
     

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
                      

SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION FIELD MEETING 
 

5:00 PM 844 Portola Road – Conditional Use Permit modification and Variance. 
 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
 
7:00 PM - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
 

Commissioners Hasko, Kopf-Sill, Taylor, Vice-Chair Goulden, Chair Targ 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 

Persons wishing to address the Planning Commission on any subject may do so now.  Please note, however, that 
the Planning Commission is not able to undertake extended discussion or action tonight on items not on the 
agenda. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING  
1. Architectural, Site Development Review for a New Residence, Removal of Significant Trees and Landscaping, 

and Variance Review for Uncovered Parking, File # 43-2017, 5588 Alpine Road, Ross Residence (Staff: A. 
Cassidy) 
 

NEW BUSINESS 
2. Preliminary review of a Conditional Use Permit modification and Variance, Request to: 

 Exceed the maximum allowable floor area to construct 2,910 sf where 1,715 sf is allowed, 
 Allow a 7 foot 9 inch side setback where 20 feet is required, and 
 Allow a 16 foot rear setback where 20 feet is required. 
For Pacific States Capital/John Hansen (Hallett Store) 844 Portola Road.  File #1-2018 and X7D-178. (Staff: C. 
Richardson) 

 
COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
3. News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
4. Planning Commission Meeting of July 18, 2018 

 
5. Planning Commission Meeting of August 1, 2018 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please 
contact the Planning Department at (650) 851-1700. 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 Library located adjacent to Town Hall. 

 

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

 

    TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
       7:00 PM – Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission 
       Wednesday, September 5, 2018 
       Historic Schoolhouse 
       765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028 



                          

______________________________________ _ 
 
TO:    Planning Commission 
 
FROM:   Arly Cassidy, Associate Planner 
 
DATE:   September 5, 2018  
 
RE:   Architectural and Site Development Review for a New Residence, Removal of 

Significant Trees, and Landscaping, and Variance Review for Uncovered Parking, 
File # PLN_ARCH 43-2017, 5588 Alpine Road, Ross Residence 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a new residence, site improvements, 
and the variance for uncovered parking, subject to the conditions in Attachment 1.  
 
PROJECT DATA 
 

Lot Size  4.55 acres  

Average Slope  47.9% 

 Code Requirements Proposed Remaining 

Max Floor Area 7,083 3,116 3,967 

85% of MFA 6,021 3,116 2,905 

Max Impervious 
Surface  

11,614 1,276 10,338 

Height 28’/34’ 27’4”/29’4” -- 

Front Setback 50’ 150’ -- 

Side Setbacks 25’/25’ 120’/198’ -- 

Rear Setback 25’ 160’ -- 

Parking Spaces 
2 covered 

2 uncovered 
4 uncovered -- 

 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
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BACKGROUND 
 
The proposal is for a 3,116 square foot home and detached parking on a 4.55 acre property 
located at 5588 Alpine Road. The lot is located in the M-R/7.5A/SD-3/DR zoning district and is 
accessed by Rapley Trail (also called Ruolf Trail), a private road. The property sits on a steeply 
sloped and forested hillside which faces northeast across Alpine Road. The property is primarily 
undeveloped and is surrounded by Mid-peninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD) land 
to the northwest, north, east, and a small finger to the south. Farther south are larger parcels 
with single family homes, though no structures are visible from the property. Rapley Trail, a 
shared private road connecting to Alpine Road below the property, wraps the property on the 
north, east and south sides.   
 
On May 16, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted a preliminary review of the proposed 
new residence and the variance application (Staff Report, Attachment 2 and Minutes, Attachment 
3). After consideration of the complex site design and existing conditions, the Planning 
Commission provided feedback on the application; the Commission was generally in support of 
the project, and indicated that it believed it could make the findings for the variance application at 
the time of final review.  
 
On June 25, 2018, the ASCC conducted its preliminary review of the project at both a field and 
evening meeting (Staff Report, Attachment 4, and Minutes, Attachment 5). The ASCC expressed 
support for the project in general and the variance specifically, and provided feedback on a 
number of smaller concerns.  
 
The applicant made note of all input from both bodies and submitted updated plans. On August 
13, 2018, staff presented this report to the ASCC, which responded positively to the changes 
made by the applicant (Minutes, Attachment 6). The ASCC recommended approval of the 
architectural, site development, and variance applications.  
 
CODE REQUIREMENTS 
 
As required by sections 18.64.010.A.1, 15.12.100.C, and 18.68.060 of the Municipal Code, this 
application has been forwarded to the ASCC and Planning Commission for review. In addition to 
the Municipal Code, the Design Guidelines were used to evaluate the project. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Planning Commission Comments 
At its preliminary review of the project on May 16, 2018, the Planning Commission was generally 
in support of the development proposal and site design. Members shared a number of smaller 
concerns and suggestions which they felt would make the application stronger and would help 
the project further integrate into the peaceful woodland setting. (Comment titles in bold were 
shared by the ASCC.) 
 

1. Lighting needed on path. The original proposal shows a long decomposed granite path 
connecting from the detached parking area to the house, with no lighting proposed. 
Commissioners noted that the path will surely be used at night and should therefore have 
lighting. Sheet E1 of the resubmitted plans shows twelve path light connecting the 
parking to the house. The lights stand less than 2’ tall and are spaced 30’ apart.  

2. Reduce/remove lighting on stair. At the Planning Commission meeting it was noted 
that stair lighting would be exposed for someone looking up from the house grade; the 
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ASCC commented that the stair is primarily for firemen, who will have their own lighting, 
and that stair lighting should be removed all together. All stair lighting has been removed 
from Sheet E1 in the resubmittal.  

3. Limit to one light per door/deck. The Planning Commission and ASCC agreed that 
only one light is needed for each exterior door. Lighting for the deck adjacent to the 
master suite has been reduced to only one light at the door on Sheet E1.  

4. Concerns around generator noise. Sheet A5 now shows an insulated shed with roof and 
walls surrounding the generator, with an opening toward the house. A note states, “noise 
level at the property line must be 55 dBA or below or provide noise baffling enclosure.”  

5. Letters of support for variance application from neighbors. Two letters of support were 
emailed to staff expressing support of the project as proposed (Attachment 7).  

 
ASCC Comments 
The ASCC held a field meeting at the property before conducting its preliminary review of the 
project on June 25, 2018. Members were generally in support of the proposal and the variance 
application, but made a number of recommendations to the applicant regarding landscaping and 
design improvements. (ASCC comments are below, and also include bold comments, above.)  
 

6. Landscaping should have no irrigation, or feed from water tanks/rain catchment system. 
The applicant is now proposing a greywater and rainwater catchment system to feed the 
landscaped area, as noted on Sheet A2. 

7. Save trees where possible, especially madrones and maples. The applicant is making an 
effort to save the cluster of big leaf maples near the parking area. A note has been added 
to Sheets C-2.0 – C-4.0 stating that the trees will be removed only if the leech field 
expansion line is needed in that area; if not, they will stay.  

8. Color of water tanks should be dark. A note on sheet A1 states that the water tanks will 
be painted black.  

9. Invasives management, especially at construction. Sheet A1 includes notes regarding 
construction staging, but does not include any information about invasives or their 
prevention. Staff has added a condition of approval that the applicant shall make every 
effort to prevent the introduction of invasives and shall remove all invasives before final 
inspection (Condition 5). 
 

In addition to the above responses to comments the applicant also added a traffic mirror, shown 
on Sheet A1, for added visibility and safety when maneuvering in and out of the proposed 
parking, and an electric vehicle charging station at the back of the parking area. The Town’s 
Green Building Ordinance requires all new residents to have conduit installed in order to be 
ready for electric vehicle charging, but does not require the charging station itself be installed.   
 
In response to these changes, the ASCC expressed its strong support for the project as 
modified. It added a condition of approval that a switch with a timer be added to the new path 
lights (Condition 3), and urged the applicant to be vigilant with invasives monitoring; no other 
changes were proposed. 
 
Public Comments 
Two emails were received by staff from neighbors in support of the project (Attachment 7); no 
other public comments were received.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
The project is categorically exempt per Section 15303, Class 3 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
which includes an exemption for the construction of a single family residence in a residential 
zone. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Architectural Review 
The applicant and architect have resubmitted plans with modifications that address all 
comments made by both the Planning Commission and ASCC. The proposed project is in 
compliance with the General Plan and Design Guidelines based on the following findings:  
 

1. The size, siting and design of buildings, individually and collectively, tend to be 
subservient to the natural setting and serve to retain and enhance the rural 
qualities of the town. (Siting and Scale) 
The new residence is proposed at the center of the large property. The one-story house 
uses only half of the allowed floor area and is designed to blend with and respect the 
land. Off-the-grid infrastructure improvements are carefully sited and painted so as to be 
hidden from view off-site. 
 

2. The proposed project will blend in with the natural environment in terms of 
materials, form and color. (Architectural Design) 
The design, materials and color palette of the proposed new residence will blend into the 
surrounding wooded area. The materials and treatments meet town reflectivity 
guidelines. 

 
3. The location, design and construction of the development project will minimize 

disturbances to the natural terrain and scenic vistas.  (Grading)  
A moderate amount of grading is proposed (320 cubic yards) given the size and slope of 
the property. Most grading is in association with the infrastructure improvements and 
retaining walls.  
 

4. The proposed project utilizes minimal lighting so that the presence of 
development at night is difficult to determine. (Lighting) 
Two light fixture types are proposed: a wall sconce at each exterior door of the house, 
and twelve path lights connecting the parking area to the house. Lighting is at a minimum 
and reflects a desire to have a small impact on the night-time environment.  
 

5. The proposed landscape plan will preserve the qualities of the natural 
environment through the use of native plant materials and provide a blended 
transition to adjacent open areas. (Landscaping) 
Landscaping consists of a small area of native trees and shrubs. Instead of lawn, a small 
field of woodland strawberries is proposed. Although 26 significant trees are proposed for 
removal, the applicant is attempting to preserve five of these, and upwards of 100 trees 
will remain on the property. The overall impact is one of preservation of the natural 
environment.   
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Variance 
The granting of a variance typically relies on the uniqueness of the applicant’s situation. This 
application meets the findings of a variance, in that the subject property contains unique 
constrains and conditions, as described below.  
 

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including, but not 
limited to, size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply 
generally to other properties or uses in the district. 
The property is unique in its steep slope and heavy forestation. Its location is remote and 
distant from utility service. It includes large area of potential and moving landslides which 
strongly limit site design. 

 
2. Owing to such special circumstances the literal enforcement of the provisions of 

this title would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in 
the vicinity and under identical zoning. 
Owing to the circumstances above, requiring covered parking for two parking spaces 
would require large soil movements and a heavily engineered structure. In addition, 
placing the structure in the current location in the setback would require its own variance, 
and ground movement mapping prevents other viable options.  
 

3. The variance is subject to such conditions as are necessary to assure the 
adjustment authorized will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent 
with limitations on other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such 
property is situated. 
No special privilege shall be granted by allowing the parking to be provided uncovered. 
The property cannot be developed without parking, and the applicant is willing to forgo a 
garage or carport in order to live on the property. 
 

4. The variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to 
properties or improvements in the vicinity or in the district in which the property 
is located. 
It can be seen that there is no detriment to the public welfare. The only impact is that all 
four cars will be visible to passing neighbors on the quiet mountain road. Two neighbors 
have written staff in support of the project, and staff has not received any comments 
against the project.  
 

5. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which authorizes a use or 
activity which is not authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel of 
property. 
No activity or use prohibited by the zoning regulations shall be granted by the approval of 
this variance.  
 

6. That the granting of such variance shall be consistent with this title and the 
general plan. 
The variance is consistent with the General Plan, which speaks to respecting the natural 
conditions of the site and developing in a minimally-invasive manner. 

Staff believes that findings for both the architectural and variance review can be made, and 
therefore recommends approval of the project, as modified by the proposed Conditions of 
Approval.  
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ATTACHMENTS 

1. Recommended Conditions of Approval
2. Planning Commission Staff Report, dated May 16, 2018 [original attachments available at

http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=11003 and the 9/5/18 meeting]
3. Planning Commission Minutes, dated May 16, 2018
4. ASCC Staff Report, dated June 25, 2018 [without attachments]
5. ASCC Minutes, Dated June 25, 2018
6. ASCC Minutes, Dated August 13, 2018
7. Comment Emails to Staff, dated July 23, 2018
8. Updated Architectural Plans, received 7/20/18 [Commissioners only]

http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=11003


Conditions of Approval  
for a New Residence, Significant Tree Removal and Landscaping, and Uncovered Parking 

5588 Alpine Road, Ross Residence, File PLN_ARCH 43-2017 

A. PLANNING DEPARTMENT: 

1. No other modifications to the approved plans are allowed except as otherwise first
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director, the ASCC, or the Planning Commission,
depending on the scope of the changes.

2. At time of submittal, building permit plans shall not show a garage building or roof. The
garage roof shown on sheet A6 is not approved, nor is any garage building.

3. At time of submittal, building permit plans shall show a light switch at either end of the
path. Whenever activated, the path lighting shall turn off automatically after 30 minutes,
maximum.

4. Tree removal as outlined on revised sheet C-2.0 shall be incorporated into the building
permit application. No tree removals shall take place prior to building permit issuance.

5. A detailed construction logistics plan shall be submitted prior to building permit issuance.

6. A construction staging and tree protection plan for the construction shall be submitted to
the satisfaction of the Public Works Director prior to building permit issuance. Special
attention shall be taken to keep invasive plant materials from entering the project site on
construction equipment. Existing invasive plants shall be removed from the project site
prior to final inspection.

7. Once the building or demolition permit has been issued, prior to beginning grading,
demolition, or construction, tree protection measures shall be installed per the Arborist
Report dated March 7, 2017 prepared by McClenahan Consulting, LLC.  A certified
arborist shall inspect the tree protection measures, including fencing and mulching, and
submit a letter to the Planning Department summarizing the findings of the inspection. The
tree protection measures shall be implemented throughout the course of construction.
Town staff shall inspect the tree fencing after receipt and approval of the arborist letter
noted above prior to commencement of grading, demolition, or construction. The project
general contractor shall call for said inspection at least three days in advance of the
inspection. No storage of equipment, vehicles or debris shall be allowed within the drip
lines of these trees.

8. The building permit plan set shall show the home to be infrastructure-ready for the
following: conduit to support solar photovoltaic and plumbing to support solar thermal; a
service panel for electric vehicle charging; and systems for graywater treatment, as
described in the Town’s Green Building Ordinance.

9. Construction access to the house site shall be created by widening an existing dirt road to
the house. Spoils from the road widening shall held on site and returned to the dirt road
prior to installation of the decomposed granite path.

Attachment 1
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10. This Architectural and Site Development Permit shall automatically expire two years from
the date of issuance by the Planning Commission if, within such time period, a Building
Permit has not been approved.

B. ENGINEERING/PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT: 

11. All items listed in the most current “Public Works & Engineering Department Site
Development Standard Guidelines and Checklist” shall be reviewed and met. Completed
and signed checklists by the project architect or engineer will be submitted with building
plans. This document is available on the Town website.

12. All items listed in the most current “Public works & Engineering Department Pre-
Construction Meeting for Site Development” shall be reviewed and understood.  Document
is available on the Town website.

13. Any revisions to the Site Development plan permit set shall be resubmitted for review. The 
revised items must be highlighted on the plans and each item listed on letterhead.

14. Address all plan review comments and subsequent review comments from NV5 to the
Town’s satisfaction.

15. Comply with the current San Mateo County stormwater quality control requirements.

16. Provide documentation of the total overall impervious area for pre-condition and post-
development and evaluate if the project increases peak flows into creeks and can cause
erosion (referred to as hydromodification) which requires mitigation. Provide a summary
table providing the pervious and proposed impervious area.

17. Provide documentation determining the size of the retention system and its components.

18. All utilities shall be shown on the building permit plan set.

19. Provide documentation of post-development peak flow and velocity calculations. Post-
development peak runoff must be less than or equal to pre-development or mitigation must
be provided.

20. For the runoff calculations for existing and proposed, please provide the watershed
delineation, time of concentration for peak flow and runoff coefficient used for hillside
development.

21. The applicant shall provide calculations for the velocity for proposed storm drainage pipes
and provide information for the sizing of rock slope protection.

22. The applicant shall provide documentation whether the project (a) replaces or creates
between 2,500 and 10,000 square feet of impervious area which must incorporate site
design measures; or (b) creates and/or replaces 10,000 square feet of impervious area
and results in replacing or altering more than 50 percent of existing impervious surface
which would be required to treat runoff from the entire site, per C.3 requirements.

23. The application shall provide for storm mitigation for all unpaved areas, including the
parking pad.

http://www.portolavalley.net/home/showdocument?id=3432
http://www.portolavalley.net/home/showdocument?id=3432
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C. GEOLOGY REVIEW: 

24. Geotechnical Review - Development Plans - Structural plans for the residence shall be
generated that incorporate the recommendations of the geotechnical consultant.

25. Geotechnical Plan Review - The applicant’s geotechnical consultant shall review and
approve all geotechnical aspects of the project building plans (i.e., site preparation and
grading, site drainage improvements and design parameters for foundations, and retaining
walls) to ensure that their recommendations have been properly incorporated.  The
structural plans and Geotechnical Plan Review shall be submitted to the Town for review
and approval by the Town Staff prior to approval of building permits.

26. Geotechnical Construction Inspections – The Project Geotechnical Consultant shall
inspect, test (as needed), and approve all geotechnical aspects of the project construction.
The inspections shall include, but not necessarily be limited to: site preparation and
grading, site surface and subsurface drainage improvements and excavations for
foundations prior to the placement of steel and concrete.

The results of these inspections and the as-built conditions of the project shall be
described by the Project Geotechnical Consultant in a letter and submitted to the Town
Engineer for review prior to final project (as-built) approval.

D. FIRE DEPARTMENT: 

27. At the start of construction a 2’ X 3’ address sign shall be posted in front of the project.

28. At time of final inspection the permanent address shall be mounted and clearly visible from
the street or road fronting the property with a minimum of four inch numbers on contrasting
background.

29. A 100 foot defensible space around the proposed new structures shall be required prior
to start of construction.

30. Upon final inspection a 30 foot perimeter defensible space shall be required per WFPD
ordinance section 304.1.2.A.

31. The applicant shall provide an approved spark arrestor on all chimneys including outside
fireplaces.

32. The applicant shall install smoke and CO detectors per 2016 CBC.

33. NFPA 13D Fire Sprinkler System shall be installed.  Sprinkler plans/calculations to be
submitted under separate cover WFPD.  See WFPD standards (www.woodsidefire.org).

34. A new fire hydrant will be installed off (3) 12,500 gallon water tanks. The minimum fire flow
for the new fire hydrants shall be 1,000 gallons per minute.

http://www.woodsidefire.org/
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E. COUNTY HEALTH REVIEW 

35. At the time of building permit submittal, a complete Onsite Wastewater Treatment System
design shall be submitted for review. The design shall be approved before building permit
is issued.

The permit(s) granted by this approval may be appealed if done so in writing within 15 days of the 
date of approval. The building permit cannot be issued until the appeal period has lapsed. The 
applicant may submit construction plans to the Building Department provided the applicant has 
completed all conditions of approval required prior to acceptance of plans for building plan check. 



______________________________________ _

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM:  Arly Cassidy, Interim Planning Director 

DATE:  May 16, 2018 

RE:   Final Review of a Map Modification and Preliminary Architectural, Site 
Development and Variance Review for a New Residence, Uncovered Parking, 
Removal of Significant Trees and Landscaping, File # 43-2017, 5588 Alpine 
Road, Ross Residence 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission do the following: 
1. Adopt the resolution (Attachment 1) approving the requested modifications to a portion

of the Town’s Ground Movement Potential Map. 
2. Offer comments, reactions and directions to assist the applicant and project architect

make any plan adjustments or clarifications that members conclude are needed before 
both commissions consider final action on the application.  

PROJECT DATA 

Lot Size 4.55 acres 

Average Slope 47.9% 

Code Requirements Proposed Remaining 

Max Floor Area 7,083 3,116 3,967 

85% of MFA 6,021 3,116 2,905 

Max Impervious Surface 11,614 1,276 10,338 

Height 28’/34’ 27’4”/29’4” -- 

Front Setback 50’ 150’ -- 

Side Setbacks 25’/25’ 120’/198’ -- 

Rear Setback 25’ 160’ -- 

Parking Spaces 
2 covered 

2 uncovered 
4 uncovered -- 

MEMORANDUM 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 

Attachment 2
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BACKGROUND 
 
The proposal is for a 3,116 square foot home and detached parking on a 4.55 acre property 
located at 5588 Alpine Road (see Vicinity Map, Attachment 2). The lot is located in the M-
R/7.5A/SD-3/DR zoning district and is accessed by Rapley Trail (also called Ruolf Trail). The 
property sits on a steeply sloped and forested hillside which faces northeast across Alpine 
Road. The property is primarily undeveloped and is surrounded by Mid-peninsual Regional 
Open Space District (MROSD) land to the northwest, north, east, and a small finger to the 
south. Farther south are larger parcels with single family homes, though no structures are 
visible from the property. Rapley Trail, which is a shared private road connecting below the 
property to Alpine Road, wraps the property on the north, east and south sides.   
 
The proposed plans include a new single story residence with three bedrooms and two decks. A 
small 1,120 square foot landscaped area is proposed at the front of the house. The detached 
parking and adjacent guest parking spaces are proposed for the southeast corner, where a 
small flat(ter) area adjoins the road; a long path connects the parking to the house, and a 
separate stairwell runs uphill to Rapley Trail, above the house.  
 
No accessory buildings are proposed, but additional infrastructure is scattered throughout the 
property. The house will be “off the grid”, meaning it will not connect to any utility systems. 
Therefore a well, spring box, spring box pump, three water tanks, propane tank and propane 
generator are all proposed, as well as a tank and leach fields for the septic system. 
Development of the property is constrained by multiple factors, including a private road 
easement, large yard and well setbacks, steep sloping, dense forestation, and various soil 
types. Given these constrains, not all of the required items fit within the building envelope. 
Therefore the applicant has submitted a Variance application for a spring box within the setback 
and to supply the house’s required parking as uncovered (where the code requires two covered 
spaces). 
 
The proposal is further described in the set of architectural, landscape and civil plans received 
on May 7, 2018. In addition to the plans, the project submittal includes the information listed 
below (Attachments 6-8): 

 
• Arborist Report, received 12/4/17 
• Light Fixture and Generator cut sheets, received 12/4/17 and 3/29/18 
• Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received 3/29/18 
• Color and Material Boards, received 3/29/18 (available at meeting) 
 

CODE REQUIREMENTS 
 
As required by sections 18.64.010.A.1 and 15.12.100.C of the Municipal Code, this application 

has been forwarded to the Planning Commission for review; ASCC review will follow. In addition 
to the Municipal Code, the Design Guidelines were used to evaluate the project. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The applicant is applying for a modification to the Ground Movement Map, which is typically 
reviewed and voted on by the Planning Commission in a single meeting. Staff has included a 
resolution with the required findings, should the Commission be ready to approve this 
application.  
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The applicant has also submitted Architectural, Site Development and Variance applications, 
which are under preliminary review. In keeping with recent practice, staff is taking this 
application group to the Planning Commission first to gain a general indication on the variance’s 
“approvability.” If the variance cannot be approved, the applicant will need to make any required 
changes before proceeding. If the variance can be approved, the project will continue to ASCC 
for preliminary review and comments. This staff report reviews the proposal in this order, with 
separate sections for Map Modification, Architecture and Site Development (physical 
development) and Variance review, and summarizes with Unresolved Issues and Next Steps.  

Map Modification 
Pursuant to Town Council Resolution No. 2506-2010 (Attachment 3), the Planning Commission 
may, after recommendation from the Town Geologist, approve modifications to the Town’s 
geologic maps if it determines that such modifications are warranted. The Planning 
Commission is also required to hold a noticed public hearing before acting on the proposed 
map changes.  Notices have been sent to property owners within 300’ of the subject property 
10 days prior to the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. 

The applicant provided a report prepared by Geosphere Consultants, Inc. dated November 30, 
2017 (Attachment 4) proposing to reclassify certain areas of the property on the Town’s Ground 
Movement Potential Map. Based on site reconnaissance, the applicant’s geotechnical engineer 
concluded that the potential for moving deep landslides on the property involving soil in excess 
of 10 feet is low. The proposed modification includes reclassifying the eastern corner “Md” 
zones completely to “Pd”, and reclassifying the majority of the southern “Md” zone to “Pd”, with 
two small areas of “Md” remaining.  

Sun 
Unconsolidated granular material (alluvium, slope wash, and thick soil) on 
level ground and gentle slopes; subject to settlement and soil creep; 
liquefaction possible at valley floor sites during strong earthquakes. 

Ps 
Unstable, unconsolidated material, commonly less than 10 feet in thickness, 
on gentle to moderately steep slopes subject to shallow landsliding, 
slumping, settlement, and soil creep 

Pd 
Unstable, unconsolidated material, commonly more than 10 feet in 
thickness, on  moderate to steep slopes; subject to deep landsliding 

Md Moving deep landslides, commonly more than 10 feet in thickness 

Md 

Md 

Pd 

Pd 

Ps Ps 

Sun Sun 
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The reclassification of the areas on the property from Md to Pd means that future development 
may be allowed in the areas classified as Pd, with additional review. In a peer review letter 
dated January 9, 2018, the Town Geologist concurs with the findings in the Geosphere 
Consultants, Inc. report and recommends approval of the proposed map modification changes 
(Attachment 5).  

Based on the discussion above and the peer review report prepared by the Town Geologist, it is 
recommended that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution to approve the map 
modifications as proposed.  If approved, the Town’s Ground Movement Potential Map will be 
updated and the map modification data will be placed in the parcel file for the subject property. 

Architectural and Site Development Plan 
The proposed plan includes a 3,116 square foot one story house and four uncovered parking 
spaces at some distance from the house. The house includes two cantilevered decks and front 
porch and a 1,120 square feet landscaped front yard. In place of a lawn, a woodland strawberry 
field is proposed. A stair is proposed from the front yard up the hill to Rapley Road, where it 
connects with the fire truck pull out, which would widen the road.  

A gravel path approximately 280 feet long connects the house to the gravel parking area, which 
is adjacent to the road at one of the few flat(ish) areas on the property. The parking area sits 
outside of the 25’ road easement but within the 25’ side setback, which must be measured from 
the back of easement. Previous plan iterations included a carport at the top of the stair. The 
easement prevents this within 25’ of the property line, however, and the steep slope and height 
limit make adjacent placement impossible.  

The 1,000 gallon propane tank and generator are proposed on a concrete pad adjacent to the 
stairwell; a note on the plans (Sheet A1) indicates the maximum noise level for the generator. 
Close by the plans show three water tanks, near the top of the hill. On the west side of the 
property, which is defined by Damiani Creek, the plans show a spring box and spring box pump 
shed. Along the northern property line is an existing well and its access road, which were 
approved by staff under a previous permit. No fences or gates are proposed.  

Compliance with floor area, impervious surface, height, and setback standards 
As shown in the table on page one of this staff report, all of the measurable aspects of the 
project are at or below the allowed maximums, including floor area, impervious surface and 
height. The proposed spring box sits on top of the 25’ side setback line, just past the top of 
bank; the spring itself is below the spring box, and therefore cannot be relocated. The spring 
box projects approximately two feet into the side setback and is approximately three feet long; 
no other projections into the side setback are proposed. This projection into the setback can be 
permitted using the municipal code’s setback averaging provision (PVMC Section 18.52.050).  

 The parking requirement of two covered spaces for residences with more than one bedroom is 
not met by the proposal. Instead, four uncovered parking spaces are shown, two for the house 
and two guest spaces. The applicant has applied for a variance to be exempted from the 
covered parking provision (discussed below).  

Design Guidelines Review – Siting, Mass/Bulk, Scale, Exterior Materials 
The project was reviewed against the Town’s Design Guidelines. It was found to be 
substantially in conformance with the intent of the document, including the areas of site design, 
landscaping and lighting. Although the house is located on the small hillock at the center of the 
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property, it is off center and not atop a visible ridgeline. It is surrounded by mature trees and 
utilizes the remainder of the flat space as the small landscaped area, planted with natives 
appropriate to the micro-climate. Lighting at the site is minimal for safe pedestrian movement.  

The finish treatments for the building include a muted natural color palette and simple materials. 
All materials and treatments meet town reflectivity guidelines. The light touch approach leads to 
a low impact design meant to integrate with the surroundings:  

• Foundation coated with an integral-colored stucco in a deep olive
• Hardy-board siding and roof in dark beige
• Window and door trim in sage green and sash in claret
• A rusted steel plate will serve as a front door awning
• DG path connecting the house to the gravel parking area
• Wood decks and stair to the road, above
• Stainless steel cable railing to enclose the decks

The architectural style is contemporary, with an off-center cross form footprint. The three main 
roof components each have a single sloping roofline, low in the rear against the house and 
rising toward the deck area to access more light and views. The roof will be covered with solar 
panels and also shows three skylights, with a note that no lights shall be placed in nor shine out 
of the skylights (Sheet A6).  

Grading and Drainage 
The applicant is proposing minimal grading. Some cut is required for the building pad, and site 
work involves cut and fill for the parking area, landscaped area near the house, and to create 
the pads for the water and propane tanks. Judicious use of retaining walls allow these pads and 
the house to nestle into the uphill slope. A Site Development Permit requiring ASCC review is 
triggered by the 320 cubic yards of qualified grading proposed.  

In addition, some temporary grading will likely take place. The property currently has the 
overgrown remnants of a road leading from the parking area to the house; this is the line the 
path will follow once the project is complete. The applicant will use this road as construction 
access. Where the existing road does not have 10’ clearance, the upper hillside will be cut to 
allow this clearance. The spoils will be stored on site, and used to restore the original grade 
when construction is complete. A Bay Area Habitat Seed Mix will be applied to the restored 
area, and the 4’ wide path laid on top of the remaining flat area (See Construction Access Road 
note, sheet ER-1).  

Landscaping 
A 1,120 square foot landscaped area is proposed at the front yard of the house. Natives such 
as ceanothus, manzanita, and sugar berry are clustered around a “lawn” of woodland 
strawberry. (A previous iteration showed true lawn, now removed.) Landscaping is kept 
substantially clear of the drip line of an adjacent 28” live oak. Two vine maple trees are 

(cubic yards) Cut Fill Total 
Building Pad 50 0 50 
Site Work & Landscaping 260 60 320 
Site Development Permit 260 60 320 
Site Total 310 60 370 
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proposed immediately adjacent to the house, with one flannel bush for accent at the outside 
edge.  

An arborist report (Attachment 6) lists the trees within the development area and describes their 
size and health. A total of 26 significant trees are proposed for removal: 

• 6 Big Leaf Maple
• 4 Douglass Fir
• 4 Bay Laurel
• 2 Live Oak
• 10 Madrone

Most of these trees are mature and quite large. Sheet C-2.0 shows their locations and lists their 
tree number (corresponding to the arborist report) as well as the trunk diameter. Many of the 
madrones are multi-truck, in which case measurements are included for both the largest truck 
and all trucks summed. In its review of the property and arborist report, the Conservation 
Committee expressed concern at the loss of so many significant and mature trees. It noted that 
the arborist’s term “neglected,” used for many of them, might be exchanged for “undisturbed.” 
In reviewing the geotechnical report, the Committee found that the house is in the only buildable 
location and stated that, “under these circumstances, the committee reluctantly agrees to 
removal of the trees.”  

Lighting 
Site lighting is minimal, is primarily focused on the stair up to Rapley Trail. Three discrete 
fixtures are proposed for the house and stair (Attachment 7). Twenty under-stair LED brackets 
are proposed for beneath the stair risers, spaced to every third step. Given the 78 stairs 
involved and the otherwise pitch-black setting, staff feels that this lighting is appropriate. 
Lighting at the house consists of one path light between the stair and building, and five wall 
lights at the front and rear doors, and doors to the deck. One of these lights, placed outside the 
bathroom window on the main deck, might be eliminated, but the application of lighting is 
otherwise understated and respectful of the wild and natural setting. All fixtures are downward 
facing or dark sky compliant.  

Sustainability Aspects of Project 
A WELO checklist (Attachment 8) was submitted showing 1,120 square feet of permanent 
irrigation for low and very low native plants. The maximum allowed water use is 18,561 
gallons/year and the estimated total water use is far below this at 4,615 gallons/year. No water 
features or pools are proposed.  

The project architect has provided the Build-It-Green checklist (Sheet GP1) targeting 88 points 
for the project, which is 10 points above required 78 points for the project (New Construction 
over 3,000 square feet requires 75 points base line, with 1 additional point for every 50 
additional square feet of floor area). All new homes must also be ready for future installation of 
the following infrastructure: solar thermal (PV is provided in the current plans), electric vehicle 
charging, and greywater systems. A note on the Sheet A0 reflects this; building permit plans will 
need to show these installations in detail.  

Committee Recommendations 
Town Geologist. The Town Geologist, in his letter dated January 9, 2018 (Attachment 5), 
recommended approval of the site development permit, with continued involvement of the 
geotechnical consultant in the planning process. 
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Town Engineer. The Town Engineer, in his memorandum dated April 9, 2018 (Attachment 9), 
approved the project for ASCC review and submitted a number of comments which need to be 
addressed in the building permit submittal. 

Fire Marshal. The Fire Marshal, in his comments received May 2, 2018 (Attachment 10), 
included standard conditions concerning fire code for conditional approval of the site development 
permit. The fire truck pull out and hydrant at the top of Rapley Trail shown on the drawings have 
been given preliminary approval.  

Conservation Committee. The Committee’s December 30, 2017 comments (Attachment 11) 
stated its approval of the limited and native plantings. Comments regarding the lawn and 
landscape under the oak were received by the applicant, who modified the landscape plans to 
reflect these comments (the lawn is now a strawberry field, and planting has been largely 
removed from the oak drip line). Plants with different water needs are still located adjacent to 
one another, and the Committee points out that the landscaped area may not need irrigation 
beyond an establishment period.  

San Mateo County Environmental Health Department.  The Health Officer, in his email dated 
April 20, 2018 (Attachment 12), noted that Sheet C-4.0 needs to show slope setbacks and a 
separate pump tank; the required spring setback is shown. The Health Officer also notes that a 
detailed OWTS (Onsite Wastewater Treatment System) must be provided in order for a 
variance to be granted at the building permit stage.  

Comments from the Conservation Committee and the Health Department deserve further 
attention under this review process. Staff recommends that the applicant update the plans and 
proposal to address these comments before resubmitting for final review.  

Variance 
The purpose of this initial review is for the Planning Commission to offer initial reactions and 
guidance to the applicant regarding the variance requests. Based on Planning Commission 
feedback, the applicant will either proceed with preliminary ASCC review, or will seek to 
redesign the site layout without the need for a variance request. Such a redesign may prove 
impossible, however, due to the unique and complex nature of the site and off-the-grid 
infrastructure.  

Development of the property is constrained by multiple factors, including a private road 
easement, large setbacks, steep sloping, dense forestation, and various soil types. The 
infrastructure requirements of an off the grid house have been carefully placed outside of the 
easement and leach field setback, where required; however, not all required improvements are 
proposed within the building envelope.  

Staff would like to clarify one aspect of the variance application. In initial meetings with the 
applicant, staff noted Damiani Creek along the northwest property line. In response to the 
applicant’s plans for a nearby spring box, staff informed them of the creek setback and the 
need for a variance for the proposed location. However, in researching the code, staff found 
that the creek setback requirement applies not to all named creeks, as previously thought, but 
only to Los Trancos, Corte Madera and Sausal Creeks. Damiani Creek, therefore, does not 
have a creek setback. The current spring box is shown straddling the 25’ side setback; 
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projecting only 2’ into the setback. As described above, this small projection can be permitted 
under the municipal code’s setback averaging provision: 
 

Where the wall or exterior line of a structure adjacent to a parcel line does not follow a 
continuous unbroken alignment, a portion of the structure may project into the required 
yard provided that: 

A. The average depth or width of yard is at least equal to the required least depth or 
width otherwise required in the district; 

B. The yard is not less in depth or width at any point than eighty percent of the least 
width or depth otherwise required in the district (PVMC Section 18.52.050). 

 
A variance application is still triggered, however, around the required parking. As mentioned 
earlier, the applicant attempted to satisfy this requirement with a garage at the top of the 
proposed stair along Rapley Trail. Research into the private, non-exclusive road easement for 
Rapley (Ruolf) trail revealed that the easement measured 25’ into the property, and did not 
allow for any improvements which would prevent use of the easement. According to the Town 
Attorney, the road widening to accommodate the fire truck pull out at this location can remain 
(though they hydrant requires further study), but a garage or other structure within the right of 
way would not be permitted. When attempting to shift the structure back into the property, the 
applicant ran into the problems of unstable soil, steep access slopes, and height limitations.  
 
The applicant is now proposing four uncovered gravel parking spaces at the base of the path, 
where it reaches the “W” shape of Rapley Trail. The proposed parking is outside of the 
easement, but within the side setback. Surface improvements to allow for parking are allowed 
within the setback, but structures are not. The code requires that two of the parking spaces be 
covered. The location of the parking cannot move further into the site, as it is constrained by the 
leach field and 100’ well setback, as well as existing trees and steep slopes. The applicant 
therefore requires a variance either for not providing coverage for two of their parking spaces 
(currently proposed), or for building a garage or carport within the setback.  
 
Consistency with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations 
 
The granting of a variance typically relies on the uniqueness of the applicant’s situation. 
Variances are meant to be rare, and used as a way to correct for unfair impacts when a general 
rule is applied to a specific property with exceptional or extraordinary conditions. Pursuant to 
Section 18.68.070.A. of the PVMC, the following findings must be made in granting a variance: 
 

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including, but not limited 
to, size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to 
other properties or uses in the district; 

2. Owing to such special circumstances the literal enforcement of the provisions of this 
title would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity 
and under identical zoning; 

3. The variance is subject to such conditions as are necessary to assure the adjustment 
authorized will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations 
on other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property is situated; 
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4. The variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
properties or improvements in the vicinity or in the district in which the property is
located;

5. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which authorizes a use or
activity which is not authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel of
property.

6. That the granting of such variance shall be consistent with this title and the general
plan.

Public Comments 
No neighbor comments have been received by staff. 

SUMMARY OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The comments issued by the Site Development Committee represent real but relatively small 
issues, given the scope of the project. Staff recommends that the applicant incorporate 
responses to these comments in their next plan submittal, before requesting a final review from 
the Planning Commission. 

NEXT STEPS 

The Planning Commission should give feedback to the applicant on the architectural and site 
development applications, and on whether it believes the findings for a variance can be made. If 
they can, the applicant will submit a full ASCC application and progress through the review 
process with the design currently proposed. If not, the applicant will need to accommodate the 
required covered parking within the building envelope.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution
2. Vicinity Map
3. Town Council Resolution No. 2506-2010 dated 9/22/10
4. Geotechnical (Soils) Report prepared by Geosphere Consultants, Inc., dated 11/30/17
5. Peer review letter prepared by Cotton, Shires and Associate, Inc. dated 1/9/18
6. Arborist Report, received 12/4/17
7. Light Fixture and Generator cut sheets, received 12/4/17 and 3/29/18
8. Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received 3/29/18
9. Comments from Town Engineer, dated 4/9/18
10. Comments from Fire Marshal, received 5/2/18
11. Comments from Conservation Committee, dated 12/30/17
12. Comments from San Mateo County Health Officer, received 4/20/18
13. Architectural plans, received 5/7/18
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2. Final Review of a Geologic Map Modification and Preliminary Architectural, Site Development
and Variance Review for a New Residence, Detached Carport, Removal of Significant Trees
and Landscaping, File #43-2017, 5588 Alpine Road, Ross Residence

Interim Planning Director Cassidy presented the staff report, addressing the multiple elements one at a 
time. She said the geologic map modification application was noticed as a final review and is 
approvable tonight. She said the remainder of the application under review tonight is noticed as a 
preliminary review. She said this is coming to the Planning Commission first because of the variances 
associated with the project. Staff recommended adoption of the resolution approving the requested 
modifications to a portion of the Town’s Ground Movement Potential Map and requested comments, 
reactions and direction to assist the applicant and project architect make any plan adjustments or 
clarifications that members conclude are needed before both Commissions consider final action on the 
application. She said there was no field meeting today because there was not a quorum. 

Chair Targ invited questions from the Commissioners. 

Vice Chair Goulden asked why covered parking is required. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said she 
did not know the history for that requirement. She said any dwelling that has 0 to 1 bedroom is only 
required to have one covered parking space, and the guest parking is triggered if the property is 1 acre 
or more. 

Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked if covered parking just referred to having a roof. Interim Planning 
Director Cassidy said a carport is sufficient.  

Interim Planning Director Cassidy added that she had looked through the recently updated geologic 
resolution that encompasses the subject maps, and it appears there is no deviation from the map and 
the interpretation of it that would allow a structure to be built there.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked if the Town received many requests for relief from the structure 
requirement. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said she has seen one in the two years she’s been 
here. She didn’t know if there had been any before that. She said this body has taken a fairly strict 
approach to the interpretation of granting a variance, and staff attempts to convey that before an 
applicant pays a good amount of money and spends a lot of time and effort to apply for a variance. She 
said generally speaking, there are more people that come through to ask about variances than those 
who actually go through the process. She said in this application, staff got the impression this was a 
very unique property and felt the variance findings were possible.  

Vice Chair Goulden asked if the off-the-grid approach had any bearing on discussions of variances. 
Interim Planning Director Cassidy said if the Commission wanted to make the argument that it is a self-
imposed hardship, that the leach field is where the parking could go, then a self-imposed hardship 
could not trigger a variance. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said this leach field covers an area that 
is sloped at least 35%. She said grading could be done, but there are a number of constraints on the 
property. She said a request to look at every possibility would have to be put to the applicant and 
would require additional analysis. Chair Targ asked how the sewage would be handled if there was no 
leach field. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said they would have to connect to sewer which would be 
an exorbitant expense. She said the nearest sewage main was at least a mile away. 

Chair Targ invited the applicant to comment. 

Brian Ross, the owner, introduced his consultant team – the architect, the civil engineers, and the 
geotechnical engineer. He thanked Interim Planning Director Cassidy for all the work she did on 
presenting the report on this very challenging and complicated site. He said he’s worked diligently with 

Attachment 3
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the Planning Department, done his homework, and tried to address a lot of the issues ahead of time, 
so that at this point they are able to propose viable solutions. He said they have tried to minimize 
impact as much as possible to maintain the rural setting, opting for the off-grid system. He said the 
primary reason for the PV system is that although they actually have an easement to connect to power 
poles on the next property uphill, PG&E advised them that the amount of tree removal that would be 
required for the undergrounding would cost $250,000. He said that didn’t make sense economically or 
from an impact standpoint. Regarding the variance specifically, he said they originally thought they 
could put the carport near the Fire Department turnout; however, because of the easement and the 
slope, the easiest place to put it is down on the flat area by the leach field. He said they could do 
grading and significant modifications to the layout to get to the point where they could actually install a 
covered carport, but they don’t think there is a lot of utility in having a covered carport given it’s such a 
secluded site and they don’t think the benefit to the community of a covered carport outweighs the 
additional work and impact to the site that would be necessary to fulfill that requirement. He said his 
geotechnical engineer has done extensive investigation over the last 18 months to support the project. 
He said the civil engineers have helped figure out the puzzle pieces and the layout of the leach field 
and the infrastructure.  

Chair Targ invited questions for the applicant. 

Commissioner Kopf-Sill commented that the family will be in great shape having to walk up that hill. 
She asked if they had considered the carport at the flat spot where the landscaping is located. Mr. 
Ross said they originally wanted to use the graded path as the driveway, but because it crosses a 
geotechnically unstable area, no structure or permanent access can be placed across that area 
because if there was any sliding, they would not be able to make it to the house. He said that’s why 
instead they have the permanent access for the Fire Department from up above and they will walk. He 
said parking can’t be by the house because technically they will not drive to the house. 

Commissioner Taylor said it is very creative to do this off the grid on this a very difficult lot. He asked if 
someone was coming fast around the corner and someone was backing out of the guest parking at the 
same time, there would be enough visibility to avoid an accident or if vehicles could turn around without 
going out into the roadway.  Mr. Ross said coming around that turn, there is still enough visibility and 
distance to see someone backing out of his property and enough space to manage it. He said they 
have not done an in depth traffic analysis. 

Commissioner Taylor said there should be lighting for the path to the house. 

Commissioner Taylor said he has some concerns about the solar generating enough power for the 
house, perhaps not when it’s new, but as it degrades over the years.  

Commissioner Taylor said he lives near an air conditioner that meets the Town’s dB requirements, but 
it is very annoying. He said the applicant talked about an enclosure, and he wondered if there was 
some way to correlate the dB measurements, such as with a hum sound versus a grinding motor 
sound. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said the Town Ordinance is 55 dB steady noise daytime and 
45 dB at night. Mr. Ross said the generator would only be used in emergency situations, for example 
due to mechanical failure of the PV system, which has five days of backup. Chair Targ said 30 dB is 
characterized as quiet, rural area, and 44 dB is library, birdcalls, lowest limit urban ambient sound. 
Interim Planning Director Cassidy said it is difficult to measure sound. She said she went out with a 
noise meter, and when a bicycle coasted by on Portola Road, it hit 85 dB. She said sound is a lot about 
distance. Commissioner Taylor said if the generator were running, he would guess it would be very 
noticeable on Razorback Trail. Commissioner Taylor said he appreciated where the applicants were 
going with this, but would be looking at how the noise restriction could be made enforceable in the 
event it became an issue.  
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Chair Targ invited public comment with regard to the geologic map modification. Hearing none, Chair 
Targ invited public comment regarding any other issues regarding this project. Hearing none, Chair 
Targ closed the public hearing and brought the item back to the Commission for discussion. 

Chair Targ invited discussion regarding the geologic map modification. 

Vice Chair Goulden moved to approve Resolution 2018-5, A Resolution of the Planning Commission of 
the Town of Portola Valley Approving Modifications to the Ground Movement Potential Map for the 
residence located at 5588 Alpine Road. Seconded by Commissioner Taylor, the motion carried 5-0. 

Chair Targ invited discussion regarding the other items within this proposal.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill agreed it is a very difficult site. She was supportive of the project plans. She 
said the Town values the off-the-grid aspect with solar and said that septic is better for the ground. She 
was supportive of the parking solution.   

Commissioner Hasko gave kudos to the applicant for figuring out how to work with a difficult site. She 
thanked Interim Planning Director Cassidy and her team for working with the applicants. She said it is 
clearly a challenging site with many unique aspects. She said she appreciates that it is not practical or 
economically feasible to connect to the sewers. She said she appreciated that they have not gone to 
maximum floor area. She suggested that in general, they pay attention to the lighting, although she 
said it seems they are being modest. She was not particularly concerned about the decibel level of the 
generator given the usage, but suggested the applicant make choices, if possible, that are appropriate 
for the very rural and peaceful site. 

Commissioner Taylor said the applicants were doing a great job in designing around the site. He said 
the double light on the deck may be objected to because in general lighting should be minimal. He 
asked what would be used as the surface of the parking area. Mr. Ross said the parking area would be 
gravel, and the walkway would be decomposed granite.  

Vice Chair Goulden was supportive of the project. 

Chair Targ said the design was generous and sensitive to the constraints of the property. He said the 
location is spectacular, and he looked forward to visiting the site. He said the issue of light spill will be 
looked at, given the dramatic location of the house. He wondered if there was sufficient parking should 
the applicant have a party at the house. Mr. Ross said there were other nearby turnouts on the road. 
Chair Targ said there might be consideration given to having access to the house other than the stairs. 
He was supportive of the project.  

Commissioner Taylor said the lighting on the stairs will not be visible while on the stairs, but he wasn’t 
clear on how covered those lights are when looking from another direction.  

Chair Targ invited discussion regarding the variance request and the findings required. 

Commissioner Hasko offered to lead a discussion of each finding with Commissioners pausing to 
agree or disagree.  Commissioner Hasko said the property is very unique, far, and remote from the 
Town Center and sewage. She said the property cannot be developed without providing parking. She 
said there is not a basis for seeing the variance as a special privilege. Chair Targ said this variance 
request is minimal for the purpose as opposed to seeking another kind of variance for a more radical 
request. Commissioner Hasko said the variance is not materially detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious. She said she has no reason to believe the variance authorizes a use or activity not 
authorized by the zone regulations. She said the General Plan talks a lot about the primary drivers that 
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have been articulated for this project – respecting the natural site, minimally invasive by avoiding tree 
cutting in order to connect to electrical power, etc. She said she could make all of the findings to 
support granting the variance. 

Commissioner Taylor said he could make the findings required to grant the variance. He said the only 
thing he’d like to understand is that while the Town is trying to get cars off the street, this leaves cars 
more on the street instead of forcing them back on the setback. He said, however, the road has very 
little car traffic so he does not see that as a big issue. 

Vice Chair Goulden said he would be interested about any comments the neighbors might have.  

Interim Planning Director Cassidy said there is a 300-foot noticing so there were likely very few 
neighbors noticed. She said staff has not received any comments. She said in addition to noticing on 
the agenda, notices are also posted at three places in Town – the Village Square, Nathhorst Triangle, 
and Town Hall bulletin boards.  

Chair Targ said there is a potential issue of screening the car parking area from the road. He said a 
letter of support to two from neighbors, although perhaps not dispositive, wouldn’t hurt.  

Vice Chair Goulden said he could make the findings in support of the variance.  

Chair Targ asked if anyone found any issues based on what’s been presented with respect to the 
variance, other than it would be helpful to have some thoughts from neighbors. Hearing no objections, 
Chair Targ asked the applicant what else the Planning Commission could give to him and his team. Mr. 
Ross said the main question for him was whether they would need to make major modifications in 
order to move forward.  

Chair Targ said there did not appear to be major modifications necessary other than perhaps potential 
lighting issues and noise issues to take into consideration. 

Interim Planning Director Cassidy said the Planning Commission was unable to hold the field meeting, 
and the ASCC will be reviewing this in the future; however, the ASCC review of the project had been 
delayed for the variance indications. She said she will schedule a joint field meeting in the future. The 
applicant is out of town the next month so they will be looking for a July date for the ASCC preliminary 
review when perhaps the Planning Commission can attend. Mr. Ross said the story poles are up on 
the site and invited any Commissioners to visit the site and walk around. 

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

3. News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 

Interim Planning Director Cassidy shared articles of interest with the Commissioners – “School Choice 
May be Accelerating Gentrification,” “In this California city, houses probably earn more per hour than 
you do, report finds,” and “The World’s Fifth Largest Economy Is About to Require Solar Panels for All 
New Homes.” 

Interim Planning Director Cassidy asked the Commissioners to send her their summer vacation 
schedules and known absences. She said the July 4 meeting will be cancelled. She said she is 
considering cancelling the June 6 meeting, but otherwise anticipated heavy summer agendas. 

Interim Planning Director Cassidy asked for input on how Commissioners would like to be reminded or 
contacted regarding field meetings. Suggestions included reminders that are flagged, colored, or in all 
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caps, separate notices regarding field meetings, and including the Commissioners in the date selection 
process.  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

4. Planning Commission Meeting of May 2, 2018

Commissioner Taylor moved to approve the minutes of the May 2, 2018, meeting, as submitted. 
Seconded by Commissioner Kopf-Sill, the motion carried 5-0. 

ADJOURNMENT [9:36 p.m.] 



______________________________________ _

TO:  ASCC 

FROM:  Arly Cassidy, Interim Planning Director 

DATE:  June 25, 2018 

RE:   Preliminary Architectural and Site Development Review for a New Residence, 
Removal of Significant Trees, and Landscaping, and Variance Review for 
Uncovered Parking, File # 43-2017, 5588 Alpine Road, Ross Residence 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the ASCC offer comments, reactions and directions to assist the 
applicant and project architect make any plan adjustments or clarifications that members 
conclude are needed before both commissions consider final action on the application.  

PROJECT DATA 

Lot Size 4.55 acres 

Average Slope 47.9% 

Code Requirements Proposed Remaining 

Max Floor Area 7,083 3,116 3,967 

85% of MFA 6,021 3,116 2,905 

Max Impervious Surface 11,614 1,276 10,338 

Height 28’/34’ 27’4”/29’4” -- 

Front Setback 50’ 150’ -- 

Side Setbacks 25’/25’ 120’/198’ -- 

Rear Setback 25’ 160’ -- 

Parking Spaces 
2 covered 

2 uncovered 
4 uncovered -- 

MEMORANDUM 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 

Attachment 4
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BACKGROUND 

The proposal is for a 3,116 square foot home and detached parking on a 4.55 acre property 
located at 5588 Alpine Road (see Vicinity Map, Attachment 1). The lot is located in the M-
R/7.5A/SD-3/DR zoning district and is accessed by Rapley Trail (also called Ruolf Trail). The 
property sits on a steeply sloped and forested hillside which faces northeast across Alpine 
Road. The property is primarily undeveloped and is surrounded by Mid-peninsual Regional 
Open Space District (MROSD) land to the northwest, north, east, and a small finger to the 
south. Farther south are larger parcels with single family homes, though no structures are 
visible from the property. Rapley Trail, which is a shared private road connecting below the 
property to Alpine Road, wraps the property on the north, east and south sides.   

The proposed plans include a new single story residence with three bedrooms and two decks. A 
small 1,120 square foot landscaped area is proposed at the front of the house. The detached 
parking and adjacent guest parking spaces are proposed for the southeast corner, where a 
small flat(ter) area adjoins the road; a long path connects the parking to the house, and a 
separate stairwell runs uphill to Rapley Trail, above the house.  

No accessory buildings are proposed, but additional infrastructure is scattered throughout the 
property. The house will be “off the grid”, meaning it will not connect to any utility systems. 
Therefore a well, spring box, spring box pump, three water tanks, propane tank and propane 
generator are all proposed, as well as a tank and leach fields for the septic system. 
Development of the property is constrained by multiple factors, including a private road 
easement, large yard and well setbacks, steep sloping, dense forestation, and various soil 
types. Given these constrains, not all of the required items fit within the building envelope. 
Therefore the applicant has submitted a Variance application to supply the house’s required 
parking as uncovered (where the code requires two covered spaces). 

The proposal is further described in the set of architectural, landscape and civil plans received 
on May 18, 2018. In addition to the plans, the project submittal includes the information listed 
below (Attachments 2-5): 

• Geotechnical (Soils) Report prepared by Geosphere Consultants, Inc., dated
11/30/17

• Arborist Report, received 12/4/17
• Light Fixture and Generator cut sheets, received 12/4/17 and 3/29/18
• Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received 3/29/18
• Color and Material Boards, received 3/29/18 (available at meeting)

The applicant has submitted Architectural, Site Development and Variance applications, which 
are under preliminary review. In keeping with recent practice, staff took this application group to 
the Planning Commission first to gain a general indication on the variance’s “approvability.” On 
May 16, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted its preliminary review of the project and 
offered its comments and suggestions (staff report and minutes, Attachment 6). The 
Commission also reviewed and approved a Map Modification application for the property, which 
will alter the Ground Movement Potential Map but will not result in any change to the buildable 
areas or floor area calculations. The Planning Commission’s comments can be found below, at 
the end of the Discussion section. 
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CODE REQUIREMENTS 
 
As required by sections 18.64.010.A.1 and 15.12.100.C of the Municipal Code, this application 

has been forwarded to the ASCC and Planning Commission for review. In addition to the 
Municipal Code, the Design Guidelines were used to evaluate the project. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This report reviews the Architecture and Site Development Permits in their entirety, and the 
reviews the Variance separately. 
 
Architectural and Site Development Plan 
The proposed plan includes a 3,116 square foot one story house and four uncovered parking 
spaces at some distance from the house. The house includes two cantilevered decks and front 
porch and a 1,120 square feet landscaped front yard. In place of a lawn, a woodland strawberry 
field is proposed. A stair is proposed from the landscaping up the hill to Rapley Road, where it 
connects with the fire truck pull out, which would widen the road.  
 
A gravel path approximately 280 feet long connects the house to the gravel parking area, which 
is adjacent to the road at one of the few flat(ish) areas on the property. The parking area sits 
outside of the 25’ road easement but within the 25’ side setback, which must be measured from 
the back of easement. Previous plan iterations included a carport at the top of the stair. The 
easement prevents this within 25’ of the property line, however, and the steep slope and height 
limit make adjacent placement impossible.  
 
The 1,000 gallon propane tank and generator are proposed on a concrete pad adjacent to the 
stairwell; a note on the plans (Sheet A1) indicates the maximum noise level for the generator. 
Close by the plans show three water tanks, near the top of the hill. On the west side of the 
property, which is defined by Damiani Creek, the plans show a spring box and spring box pump 
shed. Along the northern property line is an existing well and its access road, which were 
approved by staff under a previous permit. No fences or gates are proposed.  
 
Compliance with floor area, impervious surface, height, and setback standards 
As shown in the table on page one of this staff report, a majority of the measurable aspects of 
the project are at or below the allowed maximums, including floor area, impervious surface and 
height. The proposed spring box sits on top of the 25’ side setback line, just past the top of 
bank; the spring itself is below the spring box, and therefore cannot be relocated. The spring 
box projects approximately two feet into the side setback and is approximately three feet long; 
no other projections into the side setback are proposed. This projection into the setback can be 
permitted using the municipal code’s setback averaging provision (PVMC Section 18.52.050).  
 
The parking requirement of two covered spaces for residences with more than one bedroom is 
not met by the proposal. Instead, four uncovered parking spaces are shown, two for the house 
and two guest spaces. The applicant has applied for a variance to be exempted from the 
covered parking provision (discussed below).  
 
Design Guidelines Review – Siting, Mass/Bulk, Scale, Exterior Materials 
The project was reviewed against the Town’s Design Guidelines. It was found to be 
substantially in conformance with the intent of the document, including the areas of site design, 
landscaping and lighting. Although the house is located on the small hillock at the center of the 
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property, it is off center and not atop a visible ridgeline. It is surrounded by mature trees and 
utilizes the remainder of the flat space as the small landscaped area, planted with natives 
appropriate to the micro-climate. Lighting at the site is minimal for safe pedestrian movement.  

The finish treatments for the building include a muted natural color palette and simple materials. 
All materials and treatments meet town reflectivity guidelines. The light touch approach leads to 
a low impact design meant to integrate with the surroundings:  

• Foundation coated with an integral-colored stucco in a deep olive
• Hardy-board siding and roof in dark beige
• Window and door trim in sage green and sash in claret
• A rusted steel plate will serve as a front door awning
• DG path connecting the house to the gravel parking area
• Wood decks and stair to the road, above
• Stainless steel cable railing to enclose the decks

The architectural style is contemporary, with an off-center cruciform footprint. The three main 
roof components each have a single sloping roofline, low in the rear against the house and 
rising toward the deck area to access more light and views. The roof will be covered with solar 
panels and also shows three skylights, with a note that no lights shall be placed in nor shine out 
of the skylights (Sheet A6).  

Grading and Drainage 
The applicant is proposing minimal grading. Some cut is required for the building pad, and site 
work involves cut and fill for the parking area, landscaped area near the house, and to create 
the pads for the water and propane tanks. Judicious use of retaining walls allow these pads and 
the house to nestle into the uphill slope. A Site Development Permit requiring ASCC review is 
triggered by the 320 cubic yards of qualified grading proposed.  

In addition, some temporary grading will likely take place. The property currently has the 
overgrown remnants of a road leading from the parking area to the house; this is the line the 
path will follow once the project is complete. The applicant will use this road as construction 
access. Where the existing road does not have 10’ clearance, the upper hillside will be cut to 
allow the required clearance. The spoils will be stored on site, and used to restore the original 
grade when construction is complete. A Bay Area Habitat Seed Mix will be applied to the 
restored area, and the 4’ wide path laid on top of the remaining flat area (See Construction 
Access Road note, sheet ER-1).  

Landscaping 
A 1,120 square foot landscaped area is proposed at the front yard of the house. Natives such 
as ceanothus, manzanita, and sugar berry are clustered around a “lawn” of woodland 
strawberry. (A previous iteration showed true lawn, now removed.) Landscaping is kept 
substantially clear of the drip line of an adjacent 28” live oak. Two vine maple trees are 

(cubic yards) Cut Fill Total 
Building Pad 50 0 50 
Site Work & Landscaping 260 60 320 
Site Development Permit 260 60 320 
Site Total 310 60 370 
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proposed immediately adjacent to the house, with one flannel bush for accent at the outside 
edge.  

An arborist report (Attachment 3) lists the trees within the development area and describes their 
size and health. A total of 26 significant trees are proposed for removal: 

• 6 Big Leaf Maple
• 4 Douglass Fir
• 4 Bay Laurel
• 2 Live Oak
• 10 Madrone

Most of these trees are mature and quite large. Sheet C-2.0 shows their locations and lists their 
tree number (corresponding to the arborist report) as well as the trunk diameter. Many of the 
madrones are multi-truck, in which case measurements are included for both the largest truck 
and all trucks summed. In its review of the property and arborist report, the Conservation 
Committee expressed concern at the loss of so many significant and mature trees. It noted that 
the arborist’s term “neglected,” used for many of them, might be exchanged for “undisturbed.” 
In reviewing the geotechnical report, the Committee found that the house is in the only buildable 
location and stated that, “under these circumstances, the committee reluctantly agrees to 
removal of the trees.”  

Lighting 
Site lighting is minimal and primarily focused on the stair up to Rapley Trail. Three discrete 
fixtures are proposed for the property (Attachment 4). Twenty under-stair LED brackets are 
proposed for beneath the stair risers, spaced to every third step. Given the 78 stairs involved 
and the otherwise pitch-black setting, staff feels that this lighting is appropriate. Lighting at the 
house consists of one path light between the stair and building, and five wall lights at the front 
and rear doors, and doors to the deck. One of these lights, placed outside the bathroom 
window on the main deck, might be eliminated, but the application of lighting is otherwise 
understated and respectful of the wild and natural setting. All fixtures are downward facing or 
dark sky compliant.  

Sustainability Aspects of Project 
A WELO checklist (Attachment 5) was submitted showing 1,120 square feet of permanent 
irrigation for low and very low native plants. The maximum allowed water use is 18,561 
gallons/year and the estimated total water use is far below this at 4,615 gallons/year. No water 
features or pools are proposed.  

The project architect has provided the Build-It-Green checklist (Sheet GP1) targeting 88 points 
for the project, which is 10 points above required 78 points for the project (New Construction 
over 3,000 square feet requires 75 points base line, with 1 additional point for every 50 
additional square feet of floor area). All new homes must also be ready for future installation of 
the following infrastructure: solar thermal (PV is provided in the current plans), electric vehicle 
charging, and greywater systems. A note on Sheet A0 reflects this; building permit plans will 
need to show these installations in detail.  

Committee Recommendations 
Town Geologist. The Town Geologist, in his letter dated January 9, 2018 (Attachment 7), 
recommended approval of the site development permit, with continued involvement of the 
geotechnical consultant in the planning process. 
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Town Engineer. The Town Engineer, in his memorandum dated April 9, 2018 (Attachment 8), 
approved the project for ASCC review and submitted a number of comments which need to be 
addressed in the building permit submittal. 

Fire Marshal. The Fire Marshal, in his comments received May 2, 2018 (Attachment 9), included 
standard conditions concerning fire code for conditional approval of the site development permit. 
The fire truck pull out and hydrant at the top of Rapley Trail shown on the drawings have been 
given preliminary approval.  

Conservation Committee. The Committee’s December 30, 2017 comments (Attachment 10) 
stated its approval of the limited and native plantings. Comments regarding the lawn and 
landscape under the oak were received by the applicant, who modified the landscape plans to 
reflect these comments (the lawn is now a strawberry field, and planting has been largely 
removed from the oak drip line). Plants with different water needs are still located adjacent to 
one another, and the Committee points out that the landscaped area may not need irrigation 
beyond an establishment period.  

San Mateo County Environmental Health Department.  The Health Officer, in his email dated 
April 20, 2018 (Attachment 11), noted that Sheet C-4.0 needs to show slope setbacks and a 
separate pump tank; the required spring setback is shown. The Health Officer also notes that a 
detailed OWTS (Onsite Wastewater Treatment System) must be provided in order for a 
variance to be granted at the building permit stage.  

Comments from the Conservation Committee and the Health Department deserve further 
attention under this review process. Staff recommends that the applicant update the plans and 
proposal to address these comments before resubmitting for final review.  

Consistency with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations: Design Review Findings 
In order to approve the Architecture permit, the ASCC will need to make the following findings 
at its next meeting: 

1. The size, siting and design of buildings, individually and collectively, tend to be
subservient to the natural setting and serve to retain and enhance the rural qualities of
the town. (Siting and Scale)

2. The proposed project will blend in with the natural environment in terms of materials,
form and color. (Architectural Design)

3. The location, design and construction of the development project will minimize
disturbances to the natural terrain and scenic vistas.  (Grading)

4. The proposed project utilizes minimal lighting so that the presence of development at
night is difficult to determine. (Lighting)

5. The proposed landscape plan will preserve the qualities of the natural environment
through the use of native plant materials and provide a blended transition to adjacent
open areas. (Landscaping)
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Variance 
Development of the property is constrained by multiple factors, including a private road 
easement, large setbacks, steep sloping, dense forestation, and various soil types. The 
infrastructure requirements of an off the grid house have been carefully placed outside of the 
easement and leach field setback, where required; however, not all required improvements are 
proposed within the building envelope.  

A variance application is triggered around the required parking. As mentioned earlier, the 
applicant attempted to satisfy this requirement with a garage at the top of the proposed stair 
along Rapley Trail. Research into the private, non-exclusive road easement for Rapley (Ruolf) 
trail revealed that the easement measured 25’ into the property, and did not allow for any 
improvements which would prevent use of the easement. According to the Town Attorney, the 
road widening to accommodate the fire truck pull out at this location can remain, but a garage 
or other structure within the right of way would not be permitted. When attempting to shift the 
structure back into the property, the applicant ran into the problems of unstable soil, steep 
access slopes, and height limitations.  

The applicant is now proposing four uncovered gravel parking spaces at the base of the path, 
where it reaches the “W” shape of Rapley Trail along the southeast property line. The proposed 
parking is outside of the easement, but within the side setback. Surface improvements to allow 
for parking are allowed within the setback, but structures are not. The code requires that two of 
the parking spaces be covered. The location of the parking cannot move further into the site, as 
it is constrained by the leach field and 100’ well setback, as well as existing trees and steep 
slopes. The applicant therefore requires a variance either for not providing coverage for two of 
their parking spaces (current proposal), or for building a garage or carport within the setback.  

Consistency with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations: Variance Findings 
The granting of a variance typically relies on the uniqueness of the applicant’s situation. 
Variances are meant to be rare, and used as a way to correct for unfair impacts when a general 
rule is applied to a specific property with exceptional or extraordinary conditions. Pursuant to 
Section 18.68.070.A. of the PVMC, the following findings must be made in granting a variance: 

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including, but not limited
to, size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to
other properties or uses in the district;

2. Owing to such special circumstances the literal enforcement of the provisions of this
title would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity
and under identical zoning;

3. The variance is subject to such conditions as are necessary to assure the adjustment
authorized will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations
on other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property is situated;

4. The variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
properties or improvements in the vicinity or in the district in which the property is
located;

5. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which authorizes a use or
activity which is not authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel of
property.
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6. That the granting of such variance shall be consistent with this title and the general
plan.

Public Comments 
No neighbor comments have been received by staff. 

Planning Commission Comments 
In its review of the project on May 16, 2018, the Planning Commission found the project to be 
fitting for the unique piece of land. Small concerns were raised around cars using the road to 
maneuver out of the parking spaces, the need for lighting on the path and the visibility of stair 
lighting from below, and the noise of the generator. In general, the Commissioners were in 
support of the project but requested that the applicant be cognizant of the quiet rural setting 
when making design decisions.  

In reviewing the variance application, the Planning Commission indicated that it could find in 
support of the variance. It requested that the applicant reach out to neighbors regarding 
potential concerns around the uncovered parking and consider screening if possible.  

SUMMARY OF UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The comments issued by the Site Development Committee represent real but relatively small 
issues, given the scope of the project. Staff recommends that the applicant incorporate 
responses to these comments in their next plan submittal, before requesting a final review from 
the ASCC and Planning Commission. 

NEXT STEPS 

The applicant will incorporate Planning Commission and ASCC comments into their plans and 
will return to both bodies for final review. Neither meeting has been scheduled at this time.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Vicinity Map
2. Geotechnical (Soils) Report prepared by Geosphere Consultants, Inc., dated 11/30/17
3. Arborist Report, received 12/4/17
4. Light Fixture and Generator cut sheets, received 12/4/17 and 3/29/18
5. Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received 3/29/18
6. May 16, 2018 Planning Commission Staff Report and Minutes
7. Comment letter prepared by Cotton, Shires and Associate, Inc. dated 1/9/18
8. Comments from Town Engineer, dated 4/9/18
9. Comments from Fire Marshal, received 5/2/18
10. Comments from Conservation Committee, dated 12/30/17
11. Comments from San Mateo County Health Officer, received 4/20/18
12. Architectural plans, received 5/7/18



ASCC June 25, 2018 
ASCC Field Meeting, 5588 Alpine Road, Preliminary Architectural and Site Development 
Review for a New Residence, Removal of Significant Trees, and Landscaping, and 
Variance Review for Uncovered Parking 

Chair Sill called the field meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 

ROLL CALL: 
ASCC: Commissioners Breen, Ross, Willson, Vice-Chair Koch and Chair Sill 
Town Staff: Interim Planning Director Arly Cassidy 

Others present 
Brian Ross, property owner 
Patrick Finnigan, project architect 
Jon Goulden 

Interim Planning Director Arly Cassidy presented the report regarding the project which consists 
of a 3,116 square foot home and detached parking on a 4.55 acre property located at 5588 
Alpine Road. The proposed plans include a new single story residence with three bedrooms and 
two decks. A small 1,120 square foot landscaped area is proposed at the front of the house. 
The lot is located on Rapley Road, a winding mountainous road off of upper Alpine Road. The 
property sits on a steeply sloped and forested hillside which faces northeast across Alpine 
Road. The property is primarily undeveloped and is surrounded by Mid-peninsual Regional 
Open Space District (MROSD) land to the northwest, north, east, and a small finger to the 
south. 

Interim Director Cassidy explained that the architectural and site development permits were 
under preliminary review for the development of the house as well as the necessary 
infrastructure for the house to be off the grid. This includes a well, septic tank and leech field, 
spring box and pump, propane tank and generator, and water tanks. In addition, the proposal 
includes a path connecting from the house to the detached parking and a long set of stairs from 
the house up to the required fire truck pull out and fire hydrant. A variance application was also 
under preliminary review for the parking, which is proposed as four uncovered spaces, where 
two covered and two uncovered spaces are required by code.  

Following her presentation, commissioners inquired about the covered parking and trees 
proposed for removal. Property Owner Brian Ross stated that covered parking would be allowed 
behind the setback, but the geotechnical report makes structures on the unstable soil at that 
location cost-prohibitive and unsafe, and the cluster of maple trees are proposed for removal 
due to an overlap with the leach field.  

Commissioner Breen asked about the generator, which will be small and only backup for 
emergencies, as well as walled in. Chair Sill inquired and learned that there will be enough solar 
energy generation from the roof panels, according to the solar consultant, and that the retaining 
walls will be small. It was suggested that the hydrant at the top of the stairs could be fed off of 
the water tanks just below them.  

Chair Sill stated that Commissioners would offer further comments on the proposal at the 
regular evening meeting that evening. Members thanked the applicant and architect for 
participation in the site meeting.  The field meeting adjourned at 5:35 p.m. 

Attachmnt 5



ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE CONTROL COMMISSION June 25, 2018 
Regular Evening Meeting, 765 Portola Road 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Sill called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Town Center Historic School 
House Meeting Room, 765 Portola Road. 

Interim Planning Director Arly Cassidy called roll: 

Present: ASCC: Commissioners Danna Breen, Dave Ross, and Jane Wilson; Vice Chair 
Megan Koch; Chair Al Sill 
Absent: None
Planning Commission Liaison: 
Town Council Liaison:  
Town Staff: Interim Planning Director Arly Cassidy; Planner Cynthia Richardson 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

NEW BUSINESS 

(1) Preliminary Review of Proposed Lot Line Adjustment for Parcel A, owned by 
Ralph & Renee Lewis, identified as APN: 079-074-010 and Parcel B owned by 
Michael & Susan McLaughlin, identified as APN: 079-074-020. Project located at 88 
and 96 Hillbrook Drive, File # LLA 1-2018 

Planner Richardson presented the proposed lot line adjustment for two parcels located at 88 
and 96 Hillbrook Drive, as detailed in the staff report. She said the proposal went before the 
Planning Commission last week for preliminary review. Staff recommended the ASCC offer 
comments and directions to assist the applicant to make adjustments or clarifications needed 
before the Planning Commission considers final action on the application.  

Chair Sill invited questions from the Commissioners. Hearing none, Chair Sill invited the 
applicant to comment. Mr. McLaughlin said this proposal is an attempt to fix a lot line that was 
placed in the wrong location 57 years ago and was discovered four years ago. He said they’ve 
figured out how to swap equal square footage to keep everything in compliance.  

Chair Sill invited questions for the applicant. Hearing none, he invited comments from the public. 
Hearing none, Chair Sill brought the item back to the Commission for discussion. 

The Commission unanimously recommended that the Planning Commission approve the 
proposal. 

(2) Preliminary Architectural and Site Development Review for a New Residence, 
Removal of Significant Trees, Landscaping, and Variance Review for Uncovered 
Parking; File # 43-2017, 5588 Alpine Road, Ross Residence  

Interim Planning Director Cassidy described the proposed project for a new 3,116-square-foot 
home with detached parking on a 4.55-acre property, as detailed in the staff report. A field 



meeting was held at the site this afternoon. She said the project was reviewed by the Planning 
Commission on May 16, and the final map modification was approved at that time. Staff 
requested that the ASCC offer comments, reactions and direction to assist the applicant and 
project architect make any plan adjustments or clarifications that members conclude are needed 
before both Commissions consider final action on the application. 

Chair Sill invited questions from the Commissioners. 

Vice Chair Koch said it appeared the fire truck turnout will be the actual parking for the house. 
She said that appears to be the entrance of the house, where the lighting is proposed, where 
the staircase is located, and is the most direct route to the home. Interim Planning Director 
Cassidy said she does not believe that is the intent. She said the Town Attorney had advised 
that the easement is constricted to shared road use and the pullout for the fire truck is an 
expansion of the road which everyone can use with equal access. A parked car there would be 
a violation. 

Commissioner Breen asked if there was any rain catchment system for the roof. She said it 
seemed like a good opportunity to catch water, especially with the shed roof forms. The 
applicant said they have not yet explored that, but will look into it. He said water is an issue on 
the site so they would be interested in anything they can do to offset the pull from the spring or 
the use of the well. 

With no further questions, Chair Sill invited comment by the applicant. The applicant said Interim 
Planning Director Cassidy has done a great job of highlighting the various challenges and 
considerations they’ve gone through to fit all the puzzle pieces together. He said they have put a 
lot of thought and effort into making sure the house accommodates the rural nature of the lot 
and the aesthetic of Portola Valley. He said they would not use the fire truck pullout for parking 
because it is difficult to drive around the hairpin turn to get up there. He said the primary parking 
will be down below, and they will walk up. He said in a pinch, they may use that area for quickly 
unloading something, but it will definitely not be the primary parking for the residence. 

Vice Chair Koch said it appeared the applicant based the energy usage off of solar and asked if 
the solar study was completed. The applicant said he has the solar study, although it was not 
included in this packet. He said it will be included in the final application. Vice Chair Koch asked 
if he felt the solar numbers were significant. The applicant said it was one of the major concerns 
in developing the lot and designing the home. He said a solar consultant conducted a study and 
developed a report recommending the size and design of the system as well as home design 
recommendations.  

Vice Chair Koch asked if there were any lighting fixtures in the skylights. The applicant said 
there will be no lights in the skylights. 

Commissioner Breen asked if there were covers on the skylights for nighttime. The applicant 
said the skylights are mostly tucked under the solar panels and are not visible from above.  

Commissioner Ross asked the applicant if they had considered solar tubes. The applicant said 
he did not find them very effective. He said the largest skylight to be installed is 3’ x 4’ and is 
screened by the solar panels. 

Chair Sill asked if they had considered doing anything with gray water. The applicant said they 
had not. Chair Sill said he was surprised the applicant was going to irrigate the landscaping and 



suggested it would make sense to do it with simple gray water system. Interim Planning Director 
Cassidy said being gray water-ready is a requirement of the Green Building Ordinance and will 
be shown on the building plans. With no further questions, Chair Sill invited public comment. 
Hearing none, Chair Sill brought the item back to the Commission for discussion. 

Commissioner Wilson said it is a fascinating site with a lot of challenges. She supported 
granting the variance. She was appreciative of the reduction in floor area, impervious surface, 
and water and appreciated exceeding the setbacks. She was supportive of the color board. She 
suggested removing one of the lights on the doorway as recommended by the Planning 
Commission. She said the applicant has done a very good job working with a very difficult site. 

Commissioner Breen said she completely supported the direction of the project. She was 
supportive of granting the variance for parking. She said all of the lighting up to the fire truck 
turnout should be removed. She said she regretted the loss of the really good trees and 
requested they attempt to save whatever possible. She agreed that irrigation was not 
necessary. She said the applicants could hand water it for a year and be done with it. She said 
they need to deal with the broom and thistle now before it starts to scatter. She said many 
people are allergic to flannel bush, and it should be moved away from pedestrian traffic. She 
said the applicant’s response was creative, and she was supportive of the project. 

Commissioner Ross said he was impressed with the applicant’s level of commitment to this 
tricky project. He said the constraints have pushed the applicants in a direction that works for 
them; however, he thought a lot of people would not be willing to walk with two children and six 
bags of groceries up the gravel pathway in the rain. He was supportive of the variance for the 
carport. He was supportive of the color board, the massing of the house, and the siting. He 
agreed that lighting on the stairs to the fire truck pullout is unnecessary. He said there is so little 
lighting in the area, the ambient lighting from the windows may be more noticeable; however, he 
is not concerned about that on this project. He suggested the applicant try to save a couple of 
the trunks on the maple tree at the pathway, if possible. 

Vice Chair Koch was supportive of the color board. She supported the variance for the parking, 
but wished there was a way to get parking closer to the site. She was supportive of the siting, 
the architecture, and the style of the house. She asked for more detail on the color of the water 
tanks. She asked that they limit the removal of significant and unique trees as much as possible. 
She requested the path lighting from the parking be shown in the landscape plan. She said they 
will likely need a cart system for getting items to and from the parking area. She agreed the 
applicants need to revisit the proposed lighting for the stairs to the fire truck pullout. She said 
only one light is needed at the door at the back of the deck. She said gray water and roof runoff 
water collection are good ideas. She was supportive of the project. 

Chair Sill was supportive of the project. He said the applicant has come up with very creative 
solutions to a very constrained site. He said lighting did not appear to be necessary on the stairs 
to the fire truck pullout. He said if there is lighting there, it must be on a separate switch. He was 
supportive of the landscape plan and said it conformed well to the design guidelines. He was 
supportive of the variance for the parking. He also suggested they try to save more of the 
madrones or maples.  

Commissioner Breen said when the plans come back, she would like to see more explanation 
about the path, how it will work, and if there will be lighting. She also wants to see construction 
staging and invasives management plans. 



DRAFT MINUTES 

ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE CONTROL COMMISSION AUGUST 13, 2018 
Regular Evening Meeting, 765 Portola Road 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Sill called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Town Center Historic School 
House Meeting Room, 765 Portola Road. 

Planning & Building Director Laura Russell called roll: 

Present: ASCC: Commissioners Danna Breen, Dave Ross, and Jane Wilson; Vice Chair 
Megan Koch; Chair Al Sill 
Absent: None 
Planning Commission Liaison: Jon Goulden 
Town Council Liaison: Craig Hughes 
Town Staff: Planning & Building Director Laura Russell; Associate Planner 
Cassidy; Planner Cynthia Richardson 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

OLD BUSINESS 

(1) Architectural and Site Development Review for a New Residence, Removal of 
Significant Trees, and Landscaping, and Variance Review for Uncovered Parking, 
File #PLN_ARCH 43-2017, 5588 Alpine Road, Ross Residence  

Associate Planner Cassidy presented the project data, background, and discussion items 
regarding this project, which has already gone through the preliminary reviews of the ASCC and 
Planning Commission as detailed in the staff report. Staff recommended that the ASCC 
recommend Planning Commission approval.  

Chair Sill invited questions from the Commissioners. Hearing none, Chair Sill invited the 
applicants to comment. The applicant said they have incorporated all of the previous 
suggestions, feel they’ve addressed all the comments, and look forward to moving forward with 
the project. 

Vice Chair Koch asked regarding the switching plan for the path lighting. The applicant said 
there will be a switch at both ends of the path. The Commissioners suggested including a timer. 

Chair Sill invited comments from the public. Hearing none, Chair Sill brought the item back to 
the Commission for discussion. 

Vice Chair Koch was supportive of the off-the-grid concept. She said it is a challenging site and 
the applicants have done a good job providing a unique home that embraces the beautiful 
environment. She was supportive of the path lighting, the EV charging station, the water 
catchment system, and the elimination of the stair lighting. She was supportive of the project 
and the variance. 

Commissioner Wilson was supportive of the project and the variance. She said the applicants 
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DRAFT MINUTES 

have addressed all of the suggestions offered and have gone the extra mile with the traffic 
mirror and EV charging station. 

Commissioner Breen was appreciative of removing the upper lights and adding the water 
catchment system. She stressed that consistent management of the invasives is important. She 
was supportive of the project and the variance. 

Commissioner Ross was supportive of the project and the variance. He suggested a handout be 
created showing color photos of the various invasives in their immature states so that workers 
on the site can pull them as they see them.  

Chair Sill was appreciative of the applicant’s responses to the suggestions provided. He was 
supportive of the reduced exterior lighting, the shed around the generator, and the rainwater 
catchment system. He was supportive of the project and the variance. 

Commissioner Ross moved to recommend approval by the Planning Commission of the 
proposed new residence, site improvements, and the variance for uncovered parking, subject to 
the staff conditions and with the additional condition of timers for the pathway lights. Seconded 
by Commissioner Wilson; the motion carried 5-0. 

NEW BUSINESS 

(2) Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for a New 
Residence, Removal of Significant Trees, and Landscaping, 42 Santa Maria, 
Byland Residence, File # PLN_ARCH 41-2017 

Planner Richardson presented the project data, background, and discussion items regarding the 
proposed project, as detailed in the staff report. There was a field visit at the site earlier this 
afternoon. Planner Richardson noted that trees numbered 17, 18, 21, 22 and 23 are shown to 
be removed on the plans; however at the field meeting the property owner indicated that they 
would like to keep those trees.  

Chair Sill invited questions from the Commission. 

Commissioner Wilson asked if there was a plan for the oaks on the side of #16 and #42 Santa 
Maria. She said the new trees would be overlapping and unnecessary. The landscape designer, 
who is the designer for both properties, clarified where the oaks would be placed. 

Commissioner Ross asked about the potential for development of Louise Lane. Planner 
Richardson said they did a lot of research and showed a slide of what the Town Surveyor had 
put together. Town Councilmember Hughes said his understanding was that the easement was 
not in favor of the Town. He said the easement and the road is in favor of the original sub-
divider. He said the original property developer who did the subdivision is who would be able to 
develop and build that road.  

Vice Chair Koch asked why anyone would need access from their driveway from both Hayfields 
and Santa Maria. Planner Richardson said they may not, but it is not known how the other 
property may be developed.  

Commissioner Ross said his thinking would be influenced by knowing the chances of that 
property ever being developed. He said it would be very expensive to develop that road. 

ASCC Meeting Minutes – August 13, 2018 Page 2 



1

Arly Cassidy

From: Jon ELSE <else@berkeley.edu>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 9:44 PM
To: Arly Cassidy
Cc: Brian Ross; Nina Else
Subject: No issue with Ross parking slots

Hi Arly,  

             This is to let you know that we have no objections or issues with the prospect of our new neighbors 
Brian an Elsie Ross having uncovered parking places.  We look forward to having the Ross family in the 
neighborhood. 
              If you have any questions, give us a call.  

Jon and Nina Else  

5600 Alpine Road  
Portola Valley 
CA 94028  

415 279-8962 c.  
650 851-7255 h.  
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Arly Cassidy

From: Joshua Harmssen <imyourjosh@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 3:38 PM
To: Arly Cassidy; Brian Ross
Subject: Re: Progress on Ross lot development

Hello Arly- 
     I just reviewed Brian's plans and don't have an issue with the design.  If there is anything I could do to help in the 
process please let me know.  We are just as eager as Brian is to having his home completed!  Great addition to the 
neighborhood.   
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Harmssen 
650-796-6464 
 
On Friday, July 20, 2018, 11:29:24 AM PDT, Brian Ross <brossian@gmail.com> wrote:  
 
 
Josh, 
 
How's it going?  I wanted to give you an update on our progress with development on the lot, and ask a small favor.  We have 
gone through preliminary review of our plans with the Town of Portola Valley planning and architectural committees, with 
positive results, and are getting ready to submit for final approval.  Because of some of the geotechnical considerations on the 
lot, we are requesting a variance from the Town requirement to have two covered parking spots (we'll just have four uncovered 
spots just off the road - see the attached layout plan), and the planning commission asked me to reach out to our "neighbors" to 
get input on whether you had any issue with not having the parking spots covered.  It would be a huge help if you could send an 
e-mail directly to Arly Cassidy (cc'd) at the Planning department and let her know if you have any concerns about not having the 
parking spots covered, or the project in general, that the planning department should consider (I'm sending a similar 
request to Jon and Nina Else as well).   
 
Let me know if you have any questions.  You can reach out to Arly as well if you have any questions about the Town 
requirements and process. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Brian Ross 
415-312-2224 



                         

_______________________________________________________ _ 
 
TO:    Planning Commission 
 
FROM:   Cynthia Richardson, Planner 
 
DATE:  September 5, 2018 
 
RE:   Preliminary review of a Conditional Use Permit modification and Variance, Request 

to: 
• Exceed the maximum allowable floor area to construct 2,910 square feet where 

1,715 square feet is allowed, 
• Allow a 7 foot 9 inch side setback where 20 feet is required, and 
• Allow a 16 foot rear setback where 20 feet is required. 

 
For Pacific States Capital/John Hansen (Hallett Store) 844 Portola Road.  File #1-
2018 and X7D-178. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission direct the applicant to return with a conforming 
project by reducing the project to that portion of the structure that is conforming according to 
PVMC Section 18.58.020.3.c. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The property is zoned AP (Administrative Professional) and is located within the Town Center 
Area Plan that is a sub-area plan within the General Plan.  The .35 acre (15,272 square feet) 
property is accessed directly off of Portola Road.  Located to the west is Village Square Shopping 
Center, to the east an office building, to the rear are two vacant parcels and across the street is 
Christ Church.  The property is connected to the sanitary sewer system. 
 
On April 5, 2017 the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit subject to the 
Resolution and Attachment A containing the conditions of approval (Attachment 1).  In addition 
the Planning Commission approved a variance request and site development permit to locate a 
180 square foot addition to the existing non-conforming structure 35 feet from the front property 
line where 50 feet is required subject to the Resolution and findings (Attachment 2).  Further 
information regarding the previous project can be found in the attached staff report dated April 5, 
2017 (Attachment 3) and minutes (Attachment 4). 
 
The scope of the project approved in 2017 included the remodeling of the existing office building, 
new parking, trash enclosure, decks and fencing. The existing structure was to be extensively 
remodeled with portions of the existing walls to remain. Since the structure held legal non-
conforming status, the approval process included discussion related to exactly what would be 
removed, would remain, and the cost of those improvements.  

MEMORANDUM 
 

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
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On October 12, 2017 the applicant obtained a building permit for the approved project and began 
construction.  On June 7, 2018 the Building Inspector issued a Stop Work Notice (Attachment 5) 
for exceeding the scope of work permitted.  The notice states that the non-conforming portion of 
the building was conditioned and permitted to remain as existing.  The notice further states that the 
non-conforming portion of the building was demolished and therefore has lost its legal non-
conforming status.   
 
Staff has allowed construction of the front portion of the structure which is conforming due to 
PVMC Section 18.58.020.3.c which allows properties with non-conforming structures within the 
Portola Road Scenic Corridor to remodel and rebuild that portion of the structure. Specifically the 
ordinance allows the remodeling and rebuilding of existing structures located within the Portola 
Road setback.  The ordinance goes further to deem the building envelope in the area that does not 
comply with the setbacks as conforming. Because the ordinance describes the building envelope 
as being conforming, the floor area in excess of what would otherwise be allowed can be deemed 
conforming.  All repairs and even complete reconstruction is allowed under this section.  
 
Therefore, the section of the existing structure in the Portola Road Scenic Corridor is allowed to 
be rebuilt, while the rear portion has lost its legal non-conforming status and requires a variance 
to allow the construction as previously approved in 2017 to continue.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Per PVMC Section 18.48 Table 2 the allowed floor area for this lot is 13% which results in a floor area 
of 1,715 square feet.  The structure exceeds the maximum allowed by 1,195 square feet with an 
existing nonconforming floor area of 2,910 square feet.  In addition the structure sits within the 
setback on the side and rear of the property. 
 
Project Data Table 

Lot Size  13,192 sf 

AP Zone District 
Base Code 

Requirement 

Allowed under 
PVMC Section 
18.58.020.3.c 

Proposed 

Max Floor Area (13%) 1,715 1,948 2,910 

Landscape Coverage (40%) 5,277 8,107 7,145 

Landscape Front Setback (25%) 1,867 2,599 2,599 

Height 28’ 19’-6” 19’-6” 

Front Setback 50’ 3’ 3’ 

Side Setbacks 20 
West side 30’ 
East side 9’ 

West Side 30’ 
East Side 8’ 

Rear Setback 20 53’ 16’ 
 
In the diagram below, the setback requirements of the AP Zoning District are shown in red dashed 
line. The blue portion of the building is within the Portola Road Scenic Corridor and is allowed to be 
rebuilt Per PVMC Section 18.58.020.3.c. although it already exceeds the maximum allowed floor area 
by 233 square feet. The green area is non-conforming in regard to floor area. The yellow area is non-
conforming in regard to floor area and setback.  
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DISCUSSION 
 
Due to the loss of the non-conforming status of the rear portion of the structure, the applicant is 
requesting a variance as follows:  
 

1. To exceed the maximum allowable floor area by 962 square feet (PVMC Section 
18.68.010.B). 

2. To allow a 7 foot 9 inch side setback where 20 feet is required (PVMC Section 18.48.010 
Table 2). The east side of the property is encumbered by a 20 foot access easement 
providing access to three lots behind the project site. The side setback adjacent to the 
access easement is taken from the interior boundary line of the easement.   

3. To allow a 16 foot rear setback where 20 feet is required. 

These requests also require that a modification to the approved Conditional Use Permit be made, 
specifically condition 4 which requires the project to conform to the plans dated February 15, 2017. 
 
The applicant has provided their analysis of the findings in support of the requests (Attachment 6).  
However, the conclusion of staff’s analysis is that the findings cannot be made. The findings and 
staff analysis are as follows:  
 

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including, but not limited to, 
size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other 
properties or uses in the district. 
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2. That owing to such special circumstances the literal enforcement of the provisions of this 
title would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and 
under identical zoning. 

 
3. The variance is subject to such conditions as are necessary to assure the adjustment 

authorized will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations on 
other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property is situated. 

 
4. The variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to 

properties or improvements in the vicinity or in the district in which the property is located. 
 

5. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which authorizes a use or activity 
which is not authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel of property. 

 
6. That the granting of such variance shall be consistent with this title and the general plan. 

 
Staff Analysis: There are not special circumstances applicable to the property that do not 
apply to other properties in the district because other nearby properties in the AP Zoning 
District are similar in size and have the same setback constraints. A Lot Line Adjustment 
was approved in 2016 that discussed and disclosed the limitations on several nearby 
properties. The project would therefore constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent 
with limitations on other properties.   
 
The applicant is allowed to maintain the portion of the existing structure located within the 
front setback. This floor area of the remaining portion is 14.7% of the lot size which is 
consistent with other floor area on surrounding properties within the Town Center Area 
(Attachment 7). 

 
NEIGHBOR COMMENTS AND COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
 
No neighbors have commented as of the writing of this report. 
 
CONCLUSION  
 
Based on preliminary analysis, staff concludes that the findings for a variance cannot be made. 
Therefore, staff recommends that the Planning Commission direct the applicant to return with a 
conforming project by reducing the project to that portion of the structure that is conforming 
according to Section 18.58.020.3.c. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Resolution Conditional Use Permit approved April 5, 2017 
2. Resolution Variance approved April 5, 2017 
3. Planning Commission Staff Report dated April 5, 2017 
4. Planning Commission minutes April 5, 2018 
5. Stop Work Notice June 7, 2018 
6. Applicant Statement with Findings 
7. Town Center Properties Table 
8. Architectural plans (Planning Commission only)  

 
 
Report approved by: Laura Russell, Planning and Building Director    
 



RESOLUTION NO. 2017 - 3 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  

FOR WILLOW GROVE, LLC (HALLETT STORE) 
844 PORTOLA ROAD (formerly 846 Portola Road), FILE #37-2015 AND X7D-178. 

WHEREAS, Willow Grove, LLC submitted an application for a Conditional Use Permit for 
use of the existing office building, with some modifications, on property located at 844 Portola 
Road (formerly 846 Portola Road); and  

WHEREAS, the Architectural and Site Control Commission (ASCC) held a duly noticed 
public hearing on March 13, 2017 and after reviewing and considering the staff report, all related 
information and public comment recommended the Planning Commission approve the 
Conditional Use Permit; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on April 19, 
2017 to consider the Conditional Use Permit, and the entire record of proceedings, including the 
staff reports and public comment; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance is exempt from California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15301 and 15302 of the Public Resources Code.  

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Planning Commission of the Town of 
Portola Valley does hereby RESOLVE as follows: 

The Planning Commission makes the following findings regarding the Conditional Use Permit: 

a. The proposed use or facility is properly located in relation to the community as a
whole and to land uses and transportation and services facilities in the vicinity.

The property is located within the Town Center Area Plan that is a sub-area plan within
the General Plan.  Office uses exist to the east of the project site and commercial uses
are located to the west. The site was developed as a country store in 1904.  The office
building is well located close to the Town Center and is accessed by Portola Road.

b. The site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the
proposed use and all yards, open spaces, walls and fences, parking, loading,
landscaping and such other features as may be required by this title or in the
opinion of the commission be needed to assure that the proposed use will be
reasonably compatible with land uses normally permitted in the surrounding area
and will insure the privacy and rural outlook of neighboring residences.

The existing structure has operated as an office use for the past 40 years with adequate
parking and landscaping.  No substantial changes will be made to the use of the site and
the office use will be compatible with the surrounding land uses.

Attachment 1



c. The site for the proposed use will be served by streets and highways of adequate 
width and pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the 
proposed use.    
 
The project is located on a Portola Road which is a major thoroughfare within the Town.  
There will be no change in use and a decrease in the number of offices therefore no 
increase in traffic is expected to be generated by this project. The parking impacts have 
been analyzed and the proposed 13 spaces will serve the day to day needs of the office 
building. 
 

d. The proposed use will not adversely affect the abutting property or the permitted 
use thereof.   
 
An office building is located to the east and a commercial building maintains uses that 
serve the Town are located to the west.  The structure has been located at this site since 
1904 and operated as an office for the past 40 years. No complaints have been received 
by the Town for this use. 
 

e. The site for the proposed use is demonstrated to be reasonably safe from or can 
be made reasonably safe from hazards of storm water runoff, soil erosion, earth 
movement, earthquake and other geologic hazards.    
 
The proposed project would not have a geologic impact because the project site is 
located outside of any Geotechnical and Seismic Hazard Zones as shown on the Town’s 
Geotechnical and Seismic Hazard Zone Map.  In addition the project is located outside 
of any flood zone as noted on the FEMA maps for the Town.  However conditions of 
approval from the Public Works Director (memo dated 11/7/16) require that the applicant 
address requirements or conditions outlined in the hydrology report by Schaaf & 
Wheeler dated 1/31/05 and resulting follow up requirements and communications with 
the Town.   
 

f. The proposed use will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this 
title and the general plan.   
 
The proposed office building will comply with the regulations and conditions specified in 
the zoning ordinance.  Specific conditions of approval will regulate the use such that 
compliance with the zoning ordinance will be maintained.  The Town Center Plan 
objective is to maintain an integrated area for businesses and institutional type uses 
serving the residents of Portola Valley.  The office use meets this goal. 
 

g. The proposed use shall serve primarily the town and its spheres of influence, the 
approving authority must find that it is reasonable to conclude, based on the 
evidence before it, that the proposed use will meet a need in the town and that a 
majority of the clientele of the proposed use will come from the town and its 
spheres of influence. 
 
The A-P (Administrative-Professional) District is intended to provide space for 
administrative and professional offices and related uses serving primarily the town and 
its spheres of influence.  Provisions under the A-P District regulations allows for 
administrative and professional offices under a conditional use permit. The office 
building will contain two new office uses, TSG is a boutique consulting firm which 



focuses on small businesses and residents and provides personal cyber security, 
computer repair, video conferencing, and home and business automation solutions and 
services.  There are no other businesses within the town that are similar.  TSG has 
identified a market for these services in town as they focus on small businesses and 
residents within the Interstate 280 corridor between Woodside and Los Altos which 
includes the town.  The second business is Pacific States Capital which is a residential 
real estate brokerage and development firm which is a current owner and developer of 
property in town.  There are approximately five other real estate companies that are all 
located at the Nathhorst Triangle.  There are no real estate companies in the Town 
Center area. 
 

 
Conditional Use Permit X7D-178 is hereby granted for the Hallett Store, subject to conditions 
attached hereto as Attachment A and incorporated herein by this reference. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Town of 
Portola Valley on April 5, 2017. 
 
For:  Chair Gilbert, vice Chair Targ, Commissioners Goulden, Hasko, Von Feldt 
 
Against: (none) 
 
Absent: (none) 
 
       By: _________________________ 
        Denise Gilbert, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST:_________________________ 
              Debbie Pedro, Planning Director  



Attachment A 
Conditional Use Permit For 

Willow Grove, LLC (Hallett Store) 
844 Portola Road, File #37-2015, X7D-178 

 
1. Property and Nature of the Use.  This Conditional Use Permit shall apply to the property 

owned by Willow Grove, LLC. (Hallett Store) with a total land area of .35 acres (15,272), 
commonly known as 844 Portola Road, Assessor's Parcels: 076-261-170 (Property). 
 

2. Use.  The uses within the Hallett’s Store building shall be limited to business and 
professional offices serving the community and adjoining residential areas which comply 
with the Town of Portola Valley Zoning Ordinance or any other use contained in PVMC 
Section 18.22.030 such as medical and dental clinics, Veterinary Clinics, Real Estate and 
Insurance Offices, Convenience Goods, Residential Care Facilities and any other use which 
is determined by the Commission to be found to be the same character as another use.  
Compliance with this provision shall be determined by staff review through the zoning permit 
issuance procedure. 

 
3. Conditional Use Permit Review.  No later than one (1) year after the date of occupancy, 

Willow Grove LLC shall request and the Planning Commission shall then review the 
Conditional Use Permit at a noticed public hearing to determine that the use remains in 
compliance with the conditions of approval.  

 
4. Conformance to Plans and Use.  The development of the Property shall conform to the 

approved Conditional Use Permit plans entitled Willow Grove, LLC dated 2/15/2017. 
 
5. On-site Parking.  There shall be 12 regular parking spaces and 1 handicapped space 

provided at all times.  Handicap parking on the project site shall be provided pursuant to the 
standards set forth in the uniform building code to the satisfaction of the building official. 

6. Refuse. All trash areas shall be effectively screened from view, covered, and maintained in 
an orderly state and trash shall be picked up regularly. 
 

7. Sign Approval.  One free standing sign shall be located on the front of the office building as 
shown on the approved plans not to exceed 24 square feet maximum for two signs. 

 
8. Historic Recognition.  A suitable marker shall be installed on the site to signify the location 

of the original Hallett Store. The Plaque shall be located where it can be read by the public 
without entering private property subject to the approval of the Town Historian.   
 

9. Street Number Visibility. Street numbers of the building shall be easily visible from the 
street at all times, day and night. 
 

10. Landscaping. Planting and irrigation shall be provided, as indicated, on the Approved Plan 
Set. Landscaped areas shall be maintained.  
 

11. Lighting.  Lighting shall be the minimal amount for safety only and lighting controls shall be 
in place to ensure all lights are off when the site is not in use. 

 
12. Compliance With Local and State Laws. The use shall be conducted in full compliance 



with all local and state laws. The permit shall be subject to revocation if the use is not 
conducted in compliance with these conditions and all applicable laws. 

 
13. Revocation, Suspension, Modification. This Conditional Use Permit may be revoked, 

suspended or modified by the Planning Commission, or by the Town Council on appeal, at 
any time, whenever, after a noticed hearing in accordance the Town of Portola Valley 
Municipal Code and when the Planning Commission finds:  
 

a. A violation of any conditions of the Conditional Use Permit was not abated, 
corrected or rectified within the time specified on the notice of violation; or 
 

b. A violation of any Town ordinance or State law was not abated, corrected or 
rectified within the time specified on the notice of violation. 

 
14. Covenants Run with the Land.  All of the conditions contained in this Conditional Use 

Permit shall run with the land and shall be binding upon, and shall inure to the benefit of 
Willow Creek, LLC and its heirs, successors, assigns, devisees, administrators, 
representatives and lessees. 
 

15. Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless.  Willow Grove, LLC shall defend, indemnify and 
hold harmless the Town, and its elective and appointive boards, commissions, agents, 
officers and employees from any and all claims, causes of action or proceedings arising out 
of or in connection with, or caused on account of, the development and occupancy of Willow 
Grove, LLC and the approval of this Conditional Use Permit or any related approvals. 

 



RESOLUTION NO.  2017 - 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY APPROVING A VARIANCE FOR 
WILLOW GROVE, LLC (HALLETT STORE) TO ADD 180 S.F. OF 

STRUCTURE IN THE FRONT YARD SETBACK AND WITHIN THE 
PORTOLA ROAD SCENIC CORRIDOR 

WHEREAS, Willow Grove, LLC applied to construct an addition of 180 square feet in the 
front setback and within the Portola Road Scenic Corridor at the property located at 844 Portola 
Road (formerly 846 Portola Road); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 18.58.020 the front special building 
setback line is 50 feet; and the Municipal Code Section 18,58.020.3.c provides conforming 
status to the existing building envelope within the front setback; and 

WHEREAS, the Town of Portola Valley ASCC held a duly noticed public hearing on 
March 13, 2017 and recommended to the Planning Commission approval of a variance to 
permit 180 square feet of new structure to be located in the front setback; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on April 5, 
2017 to consider the variance, and the entire record of proceedings, including the staff report 
and public comment; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission determined the project to be categorically exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) per Section 15302 and 15301of the 
CEQA guidelines; and  

WHEREAS, a 180 square foot portion of the existing building is being removed from the 
east side of the building located in the front setback to accommodate a significant redwood tree. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the Town of the Town of Portola 
Valley, sitting as the Board of Adjustment does hereby RESOLVE as follows: 

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including, but not
limited to, size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply
generally to other properties or uses in the district.

An eleven foot diameter significant redwood tree is located directly adjacent to the
structure and has caused significant damage to the structure.  The tree has grown into
the foundation of the structure uplifting and causing significant damage.  Since the tree
is has been deemed safe and is located in an appropriate planting location the redwood
guidelines call for its preservation.  Redwood trees are considered an iconic part of the
town landscape and heritage and are to be treasured.

2. That owing to such special circumstances the literal enforcement of the
provisions of this title would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other
property in the vicinity and under identical zoning.

Attachment 2



The Hallett Store is a small office building located within the commercial zone.  Other 
commercial properties in the near vicinity were also constructed close to Portola Road 
and are considered non-conforming.  The structure has legal nonconforming floor area 
that exceeds the maximum allowed on the site. Floor area to be removed is within the 
front setback and the applicant is replacing the floor area in a similar location on the 
opposite side of the building not increasing the setback encroachment.  A 1,040 square 
foot cottage was previously demolished in the same location and the proposed new floor 
area is far less than once occupied this site. 
 

3. The variance is subject to such conditions as are necessary to assure the 
adjustment authorized will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent 
with limitations on other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property 
is situated. 
 
The even swap of floor area does not increase the degree of non-conformity of the 
building’s encroachment within the front setback and will not constitute a grant or special 
privilege that is inconsistent with the limitations on other properties as the removal of 
floor area around the significant tree will help to retain the historic value of the structure. 
 

4. The variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to 
properties or improvements in the vicinity or in the district in which the property 
is located. 
 
The proposed structure will be located no closer than the one story cottage that existed 
between the building and the property line.  The variance will result in the preservation of 
a significant redwood tree in the Portola Road scenic corridor.  
 

5. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which authorizes a use or 
activity which is not authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel of 
property. 
 
The property is located within a commercial zone and the use of the Hallett Store is for 
professional offices therefore it is consistent with the zoning of the property and a use 
permit is granted.  
 

6. That the granting of such variance shall be consistent with this title and the 
general plan. 
 
The variance request to relocate 192 square feet from the east side of the building to the 
west side of the building within the front setback would allow the structure to be 
reconstructed with no change in use and no increase in floor area.  The General Plan 
Land Use Element objective is to control commercial development in a manner that will 
minimize its impact on neighboring residential areas.  It also states that Commercial and 
Research-Administrative uses are to provide goods and services to satisfy the most 
frequently recurring needs of local residents.  The granting of the variance will be 
consistent with the General Plan. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Town of 
Portola Valley on April 5, 2017. 
 
 



For: 
 
Against: 
 
Absent: 
 
       By: _________________________ 
        Denise Gilbert, Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST:_________________________ 
              Debbie Pedro, Planning Director 



_______________________________________________________ _

TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM:  Cynthia Richardson, Planner 

DATE:  April 5, 2017 

RE:   Review of a Conditional Use Permit, Variance, Architectural Review and Site 
Development Permit for Willow Grove, LLC (Hallett Store) 844 Portola Road 
(formerly 846 Portola Road).  File #37-2015 and X7D-178. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the complete record of the application 
including the recommendations of the Architectural and Site Control Commission (ASCC) for a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP), two Variances and Site Development Permit for Willow Grove, 
LLC (Hallett Store).  The Planning Commission is the final decision maker regarding the project. 

At the conclusion of the public hearing, the following actions should be made. 

1. CEQA compliance.  Find the project to be categorically exempt as provided for in
Sections 15301 and 15302 of the CEQA guidelines.

2. Conditional Use Permit.  Move to approve the requested CUP subject to
(Attachment #1) Resolution and Attachment A containing the conditions of
approval.

3. Variance to relocate floor area.  Move to approve the variance request to locate
a 180 square foot addition to the existing non-conforming structure 35 feet from the
front property line where 50 feet is required subject to (Attachment #2) Resolution
and findings.

4. Variance to construct a deck.  Move to deny the variance request to locate a
raised deck 20 feet from the front property line where 50 feet is required subject to
(Attachment #3) Resolution and findings of denial.

5. Site Development Permit.  Move to approve the requested site development
permit subject to (Attachment #4) the conditions of approval.

BACKGROUND 

MEMORANDUM 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 

Attachment 3
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The .35 acre (15,272 square feet) property is accessed directly off of Portola Road.  Located to 
the west is Village Square Shopping Center, to the east an office building, to the rear are two 
vacant parcels and across the street is Christ Church.  The property is connected to the sanitary 
sewer system. 

Hallett Store is one of two remaining structures from the little town of Portola that was established 
at the turn of the twentieth century.  Over the years the structure has been extensively remodeled 
and has lost its historic integrity however the building retains much of its historic essence.  The 
store was constructed in 1904 and originally provided goods and supplies to the community.  In 
1908 an addition was added to the front of the structure to accommodate a saloon.  In 1972 the 
structure was extensively remodeled by Wright & Co. for professional offices.  

The original CUP was approved in 1971 (X7D-46).  A number of amendments were subsequently 
made and, in 1982, Wright & Co. requested renewal of a lapsed CUP (X7D-96, Resolution 1982-
242).  Condition 8 of that CUP required renovation of structures on the site within 3 months or the 
CUP would expire.  No building permits have been found to show that these improvements were 
ever made within the 3 month time frame so the CUP has expired. 

In 1988 the property was sold and the new owner obtained entitlements for a Tentative Map, PUD 
and CUP for five senior housing lots in 1996 (X7D-139).  That project was approved but was not 
constructed and the permit has since expired. 

In 2015, a lot line adjustment was approved to reconfigure the existing four non-conforming lots.  
(File # 43-214, recorded on July 14, 2016). This allowed for each lot to be developed individually 
as permitted under the zoning code.  At that time the existing Hallett Store structure was allowed 
to remain as a legal nonconforming structure.  

The property is zoned AP (Administrative Professional) and is located within the Town Center 
Area Plan that is a sub-area plan within the General Plan.  The project includes the remodeling of 
the existing office building, new parking, trash enclosure, decks and fencing.  The existing 
structure will be extensively remodeled and will reduce the number of offices from five to two 
office suites.  The use within the building is limited to business and professional office serving the 
community and adjoining residential areas which comply with the Town of Portola Valley Zoning 
Ordinance or any other use contained in PVMC Section 18.22.030 such as medical and dental 
clinics, veterinary clinics, real estate and insurance offices, convenience goods, residential care 
facilities and any other use which is determined by the Commission to be found to be the same 
character as another use.  Each of the offices cannot exceed 1,500 square per Municipal Code 
Section 18.54.052 for commercial and office uses. 

Project Timeline 

The ASCC held a preliminary review on November 14, 2016 and generally indicated they would 
support the variance request to keep the large redwood tree.    Additional information is contained 
within the attached staff report and minutes (Attachment #5).  No changes have been made to the 
plans since the ASCC reviewed the project in November. 

On December 15, 2016, the Planning Commission conducted a preliminary review of the 
application.  Additional information is contained within the attached staff report and minutes 
(Attachment #6). 

The ASCC held a review meeting on March 13, 2017.  Additional information is contained within 
the attached staff report and minutes (Attachment #7).  The ASCC recommended the following: 
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Commissioner Koch moved to recommend approval of the Conditional Use Permit. Seconded by 
Vice Chair Sill; the motion carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Breen moved to recommend approval of the variance to exchange the floor area 
from one side of the building to the other to create space for the redwood tree. Seconded 
Commissioner Wilson; the motion carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Breen moved to recommend approval of the variance for the deck within the front 
setback with the condition of no railing. Seconded by Commissioner Koch; the motion carried 3-2 
(Breen, Koch, Ross – in favor; Sill, Wilson- against) 

Commissioner Breen moved to recommend approval of the architectural design and site 
development permit with the condition of no railing on the deck. Seconded by Vice Chair Sill; the 
motion carried 5-0. 

DISCUSSION        

Willow Grove, LLC is requesting a new Conditional Use Permit for office use, Architectural Review, 
a setback variance to relocate a portion of the building from the east side of the building to the 
west side of the building along with a setback variance to locate a deck and structure within the 
front setback. On January 12, 2017 the applicant withdrew his request for removal of the large 
redwood tree that is causing significant damage to the building. 

Conditional Use Permit 

In reviewing a CUP the Portola Valley Municipal Code (PVMC) Section 18.72.030 outlines the 
purpose of the CUP review and Section 18.72.040 outlines the factors to be considered.  The 
Planning Commission should use these sections to help formulate your decision.  These sections 
are as follows: 

18.72.030 - Review—Purposes. 

A. Determine whether the location proposed for the conditional use applied for is properly 
related to the development of the neighborhood or community as a whole; 

B. Determine whether or not the use proposed in the particular location would be 
reasonably compatible with the types of uses normally permitted in the surrounding area;  

C. Evaluate whether or not adequate facilities and services required for such use exist or 
can be provided; 

D. Determine whether the site is or can be made safe from hazards of storm water runoff, 
soil erosion, earth movement, earthquake, and other geologic hazards; 

E. Stipulate such conditions and requirements as would reasonably assure that the basic 
purposes of this title and the objectives of the general plan would be served. 

18.72.040 - Review—Factors to be considered. 

A. The relationship of the location proposed to: 

1. The service or market area of the use or facility proposed,

2. Transportation, utilities and other facilities required to serve it,

3. Uses of other lands in the vicinity,
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4. The suitability of the soils, geology and hydrology for the proposed use;

B. Probable effects on persons, land uses, and properties adjoining and the general vicinity, 
including: 

1. Probable inconvenience, economic loss, or hazard occasioned by unusual volume or
character of traffic or the congregating of a large number of people,

2. Probable hazard from explosion, contamination or fire,

3. Probable inconvenience, damage or nuisance from noise, smoke, odor, dust,
vibration, radiation or similar causes;

C. The compliance of the proposed use with service area or market area requirements 
established by this title and/or the town general plan. 

To approve a CUP, the Planning Commission must make findings as identified in PVMC Section 
18.72.130.  The attached CUP Resolution contains these findings for approval and includes 
conditions associated with the operation of the office building.  The conditions relate to such things 
as hours of operation, parking minimums, periodic review and the need for individual renters to 
obtain zoning permits.  

The CUP required findings area as follows: 

a. The proposed use or facility is properly located in relation to the community as a whole
and to land uses and transportation and services facilities in the vicinity.

b. The site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the
proposed use and all yards, open spaces, walls and fences, parking, loading, landscaping
and such other features as may be required by this title or in the opinion of the commission
be needed to assure that the proposed use will be reasonably compatible with land uses
normally permitted in the surrounding area and will insure the privacy and rural outlook of
neighboring residences.

c. The site for the proposed use will be served by streets and highways of adequate width
and pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the proposed use.

d. The proposed use will not adversely affect the abutting property or the permitted use
thereof.

e. The site for the proposed use is demonstrated to be reasonably safe from or can be made
reasonably safe from hazards of storm water runoff, soil erosion, earth movement,
earthquake and other geologic hazards.

f. The proposed use will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this title and
the general plan.

g. The proposed use shall serve primarily the town and its spheres of influence, the
approving authority must find that it is reasonable to conclude, based on the evidence
before it, that the proposed use will meet a need in the town and that a majority of the
clientele of the proposed use will come from the town and its spheres of influence.

Staff has prepared findings and conditions of approval as they pertain to the CUP in support of the 
new Conditional Use Permit (Attachment #1). 
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Code Compliance 

The building setbacks for the AP Zone District per PVMC Section 18.48.010 Table 2 are 50 feet in 
the front and 20 feet on the side and rear.  Coverage limits are as follows: 

Site Information 
Lot Size 
Gross 15,272 Sq. Ft. 
Net     13,192 Sq. Ft. 

Maximum 
Sq. Ft. 

Existing 
Sq. Ft. 

Proposed 
Sq. Ft. 

Floor Area Ratio for AP Zone (13%) 1,715 2,910 2,910 
Max Coverage Limit (15%) 
(floor area plus covered porches) 

1,979 3,116 3,116 

Landscape Coverage (40%) 5,277  7,145 5,345 
Landscape Front Setback (25%) 1,867 2,599  2,599 
Impervious Surface Limit * 

*Maximum impervious surface limits will be established by the hydrologic calculations contained in a
hydrology study that will be prepared for the site drainage. 

Parking 

Staff evaluated the parking requirements for the project using the Zoning Ordinance, Table 5 of 
Section 18.060.110 “Schedule of required off-street parking spaces”.  The Ordinance requires 1 
space for each 200 square feet of floor area for Banks, Businesses, or professional offices.  The 
Zoning Ordinance defines floor area in Section 18.60.040 as follows “For the purpose of this 
section, "floor area" shall mean the gross floor area in the building other than floor space 
designated and used exclusively for parking and loading spaces, building service and 
maintenance, or storage of equipment and furnishings belonging to the occupants of the building 
but not in current use.”   

The project site plan shows parking for 13 spaces with one driveway entrance onto the site.    The 
driveway will eventually serve as the entrance to the other lots beyond.  For determination of the 
necessary parking, staff ran an analysis of the storage and maintenance spaces within the 
structure and found the project to meet code requirements.  Based on parking space 
requirements, the following table evaluates the spaces needed for the project. 

Space Parking Spaces Required 
Office Space (597 sf) 3 
Office Space (1,541 sf) 8 
Common area minus storage areas (416 sf) 2 

Total 13 

Non-Conforming status of Building 

The Hallett Store is considered legal non-conforming in the following ways: 

• Setbacks - The structure is located within the front setback which is also the Portola Road
Scenic Corridor.  It is also located within the side and rear setbacks.

• Maximum Floor Area - The structure exceeds the maximum floor area of 1,715.
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If a structure is voluntarily demolished and the reconstruction meets or exceeds fifty percent of the 
structure’s current appraised value, the structure must adhere to all current requirements of the 
zoning regulations.  In accordance with PVMC Section18.46.020 the applicant has provided an 
appraisal of the building and a construction cost estimate (Attachment #8) that covers all 
renovations being made to the structure including but not limited to foundation repair, interior 
remodel, new roofing and windows. 

The appraised value of the structure is $137.46 per square foot for a total value of $400,000. 
The graphic below shows the building setback lines in a dashed red line.  This line at the front of 
the property is also the Portola Road Scenic Road setback line.  The construction cost estimate 
outlines the cost of construction in the area in front of the setback (shown in blue) at $179.74 per 
square foot, the area (shown in green) will cost $67.89 per square foot and the non-conforming 
area in the setback (shown in yellow) will cost $59.66 per square foot.  The table below outlines 
the areas and the cost associated with the construction.   

Structure Area 
(SF) 

Cost to Repair 
(per SF) 

Total Cost to 
Repair 

Appraised Value 
($137.46/SF) 

Within front setback (Blue) 1,948 179.74 350,133 267,772 

Conforming area (green) 605 67.89 41,073 83,163 
Non-conforming area (yellow) 357 59.66 21,298 49,073 

Total 962 62,371 132,236 

Setbacks 
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The building setbacks for the AP Zone District per PVMC Section 18.48.010 Table 2 are 50 feet in 
the front and 20 feet on the side and rear.  The existing building is located closer to the front side 
and rear property lines than is allowed. The east side of the property is encumbered by a 20 foot 
access easement providing access to three lots behind the project site. The side setback adjacent 
to the access easement is taken from the interior boundary line of the easement.  PVMC Section 
18.58.020.3.c discusses properties with nonconforming structures within the Portola Road Scenic 
Corridor.  Specifically the ordinance allows the remodeling and rebuilding of existing structures 
located within the Portola Road setback.  The ordinance goes further to deem the building 
envelope in the area that does not comply with the setbacks as conforming. Because the 
ordinance describes the building envelope as being conforming, the floor area in excess of what 
would otherwise be allowed can be deemed conforming.  All repairs and even complete 
reconstruction is allowed under the below cited section.  

PVMC Section 18.58.020.3.c 
“Structure existing as of the date of adoption of the ordinance codified in this subdivision 
(August 28, 1991), which do not comply with the setback requirements described herein are 
not thereby deemed nonconforming structures as provided for in Chapter 18.46 and are not 
subject to the provisions contained therein. For such a structure, the three-dimensional 
space it occupies which does not comply with the setbacks stipulated in subsection D.3.a. 
and b. of this section becomes a building envelope. Remodeling and rebuilding may occur 
within such a building envelope subject to normal design review requirements provided for in 
this section. In addition, the architectural and site control commission may allow architectural 
details to extend up to two feet from any wall surface on no more than ten percent of the 
building perimeter within the setbacks in subsection D.3.a. and b. of this section when such 
details will better ensure compatibility with the character and quality of the Portola Road 
corridor.” 

Maximum Floor Area 

The existing structure is non-conforming as it relates to floor area per PVMC Section 18.48 Table 
2. The allowed floor area for this lot is 13% which results in a floor area of 1,715 square feet.  The
structure exceeds the maximum allowed by 1,195 square feet with an existing nonconforming 
floor area of 2,910 square feet.  Staff evaluated this proposal and considered everything in the 
front setback as conforming for setbacks and floor area.  Since the area in the front setback is 
allowed to be completely reconstructed staff only took into consideration the area behind the front 
setback as it pertains to PVMC Section 18.46.040.   Based on the information provided by the 
applicant, the reconstruction of the area behind the front setback line does not exceed fifty 
percent of the structure’s current appraised value.  

Variance 

The applicant is requesting two variances.  1) To locate an addition to the existing non-conforming 
structure 35 feet from the front property line where 50 feet is required and; 2) to construct a deck 
20 feet from the front property line where 50 feet is required. The findings that the Planning 
Commission must consider are as follows: 

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including, but not limited to,
size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other
properties or uses in the district.

2. That owing to such special circumstances the literal enforcement of the provisions of this
title would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and
under identical zoning.
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3. The variance is subject to such conditions as are necessary to assure the adjustment
authorized will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations on
other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property is situated.

4. The variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
properties or improvements in the vicinity or in the district in which the property is located.

5. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which authorizes a use or activity
which is not authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel of property.

6. That the granting of such variance shall be consistent with this title and the general plan.

1) Setback Variance for Addition

A variance is required per PVMC Section 18.68.010.B to move the floor area within the front 
setback.  The applicant would like to remove 180 square feet of floor area that is impacted by the 
redwood tree at the eastern side of the building and relocate it to the western side of the building 
within the front setback.  The applicant has provided findings in support of the requests 
(Attachment #9).  Staff was able to make the findings in support of the setback variance because 
of the even swap within the front setback, the historic nature of the building and the location of the 
redwood tree (Attachment #2).   

2) Setback Variance for Deck

Staff does not support the setback variance for the deck because the deck far exceeds the 
minimum requirements of the California Building Code and there is no hardship.  The code only 
requires a 44 square inch landing be provided outside of each door opening.  The proposed deck 
is design driven in that it is approximately 520 square feet, wraps around the building beyond the 
exit locations and is elevated to match the future finished floor of the building.  The west side of 
the building currently does not have any doors exiting to this area.  The new floor plan was 
designed with doors exiting on the west side where none existed before so this is a hardship of 
the applicants own making.  The applicant has suggested that the deck is preferred as opposed to 
a patio (concrete on grade which is allowed within the setbacks) so that the root system of the 
surrounding trees would not be harmed.  The applicant has not submitted an arborist report to 
support this claim.  If the Commission wishes to move forward with consideration of the variance 
staff would suggest that the size of the deck be as minimal as possible to meet Building Code 
exiting requirements only.  However, staff does not recommend approval of the variance for the 
deck located within the front setback and has prepared a Resolution and findings (Attachment #3) 
for denial of the deck variance. 

The ASCC reviewed the two variance requests at their meeting on March 13, 2017 (see 
Attachment #7 for minutes) and provided the following comments. 

1. The deck would not be visible from Portola Road.
2. The site has unique qualities.
3. The deck will enhance user experience of the environment.
4. A ground level patio would be conforming but also destructive to the environment.
5. The deck would create an outdoor space for the users of the building.
6. The deck is an enhancement to the building.
7. The deck is only 12” to 18” higher off the ground than a patio.
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Site Development Review 

This structure should be evaluated against the Portola Valley Design Guidelines as well as the 
Portola Road Corridor Plan and the Town Center Area Plan.  The Town’s Design Guidelines 
discusses the need to site structures, driveways and parking area with respect to the natural site 
conditions and to design structures around mature trees.  The parking areas along with the new 
construction on the west side of the building all avoid the removal of any trees as long as the 
variance is approved.  The colors and materials have a reflectivity value less than 40% and the 
materials blend well with the site (Attachment #21). The lighting plan is minimal and maintains the 
rural unlit character of the environment.  Specific conditions of approval relating to the 
development of this property can be found in Attachment #4. 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

A project has been determined to be categorically exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) per Section 15301 and 15302 of the CEQA guidelines.  

NEIGHBOR COMMENTS AND COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

No neighbors have commented as of the writing of this report. 

CONCLUSION 

The Planning Commission should review the complete record of the application including the 
recommendations of the Architectural and Site Control Commission for a Conditional Use Permit, 
variances and Site Development permit for Willow Grove, LLC (Hallett Store). 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution Conditional Use Permit
2. Resolution Variance for approval of a setback variance
3. Resolution  Variance for denial of a setback variance for a deck
4. Site Development Conditions of Approval
5. ASCC Staff Report and minutes dated November 14, 2016
6. Planning Commission Staff Report and minutes dated December 15, 2016
7. ASCC Staff Report and minutes dated March 13, 2017.
8. Construction Cost Estimate provided by Willow Grove LLC
9. Applicants Findings
10. CUP Resolution 1982-233 and Resolution 1982-242
11. Historic Resource Evaluation, Architectural Resources Group dated March 9, 2016
12. Arborist Report, Ralph Osterling Consultants dated December 22, 2015
13. TSG memo
14. Pacific States Capital memo dated May 19, 2016
15. Outdoor Water Use Efficiency Checklist
16. Town Public Works Director memo dated November 7, 2016
17. Woodside Fire Protection District memo dated October 17, 2016
18. Conservation  Committee Memo dated September 25, 2016
19. Town Historian memos dated February 2, 2016 and April 19, 2016
20. Architectural plans
21. Color Board
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Report approved by: Debbie Pedro, Planning Director 



RESOLUTION NO. 2017 - 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  

FOR WILLOW GROVE, LLC (HALLETT STORE) 
844 PORTOLA ROAD (formerly 846 Portola Road), FILE #37-2015 AND X7D-178. 

WHEREAS, Willow Grove, LLC submitted an application for a Conditional Use Permit for 
use of the existing office building, with some modifications, on property located at 844 Portola 
Road (formerly 846 Portola Road); and  

WHEREAS, the Architectural and Site Control Commission (ASCC) held a duly noticed 
public hearing on March 13, 2017 and after reviewing and considering the staff report, all related 
information and public comment recommended the Planning Commission approve the 
Conditional Use Permit; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on April 19, 
2017 to consider the Conditional Use Permit, and the entire record of proceedings, including the 
staff reports and public comment; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance is exempt from California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15301 and 15302 of the Public Resources Code.  

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Planning Commission of the Town of 
Portola Valley does hereby RESOLVE as follows: 

The Planning Commission makes the following findings regarding the Conditional Use Permit: 

a. The proposed use or facility is properly located in relation to the community as a
whole and to land uses and transportation and services facilities in the vicinity.

The property is located within the Town Center Area Plan that is a sub-area plan within
the General Plan.  Office uses exist to the east of the project site and commercial uses
are located to the west. The site was developed as a country store in 1904.  The office
building is well located close to the Town Center and is accessed by Portola Road.

b. The site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the
proposed use and all yards, open spaces, walls and fences, parking, loading,
landscaping and such other features as may be required by this title or in the
opinion of the commission be needed to assure that the proposed use will be
reasonably compatible with land uses normally permitted in the surrounding area
and will insure the privacy and rural outlook of neighboring residences.

The existing structure has operated as an office use for the past 40 years with adequate
parking and landscaping.  No substantial changes will be made to the use of the site and
the office use will be compatible with the surrounding land uses.

Attachment 1



c. The site for the proposed use will be served by streets and highways of adequate
width and pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the
proposed use.

The project is located on a Portola Road which is a major thoroughfare within the Town.
There will be no change in use and a decrease in the number of offices therefore no
increase in traffic is expected to be generated by this project. The parking impacts have
been analyzed and the proposed 13 spaces will serve the day to day needs of the office
building.

d. The proposed use will not adversely affect the abutting property or the permitted
use thereof.

An office building is located to the east and a commercial building maintains uses that
serve the Town are located to the west.  The structure has been located at this site since
1904 and operated as an office for the past 40 years. No complaints have been received
by the Town for this use.

e. The site for the proposed use is demonstrated to be reasonably safe from or can
be made reasonably safe from hazards of storm water runoff, soil erosion, earth
movement, earthquake and other geologic hazards.

The proposed project would not have a geologic impact because the project site is
located outside of any Geotechnical and Seismic Hazard Zones as shown on the Town’s
Geotechnical and Seismic Hazard Zone Map.  In addition the project is located outside
of any flood zone as noted on the FEMA maps for the Town.  However conditions of
approval from the Public Works Director (memo date4d 11/7/16) require that the
applicant address requirements or conditions outlined in the hydrology report by Schaaf
& Wheeler dated 1/31/05 and resulting follow up requirements and communications with
the Town.

f. The proposed use will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this
title and the general plan.

The proposed office building will comply with the regulations and conditions specified in
the zoning ordinance.  Specific conditions of approval will regulate the use such that
compliance with the zoning ordinance will be maintained.  The Town Center Plan
objective is to maintain an integrated area for businesses and institutional type uses
serving the residents of Portola Valley.  The office use meets this goal.

g. The proposed use shall serve primarily the town and its spheres of influence, the
approving authority must find that it is reasonable to conclude, based on the
evidence before it, that the proposed use will meet a need in the town and that a
majority of the clientele of the proposed use will come from the town and its
spheres of influence.

The A-P (Administrative-Professional) District is intended to provide space for
administrative and professional offices and related uses serving primarily the town and
its spheres of influence.  Provisions under the A-P District regulations allows for
administrative and professional offices under a conditional use permit. The office
building will contain two new office uses, TSG is a boutique consulting firm which



focuses on small businesses and residents and provides personal cyber security, 
computer repair, video conferencing, and home and business automation solutions and 
services.  There are no other businesses within the town that are similar.  TSG has 
identified a market for these services in town as they focus on small businesses and 
residents within the Interstate 280 corridor between Woodside and Los Altos which 
includes the town.  The second business is Pacific States Capital which is a residential 
real estate brokerage and development firm which is current owner and developer of 
property in town.  There are approximately five other real estate companies that are all 
located at the Nathhorst Triangle.  There are no real estate companies in the Town 
Center area. 

Conditional Use Permit X7D-178 is hereby granted for the Hallett Store, subject to conditions 
attached hereto as Attachment A and incorporated herein by this reference. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Town of 
Portola Valley on April 5, 2017. 

For: 

Against: 

Absent: 

By: _________________________ 
Denise Gilbert, Chairperson 

ATTEST:_________________________ 
  Debbie Pedro, Planning Director 



Attachment A 
Conditional Use Permit For 

Willow Grove, LLC (Hallett Store) 
844 Portola Road, File #37-2015, X7D-178 

1. Property and Nature of the Use.  This Conditional Use Permit shall apply to the property
owned by Willow Grove, LLC. (Hallett Store) with a total land area of .35 acres (15,272),
commonly known as 844 Portola Road, Assessor's Parcels: 076-261-170 (Property).

2. Use.  The uses within the Hallett’s Store building shall be limited to business and
professional offices serving the community and adjoining residential areas which comply
with the Town of Portola Valley Zoning Ordinance or any other use contained in PVMC
Section 18.22.030 such as medical and dental clinics, Veterinary Clinics, Real Estate and
Insurance Offices, Convenience Goods, Residential Care Facilities and any other use which
is determined by the Commission to be found to be the same character as another use.
Compliance with this provision shall be determined by staff review through the zoning permit
issuance procedure.

3. Conditional Use Permit Review.  No later than one (1) year after the date of occupancy,
Willow Grove LLC shall request and the Planning Commission shall then review the
Conditional Use Permit at a noticed public hearing to determine that the use remains in
compliance with the conditions of approval.

4. Conformance to Plans and Use.  The development of the Property shall conform to the
approved Conditional Use Permit plans entitled Willow Grove, LLC dated 2/15/2017.

5. On-site Parking.  There shall be 12 regular parking spaces and 1 handicapped spaces
provided at all times.  Handicap parking on the project site shall be provided pursuant to the
standards set forth in the uniform building code to the satisfaction of the building official.

6. Refuse. All trash areas shall be effectively screened from view, covered, and maintained in
an orderly state and trash shall be picked up regularly.

7. Sign Approval.  One free standing sign shall be located on the front of the office building as
shown on the approved plans not to exceed 24 square feet maximum for two signs.

8. Historic Recognition.  A suitable marker shall be installed on the site to signify the location
of the original Hallett Store. The Plaque shall be located where it can be read by the public
without entering private property subject to the approval of the Town Historian.

9. Street Number Visibility. Street numbers of the building shall be easily visible from the
street at all times, day and night.

10. Landscaping. Planting and irrigation shall be provided, as indicated, on the Approved Plan
Set. Landscaped areas shall be maintained.

11. Lighting.  Lighting shall be the minimal amount for safety only and lighting controls shall be
in place to ensure all lights are off when the site is not in use.

12. Compliance With Local and State Laws. The use shall be conducted in full compliance



with all local and state laws. The permit shall be subject to revocation if the use is not 
conducted in compliance with these conditions and all applicable laws. 

13. Revocation, Suspension, Modification. This Conditional Use Permit may be revoked,
suspended or modified by the Planning Commission, or by the Town Council on appeal, at
any time, whenever, after a noticed hearing in accordance the Town of Portola Valley
Municipal Code and when the Planning Commission finds:

a. A violation of any conditions of the Conditional Use Permit was not abated,
corrected or rectified within the time specified on the notice of violation; or

b. A violation of any Town ordinance or State law was not abated, corrected or
rectified within the time specified on the notice of violation.

14. Covenants Run with the Land.  All of the conditions contained in this Conditional Use
Permit shall run with the land and shall be binding upon, and shall inure to the benefit of
Willow Creek, LLC and its heirs, successors, assigns, devisees, administrators,
representatives and lessees.

15. Defend, Indemnify and Hold Harmless.  Willow Grove, LLC shall defend, indemnify and
hold harmless the Town, and its elective and appointive boards, commissions, agents,
officers and employees from any and all claims, causes of action or proceedings arising out
of or in connection with, or caused on account of, the development and occupancy of Willow
Grove, LLC and the approval of this Conditional Use Permit or any related approvals.



RESOLUTION NO.  2017 - 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY APPROVING A VARIANCE FOR 
WILLOW GROVE, LLC (HALLETT STORE) TO ADD 180 S.F. OF 

STRUCTURE IN THE FRONT YARD SETBACK AND WITHIN THE 
PORTOLA ROAD SCENIC CORRIDOR 

WHEREAS, Willow Grove, LLC applied to construct an addition of 180 square feet in the 
front setback and within the Portola Road Scenic Corridor at the property located at 844 Portola 
Road (formerly 846 Portola Road); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 18.58.020 the front special building 
setback line is 50 feet; and the Municipal Code Section 18,58.020.3.c provides conforming 
status to the existing building envelope within the front setback; and 

WHEREAS, the Town of Portola Valley ASCC held a duly noticed public hearing on 
March 13, 2017 and recommended to the Planning Commission approval of a variance to 
permit 180 square feet of new structure to be located in the front setback; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on April 5, 
2017 to consider the variance, and the entire record of proceedings, including the staff report 
and public comment; and  

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission determined the project to be categorically exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) per Section 15302 and 15301of the 
CEQA guidelines; and  

WHEREAS, a 180 square foot portion of the existing building is being removed from the 
east side of the building located in the front setback to accommodate a significant redwood tree. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Planning Commission of the Town of the Town of Portola 
Valley, sitting as the Board of Adjustment does hereby RESOLVE as follows: 

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the property, including, but not
limited to, size, shape, topography, location or surroundings that do not apply
generally to other properties or uses in the district.

An eleven foot diameter significant redwood tree is located directly adjacent to the
structure and has caused significant damage to the structure.  The tree has grown into
the foundation of the structure uplifting and causing significant damage.  Since the tree
is has been deemed safe and is located in an appropriate planting location the redwood
guidelines call for its preservation.  Redwood trees are considered an iconic part of the
town landscape and heritage and are to be treasured.

2. That owing to such special circumstances the literal enforcement of the
provisions of this title would deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other
property in the vicinity and under identical zoning.
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The Hallett Store is a small office building located within the commercial zone.  Other 
commercial properties in the near vicinity were also constructed close to Portola Road 
and are considered non-conforming.  The structure has legal nonconforming floor area 
that exceeds the maximum allowed on the site. Floor area to be removed is within the 
front setback and the applicant is replacing the floor area in a similar location on the 
opposite side of the building not increasing the setback encroachment.  A 1,040 square 
foot cottage was previously demolished in the same location and the proposed new floor 
area is far less than once occupied this site. 

3. The variance is subject to such conditions as are necessary to assure the
adjustment authorized will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent
with limitations on other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property
is situated.

The even swap of floor area does not increase the degree of non-conformity of the
building’s encroachment within the front setback and will not constitute a grant or special
privilege that is inconsistent with the limitations on other properties as the removal of
floor area around the significant tree will help to retain the historic value of the structure.

4. The variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
properties or improvements in the vicinity or in the district in which the property
is located.

The proposed structure will be located no closer than the one story cottage that existed
between the building and the property line.  The variance will result in the preservation of
a significant redwood tree in the Portola Road scenic corridor.

5. A variance shall not be granted for a parcel of property which authorizes a use or
activity which is not authorized by the zone regulation governing the parcel of
property.

The property is located within a commercial zone and the use of the Hallett Store is for
professional offices therefore it is consistent with the zoning of the property and a use
permit is granted.

6. That the granting of such variance shall be consistent with this title and the
general plan.

The variance request to relocate 192 square feet from the east side of the building to the
west side of the building within the front setback would allow the structure to be
reconstructed with no change in use and no increase in floor area.  The General Plan
Land Use Element objective is to control commercial development in a manner that will
minimize its impact on neighboring residential areas.  It also states that Commercial and
Research-Administrative uses are to provide goods and services to satisfy the most
frequently recurring needs of local residents.  The granting of the variance will be
consistent with the General Plan.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Town of 
Portola Valley on April 5, 2017. 



For: 

Against: 

Absent: 

By: _________________________ 
Denise Gilbert, Chairperson 

ATTEST:_________________________ 
 Debbie Pedro, Planning Director 



RESOLUTION NO. 2017 - 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE  
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY DENYING A VARIANCETO FOR WILLOW GROVE, LLC 
(HALLETT STORE) TO LOCATE A RAISED WOOD DECK WITHIN THE FRONT YARD 

SETBACKS.AND WITHIN THE PORTOLA ROAD SCENIC CORRIDOR  

WHEREAS, a variance application has been made by Willow Grove, LLC to construct a 
raised deck to be located within the front setback and within the Portola Road Scenic Corridor, 
located at 844 Portola Road (formerly 846 Portola Road; and 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Ordinance of the Town of Portola Valley does not allow decks to 
project into the setback; and  

WHEREAS,  a duly noticed public hearing was held on April 5, 2017 at which time the 
matter was heard by this Board; and 

WHEREAS, based on the staff reports and the discussions at the November 14, 2016 
ASCC preliminary hearing, the December 15, 2016 Planning Commission preliminary hearing 
and the March 13, 2017 ASCC hearing, the Planning Commission determined that the required 
findings for a variance could not be made; and 

WHEREAS, based on the information provided, the Planning Commission determined 
that the required findings for a variance per Section 18.68.070 of the PVMC could not be made 
for this project;  

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved: 

1. That there are no special circumstances or conditions applying to the property
involved, or to the intended use of the property, that do not apply generally to
other property or uses in the same district due to the topography and geology of
the parcel which is unusual for the Zoning District.

2. That the granting of a variance would constitute a grant of special privilege
inconsistent with the limitations on other properties classified in the same Zoning
District.

3. That since there are no special circumstances, the literal enforcement of the
provisions of the Ordinance would not result in practical difficulty or deprive the
property owner of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity under the
identical zoning.

4. That the variance is not necessary for the preservation of a substantial property
right of the owner.

5. That the granting of such variance would be materially detrimental to the public
welfare and injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity or in the
district in which the property is located.

6. That the granting of a variance would not be in harmony with the general purpose
and intent of the Portola Valley General Plan.
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Planning Commission Meeting February 1, 2017 
1260 Westridge Drive Lots A, B & C Page 2 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Planning Commission, sitting as the Board 
of Adjustment denies this variance request. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Town of 
Portola Valley on April 5, 2017. 

For:  

Against: 

Absent: 

By:_____________________________ 
Denise Gilbert, Chairperson 

Attest:_____________________________ 
Debbie Pedro, Planning Director 



Conditions of Approval for Site Development Permit 
Remodel of an existing office building including an 

 addition, new parking lot and signage. 
Willow Grove, LLC (Hallett Store) 

844 Portola Road,  APN NO. 076-261-170 
File #37-2015 and X7D-178 

1. No other modifications to the approved plans are allowed except as otherwise first
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director or the ASCC, depending on the scope
of the changes.

2. The addition to the west side of the structure located within the front setback shall not
exceed 180 square feet.  The resulting total floor area of the structure shall not exceed
2,910 square feet

3. A final landscape plan with details of the type, size, and location of all proposed screen
trees and plantings shall be submitted for review and approval by a designated ASCC
member, prior to issuance of building permit.

4. A detailed construction logistics plan with a schedule shall be submitted prior to building
permit issuance.  A construction staging and tree protection plan shall be submitted to
the satisfaction of the Public Works Director prior to building permit issuance.

5. All comments contained within the Public Works Director memo dated 11-7-2016 shall
be met.

6. All comments contained within the Fire Marshal memo dated 10-17-16 shall be met.

7. All recommendations contained in the Arborist Report prepared by Ralph Osterling
Consultants dated 12/22/15 shall be implemented during construction.

8. A plaque approved by the Town Historian shall be installed by the applicant prior to final
inspection.  The plaque shall outline the historic significance of the Hallett Store and
shall be located where it can be read by the public without entering private property.

9. On-site lighting is approved as shown on the approved plans. Any additional on-site
exterior lighting shall be subject to review and approval by the ASCC. All new on-site,
exterior lighting shall conform to the Town's Outdoor Lighting Policy.

10. All building colors and materials are to be those specified on the Site Development
Approved Plan Set and color board.

11. The project shall be connected to the sanitary sewer.  Any existing septic system shall
be abandoned in accordance with the San Mateo County Environmental Health
Department regulations.

12. All non-native plants must be removed from the site prior to final inspection.

13. Prior to building permit submittal the applicant shall obtain an Arborist Report for all trees
on the property. Tree protection measures shall be included in the building permit plan
set.
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C   W ARCHITECTUREJ

Portola Valley, CA 94028
130 Portola Road, suite A

(650) 851-9335 / (Fax) 851-9337

VERTICAL WOOD SIDING:
Board & Ba�en w/ full 2"x4" ba�ens. Western
Red Cedar (STK) w/ a portland cement wash
treatment (to age) and a clear coat over that

ROOF MATERIAL:
Corten 7/8 corrugated panel weathered
roofing.

HORIZONTAL WOOD SIDING:
Benjamin Moore - "Co�age Red", Exterior
Ready Mix.

DOORS, WINDOWS & SLIDING SHADES:
Bronze

STONE SIDING:
Canyon Creek Ledgestone.

SAUSAL CREEK - COLOR BOARD
12/21/15
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PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING, TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY, APRIL 5, 2017, 
SCHOOLHOUSE, TOWN CENTER, 765 PORTOLA ROAD, PORTOLA VALLEY, CA 94028  

Chair Gilbert called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Planning Director 
Pedro called the roll. 

Present: Commissioners Goulden, Hasko, and Von Feldt; Vice Chair Targ; Chair Gilbert 

Absent: None.  

Staff Present:  Debbie Pedro, Planning Director 
Cynthia Richardson, Planner 
Arly Cassidy, Associate Planner 

(b) Conditional Use Permit, Variance, Architectural Review and Site Development Permit 
for Willow Grove, LLC (Hallett Store) 844 Portola Road (formerly 846 Portola Road). 
File #37-2015 and X7D-178. 

Planner Richardson presented the staff report detailing the plans for the conditional use permit, two 
variance requests, and the architectural and site development review for 844 Portola Road (formerly 
846 Portola Road, Hallett Store).  

Chair Gilbert invited the applicant to comment.  The applicant, John Hansen, pointed out the outline of 
a previous building in the setback area that is substantially larger than the deck they are proposing. He 
said the deck is a positive amenity with a very low profile. 

Chair Gilbert called for questions for staff or the applicant. 

Commissioner Goulden asked why there are multiple variances. Planning Director Pedro said there is 
a separate variance request for each of two items – one for the deck and one for the building. Chair 
Gilbert said there is an option to approve one or the other. 

Commissioner Goulden asked for clarification regarding the deck height and railing.  The applicant said 
the deck is approximately 12 to 18 inches from the ground. Planning Director Pedro said the ASCC is 
requiring that if a deck variance is approved there is to be no railing on the deck.  

Vice Chair Targ asked what prompted the change in environmental review determination from a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) to a Categorical Exemption. Planning Director Pedro said there 
would be no change in the proposed use of the property, and the project will have very little 
environmental impact therefore the Town Attorney advised that an MND was not needed. 

Vice Chair Targ said he previously didn’t have an issue with the deck variance because the impact of a 
patio to the shallow roots of the oak trees could be the basis for hardship. He said there has been no 
arborist report, however, to follow up on that claim. The applicant said there is an arborist report that 
covers the entire site, and it reports no issues with any part of the proposal. Vice Chair Targ said Mr. 
Warr had indicated the deck was being raised up off the ground in order to protect the roots of the oak 
tree. The applicant said there would be a very shallow foundation base for that deck in that area. 
Planning Director Pedro said the applicant did not submit an arborist report regarding a patio’s impact 
on the oak tree because a patio was never proposed. She said if the applicant had provided an arborist 
report stating that an at-grade patio would affect the tree roots, staff’s response would have been to 
consider reducing the size of the patio. She said staff would not have suggested a variance to allow a 
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deck to encroach in the front setback as an alternative. Vice Chair Targ asked regarding staff’s reason 
for recommending denial of the deck. Planning Director Pedro said the deck feature is design-driven 
and is not a required element of the use of the site. She said it was difficult to make the hardship 
finding because it’s not a necessary element of the project. 

Chair Gilbert asked the applicant if the arborist was satisfied that the gravel parking lot that comes right 
up to the dripline of the redwoods would not affect the roots of those trees. The applicant said he 
believed so and that the arborist had no problem with the plan as outlined. Chair Gilbert said if the 
arborist is okay with the placement of the gravel, she would assume a patio, which is 10 to 15 feet 
away from the oak tree, would also be acceptable.  

Commissioner Hasko asked if ASCC Chair Ross was accurate with his comment that the deck was 
particularly suited because it was similar to other nearby structures within the setback and created 
consistency. Planner Richardson said as far as she knows there are no other decks encroaching within 
the front setback on adjacent properties. Chair Gilbert said that today, no building along Portola Road 
would be able to construct a deck in the setback without a variance. 

Commissioner Hasko said ASCC Commissioner Breen supported the project and the deck because it 
was a better solution for preserving the tree. Commissioner Hasko said, since there was no arborist 
report, she assumes ASCC Commissioner Breen was commenting based on her general knowledge. 
She asked if it was typical practice to require an arborist report for support of this type of determination. 
Planning Director Pedro said if an applicant is proposing a patio that may affect a tree, an arborist 
report would be required. In this case, she said the applicant did not propose a patio and did not 
provide an arborist report. 

Chair Gilbert said the staff report indicates each of the offices cannot exceed 1,500 square feet, but 
one of the office measures 1,541. Planner Richardson said the ordinance outlines areas for storage, 
mechanical purposes, etc., that are excluded from the 1,500 square feet. She said that staff verified it 
is in compliance with the ordinance. 

Chair Gilbert asked if there was risk that the back wall would need to be replaced, and, if so, if that 
would tip the percentages to over the 50 percent threshold for nonconforming structures. The applicant 
said the foundation at the back wall is very stable. Chair Gilbert said if the repair goes over the 50 
percent, it will put the entire project at risk. Planning Director Pedro said the applicant has studied the 
foundation and the current condition of the building, and has provided a construction estimate 
confirming that the repair work is below 50%. 

Chair Gilbert said there was mention in the ASCC report that the plan was to restore the cement 
walkway to the mailbox, which would place concrete directly on top of the oak tree roots. She said 
when she visited the site, the view from the deck was the street. She asked why the applicant did not 
position the deck behind the building, where it would have a view of the redwood grove and be within 
the building envelope. The applicant said the deck in front has a beautiful view of the open space 
across the street and the hills.   

With no further questions, Chair Gilbert invited public comment. Hearing none, Chair Gilbert brought 
the item back to the Commission for discussion. 

Chair Gilbert said one of the tenants, TSG, said their business includes Portola Valley, Woodside, and 
Los Altos, and they intend to secure more than 50 percent of their business based upon long-term 
relationships with residences and businesses from the Town of Portola Valley and its area of influence. 
She asked the applicant regarding the extent of the business for Pacific States Capital. John Hansen 
said they own property in Portola Valley and continue to operate and develop here, and have a real 
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estate brokerage that will also be operated here. He said their clients include Portola Valley, Menlo 
Park, and Redwood City. He said they hope to do more business in Portola Valley and said their office 
in Portola Valley is their only physical presence on the Peninsula. 

Commissioner Hasko asked regarding the basis for Finding #5 for the deck variance. Planning Director 
Pedro said because this is the Portola Road Scenic Corridor, having a structure there would have 
some visual impact, which is counter to the intent of the ordinance to provide an open, unimproved 
corridor.  

Commissioner Goulden said he looks at the General Plan as being the guidance for the spirit of the 
Code. He said it is apparent that special allowances were historically made for this property. He said 
the low deck is not allowed by Code, but a patio is; however, he does not think the intent was that a 
patio is good and a deck is bad. He said the Code isn’t going to catch everything in these older 
properties and special accommodations may be necessary. 

Chair Gilbert asked staff to comment on why decks and patios are considered differently. Planning 
Director Pedro said patios at grade level are visually less intrusive than raised decks. She said there 
are certain types of structures that are allowed in setbacks, such as paths and driveways. She said 
decks are considered structures, and this definition is enforced for every project and is not unique to 
this property. 

Commissioner Von Feldt said the ability to grant the variance hinges on the oak tree being in close 
enough proximity to where the proposed improvement is to take place. She said absent an arborist 
report saying that a concrete pad will hurt the oak, or that there is no other appropriate solution (such 
as flagstone, gravel, pavers, etc.), and because there is concrete actually being poured much closer to 
the oak than where a patio would be placed, she has a difficult time finding that this is a special 
circumstance compared to other projects in the area. She said the redwood tree is unusual, but the 
proximity to the oak is not. 

Commissioner Hasko agreed with Commissioner Von Feldt and said there is an inherent contradiction 
with pouring concrete right next to the oak tree and then asking for special consideration of a deck that 
will be placed further from the oak tree. She would encourage rethinking the location of the concrete 
path for the health of the tree. She said she would want to prioritize protecting the tree if that is a 
concern. She said, however, this is not a large structure and see how it would be detrimental to the 
tree. She said the issue is in finding that there is a special circumstance with regard to protecting the 
tree.  

Commissioner Goulden asked if there would be any issue with the deck if it weren’t in the setback. 
Planning Director Pedro said if the deck was within the building envelope there would not be an issue. 

Commissioner Von Feldt expressed concern that granting this variance could be precedent setting.  If 
the Commission finds that the proximity of an oak tree is considered a hardship for granting setback 
variances, it will set a precedent for similar projects near oak trees in the future.  

Chair Gilbert said if the oak tree wasn’t there, the applicant would still need a variance for the deck.  

Vice Chair Targ said he would not have a basis to establish hardship to allow the deck if the oak tree 
wasn’t there.  He said he was disappointed there was no arborist report even though the Commission 
made clear that granting a variance based on the oak tree was an issue.  He said the ASCC are 
knowledgeable and have expertise about the nature of oak trees so he could rely on their 
recommendation. He said a motion might be made conditioned upon supplemental documentation by 
an appropriately qualified arborist identifying that a patio would be harmful to the root system of the oak 
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tree in a way that the deck would not.  He said the arborist report would establish the basis for granting 
a variance in this case as opposed to granting a variance to some other project for a deck or structure 
in the Scenic Corridor. 

Planning Director Pedro said the proposed deck wraps around the addition, and a portion of it is 
actually quite far from the oak tree. She said if the Commission is concerned about protecting the oak 
tree, a 44-square inch landing is all that is required to serve the structure. Planning Director Pedro said 
the applicant has not presented alternatives other than a deck or patio. She suggested there are other 
ways to provide usable outdoor spaces such as wood chips or gravel. 

Chair Gilbert said she was liaison to the ASCC during their discussions of this application. She said the 
ASCC was very uncomfortable discussing the variances and did not go through the findings but rather, 
commented more generally, and they were split in their opinions. She said she has problems with 
Findings 1, 2, and 3, because this is design driven. A deck is not required, it was not preexisting, and 
there are alternatives. She said the proposal includes running a concrete path next to the oak. The 
prior building had a concrete patio in front of it, which was just slightly further from the tree. The corner 
of the proposed deck is 15 feet outside the dripline of the oak. She said the addition in the back is very 
close to tree driplines. The gravel path goes up to the dripline of the redwoods. She said she is very 
concerned about allowing design-driven variances, particularly when there are acceptable alternatives.  

Commissioner Von Feldt agreed with Chair Gilbert that she cannot make Findings 1, 2, or 3.   

Vice Chair Targ said he does not have a problem with design-driven variances provided it is good 
design, and the ASCC’s decision was that it is good design. He said provided it is a good design, as 
determined by the ASCC, and the Planning Commission can make the finding of an identified hardship 
or special circumstance, he could support the variance. He said, however, there is an open question 
regarding the hardship or special circumstance that he would like resolved.  

Chair Gilbert said when she referred to design-driven, she meant there are alternate designs that 
would not require the variance.  Vice Chair Targ said alternative designs can always be done but would 
result in a diminished project. He said he is relying on the ASCC’s approval of the design and wants to 
see something in writing from an appropriately credentialed arborist supporting the hardship.  

Planning Director Pedro said if the applicant had submitted an arborist report that says the proposed 
patio would harm trees on the property, staff would require that the patio be reduced in size or 
redesigned to mitigate the harm done to the trees rather than look to grant a variance to accommodate 
the structure. 

Vice Chair Targ said he appreciated Planning Director Pedro’s comments.  He said in this case, the 
ASCC has made a decision supporting the deck based on aesthetics. He said the ASCC could have 
made a decision to reduce or propose an alternative to the deck, but they didn’t do that. 

Planning Director Pedro said if the Commission votes to approve the deck variance, they should 
articulate the six required findings. 

Commissioner Von Feldt said she would like to talk to the arborist. 

Chair Gilbert asked if the Commission could give a conditional approval of a variance. 

Planning Director Pedro said if the Commission would like additional information before deciding on the 
deck variance, the applicant could return with the variance request when they have obtained an 
arborist report. 
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Vice Chair Targ said the motion could be continued to the next meeting so the applicant can return with 
the arborist report. 

Commissioner Von Feldt said it will be an uphill battle for her to make the findings to approve this 
variance. She said if the arborist says this is the only solution, then she could support it, but she does 
not think this deck is the only solution to protect this tree.  

The applicant said it is not their intent to jeopardize the health of the trees on the site. He said he was 
not present at the previous meeting. He said if he had been aware there was concern about that oak 
tree, he would have brought documentation by the arborist to this meeting.  

Chair Gilbert said she is skeptical since the arborist is already okay with the gravel parking lot in the 
back being very close to the other trees. She said she will be interested to see what the arborist says in 
terms of what does affect the roots of the oak tree. 

Commissioner Goulden said the arborist should also address the concrete walkway. Chair Gilbert said 
they want to get all the information they need to make a decision. She suggested the arborist attend 
the meeting so the Commission can ask questions. 

Commissioner Hasko moved to continue the setback variance for the deck to a future Planning 
Commission meeting. Seconded by Commissioner Goulden; the motion carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Hasko moved to find the project exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15303A of the 
CEQA guidelines. Seconded by Commissioner Goulden; the motion carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Goulden moved to approve the Conditional Use Permit as amended. Seconded by 
Commissioner Hasko; the motion carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Von Feldt moved to approve the setback variance to relocate the floor area as amended 
and according to the findings as called out in the staff report. Seconded by Vice Chair Targ; the motion 
carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Hasko moved to approve the site development permit conditions of approval. Seconded 
by Commission Von Feldt; the motion carried 5-0. 
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Analysis of Town Center Properties Table 

Property 
Address 

Zone 
District 

Net Parcel 
Size Type of Use Floor Area 

Square Foot 
Floor Area 

Ratio 
846 Portola Rd A-P 8,395 Vacant 

900 Portola Rd C-C 69,696 Windmill 
Preschool 7,327 10.5% 

888 Portola Rd C-C 11,327 
Douglas Property 
Commercial and Single 
Family Residence 

4,020 35.5% 

886 Portola Rd C-C 98,097 
Village Square 
Commercial and Single 
Family Residence 

15,492 15.8% 

850 Portola Rd A-P 17,936 Single Family 
Residence 

Proposed SFR 
 2,332 
Not including garage 

13.0% 

848 Portola Rd A-P 17,936 Single Family 
Residence 

Proposed SFR 
 2,332 
Not including garage 

13.0% 

844 Portola Rd A-P 13,192 Hallett Store 
Commercial 

2,910 
Existing non-
conforming 

22.0% 

838 Portola Rd A-P 7,750 Bennicas 
Commercial 838 10.8% 

828 Portola Rd A-P 21,206 Commercial 1,824 8.60% 
808 Portola Rd A-P 25,347 Commercial 5,816 22.9% 

802 Portola Rd A-P 10,974 Single Family 
Residence 1,764 12.60% 

    Zoning Map      Location Map 
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̂���"�������������������\���T���������� �������������U��������V�T����W�������" ����
��������T���T�\���T����
N����������UZ�V�T����W����������������
�������������������������������� ����������������"�� �̂��TT�����������̂������������̂� �������T�� ����"����Ẑ�̂���T ���� ������U���Ẑ�̂�����T������������̂�����̂���������\�����������U����
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PLANNING COMMISSION           July 18, 2018  
Regular Evening Meeting, 765 Portola Road 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Targ called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Planning & Building 
Director Laura Russell called the roll. 

Present:  Planning Commissioners: Hasko and Taylor; Chair Targ 
Absent: Vice Chair Goulden; Commissioner Kopf-Sill 
Town Staff:  Laura Russell, Planning & Building Director; Cynthia Richardson, 
Planner; Arly Cassidy, Associate Planner 

 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

OLD BUSINESS 

(1) Hearing of Proposed Lot Line Adjustment for Parcel A, owned by Ralph & Renee Lewis, 
identified as APN: 079-074- 010 and Parcel B, owned by Michael & Susan McLaughlin, 
identified as APN: 079-074-020. Project located at 88 and 96 Hillbrook Drive, File # LLA 1-
2018 

Planner Cynthia Richardson described the project data and the background of the project, as detailed 
in the staff report. Staff recommended approval of the lot line adjustment and proposed resolution. 

Chair Targ asked if there were any material changes to the project as originally presented. Planner 
Richardson said there were no changes. 

In response to Commissioner Taylor’s question, Planner Richardson said the ASCC had no issues with 
the project. 

Chair Targ invited the applicants to comment. Susan McLaughlin said they look forward to making the 
lot line adjustment. 

Chair Targ again disclosed that he previously spoke with Michael McLaughlin regarding this matter. 

Chair Targ invited public comment. Hearing none, Chair Targ closed the public hearing and brought 
the item back to the Commission for discussion. 

The Commission was in support of the proposal. Chair Targ said the neighbors coming together to find 
a solution and resolve a potential land use and property line dispute was laudable.  

Commissioner Hasko moved to approve the Resolution of the Planning Commission Approving a Lot 
Line adjustment for 96 Hillbrook Drive and 88 Hillbrook Drive. Seconded by Commissioner Taylor, the 
motion carried 3-0. 

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

(2) Priory Conditional Use Permit Annual Report 
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Associate Planner Cassidy presented the Woodside Priory School’s Annual Report, as detailed in the 
staff report. Staff recommended the Planning Commission review the Woodside Priory School CUP 
Annual Report for 2017-2018 and offer any comments, reactions, and directions. 

Chair Targ invited questions from the Commissioners.  

Chair Targ asked if the CUP defined how population/enrollment at the school is established. Associate 
Planner Cassidy said the CUP does not specifically address whether average daily attendance or total 
enrollment is the number used.  

Chair Targ asked if projections were made, for example, looking at average parking for other entities. 
Associate Planner Cassidy said that is often used in other cities, but Portola Valley typically does not 
have enough commercial or industrial uses where average attendance is looked at, such as holiday 
parking versus regular day parking at a church.  

Planning & Building Director Russell said it would be customary to use the standard of practice in a 
particular field, in terms of how it would be categorized in that specialty. She said in a larger 
municipality with many different types of CUPs, there would be more standard practices. She said an 
applicant saying this is a common practice within their field could be an acceptable answer. 

Chair Targ asked staff to research how this issue is addressed in other municipalities and how the 
CEQA document analyzed it.  He said he did not see a problem one way or the other but suggested it 
might be codified whether the ADA [average daily attendance] or enrollment numbers are used.  

Mr. Molak said, regarding the BMR, he only recalled ever needing one deed restricted housing unit so 
he would have to go back and research that.  He said almost all public schools operate using the ADA 
because that’s how they’re paid. He said there was a conversation many years back regarding the 350 
number versus how many children are actually on campus daily.  

Vice Chair Targ invited public comment. 

Maryann Moise Derwin, 148 Ramoso Road, Portola Valley. Ms. Moise-Derwin said many years ago, 
when Tom Vlasic and George Mader were the Town Planners, there were discussions about total 
enrollment numbers and the number of children coming from Portola Valley. She said she felt that over 
the years, the Town has let that slide. She said although 21 percent is better than 18 percent, it’s still 
not good. She said her concern is that when children are enrolled from San Jose and Hillsborough, that 
means more cars on the road versus Portola Valley children who can bike, walk, and scooter to school 
and hence, take cars off the road. She said she is less concerned about the total enrollment but wants 
to see more kids coming from Portola Valley. 

Mr. Molak said the Priory CUP has a goal of 20 percent of their enrollment being Portola Valley 
children. He said their acceptance rate for Portola Valley children is higher, and they make every effort 
to accept every qualified student from Portola Valley, but the take rate could be only 50 percent.  

Ms. Derwin asked what would cause a Portola Valley child to be rejected. Mr. Molak said there could 
be a number of reasons, but it is usually that the child is not academically qualified, teacher 
recommendations, etc. He said being a Portola Valley resident gives an additional point in the scoring 
system and being Catholic earns a point.  

Commissioner Hasko said the chart showing the number of Portola Valley applications and take rates 
is helpful. She suggested the chart should be included on a rolling basis going forward. Mr. Molak said 
they provided that in September and will also provide it at the end of the school year.  
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Chair Targ suggested it would be helpful if Mr. Molak could put together the previously created Portola 
Valley enrollment charts and submit it as a supplement to the Annual Report. He also suggested an 
additional meeting be rescheduled to discuss the BMR issue, the ADA number, and the acceptance 
percentages of Portola Valley students. Commissioner Hasko agreed. 

Commissioner Hasko asked for clarification of Condition 9(c) concerning the number of BMR units 
required. Mr. Molak said they have one BMR based on the seven (Moss Family Commons) built in 
2003. He said they will add another BMR with the six they will build. He said if they build all 12 units, 
there will be a total of three BMR units. Associate Planner Cassidy said staff will research this 
paragraph further and provide more clarity. 

Commissioner Taylor said there was a recent post on PV Forum regarding the summer camp that 
claimed they had rented fields and no one else could use them, even before or after the summer camp 
hours. Mr. Molak said it must have been a unique situation because they often have people on the 
track. He said the camp was there from 9:00 a.m. until 4:00 or 5:00 p.m., and they did lease almost the 
entire campus, including the athletic facilities and fields. Commissioner Taylor suggested Mr. Molak 
respond to the post to clarify that anyone can use the fields outside of the summer camp hours. 

Mr. Molak said he would bring another report in September. 

(3) ADU Survey – Request for Input 

Associate Planner Cassidy presented the proposed ADU Survey and requested input from the 
Commission. She also shared ADU surveys created by Hillsborough and Sausalito. Associate Planner 
Cassidy said staff does not have email addresses of all ADU owners, but they will mail copies of the 
survey and promote it on all the social media outlets. She said the mailed copy of the survey will also 
include a link that people can use to complete the survey online. She said it will likely be an 
anonymous survey in order to encourage participation. 

Commissioner Taylor said the questionnaire should be limited to one page in length. He suggested 
rather than asking for the specific dollar amount of rent, it should be a series of buckets to check so 
that it does not feel quite so invasive. He suggested an “other” category for comments. He 
recommended providing context to explain why the Town is asking for this information. He supported 
the option of remaining anonymous but would prefer to mail the surveys directly to known ADUs, with 
the address printed on them, and offer the option of not answering all the questions, such as amount of 
rent collected, or adding additional information, such as email addresses, if desired. He suggested the 
survey be made available generally for those that perhaps are not registered as official ADUs.  

Commissioner Hasko said she is skeptical that people would want to be on the record by providing 
answers to some of the questions, and some may be skeptical about how the information will be used. 
She said the option to remain anonymous may increase the participation. She said she would be more 
interested in how the units are being used rather than how much rent is being collected. She would be 
interested to know if the ADUs were catering to an older population or to younger people who work 
locally. She was not in favor of printing the addresses on the survey. 

Chair Targ asked if the response rates were known for Sausalito and Hillsborough. Associate Planner 
Cassidy said she did not think the Hillsborough survey was sent out to the population at large to 
retroactively capture data regarding existing ADUs, but was just a part of their building permit 
application package. She said she could get the response rate information from Sausalito. 

Chair Targ said he would be curious about how many of the ADUs have pools associated with them, 
perhaps indicating people were just building larger cabanas and calling them ADUs. 
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Chair Targ said the information regarding distribution may be helpful if it was learned that a particular 
area was underrepresented and could be targeted for more outreach. Associate Planner Cassidy said 
a lot of useful information can be gathered from mapping, for example, considering amnesty for 
existing non-conforming ADUs that have had no objections. 

Commissioner Hasko asked if staff included any kind of survey, as Hillsborough does, with building 
permits. Associate Planner Cassidy said the applicants are asked informally how they plan to use their 
ADUS. She said the applicants are often hesitant to respond, asking “Why do you want to know?” 
Commissioner Taylor reiterated his suggestion to provide context for the question, explaining that the 
Town is trying to update data and meet their quotas and general obligations and not trying to pry into 
private business. 

Chair Targ suggested questions 6 and 7 and questions 8 and 9 could be collapsed, making room for 
additional questions about ADU size, but still keeping the survey to 10 questions. 

Commissioner Taylor said a general question about collecting rent could be optional, without asking 
specifically how much is paid, if it is exchanged for household services, etc.  

Associate Planner Cassidy said staff had thought about asking if the respondent would be willing to be 
contacted by the Town to speak about their ADU or share their experience. She said staff is hoping to 
create a network and resource out of existing ADU owners. She said they’ve discussed walking tours 
or open houses for people who are curious. 

Chair Targ said he is interested in the amount of rent paid. He said the Town and the State are keen 
on ADUs as a housing provision generally, but also as a means to provide affordable housing. He said 
he would be interested to know if the Town has 200 cabanas or 200 market rate ADUs. Commissioner 
Taylor said he did not disagree, but his concern was that asking the rent question may result in fewer 
responses. 

Associate Planner Cassidy suggested a sentence in the introduction such as “Please answer to your 
comfort level. We’d rather have some answers than none.”  Commissioner Taylor said that may work, 
but he felt that if he was reading through the questions and started seeing several that were too 
personal for his comfort level, he might throw the whole thing out. 

Commissioner Hasko suggested questions concerning rent could be presented as a friendly and 
optional request, rather than asking specific questions that people may be hesitant to answer for fear of 
some unknown consequence. 

Chair Targ suggested the response to the rent question could be presented as checkboxes for ranges 
of rent rather than specific amounts, including domestic help as a proxy. He said an introductory 
explanation of how the information is being used will be helpful to set the tone. He suggested rather 
than asking for a specific address, the survey could ask for a more general location – such as Central, 
Western Hill, etc. 

Staff will bring the revised survey back to the Commission for review. 

(4) News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 

Associate Planner Cassidy shared articles of interest with the Commissioners – “What Makes 
Walkable Communities Work” and a Bay Area Council article about affordable housing units. 
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Reports 

Chair Targ introduced the new Planning & Building Director, Laura Russell. She said she was excited 
to join the Town’s efforts to preserve the great things about this community. She said public service 
has always been an important commitment to her, and she looks forward to serving this community. 
She said she most recently worked for the City of San Carlos and the Town of Atherton as a consultant 
planner. Prior to that, she worked for the City of San Bruno for a number of years in a number of 
different positions. She said she was with San Bruno at the time of the PG&E pipeline explosion and 
has experience responding to a disaster and the rebuilding of the community afterwards. She 
previously worked for the City of Palo Alto, working with BMR housing, and before that in the Central 
Valley, where she was involved in redevelopment and economic development. She was a teacher at 
San Jose State in the Master’s Program, teaching communications skills for planners.  

Commissioner Taylor invited Planning & Building Director Russell to accompany him on some walks 
around the different neighborhoods to get a feel for Portola Valley.  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  

(6) Planning Commission Meeting of June 20, 2018 

The Commission discussed whether or not the minutes should be verbatim or summarized more with 
less details of the discussions, particularly in the case of this meeting where a member of the public 
spoke at length about issues that were not related to the item being discussed. Planning & Building 
Director Russell suggested that since it has been standard practice to provide verbatim minutes, staff 
could remove the specific name references in this case and allow staff to review internally the practice 
of doing verbatim minutes, reporting back to the Commission on the practice. Maryann Moise Derwin 
pointed out that the speaker had already put the same information out in public in many different ways.  

Commissioner Taylor moved to approve the minutes of the June 20, 2018, meeting, as submitted. 
Seconded by Commissioner Hasko, the motion carried 3-0. 

Chair Targ expressed thanks on behalf of the Planning Commission to Associate Planner Cassidy for 
her service as Interim Planning Director, serving the role admirably.  

ADJOURNMENT [8:13 p.m.] 
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PLANNING COMMISSION           August 1, 2018  
Regular Evening Meeting, 765 Portola Road 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Targ called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Planning & Building 
Director Laura Russell called the roll. 

Present:  Planning Commissioners: Kopf-Sill and Taylor; Vice Chair Goulden; Chair Targ 
Absent: Commissioner Hasko 
Town Staff:  Laura Russell, Planning & Building Director; Cynthia Richardson, 
Planner; Arly Cassidy, Associate Planner 

 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

(1) Review of a Proposal to Amend a Conditional Use Permit to Extend the Construction 
Schedule for Previously Approved Buildings by Ten Years, Spring Ridge LLC, 555 
Portola Road, File # PLN_USE 1-2018  

Associate Planner Cassidy presented the proposal to amend the Spring Ridge LLC CUP, as detailed in 
the staff report. Staff recommended the Planning Commission approve Resolution No. 2018-9, making 
the required findings and approving the requested amendment to Spring Ridge LLC Conditional Use 
Permit and Conditions of Approval.   

Chair Targ invited questions from the Commission.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked for confirmation that the CUP in general allows the buildings, but the 
applicant must still come before the ASCC and conform with the rules that apply at the time of the 
application. Associate Planner Cassidy said if a specific piece of the building were discussed and 
described in the Use Permit, the rules that applied when the Planning discretionary permit was granted 
will still apply. She said at this point, the CUP describes the buildings to some extent, mostly with floor 
area, but if there was any mention of any other specific attribute within the Use Permit, that would 
stand as approved, even if the Planning rules have since changed. She said a new building permit 
submission must conform to whatever building permit rules apply at the time of application.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked if there was anything in the CUP that would not be allowed now, such as 
sprinklers. Associate Planner Cassidy said to her knowledge there were none that would affect life 
safety. 

In response to Commissioner Taylor’s question, Associate Planner Cassidy said there was, for 
example, no specific mention of lighting requirements; therefore, the current rules would apply 
regarding lighting upon submission of an application. 

In response to Vice Chair Goulden’s question, the last amendment to the CUP was five years ago and 
upon current review of the CUP, staff did not find anything objectionable. 

Chair Targ asked if there was anything in the Portola Road Scenic Corridor Plan that would raise 
issues with respect to this matter if it were presented anew. He also disclosed that he had previously 
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spoken with the applicant. Associate Planner Cassidy said, to her knowledge, there were no issues. 
She said the lower ag building, the building that is closest to the Scenic Corridor, has already been 
constructed. The stable is the next nearest building to be built and is hundreds of feet away with no 
impact to the Scenic Corridor. 

In response to Chair Targ’s question, Associate Planner Cassidy confirmed there had not been any 
changes to zoning or other Town plans that would create new or different obligations or use of the 
property if it were to come to the Commission fresh now. 

Vice Chair Goulden asked regarding the normal length of time a new Conditional Use Permit is valid. 
Associate Planner Cassidy said technically a Use Permit does not expire, it generally runs with the 
land. She said the Commission may occasionally request a subsequent review of the CUP; however, 
the usual trigger for an additional review is if the applicant lapses in their conditions, a complaint is 
made, or there has been some kind of violation. 

Vice Chair Goulden asked if there was precedent for granting a 10-year versus a 5-year Conditional 
Use Permit. Associate Planner Cassidy said she researched old staff reports to determine why there 
was a five-year timeline. She said it appeared that staff who handled the initial Use Permit wanted a 
hard timeline and suggested the applicant come back with one and from that, the term of five years 
was chosen. She said there is no code relationship to that term of five years and nothing that would 
prevent it from being extended to 10 years. 

Planning & Building Director Russell said a CUP runs with the land, but something is usually done to 
activate them. The applicants have done that by starting the construction of some the buildings, so 
they’ve been using the CUP, and it seems reasonable to allow the extension. She said the timeline of 
that extension is at the Planning Commission’s discretion.   

Chair Targ asked if there had been any issues that would trigger a review of this CUP. Associate 
Planner Cassidy said there have been no complaints, notices of violation, public comment, or response 
from noticing on the project. 

With no further questions, Chair Targ invited the applicant to comment. The applicant said Tom Vlasic 
gave them the five-year timeline which he just accepted and did not question. He said they’ve been 
slower than anticipated with building. He said they hope to get going in a couple of years and are 
currently just finishing up two of the projects. He said they had ASCC approval on all the projects.  

Chair Targ invited questions from the Commission. 

Commissioner Taylor asked the applicant if there were approved design plans for the three buildings in 
question – the stable, the guest house, and the art studio. The applicant said the initial approval for the 
CUP was from the ASCC and then subsequently approved by the Planning Commission. He said they 
have not submitted full building plans yet. He said they would not have to go back to the ASCC if there 
were no changes to the already-approved plans, but said there will likely be changes that will need to 
go before the ASCC.  

Commissioner Taylor asked staff if it is appropriate that the applicant can pull a building permit, for 
example, nine years and nine months from now based on the ASCC approval that is almost 15 years 
old. Associate Planner Cassidy said that is a legal possibility with this extension. She said, however, if 
this extension isn’t granted, the building permits will be pulled in a timely manner in order to complete 
the construction as proposed, and the building would be the same. She said staff feels this proposal is 
limited just to the timeline. She said the applicants can apply to modify that application, whether it 
comes now or in 10 years. Commissioner Taylor said giving the applicant 10 years for the opportunity 
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to build is reasonable, but using old design guidelines many years from now does not sound 
reasonable. He suggested that it be discussed more about extending the timeline but making sure the 
plans are approved by ASCC in a timely manner. The applicant said he does not know how the design 
guidelines have migrated over the past five years let alone predicting how they will change in the next 
five years.  

Vice Chair Goulden asked if the buildings were visible from other properties. The applicant said the 
buildings are extremely well-sited to be completely invisible from just about every area, which was a 
laborious process. He said approximately 6-1/2 years ago, the original CUP was approved. He said 
they came back a year later, and it was amended for the vineyards and the meadow. 

Commissioner Taylor said it sounded like the applicant was saying that all of the current guidelines 
would apply upon submission; however, it sounded like staff was saying it’s already been through 
ASCC, and only the Building Code would be reviewed. Associate Planner Cassidy said if the applicant 
brings revisions, it will go back to the ASCC. Commissioner Taylor asked if the applicants would be 
grandfathered into the lighting design plans from five years ago if this CUP is approved as-is. 
Associate Planner Cassidy said that was correct, that whatever had been already approved will be 
directly applied to the building, and it will only go before the ASCC if revised.  

In response to Chair Targ’s question, Associate Planner Cassidy said issues of life, health, and safety 
would be subject to the code in place at the time of application for the building permit.  

With no further questions, Chair Targ invited public comment.  

Carter Warr, the project architect at the time the Spring Ridge project came before the Commission. 
Mr. Warr said all of the buildings were story poled during the CUP review process. He said any issues 
regarding offsite impact were reviewed and resolved by the ASCC and Planning Commission at that 
time. He said the Planning Commission and ASCC required that the applicants develop very specific 
designs for each of the buildings, and they were story poled and reviewed at the time. 

Hearing no further public comment, Chair Targ closed the public hearing and brought the item back to 
the Commission for discussion. 

Vice Chair Goulden said there may be some slight risk of changes to how the ASCC Design Guidelines 
would view things over time, but given that these buildings are not visible to other sites, it will not likely 
be an issue. He said it is unusual to have a timeframe on a CUP, and if that timeframe had not been 
set, the Commission would not be reviewing this. He was supportive of the proposal. 

Commissioner Taylor was supportive of the 10-year timeline. He was concerned the proposal did not 
need to conform to the current Design Guidelines. He would prefer a requirement to bring the project 
back to the ASCC, which would not incur burden to the applicant since it sounded like they would be 
making revisions anyway.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill was supportive of the proposal. She said while she would prefer the project 
come back for current design review standards, she would not disapprove the proposal for that reason. 

Chair Targ said if the proposed structures were more visible and prominent, he may feel differently, but 
could support this proposal as presented because the buildings are remote and because he has 
confidence in the ASCC rigorous design review process of five years ago. He said the changes in the 
Portola Road Scenic Corridor Land Use Plan have not affected this application.  
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Commissioner Kopf-Sill moved to approve Resolution No. 2018-9, making the required findings and 
approving the requested amendment to Spring Ridge LLC Conditional Use Permit and Exhibit “A” 
Conditional Use Permit Conditions of Approval. Seconded by Vice Chair Goulden, the motion carried 
3-1; with Commissioner Taylor opposing. 

NEW BUSINESS 

(2) Review of a proposal to apply the R-1 Zoning Regulations to a .19 acre lot in the A-P 
Zone District to allow for a 2,316 square foot single family home with an 833 square foot 
basement and an attached 784 square foot Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) by using a 
Conditional Use Permit and Planned Unit Development process. The property is owned 
by Pacific States Capital Group and is located at 846 Portola Road and identified as APN: 
050-282-150, File 8-2017  

Planner Richardson presented the history of the parcels and the project description, as detailed in the 
staff report. She said there was a field meeting scheduled at the property today, but there was no 
quorum so it was not held. She said the Planning Commission may decide to reschedule the site visit. 
Staff recommended the Planning Commission direct the applicant to return with a conforming project 
using the A-P Zone District regulations. 

Vice Chair Goulden asked if there were any guidelines around why zoning would be changed. Planner 
Richardson said the zoning was not being changed. She said the applicant was using the measurable 
aspects of the R-1 Zone District in the PUD [Planned Unit Development] process to create a project of 
this size.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill said she also thought they were being asked to approve a zoning change. 
Planner Richardson said the A-P Zoning allows for single family residential, and the applicant has not 
requested a zoning change. 

Commissioner Taylor clarified that the applicants were not asking for a zoning change. He said the 
application was also not in compliance with the R-1 Zoning regulations.  

In response to Vice Chair Goulden’s question, Planner Richardson said the PUD is not considered 
multi-family. She said it is a single-family residence with an ADU; however, an ADU is not allowed in 
this zoning district or on a lot this small. 

With no further questions from staff, Chair Targ invited the applicant to comment. 

Carter Warr said he was acting as an advisor to John Hansen, the property owner. He said the 
architect, Tim Peterson, was also present. Mr. Warr said they had hoped for a more informal setting 
when it was agendized in November of last year so the issues could be discussed before they spent a 
lot of time developing detailed plans. He said they wanted to come before the Commission to discuss 
some anomalies in the Zoning Ordinance. He said only two Districts in Town use a floor area ratio 
directly proportional to the size the lot – the A-P and the C-C Zoning Districts, at 13 and 15 percent 
respectively. He described historical parity issues between homes on larger properties and smaller 
properties. He said that during his 21 years on the ASCC, they worked at creating parity so that if you 
had a small property next to a big property, the homes and their relative improvements would be more 
in keeping with each other. He said, as a consequence, the R-1 Zoning District was completely 
revamped in the way those numbers were created so that the smaller properties were not 
disadvantaged as much and bigger properties were substantially reduced in their opportunity. He said 
the residential use is calculated completely different from office use, which would be the normal way to 
use this property, and it presents a problem. He said the General Plan has identified this land as best 
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used as residential, which is what the owner desires. He said, however, the difficulty is in using the A-P 
numbers, where on a 10,000-square-foot lot, you can only build an 1,100 square-foot building, which 
makes for a very small residence. If the lot were residentially zoned, for example, in the Wyndham or 
Brookside neighborhoods, the home could be approximately 3,100 square feet on a lot of this size. He 
said the need for offices in town is very low. He said this proposal is in conformance with the General 
Plan and the way the Town has governed residential development, both in numbers and use. He said 
they anticipate the Town will be moving to allow ADUs on properties of less than one acre. He said 
while the development may not be compliance with the zoning, it could be found to be in compliance 
with the spirit of the Town and the way the parity was developed in the 1990s for residential use.  

Mr. Warr said he also served on the ASCC when the Area Specific Plan was developed for this 
property. He said there was a lot of discussion by both the ASCC and Planning Commission regarding 
the appropriate uses for this property, and it was decided and recommended that residential use was 
appropriate. He said the Planned Unit Development that was previously approved, but abandoned with 
the lot line adjustment, allowed for five single-family homes of about 3,200 square feet. He said the 
Planning Commission arrived at that figure by figuring the balance of the back of the property divided 
equally among five properties and compared the numbers to the R-1 Zoning District. He said the 
setbacks between those buildings were similarly defined to be in compliance with the spirit of the R-1 
Zoning District. He said this is now a single property inside of that overall property, and it is logical that 
development under the R-1 Zoning District would make sense.  

Mr. Warr pointed out that since that time, there has been ever-growing pressure for affordable housing. 
He said one unit of 1,100 square feet versus a 2,300 square-foot home plus a 700- or 800 square foot 
home would do substantially more to improve the opportunity for housing in Portola Valley on a 
property that wouldn’t normally have been developed. He said the issues of higher quality, better 
design, diversification, and providing amenities can be found, although not in the way the Town has 
traditionally looked at PUD use. He said they feel that providing additional housing stock in an 
affordable way on a property that otherwise would not ever have it is a substantial reason to support 
this effort.  

Chair Targ disclosed that Warr Associates is helping his family with an unrelated project.  

Chair Targ invited questions from the Commissioners.  

Chair Targ asked who owned the adjacent properties that were formally part of the subdivision. John 
Hansen said he owns Lot 4 and the office building under an LLC. He said the owners of the back two 
lots are also present – Fred Krefetz and Tom Lodato. In response to Chair Targ’s question, Mr. Hansen 
said there is no operating agreement or partnership among the three of them. He said the other two 
gentlemen initially owned all four parcels, and he purchased two of them in November 2016. 

Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked why the previous owner abandoned the attempts to develop. Mr. Warr 
said the previous project suffered from poor economy, timing, costs associated with the creek 
rehabilitation, and the need for additional studies for the bank stabilization. It was decided that a similar 
economic return could be developed by using the existing four lots that were previously on record, 
realigning them into a more rational use pattern. Commissioner Kopf-Sill said rezoning seemed much 
more to the heart of the issue. Mr. Warr said this was one of the reasons he wanted a study session in 
November, before they spent so much time and money, so they could have the opportunity for the 
Planning Commission to opine about their preferences. If the Planning Commission preferred rezoning 
the back three lots, a consortium could be developed to apply for that. Mr. Warr said a PUD can be 
found approvable, even on this small property, as an A-P Zoned property. 
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Commissioner Taylor asked if the square footage of the main house included the basement. Planner 
Richardson said the main house is 2,316 square feet, not including the 830 square-foot basement, plus 
the 784 square-foot ADU. Mr. Warr said the proposal is 175 square feet bigger than the R-1 Zoning 
District will allow, including the ADU, but not including the basement, which doesn’t count in the R-1 
Zoning District. He said if the Planning Commission could find that the R-1 Zoning District makes 
sense, the applicants could reduce the size by 175 square feet. Mr. Warr said the ASCC has the 
opportunity, in all cases on small properties, to allow 100 percent concentration. 

Planner Richardson said garage spaces counted toward floor area in the R-1 District, but not in the A-P 
Zoning District. 

Commissioner Taylor asked what were the smallest, largest, and average setbacks. Mr. Warr said 17 
feet is the minimum, and the average is in excess of 20. He said 16 feet is allowed in that Zoning 
District. Planner Richardson showed the setbacks where the averaging provision was used.  

In response to Commissioner Kopf-Sill’s question, Planner Richardson said the building envelope 
under the A-P Zoning District is roughly 1,000 square feet. Mr. Warr said the building would require a 
basement and a second story. 

Chair Targ invited public comment.  

Georgia Bennicas, owner of 838 Portola Road, the small adjoining parcel. She said any buyer of this 
property was aware of all of the restrictions involved going in. She said she actually looked at the 
property before she bought hers, but chose not to get it because of the restrictions. She said she 
already feels like the store has somehow expanded and grown and feels very crowded. She said the 
amount of coverage this project is proposing is very out of the spirit of what Portola Valley is supposed 
to be about. She said they can build 1,000 square feet with a 1,000 square-foot second story and an 
800 square foot basement, and she does not want to see it a lot larger than that as an adjoining 
neighbor. She said that’s what she assumed would be there when she bought her property, and a 
bigger building would never be allowed there. She said the buildings on the properties behind her 
represent 13 percent of the coverage, and hers is at 10 percent. She said if a variance is allowed for 
the subject property, she will apply to do the same thing on her parcel.  

Bud Eisberg, 233 Wyndham. Mr. Eisberg was on the ASCC during many of the iterations on this 
property. He said he has also been part of the affordable housing ad hoc committee and attended the 
recent affordable housing meetings. He said, understanding that the Town may be going toward 
allowing ADUs on smaller than one-acre properties, he found the design very interesting and creative – 
with a garage between the attached ADU and the main structure. He said he does not find the project 
to be out of character. He said it is an odd parcel, and something creative can be done there. Chair 
Targ asked Mr. Eisberg to speak to the issue of the character of the massing and of the floor area ratio 
of this particular structure. Mr. Eisberg said the massing is mainly influenced by the views from offsite. 
He said although there has been an objection to this from one neighbor, from Village Square he did not 
think there would be any particular problem. 

Fred Krefetz said he owns the rear two lots in partnership with Tom Lodato. He said it is a unique 
situation, but they, as the rear property owners, have no objections to the proposed project. Chair Targ 
asked Mr. Krefetz if he had plans for development of their site. Mr. Krefetz said they do, and if this 
variance is approved, it would perhaps have an impact on what can be approved for his property. As of 
right now, he said they are in design conceptualization and working with staff for a project that will fully 
conform to the current Zoning Guidelines.  
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With no further public comment, Chair Targ brought the item back to the Commission for discussion. 
Chair Targ apologized for not attending the site walk this afternoon. Chair Targ reminded the 
Commission of the preliminary nature of the issue and suggested looking at the project in general 
terms as well as in terms of the findings that need to be made. 

Vice Chair Goulden said he is not comfortable with the proposed approach in dealing with this 
property. He said there are too many exceptions and attempts to make things fit that do not fit. He said 
if the Town does approve it, a precedent will be set for other properties in the vicinity. He would have 
preferred to consider a zoning change for the entire area.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill said she shared Vice Chair Goulden’s discomfort. She said she was not sure 
she would approve the R-1 Zoning, but felt that discussion would address the question more directly. 
She was not supportive of an ADU on parcels smaller than one acre, although she acknowledged the 
Town does appear to be moving that way.  

Commissioner Taylor agreed with the other Commissioners and said he was not sure the ASCC would 
be able to make the findings to support the 85 percent rule. He said this will impact the neighbors. He 
said there is an expectation that if you buy in a certain zone there are specific rules for that zone. He 
said either the zoning should be changed to avoid having so many exceptions or the applicants should 
stay within the rules of that zone.  

Chair Targ said he is more sympathetic to the idea of adding density in general. He said the form of the 
ADU and the connection to the primary residential structure is an interesting path. He was not 
supportive of a PUD, which felt like a spot zone by another name. He said he thinks of a PUD for 
preservation of space to gain particular efficiencies. He said the idea of a tiny PUD for the sole purpose 
of generating additional density is something that bears some thought. He said he would feel more 
comfortable, even with the different ownership structure, with a PUD for this area encompassing the 
different lots. He said he would also be comfortable in thinking about a change in zoning more 
generally. He said a .19-acre PUD is unusual. He said looking at the upcoming development also 
raises questions. He said it is a difficult site, and flexibility and thought about it is useful. He said real 
intentionality has gone into the design. He said the ADU issues are not even pending before Council 
yet. 

Commissioner Taylor said this would potentially set precedent for R-1 and A-P. While he appreciates it 
is a special lot in an odd place, he said there are too many exceptions to be made across multiple 
zones, and he would like to find a cleaner way to get through it. 

Chair Targ invited comment by the applicant. 

Mr. Warr asked if there was a consensus amongst the four Commissions present that they would 
prefer to see this as a rezone.  

Commissioner Kopf-Sill said she did not want to leave the impression she would be in favor of 
rezoning. She would have to look at it as a package, and she doesn’t know much about rezoning. She 
said she was only commenting that rezoning felt like a more direct path to address the question.  

Vice Chair Goulden said he is not sure he would approve a change in zoning, but it appeared to be 
what is going on here. He said it would be more effective to rezone the whole area. He said all of the 
historical discussion appeared to show it was clearly the intent to it being an A-P Zone. He said this 
appears to be a request for a different zoning designation. 
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Mr. Warr referred to the Area Specific Plan. He said the recommendation for Parcel 5, of which his 
project and the two rear lots are a majority, is that rezoning would not require a change to the General 
Plan. He said he had hoped for a study session versus an application review. He said they’re trying to 
head toward a rational solution. He said the reason an ADU became part of the application was to 
sweeten the deal and the improvement, providing a 2,300 square-foot house and a below market rate 
house at the same time – two housing units more affordable than anything else in town. He said this 
was the mechanism to rationally use the residential use and the Town’s and State’s desire to improve 
the housing stock.  

Mr. Warr asked if there was a consensus with the Planning Commission that improving the housing 
stock is a valuable effort. Chair Targ said generally, it would hopefully be the policy of any jurisdiction 
to improve the housing stock and achieve affordable housing goals. He said that’s not the issue before 
the Commission. He said one of the issues is character, and there has been some concern about the 
size and intensity of the use in this location. He said they’ve heard issues of potential precedential 
effect of the decision made, both for the two properties under consideration as well as, more broadly, in 
R-1 and A-P, as well as potentially getting ahead of Council’s ADU decisions. He said there would 
likely be affirmative responses to the questions Mr. Warr asked as individual pieces – if the property 
should be put to a good and beneficial use and if there should be more quality and affordable housing 
in Town. He said the answer of whether or not findings could be made that this is a conceivable land 
use tool to allow the applicants to do what they’re proposing is less clear. Chair Targ said he would 
rather see an application for a PUD than a rezone of this little nub of property, and it would be more 
consistent with the General Plan.  

Mr. Warr asked if there was any specific direction from any individual Planning Commissioner or a 
consensus for what they should do next. 

Commissioner Taylor said the simplest thing to do would be to provide something to fit in the A-P 
Zoning designation. He said they could look at what would be required to rezone this to R-1. He said 
the ADU will be problematic until the ADU discussion is held. He said putting 3,200 square feet on .19 
acres is going to raise serious discussions. Mr. Warr said a design without an ADU would be easy to 
do, but they were providing it hoping the Planning Commission saw it as something of value. He said if 
it was .19 acre elsewhere in town that was residentially zoned, it would be allowed, such as on 
Wyndham. He said the ASCC would have to make a finding to collapse that much floor area in one 
building, but it would be allowed. Commissioner Taylor said in the Woodside Highlands, there was a 
slightly larger property, and the ASCC didn’t make the findings to allow going over the 85 percent, and 
the applicant could not rely on the presumption that the finding can be made. He pointed out there was 
a dissenting neighbor who would oppose that finding.  

Vice Chair Goulden said he has a hard time answering Mr. Warr’s question because there are so many 
exceptions to consider. 

Mr. Warr said adding a couple of smaller residences in this location will do more for the Town than any 
1,100 square-foot office building ever would. He said he’s argued for a couple of decades with the 
Planning Commissioners and the Town Council that if housing is desired, something must be zoned for 
it. He said there is no property in town zoned for it and, consequently, none has ever been built 
because none has ever been proposed. He said until the Governor demanded that ADUs could be 
approved by right, the Town didn’t do anything. He said there needs to be consensus developed 
around the concept, and then something done about it. He said he had an owner who thought this was 
a good idea, something he might like to live in, that meets his lifestyle, and maybe his kids or helpers 
could live in the guest house. He said previously, the Planning Commission saw fit to approve more 
than 16,000 square feet of residential use on a combined 33,000 square feet of space, asking for only 
one below market rate unit. He said he’s providing a below market rate unit for only 2,300 square feet. 
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He said he was hoping for a little more encouragement because this is a property that has fumbled and 
stumbled for 30 years, and something good needs to come out of it. He said even if all three properties 
were rezoned, it would result in only 10,000 square feet of residential use, versus the 16,000 that had 
been previously approved.  

Commissioner Taylor said there will be three separate projects that aren’t related to each other, except 
for in historical reference. He said if it was a PUD, it would be looked at differently, but it is a single 
piece of property.  

Mr. Warr said he appreciated the opportunity to discuss and have what was essentially a study session 
today. He said they will take the comments and go back and see what needs to be retooled and bring it 
back before the Commission. 

Chair Targ and Commissioner Taylor asked to take a site tour. Mr. Warr said he would lead a site tour. 
Mr. Warr said he was hoping to truncate the time. He said if it was continued to a date specific to a field 
meeting, they can avoid re-noticing and avoid another 10-day delay. Chair Targ said while he 
understands the burden, it can’t happen right now without giving the absent Planning Commissioner 
the opportunity to participate. Mr. Warr pointed out they have been waiting since November just to 
have this meeting. He added there were three units of affordable housing on this property that were 
torn down as a consequence of the lot line adjustment.  

Commissioner Taylor asked Mr. Warr how he makes sure an ADU gets used for that purpose and 
doesn’t just become additional living space. Chair Targ suggested that issue be discussed at another 
time. 

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

(3) News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 

Associate Planner Cassidy shared articles of interest with the Commissioners – “California Achieved its 
Climate Goal; How the Hard Part Begins” and “CityLab University: Inclusionary Zoning.” 

In response to Chair Targ’s question, Planning & Building Director Russell said there were no minutes 
included for review in this staff packet but that they would be available for review at the next meeting.  

ADJOURNMENT [8:35 p.m.] 
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