d. Disturb any human remains, including

those interred outside of formal

cemeteries?

Discussion:

1,19

L o g o
MK X X X

1,19

The Town of Portola Valley contains a number of historically designated structures, including: the Fitzhugh “Windmill”,
the Searsville District School Bell, the Portola School Bistrict Primary School, the Hallett Store, Our Lady of the Wayside
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Saurce

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Church, the Jelich House, the Tank House, and the Conolley-Melchor House. Historic sites and features along the
roadway include: the Site of Corte Madera Brewery and Nahmens House, Site of Village of Portola, the Site of 1893
school house and one Coast Live Qak at the school house site. These are described and discussed in the Historic
Element of the Portola Valley General Plan.

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, but it does include programs to encourage the construction of
housing and a section entitled “Sites Suitable for Housing” which provides an analysis of available land within the town

| where additional housing could be developed. All of the identified sites are already designated for residential o
development in the General Plan. Several of the sites contain historic resources, including Sites 18, 19, 20, and 21. No
residential development is anticipated on the sites with historic resources during the planning period for the housing
element. A development proposal for any of these sites would need to be carefully crafted to avoid impacts on the
historic resources on the properties, and analysis of the potential Impacts would need to be provided.

Any type of housing development on these larger sites would require subsequent CEQA review at the time it was
contemplated. Construction of housing at the Pricry School was considered through a separate CEQA analysis in 2005
when the master plan for the property was adopted, and that analysis would need to be updated appropriately if the
master plan were amended. All other housing development considered by the 2014 Housing Element consists of single
family homes and second units on sites which are already zoned and designated for housing.

As a result, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element update would not have any significant impacts on historic,
archeological, paleontogical or geologic resources or features.

he proje

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as ] [] [] X |1,14,15,16
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

i, ' Strong seismic ground shaking? : ; [: K] 1,14, 15,16

il Seismic-related ground failure, including H ] L] 1, 14, 15, 16
liquefaction?

iv. Landslides? L L] il Rl 1,14, 15,16

6b. Result in substantial soil ercsion or the loss ] ] ] & 1,14,15,16
of topsoil?

6c. Be located on a gealogic unit of soil that is - [ ] [] [] > | 1,14,15,16

Town of Portola Valley 2014 Housing Element IS/ND ' Page 8



No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than less Than No
Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

unstable, or that would become unstabie
as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

6d, | Be located on expansive soil, as defined in ] ] L] X 11,14, 15 16
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code '
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

6e. Have soils incapable of adequately ] [] [] D] | 1,14,15,16
supparting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Discussion:

.The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, but it does include programs to encourage the construction of
housing and a section entitled “Sites Suitable for Housing” which provides an analysis of available land within the town
where additional housing could be developed. This analysis specifically considers constraints due to earthquake faults,
seismic hazards, steep slopes, and fire risk, all of which are commaon in Partola Valley. In addition, al! development in
Portola Valley must comply with Resolution 2506-2010, which requires additional geotechnical analysis for ar limits
development in certain areas which are delineated on the Town’s adopted Ground Movement Potential Map. These
requirements are in addition to those of the California State Building Code, which has been adopted by the Town, All of
the sites identified in the 2014 Housing Element as available for development are already designated for residential
development in the Portola Valley General Plan. As a result, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would not have any
significant impacts relative to geology or soils.

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

1,19, 64

7b. | Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or [] L] ] <] 11,1964
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentlally Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

Discussion:

In 2006, California adopted Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32}, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, AB 32 established a
statewide GHG emissions reduction goal to reduce statewide GHG emissions levels to 1990 levels by 2020. SB 375
became law in 2009 and requires integration of planning processes for transportation, land use, and housing. To
comply with SB 375, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) developed a Sustainable Communities Strategy,
called Plan Bay Area, to achieve targeted emissions reductions. This Strategy included encouraging development of
more and denser housing closer to transportation facilities and employment centers. The Regional Housing Needs
‘Assessment (RHNA), which determines the amount of housing each community needs to plan for in its housing element,
was developed in conjunction with and to be consistent with this Sustainable Communities Strategy. As a result,
reducing GHGs was one of the key factors shaping the levels of housing development assigned to local jurisdictions

_through the RHNA. In addition, all of the identified sites are already designated for residential development in the
General Plan and under the zoning ardinance. Consequently, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would result in a
less than significant impact related to contributing GHG emissions that could have a significant impact on the
environment and conflicting with an applicable plan for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

8a. Create a significant hazard to the public or L] L] [] A | 1,19
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

8b. Create a significant hazard to the public or [] [] [] <] 1,19
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materfals into the environment?

8c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle ] L] L] X 11,19
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

8d. Be located on a site which is included on a [] ' [] [] 4 1,619
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65562.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

8e. | Fora project located within an airport land [] [] [] > 11,19
use plan or, where such a plan has not
heen adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentiaily Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incarporation

residing or working in the project area?

8f. For a project within the vicinity of a private [] [] [] X |1,19
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

8g. Impair implementation of or physically L] [] [ ] 11,19
interfere with an adopted emergency

response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

8h. Expose people or structures to a significant L] L] ] ] |1,19,26
risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, but it does include programs to encourage the construction of
housing and a section entitled “Sites Suitable for Housing” which provides an analysis of available land within the town
where additional housing could be developed. This analysis included consideration of fire risk, and all of the identified
sites are already designated for residential development. There would be no impact relative to emergency response or
evacuation, and no exposure of people to any additional risk or loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.

Additionally, the 2014 Housing Element does not provide for routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials,
nor emission or release of hazardous materials. There are no sites on the Cortese List in Portela Valley, and the town is
not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an airport.

As a result, there would be no significant impacts relative to hazards or hazardous materials from adoption of the 2014
Housing Element.

S pTajec

9a. | Violate any water guality standards or ] L] [] X 11,18, 19
waste discharge requirements?
9b. | Substantially deplete groundwater supplies [] [] [] <] |1, 19

or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than Less Than -No
Significant | Significant with Significant impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

uses for which permits have been
granted)?

9¢. Substantially alter the existing drainage ] ] [] ] | 1,18,19
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteraticon of the course of a
stream or river, in 3 manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site?

Sd. Substantially alter the existing drainage ] L] EI X 1, 18,19
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on-
or off-site?

9e. ‘| Create or contribute runoff water which [] L] L] X] 11,1819
would exceed the capacity of existing or

planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

L]
[
[
<]

of. Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

1,19

[
L]
[]

9g. Place housing within a 100-year flood >l |1,17,19
hazard area as mapped-on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate

Map or other flood hazard delineation

map?

gh. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area [] N L > 1,17, 19
structures which would impeade or redirect
flood flows? :

9i. Expose people or structures to a significant L] 2N [:l X 1,17,19

risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam?

9. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or ] ] [] D] | 1,19
mudfiow?
Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, although it does identify sites where addi{ional housing could
be constructed. All of the identified sites are already designated for residential development and would be subject to
the Town's development standards. As a result, adoption of the element would not result in significant impacts to
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Lass Than Less Than Na
Significant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

water quality, waste water discharge, drainage, ground water depletion, erosion or water runoff, and would not impede
or redirect flood flows, or expose people or structures to additional risks due to flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudflow.
In addition, all new development in Town must be undertaken in compliance with CEQA, and additional analysis would
be provided as required.

Therefore, there would be no significant impacts of adoption of the 2014 Housing Element on hydrology and water
quality.

10a. | Physically divide the physical commuhifY? | 1,19

O]
o
00
DX

10b. | Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 1,19,27
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project {including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental

effect?

10c. | Conflict with any applicable habitat L] L] L] X 1,19 27
conservation plan or natural community
'| conservation plan?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, although it does identify sites where additional housing could
be constructed. Potential future development permitted under the 2014 Housing Element would not increase
development potential but would encourage development of sites which are already zoned and designated for housing,
including single family homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School. As a result, adoption of the
2014 Housing Element would not physically divide an established community but could have a beneficial impact by
providing for increased housing opportunities within the developed and established framework of the town.

The 2014 Housing Element is consistent with the other elements of the Portola Valley General Plan and the Town's
zoning ordinance, In addition, the element was developed in compliance with the Plan Bay Area Sustainable
Communities Strategy plan prepared by ABAG. The project does not conflict with any other applicable land use plan,
policy or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project, or with any habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan.

Known
mineral resource that wou!d be of value to
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No. - | Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source
Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorpaoration
the region and the residents of the state?
11k, | Result in the loss of availability of a locally ] [] ] X 1,7,19
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?
Discussion:

.| There a re n o k nown m ineral re sources in_t he To wn o f P ortola V alley, Under t he S urface Mining and ... .. .
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), the State Mining and Geology Board has not designated Portola Valley as

cantaining any mineral deposits of regional significance, Therefore, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would not
cause any significant impacts on mineral resources.

12a.

Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

11,19

12b.

Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

1,19

i2c.

A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

1,19

12d.

A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

1,19

12e.

For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

1,19

12f.

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
" residing or working in the project area to

excessive noise levels?

1,19

Discussion:
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Significant with Significant Impact
impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

In general, Portola Valley enjoys a low ambient noise level, This low level of noise contributes to the “rural” quality of
the community. Exceptions to this, however, include traffic noise along some major roads, Noise exposure from traffic
is depicted in the form of noise exposure contours along the major roadways. Noise exposure contours are lines of
equal loudness, similar to elevation contours that are lines of equal elevation. Per the Town of Portola Valley Traffic
Noise Contour Map, the majority of noise levels in the town vary between 60-65 dB Ldn or are lower. This noise level is
consistent with the Town’s daytime standard for residential uses. The Town is not located within or near an airport

| land use plan, or near a public airport or private airstrip. In addition, the 2014 Housing Element does not include any
improvements that would result in significant noise or ground horne vibration impacts,

As a result, there would be no significant noise impacts from adoption of the 2014 Housing Element.

et o

Induce substantial popuiation growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

13b, | Displace substantial numbers of existing N L] L] > 11,19
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

13c. | Displace substantial numbers of people, L] ] L X] |1, 19
necessitating the canstruction of :
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, although it does identify sites where additional housing could
be constructed. The level of growth anticipated is censistent with regional housing policy documents such as Plan Bay
Area. In any case, potential future development permitted under the 2014 Housing Element would not increase
development potential but would encourage development of sites which are already zoned and designated for
housing, including single family homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School.

As a result, the project would not induce substantial population growth, either directly nor indirectly. The 2014
Housing Element does not call for demolition or replacement of existing housing and would not lead to displacement
of either housing or people. Therefore, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would have no significant impacts on
population or housing.
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporation

P

14a. | Fire protection? L] U] X L] {11927
14b. | Police protection? [] L] <] 1 11,1927
14c. | Schools? L] [] < Ll 11,1927
14d. | Parks? [] ] X L] 11,1927
14e. | Other public facilities? U] [] X 1 |1,19,27
Discussion:

"I 'The 2014 Housing Element islargely a policy document; although it does identify sites where additional-housing could
be constructed. The level of growth anticipated is consistent with regional housing policy documents such as Plan Bay
Area, and development anticipated in the 2014 Housing Element would not increase the development potential in
town but would encourage development of sites which are already zoned and designated for housing, including single
family homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School. Therefore, there would be less than

significant impacts on public services from adoption of the 2014 Housing Element,

Would the project increase the use of L [] X C1 11,1927
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

15b. .| Does the project include recreational ] [] < [] |1,19 27
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, although it does identify sites where additional housing could
be constructed. The level of growth anticipated is consistent with regional housing policy documents such as Plan Bay
Area, and development anticipated in the 2014 Housing Element would not increase the development potential in
town but would encourage development of sites which are already zoned and designated for housing, including single
family homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School. Therefore, there would be less than
significant impacts on recreational facilities from adoption of the 2014 Housing Element.

16a. | Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, [] [] [] > |1,19
or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than Less Than No

Slgnificant Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigatlon Impact

Incorporation

including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

16h. | Conftict with an applicable congestion ] ] [] X 1,19
management program, including, but not
limited to leve!l of service standard and
travel demand measures, or other

.standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

16c. | Result in a change in air traffic patterns, L] L] L] D | 1,19
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

16d. | Substantially increase hazards due to a [ ] L] ] < | 1,19
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses {e.g., farm equipment)?

16e. | Resultininadequate emergency access?

L]
L
L]

16f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, although it does identify sites where additional housing could
be constructed. The level of growth anticipated is consistent with regional housing policy documents such as Plan Bay
Area, and development anticipated in the 2014 Housing Element would not increase the development potential in
town but would encourage development of sites which are afready zoned and designated for housing, including single
family homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School. As such, the housing element is consistent
with Portola Valley standards for effectiveness of performance of the circulation system, including mass transit and
non-motorized travel, and also with the goals of the County of San Mateo Cangestion Management Plan and its level
of service standards and travel demand measures. The project would not affect air traffic patterns, increase any
hazards, or result in inadequate emergency access, and is fully consistent with the Town’s adopted policies and'plans
regarding pedestrian and bicycle facilities, in addition, all new development in Town must be undertaken in
compliance with CEQA, and additional analysis would be provided as required. As a result, there would be no
significant impacts on transportation or traffic from adoption of the 2014 Housing Element.
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant | Significant with Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation
Incorperation

Exceed wastewatertreatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

17b. | Require or result in the construction of new [ [] L] <] 11,19
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
_|.expansion of existing facilities, the 1
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
17c. | Require or result in the construction of new ] ] [] D] | 1,19
storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
17d. | Have sufficient water supplies availableto | [ ] L] ] > 11,19
serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

17e. | Result in a determination by the ] [] ] > [1,19
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

17f. | Be served by a landfill with sufficient [] [] [] > 1,19
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

17g. | Comply with federal, state, and local ] ] ] X 1,19
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, although it does identify sites where additional housing could
be constructed. The level of growth anticipated is consistent with regional housing policy documents such as Plan Bay
Area, and development anticipated in the 2014 Housing Element would not increase the development potential in town
but would encourage development of sites which are already zoned and designated for housing, including single family
homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School.

Adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
exceeding water demand or wastewater generation/treatment requirements and capacity, nor would the project
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No. Environmental Topic Level of Impact Source

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Significant Slgnificant with Slgnificant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation

result in the need to construct such new facilities. The project would not substantially affect landfill capacity and
would be in compliance with regulations related to solid waste. In addition, all new development in Town must be
undertaken in compliance with CEQA, and additional analysis would be provided as required. As a result, there would
be no significant impacts on utilities or service systems from adoption of the 2014 Housing Element.

R N :[Cz
18a. | Does the project have the potential to
|.degrade the quality of the environment, | . .. ..
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

18b. | Does the project have impacts that are L] L] ] >4 1,319
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerakle ("Cumulatively

considerable" means that the incremental
effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

18c. | Does the project have environmental ' ] [] [] X | 1,3, 19
effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Discussion:

The 2014 Housing Element is largely a policy document, although it does identify sites where additional housing could
be constructed. The level of growth anticipated is consistent with regional housing policy documents such as Plan Bay
Area, and development anticipated in the 2014 Housing Element would not increase the development potential in town
but would encourage development of sites which are already zoned and designated for housing, including single family
homes, second units, and affiliated housing at the Priory School.

As a result, the project is not anticipated to have a significant impact on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species or migration of these species, nor impact riparian or wetland areas either directly or through
habitat modifications. Development of larger properties which include potential habitat for sensitive species, riparian
environments, or historic or archeological resources is not anticipated during the planning period for the 2014 Housing
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No. Environmental Topic

Level of Impact

Source

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incerporation

Lass Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Element, but any proposal would need to consider potential impacts on these resources under CEQA at the time the
development proposal was brought forward. For all of these reasons, adoption of the 2014 Housing Element would not

result in cumulatively considerable impacts.
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Sources

10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20,
21.
22.

23.
24,
25,
26,
27.
28.
29,
30.
31.

32.

Project Description
San Mateo County Important Farmland Map-2006

Bay Area Air Quality Management District resources
including Annual Bay Area Air Quality Summaries and
the 2010 Clean Air Plan

Project Tree Survey
Project Biology Report

Cortese List of Hazardous Places/Project Phase |
Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment

- SMARA Map, current. .

Project Noise Study
Project Transportation Impact Analysis
Town Base Map, 1996, as updated

USGS Maps, 1973, as updated

Aerial photos: current

Slope Map, 1972, as updated

Soils Map, 1970, as updated

Geologic Map, 1975, as updated

Movement Potential of Undisturbed Land Map,
1975 as updated

Flood Hazard Boundary Map, 1979, as updated
Master Storm Drainage Report, 1970, as updated
General Plan, current

Comprehensive Plan Diagram, current

Historic Element Diagram, current

Trails and Paths Diagram, current

Nathhorst Triangle Area Plan, current
Alpine Parkway Diagram, current
Village Square Area Diagram, current
Fire Hazards Map, current

Zoning Ordinance and Map, current
Town Planner

Town Engineer

Town Traffic Engineer

Town Geologist

Town Attorney
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33.
34,
35,

36.
37.
38.

.39
40,

- 41,

42.

43,
a4,
45,
46.
47,
48,

49.
50,
51.
52.
53,
54,

55.
56.
57,
58.
59.
60.
el
62.
63,

64,
65.

Building Inspector
Health Officer

Town Historian

Stable Inspector
Town Police Cemmissioner
San Mateo County Sheriff

Woodside Fire Protection District
West Bay Sanitary District

Mosquita Abatement District

Architectural and Site Control Commission

Cable TV Committiee

Conservation Committee

Emergency Preparedness Committee
Finance Committee

Geologic Safety Committee

Historic Resources Committee

Parks and Recreation Committee
Public Works Committee

Traffic Committee

Bicycle Subcommittee

Trails Committee

Applicant’s Consultant’s Professional
Opinion

Finance Committee

Geologic Safety Committee

Historic Resources Committee

Parks and Recreation Committee
Public Works Committee

Traffic Committee

Bicycle Subcommittee

Trails Committee

Applicant’s Consultant’s Professional
Opinion

Plan Bay Area

Portola Valley Biological Resources Assessment
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PLANNING COMMISSICN REGULAR MEETING, TOWNOF PORTOLA VALLEY, NOVEMBER &, 2014,
SCHOOLHOUSE, TOWN CENTER, 765 PORTOLA ROAD, PORTOLA VALLEY, CA 94028

o ity

Chair Gilbert called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Ms. Pedro called the roll.

Present; Commissioners Alexandra Von Feldt, Judith Hasko and Nate McKitterick; Vice Chair Nicholas
Targ; Chair Denise Gilbert

Absent: None
Staff Present.  Debbie Pedro, Planning Director

Karen Kristianssan, Deputy Town Planner
Nick Pegueres, Town Manager

-~ ORAL COMMUNICATIONS-

None,

REGULAR AGENDA

(1)  Public Hearing: Poriola Road Corridor Plan

Ms. Kristiansson noted that the Planning Commission had reviewed the draft Portola Road Corridor Plan at its
October 1, 2014 meeting, as well as its Initial Study/Negative Declaration and retated General Plan amendments
that are proposed. After hearing public comments and discussing options for wording for Section 6413, the
Commission approved Resolution 2014-8, recommending that the Town Council approve the Initial
Study/Negative Declaration and adopt the revised Portola Road Corridor Plan and proposed General Plan
amendments.

As indicated in the November 5, 2014 staff report, Ms, Kristiansson continued, concerns were raised after the
meeting about the changes to Section 6413, particularly the removal of phrasing about working with land owners.
Kirk Neely and Holly Myers, who own the property at 555 Portola Road, submitted a letter raising this concern
and others. Although it appears from the minutes that the change was intended to strengthen and clarify that
section, and not to suggest that the Town would not work with land owners, the Commission did not discuss that
particular phrase in detail.

Ms. Kristiansson said the Open Space Element of the General Plan identifies the front portion of the Neely/Myers
parcel as a community open space preserve, and the implementation tools for these preserves are described in
Appendix 2. One of those states, “As these lands come before the Town for development permits, the Town
should work with the land owners to assure the retention of these important open-space preserves.” Thus, she
pointed out, the concept of warking with land owners to implement these policies is already part of the General
Plan. .

This evening the Commission is being asked to revisit Section 6413 and either confirm or further refine the
language, Also, because the Town Council is scheduled to consider the Portola Road Corridor Plan draft at its
October 12, 2014 meeting, the Commission should provide any additional information about its intentions that
would be relevant for the Council's consideration.

Chair Gilbert invited public comments about the Section 6413 phrasing in question.

Kirk Neely said he appreciated Town staff bringing this issue back to the Commission. He was surprised to have
seen “work with the land owners” stricken, and raised the issue because he didn't know whether the change was
inadvertent or deliberate, and the prior draft had already been tacitly approved. He said he understands the
argument for broadening the ability and efforts to protect views, but also recognizes that the Town will have to
work with land owners as well to do so. While also suggesting that the sentence might be written better, he noted
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that there is a "huge context” here. Dr. Neely said that aithough he would like to see revisions to this section,
their refationship with the Town is not dependent upon this one sentence.

Phil White, Portola Road, said that in the 15 years he and his wife, Cindie White, have owned Jelich Ranch,
they've had great relationships with the Town. Noting that they and their neighbors, Dr. Neely and Ms. Myers, are
the only two affected land owners on the Portola Road Corridor, and considering the approaching holidays along
with the fact that Ms. White was busy with the Town's 50th Anniversary celebration as well as work being done
on their property, he said they would appreciate more time to evaluate the potential impact of this particular
language and discuss it with their neighbors.

Marilyn Walter, Coyete Hill, said the wording {in the October 2014 version) is “absolutely perfect,” and agreed
with the Planning Commission that it's well-covered in the rest of the document that the land owners will be
constulted. Accordingly, she said she sees no reason to include it in Section 6413 too.

Chair Gilbert brought the matter back to the Commissioners.

Commissioner McKitterick said the reason the phrase was taken out was that Commissioners felt they would
always work with land owners. He said it wasn't their intent to give the impression that would not happen.
However, he added, in light of the problem it has created, he wouldn't object to putting that language back in.
Commissioner McKitterick also pointed out that there are a few other land owners on the Portola Road Corridor
besides the Whites and Neely/Myers,

Commissioner Hasko said she would also restore the phrase about working with land owners. She said working
with the land owners is one vehicle for preserving and protecting the lands of the Portola Road Corridor, including
their scenic qualities. Because some of those lands are privately owned while others are owned by the Town,
she wouldn't suggest placing the full burden on the land owners. She said there was never an intention to take
the land owners out of the equation.

Commissioner Von Feldt agreed that the Commission didn’t feel that the burden should all be on the land
owners, because much of the land is on the Town'’s right-of-way. But if removing the phrase comes across as not
including people, she would restore the language, or perhaps medify it to say something like, “work with all land
owners, including ..."

Vice Chair Targ said that as a proponent of the January 2014 language in the draft Portola Road Corridor Plan,
and having missed the October 1, 2014 meeting, he found the change jarring. The January 2014 version stated,
“Efforts should be made to work with land owners to preserve and protect these lands consistent with other
provisions of the General Plan. . .” He said he understands the desire to reduce redundancy and simplify, but he
doesn't understand how the deletion addresses the Commission's interest of strengthening the language. It
seems wholly appropriate to restore language about working with land owners, he continued, noting that there
are few greater stewards of Portola Valley than Dr, Neely, Ms. Myers and the Whites.

Another question, Vice Chair Targ said, pertains to a later part of the sentence: “nearby meadows which are
essential to the open-space character of the valley.” He said he's not sure which meadows are being referenced
here, ones which are nearby or ones which have a visual impact from the corridor or elsewhere. In addition, the
phrase “essential to the open space character” includes the term “character” which is included in the General
Plan when discussing the front portion of the Neely/Myers property, and he was unsure how including that phrase
here might affect the interpretation given to the General Plan.

Chair Gilbert suggested first dealing with the phrase including land owners. She said the Commissioners
unanimously agree about putting it back in. What began as an attempt to make the statement shorter and more
direct by removing the phrase including the land owner verbiage, she said, ultimately evolved info adding more
words anyway,

As for his second guestion, Vice Chair Targ said he'd recommend saying, "to protect and reestablish critical
views consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan . . .,” which would dispense with the whole issue,
neither adding to nor subfracting from the status quo. Chair Gilbert said the Commission discussed that at the
October 1, 2014 meeting. Originally, she explained, considerable language in other elements of the General Plan
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would have made that an appropriate statement, but that language was taken out via the proposed General Plan
amendments to eliminate the overlap. Thus, she said, it's more important to be quite specific in the Portola Road
Corridor Plan, and that specificity makes it stronger and clearer as well, so that those looking at the documents
would not have to wonder where else in the Genaral Plan to Jook.

Commissioner McKitterick said we all know what the critical views are. Commissioner Von Feldt said she thought
there was debate about that. In reviewing her notes from the October 1, 2014 meeting, she said there was a lot of
public comment about strengthening the language, and Commissioners talked about not only open views but also
what you see with those views.

Vice Chair Targ suggested hearing public comment on this issue. Agreeing, Chair Gilbert quoted the relevant
language as it stands, with the land owners phrase restored: "Efforts should be made to work with the land
owners to preserve and protect these lands, including their scenic qualities, and protect and reestablish critical
views of the western hillsides and nearby meadows which are essential to the open-space character of the
valley.”

Ms. White said she agrees with her husband, that they need more time to get perspectives and to wrap their
heads around what all of this really means because they are so directly affected. She said she has not yet looked
at the entire draft Portola Road Corridor Plan.

In response to Chair Gilbert, Ms. Kristiansson recapped the noticing that pertained to the Portola Road Corridor
Plan. She said there were a number of meetings, with the process beginning in 2012, when the Portola Road
Corridor Plan Task Force was formed. It included members of the Town Council, the Planning Commission, the
ASCC, the Conservation Committee, the Bicycle, Pedestrian and Traffic Safety Committee, the Trails and Paths
Committee, the Open Space Acquisition Advisory Committee and so on. The Task Force provided a report that
went to both the Town Council and the Planning Commission. She said the Planning Commission held additional
meetings in 2012, 2013 and 2014, all of which were noticed, in addition to the Town Council meetings. She said
she doesn't believe that individual property owners were singled out for noticing because the plan covered the
Portola Road corridor as a whole,

Ms. White said she attended one of the meetings in 2013. She said she was aware it was going on, but
misunderstood the significance because they were never reached out to, or asked, or told fo write a certified
letter to make sure they were informed. It seemed the terms were very general, such as *Orchard Preserve”
versus “the Whites at 683 Portola Road and Jelich Ranch.” She said it seems there would have been more of a
direct outreach, considering the Whites and Neely/Myers and this part of the corridor’s viewsheds. This includes
the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, which is an entity, as well as their properties. Ms. Walter noted
the Town website includes information on the Portola Road Carridor Plan process, and Ms. White said that's why
they feel they need more time to read it.

Dr. Neely noted that the sentence is actually more complicated now than it was in prior versions, because it's
attempting to reach two goals, both of which are now governed by the initial phrase, “Efforts should be made .. ."
The first effort is to preserve and protect, with the provision for consistency with the rest of the General Plan
added in January 2014, and the scenic qualities of the lands added in October 2014. He said “scenic qualities” is
loaded and very open-ended, as is “preserve and protect these lands,” so clearly these terms can be brought to
bear on development application and used to severely limit any kind of development. Critical yews have to be
determined on an ad hoc basis, he said, and can be defined in any way.

“These are not trivial words,” Dr. Neely stated, and o have eliminated “work with land owners” made it even more
obvious that it could be used that way. He said he objected to “nearby meadows” because we spent two years
arguing about what a meadow is. “Which portion of the frontage of my property is a meadow?” he asked. “Which
is not? That hasn't been resolved at afl." His recommendation to eliminate some of the words and make it less
loaded, which he wrote in conciuding the letter he and Ms. Myers had sent to Ms. Kristiansson, was: "Efforts
should be made to work with the land owners to protect and reestablish critical views, which are essential to the
open-space character of the valley.”

Dr. Neely also said he disagreed with Chair Gilbert's suggestion that most of the language about these properties
in other parts of the General Plan has been removed--there are many, many very confusing redundancies that
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apply to these properties and views from the corridor. He said the Land Use Element and Open Space Element,
for instance, contain a lot about preserving and protecting these lands, and they're all overlapping with different
nuances here and there. It would confuse anyene te try to read it, he said.

Marilyn Walter, Coyote Hill, said she's lived in Portola Valley nearly 43 years, and one of the main reasons we
know it's a valley is because we can come around the corridor and see the high hills above us. It's the
centerpiece of our Town, the beauty of our Town, and is important to all 4,500 people who live here, not just one
or two landowners. :

Phil Vincent, Portola Road, asked whether the Planning- Commission has considered undergrounding power
lines. Chair Gilbert said the draft Portola Road Corridor Plan contains a reference to undergrounding, but the
Commission backed off a bit. Due to the high cost involved, she explained, it's probably not going to be a near-
term initiative. Ms. Kristiansson said that after discussion between the Planning Commission and Town Council,
Standard 6406.6 currently reads, "Undergrounding utility lines along the corridor is desirable and should be
considered.”

Dr. Neely noted that when its parking lot was approved, the MROSD was required to underground utilities.
Chair Gilbert suggested finishing the wordsmithing and then taking up the issue of extending the timeline to
accommodate some of the property owners' requests,

Commissioner McKitterick, who said he likes the currently proposed language but also understands the points
being made about omitting the land owner phrase, suggested revising it to read, "Efforts should be made to work
with the land owners to protect and reestablish critical views.”

Commissioner Von Feldt asked Ms. Pedro and Ms. Kristiansson whether this language changes the land use
restrictions on the major property owners, or whether the Orchard Preserve and Meadow Preserve provisions in
the General Plan mean that those restrictions are in place already. Ms. Pedro said that the land use restrictions in
the Zoning Code are already in place, but in terms of the Meadow Preserve, for example, it depends on the
entittements. In other words, if a use permit is requested for a particular property, the regulations that apply would
be addressed at that time on a case-by-case basis. Commissioner Von Feldt asked whether the proposed
language would add or change any burden aside from those that are already in place. In response, Ms. Pedro
said these are quite broad statements, so while they give staff direction, they don't provide any specific
standards.

Commissioner Von Feldt explained that she's asking because the Planning Commission wants to communicate
the vision for the Portola Road Corridor; it's not trying to create legislation. Commissioners discussed this
statement at length during the October 1, 2014 meeting. She said the phrase “consistent with other provisions of
the General Plan” in the January 2014 version would require going through the General Plan to understand the
provisions that were referenced. The October 2014 version encapsulates what the vision of the scenic corridor is,
she said, and from what Ms. Pedro said, it doesn't impose additional burdens.

On the flip side, Commissicner McKitterick noted, if those burdens exist elsewhere in the General Plan or codes,
why reiterate them here? Commissioner Von Feldt responded that it seems appropriate because it's not solely for
those land owners but for the whole corridor, for the Town.

Vice Chair Targ said that in his professional opinion, the October 2014 version creates a strong statement that at
least policy that modifies the General Plan provisions that address the Orchard Preserve and Meadow Preserve.
He said he asked himself whether we really have an issue of vertical consistency. When Chair Gilbert asked how
it changes the General Plan provisions, Vice Chair Targ said it's because it talks about the nearby meadows as
being essential to the open-space character of the valley, and in the Meadow Preserve there's reference to the
character of the area. Chair Gilbert said the former phrase was not just “"character,” but “agricultural character.”
8till, Vice Chair Targ stated, the language is substantially similar, and if he were to oppose a modification of the
property, he said he could absolutely use the October 2014 language to interpret the other preserves. He said he
doesn't know if that was the intent, to strengthen the language, but reading it in concert with other portions of the
General Plan, he could come up with a quite different interpretation. ‘
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Chair Gilbert emphasized that the statement refers to views of those areas. Vice Chair Targ stated that
everything following “Efforts should be made to preserve and protect these lands” refers to those lands, including
qualifiers — the “western hillsides” and “nearby meadows,” with its own qualifier, “which are essential to the open-
space character of the valley.” That's a very, very strong statement of what we're going to do with the lands we
want to preserve and protect, he argued. He said while he understands the vision aspect, it gets past the policy
intent.

Because the intent is strictly on the views, Chair Gilbert offered an alternative similar to the December 2013
version: “Efforts should be made to work with land owners to preserve, protect and where necessary, reestablish
critical views of the western hillsides and nearby meadows which are essential to the open-space character of the
valley.” As Commissioner McKitterick observed, this focuses on the views as opposed to the lands.

Commissioner Hasko noted that in looking through other portions of the draft Portola Road Corridor Plan,
Principle 2 (Section 6405) speaks to managing vegetation "to enhance and preserve views, especially of the
western hillsides, existing orchards and open fields,” while Goal 1 (Section 6404) cal s for protecting an d
.- reestablishing-epen-views within and from-the-corridor, especially fo-the-western hillsides--In the context of these--
other references, she said, Section 6413 now seems too detailed. Considering the potential for differing
interpretations of the versions that have been discussed and proposed, she said she'd favor more simplicity and
less detail, referring back to the December 2013 versicn; "Efforts should be made to work with the land owners to
preserve and protect these lands so that the view from the corridor remains largely open and undeveloped.” She
acknowledged that the Commission debated the “largely open and undeveloped” phrase, but said the concept is
at a high enough level to work in this context,

Commissioner McKitterick said “largely open and undeveloped” has too much history, and he likes Chair Gilbert's
focus on the views. Vice Chair Targ said he didn’t know what “largely open and undeveloped’ meant, and he
could be comfortable with “Efforts should be made o work with land owners to preserve, protect and, where
necessary, reestablish critical views of the western hillsides and nearby meadows.”

Although somewhat reluctant to lose “essential to the open-space character of the valley,” Commissioner Von
Feldt said that she's more comfortable with it since Commissioner Hasko pointed out other references in the
proposed Portola Road Corridor Plan (Objective 1 and Principle 2), as well as Objective 5 (Section 6404), “To
serve as a scenic corridor through the Town that reflects the open space values of the Town.”

Commissioner Hasko said that although she can support Vice Chair Targ's suggestion, the “critical views" detail
that remains may continue to be a concern. She added that she considers it important for the public to be able to
have more opportunity to comment on this.

Chair Gilbert said that when a process goes on for a long time, it's sometimes not until the very end that people
realize its significance. She said the Planning Commission could have an additional public hearing, or
recommend the Town Council delay the discussion scheduled for its Qctober 12, 2014 meeting to give the land
owners more time to review the proposed Portola Road Corridor Plan. Commissioner McKitterick asked the
whether the land owners would prefer just dealing with the Town Council on this, or keep the process at the
Planning Commission level for the time being.

Dr. Neely asked for clarification as to what the Planning Commission had decided. He said that aside from the
issue of timing and public hearings, he finds the use of the term “nearby meadows” in Section 6413 problematic
because it obviously targets only one property or one field, so it's tantamount to spot-zoning, Chair Gilbert said
“nearby meadows” was intended to be broader than the Meadow Preserve. She stated the updated version
based on tonight's discussions states: “Efforts should be made to work with fandowners to preserve, protect, and
where necessary, reestablish critical views of the western hillsides and nearby meadows.”

Chair Gilbert then said that the next item to discuss was the process going forward. She said the choice was
whether the Planning Commission should continue this item to a future Commission meeting or act tonight and
pass the Corridor Pian on to the Town Council. If the latter, she said that she would urge the Council to not
consider the Corridor Plan on November 12 but to schedule it later so as to provide more time for public review.
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Ms. Pedro recommended that if Commissioners have a consensus on what they are comfortable forwarding to
the Town Council, they make that decision tonight and then ask the Council to delay its public hearing on the
Portola Road Corridor Plan, giving the land owners more time to work with staff to understand the details of the
document. In response to a question from Chair Gilbert, she noted that that there is no timeline for adoption of
this plan and the Commission could centinue this and talk about it further.

Commissioner Von Feldt said there have been problems in the past when matters have been forwarded to the
Council but the Council doesn’t have all the history. She would prefer to keep this at the Planning Commission
level for now to allow the landowners who are the most interested to brlng back any questlons to the body which
- worked the most on developing the Corridor Plan.

Mr. White said that he had recently finished with the ASCC a couple months ago, and everyone interprets the
General Plan differently, including the Planning Commission and the ASCC. Asa result, he'd prefer the
language to be as general as possible. What was a critical view when the Jelich Ranch was established in the
early 1900s may not be critical today, he said, or may be even more critical. He deesn’t know what "critical”
- -means-so it has-to-be-interpreted-by-whoevers--on-the Council-every time he-wants to do something on his
property, or the Neely/Myers want to do something on their property. He would like the language to be more
general, and would also like to have more time to look at the documents and tafk with Dr. Neely and others,

Chair Gilbert said she's leaning toward the Planning Commission scheduling another public hearing, in part
because it would be best to resolve as many issues as possible before it goes to the Council. The Commission's
role is really to work with the public and come to the best resolution they can, and it doesn’t sound like they are
there yet. Commissioners agreed to that approach.

Chair Gilbert noted that the public will have the change to comment on the language for Section 6413 again, or
anything else in the document, when the Corrider Plan comes back to the Commission. Vice Chair Targ said the
minutes should reflect the Planning Commission having reached a general consensus around the language
proposed so they have a common point of reference;

‘Efforts should be made to work with land owners to preserve, protect and, where necessary,
reestablish critical views of the western hillsides and nearby meadows."

Commissioners suggested that the public review draft of the Corridor Plan be updated with the language from
tonight's meeting. Ms. Pedro said the draft will be updated and added to the Town website.

(2)  Discussion and Commissicn Action; Designation of Land Acquisition Negotiator

Ms. Pedro recapped the background for this item, noting that the Town Council amended the Town's Capital
Assets Policy at its meeting on June 18, 2014. Revisions included the reguirement fo select two individuals in
addition to the Town Attorney, Leigh Prince, to serve as negotiators on land-acquisition matters. At their July 9,
2014 meeting, the Council appointed Councilmember Craig Hughes as one of the negotiators, and requested that
the Planning Commission choose the third member,

As Ms. Pedro explained, there is no set schedule for negotiator meetings or any specific recommendations
concerning any piece of land to consider for acquisition.

Chair Gilbert, noting that appointees would "conduct due diligence, evaluate and make recommendations on
potential land acquisition,” asked whether they would also actually participate in negotiations. Commissioner
McKitterick said that as he understands it, there will be discussions with property owners, and the negotiators
would participate in those discussions. Although that's been done in the past, he added, it's been more on an ad-
hoc basis. It may not involve price, but a lot of other discussions are involved before the Council sits down in
closed session.

Mr. Pegueros said Commissioner McKitterick is exactly right.

Commissioner McKitterick said he'd love to be the Planning Commission’s designee, but that Vice Chair Targ has
the best skill set. Vice Chair Targ said he's flattered, but clarified that he's not a real estate attorney but rather a
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land use and environmental attorney, so he practices in more of a regulatory than transactional sphere. In
response to Commissioner Von Feldt, Commissioner Hasko said her practice is in intellectual property.

Vice Chair Targ also noted that he might not be the ideal choice because he'd have to recuse himself if any
potential acquisitions were to involve properties within 500 feet of property he owns, which is |ocated near the
Woodside border, toward the Morshead property. Mr. Pegueros said that if Vice Chair Targ is appointed, he
would appreciate an alternate being named too, in the event recusal is necessary. Commissioner McKitterick,
noting that his favorite part of the job is trying to get two parties to come together in a business deal, agreed to
serve as Vice Chair Targ's alternate.

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ms. Kristiansson said the revised Housing Element draft would be on the agenda for a public hearing at the
Planning Commission meeting on November 19, 2014, She noted that a letter from the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) indicates that the document is basically in compliance with only a
-few relatively..minor.changes. The Town Council has. a public hearing on the document- scheduled-for-
January 14, 20185,

Ms. Pedro confirmed that the Planning Commission need not attend the site meeting for 40 Antonio Court
because the applicant has revised plans to keep the grading under the threshold that requires Planning
Commission approval.

Approval of Minutes: August 6, 2014 and October 1, 2014

Chair Gilbert moved to approve the minutes of the August 6 2014 meeting, as amended. Seconded by
Commissioner McKitterick, the motion carried 5-0.

Chair Gilbert moved to approve the minutes of the October 1, 2014 meeting, as amended. Seconded by
Commissioner Von Feldt, the motion carried 4-0-1 (Targ abstained).

ADJOURNMENT

The Commission adjourned at 8;37 p.m.

Denise Gilbert, Chair Debbie Pedro, Planning Director
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