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SPECIAL ASCC FIELD MEETING 
 
4:00 PM 848 Portola Road – Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for a Two-Story 
Residence with Attached Garage, Tree Removal and New Landscaping  
 
4:00 PM 850 Portola Road – Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for a Two-Story 
Residence with Attached Garage, Tree Removal and New Landscaping  
 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
 
7:00 PM - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
Commissioners Breen, Ross, Wilson, Vice Chair Koch and Chair Sill 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
Persons wishing to address the Architectural and Site Control Commission on any subject may do so now.  
Please note however, that the Architectural and Site Control Commission is not able to undertake extended 
discussion or action tonight on items not on the agenda. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
1. Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for a Two-Story Residence with Attached 

Garage, Tree Removal and New Landscaping, 848 Portola Road, Portola Valley Road LLC Residence, File 
# PLN_ARCH 07-2018 (C. Richardson) 
 

2. Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for a Two-Story Residence with Attached 
Garage, Tree Removal and New Landscaping, 850 Portola Road, Portola Valley Road LLC Residence, File 
# PLN_ARCH 08-2018 (C. Richardson) 
 

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
3. Annual Election of ASCC Chair and Vice Chair 

 
4. Commission Reports 

 
5. Staff Report 
 
6. News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
7.  ASCC Meeting of December 10, 2018 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION      

For more information on the projects to be considered by the ASCC at the Special Field and Regular meetings, as well as the scope of reviews and actions tentatively 
anticipated, please contact Carol Borck in the Planning Department at Portola Valley Town Hall, 650-851-1700 ex. 211.  Further, the start times for other than the first 
Special Field meeting are tentative and dependent on the actual time needed for the preceding Special Field meeting. 
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. 

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. 

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 Architectural and Site Control Commission at, or prior to, the Public Hearing(s). 

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
Meetings of the Architectural Site Control Commission (ASCC) 
Monday, January 14, 2019 
7:00 PM – Regular ASCC Meeting 
Historic Schoolhouse 
765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028 
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_______________________________________________________ _ 
 
TO:    ASCC 
 
FROM:   Cynthia Richardson, Planner 
 
DATE:   January 14, 2019 
 
RE:   Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for a Two-Story 

Residence with Attached Garage, Tree Removal and New Landscaping, 848 
Portola Road, Portola Valley Road LLC Residence, File # PLN_ARCH 07-2018. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the ASCC offer comments and directions to assist the applicant and 
project architect to make adjustments or clarifications that members conclude are needed 
before the commission considers final action on the application.  
 
PROJECT DATA 

 
Lot Size 0.4118 acres (17,936 sf) 

Average Slope 12% 

AP Zone District Code Requirement Proposed Remaining 
Max Floor Area (13%) 2,332 2,331 1 
85% of MFA NA NA -- 
Max Impervious 
Surface 

NA NA -- 

Coverage Limit (18.8%) 
18.54.040(C) 

3,371 1,990 1,381 

Height 28’ 28’ -- 
Front Setback 50’ 59’ -- 
Side Setbacks 20’ 24’ -- 
Rear Setback 20’ 56’ -- 
Creek Setback 30’ from top of bank  56’ -- 
Parking Spaces 2 spaces 3 spaces -- 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
This is one of two properties adjacent to each other seeking ASCC approval.  The property is 
zoned A-P (Administrative Professional) and is located within the Town Center Area Plan that is 
a sub-area plan within the General Plan. See attached Vicinity Map (Attachment 1).  The project 
includes the construction of one two-story single family residence with associated landscaping 
and tree removal. 

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
STAFF REPORT 
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There is a long history of the four parcels known as Sausal Creek.  In 1995 the Town adopted 
an amendment to the zoning map to reclassify the area of the four lots from C-C to A-P.  In 
addition the Town granted a CUP to establish a mixed residential and office use PUD with 
senior housing.  This project was never constructed and all approvals have expired.  In 2015, a 
lot line adjustment was approved to reconfigure the subject parcel along with three other non-
conforming lots.  (File # 43-214, recorded on July 14, 2016). Thie lot line adjustment allowed for 
each lot to be developed individually as permitted under the A-P zoning district.  Within the A-P 
Zone District single-family dwellings are listed as principal uses.  At the time the lot line 
adjustment was under review, the Town considered the development of the four individual 
parcels to be less intense compared to the PUD approved in 1995.  The Commission stated 
that the lot line adjustment resulted in fewer single family residences, more office space, and 
less total square footage.  The Town considered the proposed lot line adjustment to be a less 
intense use of the parcels and therefore approved the lot line adjustment. 
 
CODE REQUIREMENTS 
 
As required by Portola Valley Municipal Code (PVMC) 18.64.010.A.1 and 15.12.100.A and E of 
the Municipal Code, this application has been forwarded to the ASCC for review.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The relatively flat 17,936 square foot property is accessed through a shared access easement 
off of Portola Road.  Located to the west is 850 Portola Road which is also requesting approval, 
to the east is Sausal Creek and a commercial building, to the south is a commercial building 
and to the rear is Sausal Creek and the Town of Woodside beyond.  The property shares the 
access driveway with 844 Portola Road (Hallett Store),846 Portola Road (a vacant property) 
and 850 Portola Road (separately under consideration by ASCC).   
 
The request includes the construction of a 2,331 square foot two-story house, new driveway, 
patios, tree removal and landscaping. The proposed two-story home is a modern ranch style.  
The home would have an attached three car garage and includes a first floor with the main 
living areas and a guest suite.  The second floor contains a master bedroom and two additional 
bedrooms.  The proposed finish treatments for the new home include vertical board and batten 
natural wood siding with accents of painted stucco.  Deck railings will be horizontal wood 
painted a dark color.  Roofing material includes corrugated metal roofing in a weathered copper 
color.  The color palette includes natural wood and warm tan and brown tones with dark metal 
windows frames.  All proposed materials and treatments meet town reflectivity guidelines.  
Colors and materials are presented in Attachment 9.   
 
The ASCC should discuss if the proposed home is different enough in style and materials than 
the adjacent 850 Portola Road project.  Staff has worked with the applicant to make sure there 
are differences in the homes, however the ASCC should make sure the applicant has gone far 
enough in making each home unique. 
 
Landscaping is proposed around the front of the structure only, leaving the area at the rear and 
near the creek in a natural state.  The plan includes the removal of several trees however there 
is a discrepancy between the Landscape plan and the Arborist report as to which trees are 
being removed.  For instance tree #12 shows removal on the Landscape plan while the Arborist 
report shows it to remain.  The applicants have been asked to flag the trees for removal prior to 
the site meetig so that the ASCC can understand the tree removal for this lot.  The Arborist 
Report indicates that a majority of the trees are in bad condition with some of the trees being 
hazardous.  The Landscape Plan sheet L1 indicates that there are 4 significant trees being 
removed within the footprint of the home and six additional trees will be removed due to the 
condition of the tree.  There are 4 replacement oak trees included in the planting plan.  
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Additional tree removal information can be found on sheet A1.0 and in the Arborist report 
prepared by Kielty Arborist Services (Attachment 2).  Tree replacement planting can be found 
on sheet L1. 
 
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 within the A-P Zoning District, including floor 
area, height and setbacks.  Within the A-P zoning designation floor area that includes vent 
shafts, courts and floor area permanently allocated for parking or loading do not count towards 
floor area (PVMC 18.54.050). 
 
The owners of 846, 848 and 850 Portola Road have joined together and have submitted an 
application for rezoning of these three properties from A-P to R-1/20M.  This process is being 
reviewed simultaneously therefore the project has been reviewed against both zoning 
designations.  The applicant has supplied a zoning compliance sheet for the proposed R-1/20 
zoning regulations and can be found in your plan set as sheet R-1/20 for informational 
purposes only.  The current design meets the R-1/20M zoning regulations as described in the 
table below. However, the current review before the Commission is subject to the A-P 
standards. 

 

Lot Size 0.4118 acres (17,936 sf) 

Average Slope 12% 

R-1/20M Code Requirement Proposed Remaining 

Max Floor Area 3,625 2,985 640 

85% of MFA 3,081 2,985 96 

Max Impervious 
Surface 

3,886 3,878 8 

Height 28’/34’ 28’ -- 

Front Setback 20’ 59’ -- 

Side Setbacks 10’ 24’ -- 

Rear Setback 20’ 56’ -- 

Parking Spaces 2 covered 3 covered -- 

 
Design Guidelines Review – Siting, Mass/Bulk, Scale, Exterior Materials 
The project was reviewed against the Town’s Design Guidelines and was found to be 
substantially in conformance. 
 

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)  
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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)  

 
Grading and Drainage 
The project’s proposed cut, fill and total grading work for the driveway, building pad, and site 
total are shown in the table below.  The table illustrates that the proposed totals are within the 
amount requiring ASCC review (100-999 cubic yards). Total soil import for the site is 210 cubic 
yards.  The majority of the grading that occurs outside the building footprint is for the driveway 
and to soften the grading from the raised finished floor.  The finished floor elevation is slightly 
raised to account for any future creek overtopping.  Thorough analysis of the creek has been 
completed by the Town Geologist, Town Engineer and the applicant’s consultants.  The 
applicant is proposing 30” concrete stitch piers to be located between the proposed home and 
the top of the creek bank.  The stitch piers will provide stabilization of the creek bank and 
protect the home in case of any future erosion.  Grading and drainage plans can be found on 
sheet C-1.0. 
 

(in cubic yards) Cut Fill Total 
Outside Building Footprint 12 150 162 
Within Building Footprint 48 0 48 
    
Site Total 60 150 210 
Net Import   90 

 
Landscaping 
The site is currently undeveloped with various types of trees that are scattered throughout the 
site.  An Arborist report was prepared for the project by Kielty Arborist Services dated July 27, 
2017 (Attachment 2).  A tree status plan including tree numbering associated with the Arborist 
Report can be found on sheet A1.0.  The applicant is proposing tree replacement with oaks. 
 
The proposed planting plan can be found on sheet L1 in the plan set package.  The project 
proposal includes a fully landscaped site with all native vegetation.  Irrigation notes, calculations 
and details can be found on sheets L3 and L4. 
  
There are no existing fences located on this property.  A three foot tall wire mesh fencing is 
proposed to connect from the house to the southern property line.  No additional fencing is 
proposed. 
 
Lighting 
Exterior house lighting is shown on sheets A2.1 and A 2.2 and cut sheets are provided in 
Attachment 3.   For the most part exterior house lighting has been kept to a minimum.  The 
garage door lights must be reduced to only one light or the two lights combined may not exceed 
1,125 lumens. 
 
There are seven landscape path lights proposed.  Landscape lighting can be found on sheet 
L1. 
 
Sustainability Aspects of Project 
An Outdoor Water Use Efficiency checklist can be found on sheet L0; because there is no turf 
and all plants are native or low water use, the water use efficiency checklist is not required.  
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The project architect has provided the Green Point checklist (Attachment 4) targeting 78 points 
for the project. 
 
Committee Recommendations 
 
Town Geologist. The Town Geologist, in his memo dated December 10, 2018 (Attachment 5), 
recommended approval of the site development permit, with continued involvement of the 
geotechnical consultant in the planning and building process. 
 
Town Engineer. The Town Engineer, in his memo dated December 19, 2018 (Attachment 6), 
recommended approval of the project with specific conditions. 
 
Fire Marshal. The Fire Marshal, in his memo dated May 21, 2018 (Attachment 7), included 
standard conditions.  The Fire truck turn around located on either 846 or 848 Portola Road must 
have a recorded easement for the use of 850 Portola Road. 
 
Conservation Committee. The Conservation Committee reviewed the project on May 18, 2018 
and provided a memo (Attachment 8).  The Committee was supportive of the project with some 
augmented tree replacement for the oaks being removed.  The applicant has revised the plans 
to add replacement trees as requested by the Conservation Committee.  The Committee also 
requested the removal of all non-native species like Rubus discolor, Cytisus monspessulanus, 
Thistles and various other non-natives.  This includes removal to the top of the creek bank. 
 
Public Comments 
No public comments have been received as of the writing of this report. 
 
Unresolved Issues 
There are unresolved issues that the ASCC should consider: 
 

• Style of two homes – ASCC should make sure there are unique differences in the two 
homes proposed. 
 

• Reduction in light fixtures – The lighting at the face of the garage must either be 
reduced in the total lumens or one fixture removed. 
 

• Tree removal – Further clarification should be discussed. 
 
ATTACHEMENTS 
 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Arborist Report prepared by Keilty Arborist Services dated August 25, 2017. 
3. Lighting cut sheet 
4. Green Point checklist 
5. Town Geologist memo, dated October 23, 2018. 
6. Town Engineer memo, dated October 23, 2018. 
7. Fire Marshal memo, dated May 21, 2018. 
8. Conservation Committee memo, dated May 18, 2018. 
9. Colors and materials 
10. Architectural Plans (ASCC only) 

 
 
Report approved by: Laura Russell, Planning and Building Director     
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Northern California Office Central California Office Southern California Office 
330 Village Lane 6417 Dogtown Road 550 St. Charles Drive, Suite 108 
Los Gatos, CA 95030-7218 San Andreas, CA 95249-9640 Thousand Oaks, CA 91360-3995 
(408) 354-5542 • Fax (408) 354-1852 (209) 736-4252 • Fax (209) 736-1212 (805) 497-7999 • Fax (805) 497-7933 

www.cottonshires.com 

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
 CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND GEOLOGISTS 

December 10, 2018 
V5128B 

TO: Carol Borck      
Planning Technician 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
765 Portola Road 
Portola Valley, California 94028 

SUBJECT: Supplemental Geotechnical Peer Review 
          RE: New Residence, 848 Portola Road, Willow Grove – Lot 1 

PLN_ARCH 08-2018 

At your request, we have completed a supplemental geotechnical peer review of 
the Site Development Permit application for the proposed residential development 
using the following documents:  

• Supplemental Geotechnical Design Parameters (letter), prepared by Earth
Systems Pacific, dated November 26, 2018;

• Civil Plans; including: Grading and Drainage Plan, Utility Plan, Erosion
Control Plan, and Details (5 Sheets, 10-scale), prepared by Clifford
Bechtel and Associates, dated November 30, 2018; and

• Third Submittal, Grading, Drainage and Utilities (letter), prepared by
Cliff Bechtel and Associates, dated November 30, 2018.

In addition, we have reviewed pertinent technical documents from our office 
files. 

DISCUSSION 

The applicant is proposing construction of a new, 2,331 square-foot, two-story 
residence on a previously undeveloped lot within the 4-Lot Willow Grove development. 
In previous geotechnical reviews of a prior subdivision layout, and associated issues 
related to neighboring Sausal Creek, we recommended that an updated topographic 
survey of the site be performed and the Project Geotechnical Consultant consider the 
effects of ongoing active erosion of the creek bank. We also recommended that the 
geotechnical/civil consultants consider the potential for localized flooding of proposed 
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Page 26



Carol Borck  December 10, 2018          
Page 2 V5128B   

 COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 

future residences within the subdivision.  We understand that issues of potential site 
flooding are to be addressed to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer. 
 
 In our most recent geotechnical peer review letter, dated October 22, 2018, we 
recommended that supplemental geotechnical and civil engineering criteria be 
submitted, including design criteria for mitigating the potential for creek bank instability 
to encroach upon the proposed residential development.  We noted that the existing 
creek bank, even if determined to be stable under the current conditions, is susceptible 
to vertical incision and lateral migration which could decrease the stability of the bank 
over time.  
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED ACTION  
 
 The referenced documents reveal that engineered mitigation elements in the 
form of buried reinforced concrete stitch piers have been proposed between the top of 
the creek bank and the proposed residential development.  The piers are to be minimum 
30-inch diameter reinforced concrete stitch piers, designed for a retained height of 17 
feet, with a concrete grade beam along the top of the piers.  The buried wall will be 
approximately 20 to 30 feet from the top of bank along the western portion of the 
property, and 5 to 15 feet from the top of bank in the northeastern portion of the 
property.  The proposed detention tank will be inside the 30-foot creek setback, but 
protected by the stitch piers.  We do not have geotechnical objections to the proposed 
buried stitch pier wall and recommend approval of the Site Development permit 
application from a geotechnical standpoint.  The following should be performed prior to 
approval of building permits: 

 
1. Development Plans – Structural plans should be generated that reflect 

the recommendations of the Project Geotechnical Engineer. 
 
2. Geotechnical Plan Review - The applicant’s geotechnical consultant 

should review and approve all geotechnical aspects of the development 
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 Development Plans and Geotechnical Plan Review letter should be 

submitted to the Town Geotechnical Consultant and Town Engineer for 
review and approval prior to issuance of building permits.  The following 
should be performed prior to final (as-built) project approval: 

 
3. Geotechnical Construction Inspections - The geotechnical consultant 

should inspect, test (as needed), and approve all geotechnical aspects of 
the project construction.  The inspections should include, but not 
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Carol Borck  December 10, 2018          
Page 3 V5128B   

 COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 

necessarily be limited to: site preparation and grading, site surface and 
subsurface drainage improvements, and excavations for foundations and 
retaining walls prior to placement of steel and concrete.  These 
inspections should be performed in general conformance with the Town 
construction inspection guidelines titled: Requirements for Geotechnical 
Construction Inspection and Testing. 

 
 The results of these inspections and the as-built conditions of the project 

should be described by the geotechnical consultant in a letter and 
submitted to the Town Engineer for review and approval prior to final 
(as-built) project approval. 

 
LIMITATIONS 
 
 This geotechnical peer review has been performed to provide technical advice to 
assist the Town with discretionary permit decisions.  Our services have been limited to 
review of the documents previously identified, and a visual review of the property.  Our 
opinions and conclusions are made in accordance with generally accepted principles 
and practices of the geotechnical profession.  This warranty is in lieu of all other 
warranties, either expressed or implied. 
 

  Respectfully submitted, 
 

 COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
 TOWN GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT 

  
 John M. Wallace 
 Principal Engineering Geologist 
 CEG 1923 
 

  
 Patrick O. Shires 
 Senior Principal Geotechnical Engineer 
 GE 770 
JMW:POS:st 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 19, 2018  

TO: Howard Young and Cynthia Richardson, Town of Portola Valley 

FROM: Jeff Nelson & Nona Espinosa, NV5 

PROJECT: 848 Portola Rd. # PLN_ARCH 07--2018 

PROJECT #s: SJ00717-131 &172 

SUBJECT: Review of Applicant Documents for 848 Portola Road 

At your request, NV5 has completed the review of the following documents provided by the applicant for the Site 
Development Application at 848 Portola Road and has the following comments:   

 Earth Systems Pacific - REVISED Supplemental Geotechnical Design Parameters dated 11/26/18
 Clifford Bechtel - Planning Set-848_Portola_Road dated 11/30/18
 Clifford Bechtel - Planning Resubmittal 848 Portola Civil Letter dated 12/3/18

A. GENERAL 

1. All items listed in the most current “Public Works and & Engineering Department Site Development
Standard guidelines and Checklist” shall be reviewed and met.  A completed and signed checklist by the
project architect or engineer must be submitted with the building plans.  This Document is available on
the Town website.

2. All items listed in the most current “Public Works & engineering Department Pre-Construction Meeting
for Site Development” shall be reviewed and understood.  This document is available on the Town
website.

3. CKA Architects Civil Sheet C-1.0 dated 9/14/18 indicate that the RSP ends at an area where that creek
bottom has a relatively steep slope.  Unless additional creek stabilization measures are taken, the toe of
the RSP will eventually be undermined by scour and both vertical and lateral erosion will occur in the
streambed.

4. Cliff Bechtel’s Bank Stabilization memo states that the flow velocities cited in the Schaaf and Wheeler
(S&W) report apply to a future channel geometry described in Lea & Sung’s Creek Restoration Plan, and
do not apply to the existing conditions. Based on the existing condition hydraulic model results cited in
the S&W report, the flow velocities in the creek are expected to be below 20 feet per second. Therefore, it
is our opinion that the recently placed 24-inch-diameter rock slope protection (RSP) is acceptable for the
current Sausal Creek flow conditions.

5. Based on the S&W flow analysis, the creek channel will not be able to contain the 100-year flow event
under existing conditions.  S&W’s HECRAS model predicts that approximately 200 cubic feet per second
(CFS) of flow will spill over Portola Road and sheet flow through the project site and is expected to be
contained within the access driveway for both properties.  In addition, approximately 100 CFS of flow
will overtop the west bank of the creek downstream of the culvert, near the existing wall, and sheet flow
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across the project site; this flow is expected to flow along the 30-foot setback of the property.  As long as 
these overland flow paths are not blocked, this flow pattern should have minimal effect upstream. 

 
6. The Limited Geotechnical Engineering Study and Limited Geologic Hazards evaluation report submitted 

by the applicant included an analysis of the slope stability of the creek bank as it relates to the location of 
the proposed homes.  This study indicates that the setbacks as presented in the current plans are adequate; 
we agree with this conclusion. 

 
B. SPECIFC (to be resolved before Planning approval) 

 
1. Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc. Supplemental Geotechnical Peer Review letter dated October 22nd, 

2018 recommends “the artificial portion of the creek either be stabilized, or the residence be protected 
from future erosion of this portion of Sausal Creek.” We agree with this recommendation.  All appropriate 
permits from agencies having jurisdiction over the creek, such as the CA Department of Fish and Wildlife 
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers should be obtained before any construction activities are performed in 
the creek bed. (We agree with the recommendation by Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc dated December 
10th, 2018. The proposed buried stitch pier wall layout is acceptable.) 

 
C. SPECIFIC (for consideration during building plan submittal) 
     

1. The plans dated 11/30/18 have been modified to add the proposed stitch pier and no other changes has 
been made per last NV5 review dated October 23rd, 2018. Therefore, the following items listed below 
should be performed prior to approval of building permit. 
 

2. The proposed detention basin should be relocated outside of the 30-foot setback zone away from the creek 
top of bank. (Location of detention basin was not relocated outside of the 30-foot setback zone but the 
proposed installation of the buried stitch pier wall will protect the detention system at its present location, 
this is acceptable.)  
 

3. Provide updated documentation describing the size of the out flow pipes from the sump pump and 
stormwater retention system. Demonstrate that the storm flow from the site does not exceed that of the 
pre-existing conditions.  

 
4. Show 100-year flow arrows on building plans, especially at the end of the gravel driveway near the creek. 

 
5. Civil and Landscape plans should show the stormwater overland flow path beyond the gravel driveway. 

Add a note to the drawings that says the overland flow path should remain clear and have no obstructions 
that impede overland flow at any time. 
 

6. Any fencing along the 100-year storm flow path should have openings at the bottom to provide passage 
for 100-year flow event.  The spillover area at the left top of bank and overland flow path area must be 
maintained by the property owner to be free of obstructions such as solid fences, elevated pads or berms. 
If any flow path obstructions are constructed, additional hydraulic analysis shall be required to determine 
if these blockages will create an increase in 100-year flood elevations upstream of the project.  Any future 
improvements within the 30-foot setback must be approved by the Town Engineer prior to construction. 
 

7. Per calculations provided in the previous submittal, please revise Detail 1 on Sheet C-3.0 to show that a 
minimum of a 20-foot-long detention pipe is required. The dimensions shown in the current detail show a 
20-foot-long trench, but not a 20-foot-long pipe.  
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8. Provide adequate cover for all utilities along the gravel driveway. The 4-inch storm drain in front of the 

garage has less than 2 feet of cover, please indicate in the plans that storm drain pipe needs at least three 
feet of cover or call for the pipe to be encased in concrete. 
 

9. Confirm that the Fire Marshall has approved the gravel firetruck turnaround. 
 

10. Show all existing utilities and provide details for all proposed utilities in the building permit submittal. 
 

11. Please install erosion mats or similar erosion control material around the perimeter of the bubbler 
box river cobble, and extend to the top of bank. 
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848 Portola Road 

Conservation Committee Comments 

Committee members at site visit on May 18, 2018:  Judith Murphy, Donald Eckstrom, and 

Dieter Walz 

The drawing package shows a proposed future two story residence on a level lot, also 

identified as Parcel I.  The lot size is 17,936 SF, and the prosed residence floor area is 2331SF, 

of which he first floor is 1336 SF. 

Impervious Surfaces 

The actual square footage of impervious surface beyond the ground floor area of the 

residence was not evident from the materials supplied to us by the Town.  However, since the 

driveway is shared with that of the proposed residence on 850 Portola Road, and since the 

residence will be near the entrance to the property, it seems very modest relative to the lot 

size. 

Landscape Plan 

We thoroughly inspected the complete property for existing plant cover, and had the 

arborist's report for guidance on the trees. 

We mostly concurred with this report, but we would like to either augment this report, or 

take exception in in some instances. 

Trees # 1R & 2R are Quercus agrifolia (Coast Live Oak).  We request that their removal be 

mitigated by planting two new Q. agrifolia in the area N/E of the new residence and Sausal 

Creek. 

Tree # 3R is an Umbellularia californica (Bay Laurel).  Despite its poor form and fair vigor, we 

question the wisdom of its removal on account of it partially stabilizing the creek 

bank.  Eliminating one of its codominant leaders at the base and pruning/shaping the 

remaining one would not create a hazard; it might be a less costly alternative to creek 

stabilization than say Gabian revetments or similar. 
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Tree # 12, a Q. agrifolia, is not shown to be removed in the arborist's report, but on Drawing 

A 1.0, it is.  We think it should be removed. 

 

Trees # 10, # 21, and # 25 are not shown to be removed.  The committee thinks they are not 

an asset to the property, but rather a liability; they should be removed, and mitigated by 

planting two new Q. agrifolia in appropriate locations relative to the new residence. 

 

Tree # 29 was not found marked on the map.  If it is the 10.8 inch diameter Q. agrifolia in the 

arborist's report, it probably should also be removed. 

 

Tree # 33, a Q. agrifolia, maybe a hazard, and should be removed. 

 

Trees # 35 (a Modesto Ash) & 36 (a Plum Tree) are not native and should be removed. 

 

At ground level, at least half of this parcel is heavily overgrown and infested by non-native 

species like Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry), Cytisus monspessulanus (French Broom), 

Thistles, various, etc.  All of these should be removed, sooner rather than later, clear to the 

top of the creek embankment.  We did not find any natives that are worth saving.  Some of 

these will most likely reappear after clean-out and will require vigilance to prevent re-

infestation. 

 

Future planting should ideally be done from mid October to the end of November.  A 5 gal 

size plant will always, in a very few years, outperform larger ones.  

 

We appreciate that no irrigated turf is proposed.  The plans show some drip irrigation next to 

the residence and along the driveway. 

 

Plant List 

 

Landscape Plans and related documents are shown on drawings L1 through L4.  All proposed 

plants  are native, require little water once established, and we second their selection.  

 

Fencing 

 

There is no fencing now, and none is shown on the documents supplied. 

 

Exterior Lighting 
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Lighting is very modest.  All light are directed downward.  They should not present any issues 

to neighbors. 

 

 

Submitted by Dieter Walz 
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_______________________________________________________ _ 
 
TO:    ASCC 
 
FROM:   Cynthia Richardson, Planner 
 
DATE:   January 14, 2019 
 
RE:   Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for a Two-Story 

Residence with Attached Garage, Tree Removal and New Landscaping, 850 
Portola Road, Portola Valley Road LLC Residence, File # PLN_ARCH 08-2018. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the ASCC offer comments and directions to assist the applicant and 
project architect to make adjustments or clarifications that members conclude are needed 
before the commission considers final action on the application.  
 
PROJECT DATA 

 
Lot Size 0.4118 acres (17,936 sf) 

Average Slope 12% 

AP Zone District Code Requirement Proposed Remaining 
Max Floor Area (13%) 2,332 2,331 1 
85% of MFA NA NA -- 
Max Impervious 
Surface 

NA NA -- 

Coverage Limit (18.8%) 
18.54.040(C) 

3,371 2,314 1,057 

Height 28’ 28’ -- 
Front Setback 50’ 52’ -- 
Side Setbacks 20’ 17’ -- 
Rear Setback 20’ 64’ -- 
Creek Setback 30’ from top of bank  49’ -- 
Parking Spaces 2 spaces 3 spaces -- 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
This is one of two properties adjacent to each other seeking ASCC approval.  The property is 
zoned A-P (Administrative Professional) and is located within the Town Center Area Plan that is 
a sub-area plan within the General Plan. See attached Vicinity Map (Attachment 1).  The project 

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
STAFF REPORT 
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includes the construction of one two-story single family residence with associated landscaping 
and tree removal. 
 
There is a long history of the four parcels known as Sausal Creek.  In 1995 the Town adopted 
an amendment to the zoning map to reclassify the area of the four lots from C-C to A-P.  In 
addition the Town granted a CUP to establish a mixed residential and office use PUD with 
senior housing.  This project was never constructed and all approvals have expired.  In 2015, a 
lot line adjustment was approved to reconfigure the subject parcel along with three other non-
conforming lots.  (File # 43-214, recorded on July 14, 2016). The lot line adjustment allowed for 
each lot to be developed individually as permitted under the A-P zoning district.  Within the A-P 
Zone District single-family dwellings are listed as principal uses.  At the time the lot line 
adjustment was under review, the Town considered the development of the four individual 
parcels to be less intense compared to the PUD approved in 1995.  The Commission stated 
that the lot line adjustment resulted in fewer single family residences, more office space, and 
less total square footage.  The Town considered the proposed lot line adjustment to be a less 
intense use of the parcels and therefore approved the lot line adjustment. 
 
CODE REQUIREMENTS 
 
As required by Portola Valley Municipal Code (PVMC) 18.64.010.A.1 and 15.12.100.A and E of 
the Municipal Code, this application has been forwarded to the ASCC for review.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The 17,936 square foot property is accessed through a shared access easement off of Portola 
Road.  Located to the west is Village Square Shopping Center, to the east and south are vacant 
parcels, to the rear are Sausal Creek and the Town of Woodside beyond.  The property shares 
the access driveway with 844 Portola Road (Hallett Store), 846 Portola Road (a vacant 
property) and 848 Portola Road (separately under consideration by ASCC).  
 
The request includes the construction of a 2,331 square foot two-story house new driveway, 
patios, tree removal and landscaping.The relatively flat lot would contain the new two-story 
home in a modern ranch style.  The home would have an attached three car garage.  The home 
includes a first floor with the main living areas and a guest suite.  The second floor contains a 
master bedroom and two additional bedrooms.  The proposed finish treatments for the new 
home include vertical board and batten natural wood siding with accents of painted stucco and 
horizontal wood siding.  Roofing material includes corrugated metal roofing in a dark gray color.  
The color palette includes natural wood and warm gray and brown tones with dark metal 
windows frames and railings.  All proposed materials and treatments meet town reflectivity 
guidelines.  Colors and materials are presented in Attachment 9. 
 
The ASCC should discuss if the proposed home is different enough in style and materials than 
the adjacent 848 Portola Road project.  Staff has worked with the applicant to make sure there 
are differences in the homes, however the ASCC should make sure the applicant has gone far 
enough in making each home unique. 
 
Landscaping is proposed around the structures and outdoor living areas.  The plan includes the 
removal of 4 significant oaks which are located within the new house footprint.  An additional 5 
oaks will be removed due to the condition of the tree.  There will be 10 replacement oak trees.  
Additional tree removal information can be found on sheet A1.0 and in the Arborist report 
prepared by Kielty Arborist Services (Attachment 2).  Tree replacement planting can be found 
on sheet L1. 
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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 within the A-P Zoning District, including floor 
area, height and setbacks.  Within the A-P zoning designation floor area that includes vent 
shafts, courts and floor area permanently allocated for parking or loading do not count towards 
floor area (PVMC 18.54.050). 
The owners of 846, 848 and 850 Portola Road have joined together and have submitted an 
application for rezoning of these three properties from A-P to R-1/20M.  This process is being 
reviewed simultaneously therefore the project has been reviewed against both zoning 
designations.  The applicant has supplied a zoning compliance sheet for the proposed R-1/20 
zoning regulations and can be found in your plan set as sheet R-1/20 for informational 
purposes only.  The current design meets the R-1/20M zoning regulations as described in the 
table below. However, the current review before the Commission is subject to the A-P 
standards.  

 

Lot Size 0.4118 acres (17,936 sf) 

Average Slope 12% 

R-1/20M Code Requirement Proposed Remaining 

Max Floor Area 3,701 2,984 717 

85% of MFA 3,146 2,984 162 

Max Impervious 
Surface 

4,209 3,959 250 

Height 28’/34’ 28’ -- 

Front Setback 20’ 52’ -- 

Side Setbacks 10’ 17’ -- 

Rear Setback 20’ 64’ -- 

Parking Spaces 2 covered 3 covered -- 

 
Design Guidelines Review – Siting, Mass/Bulk, Scale, Exterior Materials 
The project was reviewed against the Town’s Design Guidelines and was found to be 
substantially in conformance. 
 

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) 
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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)  

 
Grading and Drainage 
The project’s proposed cut, fill and total grading work for the driveway, building pad, and site 
total are shown in the table below.  The table illustrates that the proposed totals are within the 
amount requiring ASCC review (100-999 cubic yards). Total soil import for the site is 190 cubic 
yards.  The majority of the grading that occurs outside the building footprint is for the driveway 
and to soften the grading from the raised finished floor.  The finished floor elevation is slightly 
raised to account for any future creek overtopping.  Thorough analysis of the creek has been 
completed by the Town Geologist, Town Engineer and the applicant’s consultants.  Grading 
and drainage plans can be found on sheet C-1.0. 
 

(in cubic yards) Cut Fill Total 
Outside Building Footprint 15 220 235 
Within Building Footprint 15 0 15 
    
Site Total 30 220 250 
Net Import   190 

 
Landscaping 
The site is currently undeveloped.  Various types of Oak trees are scattered throughout the site.  
There are also a few Black walnut and Acacia trees on the property.  An Arborist report was 
prepared for the project by Kielty Arborist Services dated August 25, 2017 (Attachment 2).  A 
tree status plan including tree numbering associated with the Arborist Report can be found on 
sheet A1.0.  The applicant is proposing tree replacement with oaks 
 
The proposed planting plan can be found on sheet L1 in the plan set package.  The project 
proposal includes a fully landscaped site with all native vegetation.  Irrigation notes, calculations 
and details can be found on sheets L3 and L4. 
  
Existing fencing is located along the common property line with Village Square.  Three foot tall 
wire mesh fencing is proposed to connect from the house to the southern property line and then 
run along the southern property line in a western direction.  One additional three foot tall wire 
mesh fence is proposed to connect from the existing fence on the western property line to the 
house at the north western corner.  No additional fencing is proposed. 
 
Lighting 
Exterior house lighting is shown on sheets A2.1 and A 2.2 and cut sheets are provided in 
Attachment 3.   For the most part exterior house lighting has been kept to a minimum.  The 
garage door lights must be reduced to only one light or the two lights combined may not exceed 
1,125 lumens. 
 
There are five landscape path lights proposed.  Three fixtures are located along the driveway 
and two at the western side of the home. 
 
Sustainability Aspects of Project 
An Outdoor Water Use Efficiency checklist can be found on sheet L0; because there is no turf 
and all plants are native or low water use, the water use efficiency checklist is not required.  
The project architect has provided the Green Point checklist (Attachment 4) targeting 78 points 
for the project. 
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Committee Recommendations 
 
Town Geologist. The Town Geologist, in his memo dated October 23, 2018 (Attachment 5), 
recommended approval of the site development permit, with continued involvement of the 
geotechnical consultant in the planning and building process. 
 
Town Engineer. The Town Engineer, in his memo dated October 23, 2018 (Attachment 6), 
recommended approval of the project with specific conditions. 
 
Fire Marshal. The Fire Marshal, in his memo dated May 21, 2018 (Attachment 7), included 
standard conditions.  The Fire truck turn around located on either 846 or 848 Portola Road must 
have a recorded easement for the use of 850 Portola Road. 
 
Conservation Committee. The Conservation Committee reviewed the project on May 18, 2018 
and provided a memo (Attachment 8).  The Committee was supportive of the project with some 
augmented tree replacement for the oaks being removed.  The applicant has revised the plans 
to add replacement trees as requested by the Conservation Committee.  The Committee also 
requested the removal of all non-native species like Rubus discolor, Cytisus monspessulanus, 
Thistles and various other non-natives.  This includes removal to the top of the creek bank. 
 
Public Comments 
No public comments have been received as of the writing of this report. 
 
Unresolved Issues 
There are unresolved issues that the ASCC should consider: 
 

• Style of two homes – ASCC should make sure there are unique differences in the two 
homes proposed. 
 

• Reduction in light fixtures – The lighting at the face of the garage must either be 
reduced in the total lumens or one fixture removed. 
 

• Tree removal – Further clarification should be discussed. 
 
 
ATTACHEMENTS 
 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Arborist Report prepared by Keilty Arborist Services dated August 25, 2017. 
3. Lighting cut sheet 
4. Green Point checklist 
5. Town Geologist memo, dated October 23, 2018. 
6. Town Engineer memo, dated October 23, 2018. 
7. Fire Marshal memo, dated May 21, 2018. 
8. Conservation Committee memo, dated May 18, 2018. 
9. Colors and materials 
10. Architectural Plans (ASCC only) 

 
 
Report approved by: Laura Russell, Planning and Building Director     
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Northern California Office Central California Office Southern California Office 
330 Village Lane 6417 Dogtown Road 550 St. Charles Drive, Suite 108 
Los Gatos, CA 95030-7218 San Andreas, CA 95249-9640 Thousand Oaks, CA 91360-3995 
(408) 354-5542 • Fax (408) 354-1852 (209) 736-4252 • Fax (209) 736-1212 (805) 497-7999 • Fax (805) 497-7933 

www.cottonshires.com 

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
 CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND GEOLOGISTS 

October 23, 2018 
V5138A 

TO: Carol Borck      
Planning Technician 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
765 Portola Road 
Portola Valley, California 94028 

SUBJECT: Supplemental Geotechnical Peer Review 
          RE: New Residence 

850 Portola Road, Willow Grove – Lot 3 
PLN_ARCH 08-2018 

At your request, we have completed a supplemental geotechnical peer review of the 
Site Development Permit application for the proposed residential development using the 
following documents  

• Architectural Plans; including: Site Floor and Roof Plans and Elevations (11
sheets, various scales), by CKA Architects, dated September 14, 2018;

• Topographic Survey (1 sheet, 20-scale), prepared by Lea & Braze
Engineering, dated January 27, 2015; updated August 3, 2017;

• Civil Plans; including: Grading and Drainage Plan, Utility Plan, Erosion
Control Plan, Impervious Surface Plan, and Details (6 Sheets, 10-scale),
prepared by Clifford Bechtel and Associates, dated September 17, 2018;

• Second Submittal, Grading, Drainage and Utilities (letter), prepared by Cliff
Bechtel and Associates, dated September 19, 2018;

• Sausal Creek Bank Stabilization (letter), prepared by Cliff Bechtel, dated
September 18, 2018;

• Limited Geotechnical Engineering Study and Limited Geologic Hazards
Evaluation, Proposed New Residence 850 Portola Road (report), prepared by
Earth Systems Pacific, dated  September 12, 2018; and

• Landscape Plans; including: Planting and Irrigation Plans, Details, and
Specifications (5 Sheets, 10-scale), prepared by Gregory Lewis Landscape
Architect, dated August 10, 2018.
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 In addition, we reviewed pertinent technical documents from our office files and 
performed a recent site reconnaissance. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
 The applicant is proposing construction of a new, 2,331 square-foot, two-story 
residence on a previously undeveloped lot within the 4-Lot Willow Grove development.  In 
previous geotechnical reviews of a prior subdivision layout and associated issues related to 
neighboring Sausal Creek, we recommended that an updated topographic survey of the site 
be performed and the Project Geotechnical Consultant consider the effects of ongoing active 
erosion of the creek bank. We also recommended that the geotechnical/civil consultants 
consider the potential for localized flooding of proposed future residences within the 
subdivision.  We understand that issues of potential site flooding are to be addressed to the 
satisfaction of the Town Engineer. 
 
 In our most recent geotechnical peer review letter, dated June 4, 2018, we 
recommended that a Lot-Specific Geotechnical Investigation be performed since previous 
geotechnical investigations were performed over 10 years ago.  We recommended that the 
investigation address, at a minimum, the following items: 

 
• Compilation and review of past geotechnical investigations; 

 
• The impact of active creek erosion on creek bank stability;  

 
• Potential seismic hazards should be evaluated in relation to proposed site 

development;  
 

• The impact of shallow groundwater should be evaluated with respect to 
the proposed development. 

 
SITE CONDITIONS 
 
 The subject property is characterized by mostly level to gently inclined, alluvial 
floodplain topography associated with ancestral Sausal Creek.  Sausal Creek flows north-
northwestward along the eastern portion of the property.  This alignment is a natural 
portion of Sausal Creek that aligns with the San Andreas rift zone, and has a gradient of 
approximately 3%.  To the south, and off of the 850 Portola Road property, the creek channel 
makes an abrupt westward bend and extends westward toward Portola Road.  This 
alignment is artificial and stems from realignment of the creek in the early portion of the 
1900s, and has a gradient of approximately 6.5%.  The artificial channel of Sausal Creek 
appears to be a dynamic erosional environment where the depth and width of the channel 
have changed significantly over the last 20 years, with large scour holes, migrating headcuts 
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up to 8 feet deep, and large-scale bank undercuts and slump failures.  Creek banks along 
this portion of Sausal Creek are commonly very steep, and locally vertical or undercut, and 
vary from 10 to 15 feet in height.  The steeper gradient along this channel reach reflects the 
artificial nature of the alignment, and the potential for additional scour. 
 
 The Town Geologic Map reveals that the site is underlain by alluvial soils associated 
with Sausal Creek.  The Town Movement Potential Map indicates that the site is within the 
mapped boundaries of a “Sun” zone, which is defined as “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.”  Subsurface 
exploration encountered mostly silty clay alluvial deposits to the explored depth of 50 feet. 
These deposits exhibited a penetration resistance of less than 12 blows per foot (and 
commonly less than 10 blows per foot). Groundwater was encountered between 7 and 12 
feet below the ground surface in borings advanced at the subject site and adjacent lots. The 
closest active trace of the San Andreas fault is the well-constrained 1906 trace of the fault 
mapped approximately 65 feet east of the proposed residence. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED ACTION  
 
 The proposed residential development is constrained by the potential for active 
erosion of the Sausal Creek bank and channel, potential for bank instability under static or 
seismic conditions, localized flooding, potentially expansive and weak alluvial soils, the 
potential for secondary ground cracking during a large earthquake on the San Andreas 
fault, shallow groundwater, and the potential for violent seismic ground shaking.  The 
geotechnical consultant performed an investigation of the site, and provided geotechnical 
design recommendations for the proposed residential development that, in general, appear 
to be consistent with industry standards.  These recommendations include supporting the 
residence on a rigid mat or post-tensioned slab, and maintaining a minimum 30-foot setback 
from the top of the creek bank.  The referenced plans reveal that the residence is to be 
located at least 50 feet from the top of bank.  The proposed detention/infiltration chamber 
location is to be placed near the 30-foot setback line from the top of bank.   
 
 The geotechnical investigation report indicates that the creek embankment slopes are 
stable with respect to large-scale slump and slide failures, and that the minimum 30-foot 
setback is adequate to address the long-term incremental retreat of the oversteepened 
embankment.  We note that this conclusion assumes that the elevation of the creek channel 
does not erode, and that the location of the creek does not migrate laterally.  Should large-
scale changes to the creek alignment or elevation occur in the future, a geotechnical 
consultant should be retained to re-evaluate the site conditions.  Therefore, we recommend 
approval of the Site Development Permit application from a geotechnical standpoint.  The 
following should be performed prior to approval of Building Permits: 
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1. Development Plans – Structural Design Plans for the site specific 
development should be generated that incorporate the recommendations of 
the Project Geotechnical Consultant. 

 
2. Geotechnical Plan Review - The applicant's geotechnical consultant should 

review and approve all geotechnical aspects of the development plans (i.e., 
including site preparation and grading, site drainage improvements and 
design parameters for building foundations and retaining walls) to ensure 
that their recommendations have been properly incorporated.   

 
The Development Plans and Geotechnical Plan Review should be submitted 
to the Town for review by Town Staff and Town Geotechnical Consultant 
prior to issuance of building permits.    
 

LIMITATIONS 
 

This geotechnical peer review has been performed to provide technical advice to 
assist the Town with discretionary permit decisions.  Our services have been limited to 
review of the documents previously identified, and a visual review of the property.  Our 
opinions and conclusions are made in accordance with generally accepted principles and 
practices of the geotechnical profession.  This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties, 
either expressed or implied. 

 
    Respectfully submitted, 

  
 COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
 TOWN GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANT 

  
 John M. Wallace 
 Principal Engineering Geologist 
 CEG 1923 
 

  
 Patrick O. Shires 
 Senior Principal Geotechnical Engineer 
 GE 770 
JMW:POS:st 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: October 23, 2018  

TO: Howard Young and Cynthia Richardson, Town of Portola Valley 

FROM: Jeff Nelson & Nona Espinosa, NV5 

PROJECT: 850 Portola Rd. # PLN_ARCH 07—2018 

PROJECT #s: SJ00717-132 &173 

SUBJECT: Review of Applicant Documents for 850 Portola Road 

NV5 has completed the review of the following documents provided by the applicant for the Site Development 
Application at 848 Portola Road and has the following comments:   

 Review of CKA Architects plans dated 9/14/18
 Clifford Bechtel Second Submittal Grading, Drainage and Utilities for 850 Portola memo dated 9/19/18
 Clifford Bechtel Sausal Creek Bank Stabilization memo dated 9/18/18
 Gregory Lewis landscaping plans dated 8/10/18
 Earth Systems Pacific’s Limited Geotechnical Engineering Study & Geologic Hazards Evaluation dated

9/12/18. 

A. GENERAL 

1. All items listed in the most current “Public Works and & Engineering Department Site Development
Standard guidelines and Checklist” shall be reviewed and met.  A completed and signed checklist by the
project architect or engineer must be submitted with the building plans.  This Document is available on
the Town website.

2. All items listed in the most current “Public Works & engineering Department Pre-Construction Meeting
for Site Development” shall be reviewed and understood.  This document is available on the Town
website.

3. Bechtel’s Bank Stabilization memo states that the flow velocities cited in the Schaaf and Wheeler (S&W)
report apply to a future channel geometry described in Lea & Sung’s Creek Restoration Plan, and do not
apply to the existing conditions. Based on the existing condition hydraulic model results cited in the S&W
report, the flow velocities in the creek are expected to be below 20 feet per second. Therefore, it is our
opinion that the recently placed 24-inch-diameter rock slope protection (RSP) is acceptable for the current
Sausal Creek flow conditions.

4. Based on the S&W flow analysis, the creek channel will not be able to contain the 100-year flow event
under existing conditions.  S&W’s HECRAS model predicts that approximately 200 cubic feet per second
(CFS) of flow will spill over Portola Road and sheet flow through the project site and is expected to be
contained within the access driveway for both properties and discharge into the creek from the Northeast
side of the parcel.
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5. The Limited Geotechnical Engineering Study and Limited Geologic Hazards evaluation report submitted 
by the applicant included an analysis of the slope stability of the creek bank as it relates to the location of 
the proposed homes.  This study indicates that the setbacks as presented in the current plans are adequate; 
we agree with this conclusion. 

 
B. SPECIFIC (for consideration during Building Plan Submittal) 
 

1. Provide updated documentation describing the size of the out flow pipes from the sump pump and 
stormwater retention system. Demonstrate that the storm flow from the site does not exceed that of the 
pre-existing conditions.  

 
2. Show 100-year flow arrows on Architectural, Civil and Landscape plans, especially at the end of the 

gravel driveway near the creek.  Civil and Landscape plans should show the stormwater overland flow 
path beyond the gravel driveway. 
 

3. Add a note to the drawings that says the overland flow path shall remain clear and have no obstructions 
that impede overland flow at any time. 
 

4. Any fencing along the 100-year storm flow path shall have openings at the bottom to provide passage for 
100-year flow event.  If any flow path obstructions are constructed, additional hydraulic analysis shall be 
required to determine if these blockages will create an increase in 100-year flood elevations upstream of 
the project.  Any future improvements within the 30-foot setback must be approved by the Town 
Engineer prior to construction. 
 

5. Per calculations provided in the previous submittal, please revise Detail 1 on Sheet C-3.0 to show that a 
minimum of a 20-foot-long detention pipe is required. The dimensions shown in the current detail show a 
20-foot-long trench, but not a 20-foot-long pipe.  
 

6. Provide adequate cover for all utilities along the gravel driveway. The 4-inch storm drain in front of the 
garage has less than 2 feet of cover, please indicate in the plans that storm drain pipe needs at least 3 feet 
of cover or call for the pipe to be encased in concrete. 
 

7. Sheet C-1.0 - Detention system does not have adequate cover per Detail 1 sheet C-3.0. Please 
move the detention system completely outside the 30 feet set back. 

 
8. Show all existing utilities and provide details for all proposed utilities in the building permit submittal. 
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850 Portola Road 

Conservation Committee Comments 

Committee members at site visit on May 18, 2018:  Judith Murphy, Donald Eckstrom, and 

Dieter Walz 

The drawing package shows a proposed future two story residence on a level lot, also 

identified as Parcel I.  The lot size is 17,936 SF, and the prosed residence floor area is 2331SF, 

of which he first floor is 1336 SF. 

Impervious Surfaces 

The actual square footage of impervious surface beyond the ground floor area of the 

residence was not evident from the materials supplied to us by the Town.  However, since the 

driveway is shared with that of the proposed residence on 848 Portola Road, and since the 

residence will be near the entrance to the property, it seems very modest relative to the lot 

size. 

Landscape Plan 

We thoroughly inspected the complete property for existing plant cover, and had the 

arborist's report for guidance on the trees. 

We mostly concurred with this report, but we would like to either augment this report, or 

take exception in in some instances. 

Trees # 1R to #6R are to be removed to allow placement of the new residence.  The 

committee suggests mitigating this by new planting of either Quercus agrifolia (Coast Live 

Oak) and/or Q. lobata (Valley Oak) to the N/E of the new residence.  Fewer than 6 trees 

would suffice, appropriately spaced  to reflect the expected future lateral canopy size of these 

species. 

Tree # 11R, a Q. agrifolia, is located on the top of a section of eroding bank of Sausal 

Creek.  It is on the inside of the creek bend and thus not subject to the same water erosion 

forces as the opposite outer creek bend.  We think the tree's extensive root system is a major 

stabilizing asset.  It also is a beautiful tree and, with some judicious pruning, it might be there 
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for many years, perhaps decades to come.  We think it could be an asset in the rear part of 

the property. 

 

Trees # 13 (the large dead oak on the ground), and #14R to #18R destined to be removed as 

needed for the new residence should be mitigated by new plantings of either Q. agrifolia 

and/or Q.lobata to the north of the new residence. 

 

Tree # 20, a Q. agrifolia is not an asset to the property.  The committee suggests that it be 

removed.  This would allow Tree # 21 to develop and show its full potential (after some 

shaping and clean out of its canopy, as well as arborist recommended clean-up mitigation at 

ground level near the trunk.  Tree # 21 may well be the most significant tree asset on both 

Parcel I and Parcel II.  

 

As with Parcel I, the north half of Parcel II, at ground level, is also heavily overgrown and 

infested by non-native species like Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry), Cytisus 

monspessulanus (French Broom), Thistles, various, etc.  All of these should be removed, 

sooner rather than later, clear to the top of the creek embankment.  We did not find any 

natives that are worth saving.  Some of these will most likely reappear after clean-out and will 

require vigilance to prevent re-infestation. 

 

Future planting should ideally be done from mid October to the end of November.  A 5 gal 

size plant will always, in a very few years, outperform larger sizes.  

 

We appreciate that no irrigated turf is proposed.  The plans show some drip irrigation next to 

the residence and along the driveway. 

 

Plant List 

 

Landscape Plans and related documents are shown on drawings L1 through L4.  All proposed 

plants are native, require little water once established, and we second their selection.  We 

appreciate a planting plan so appropriate for its site. 

 

Fencing 

 

There is a wood fence along the N/W property line.  The committee recommends that the 

long, linear appearance of this fence be mitigated by judicious planting of lower height native 

species, such as Heteromeles arbutifolia (Toyon), Prunus illicifolia (Hollyleaf Cherry), Rhus 
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iIntegrifolia (Lemonadeberry Bush), perhaps other natives, using clusters rather than linear 

plantings.  

 

Exterior Lighting 

 

Lighting is very modest.  All light are directed downward.  They should not present any issues 

to neighbors. 

 

 

Submitted by Dieter Walz 
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ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE CONTROL COMMISSION December 10, 2018 
ASCC Field Meeting, 25 Kiowa Court, Architectural and Site Development Review for an 
ADU and tree removal. 

Vice Chair Koch called the field meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 

ROLL CALL: 
ASCC: Vice-Chair Koch, Ross, and Wilson.  Chair Sill and Breen were absent. 
Town Staff: Laura Russell, Building and Planning Director and Planner Cynthia Richardson 
Planning Commissioner: None 
 
Others present 
Lorin Hill, Architect 
Cagatay Goksel, Architect 
Connie Lin, applicant 
MaryAnn Plunder and Peter Boot, 35 Kiowa Court 
Shahid Choudhry, 311 Cervantes 
 
Planner Cynthia Richardson presented the project which consists of Architectural Review for a 
new 1,000 square foot one-story Accessory Dwelling Unit that exceeds a vertical building height 
of 18 feet and does not have architectural style or materials similar to the main residence.  The 
project includes the removal of two significant trees. 
 
Following Planner Richardson’s presentation, Architect Hill offered information regarding the 
project and that they would be matching the main house with a remodel in the future. 
 
The group then walked to the back of the existing home to see the story poles for the new ADU.  
Mr. Hill explained that the reason for the height being over 18 feet was due to the guard rail that 
is required for the roof top deck. 
 
Peter Boot of 35 Kiowa Court asked if there could be an antenna constructed on the deck of the 
new ADU.  Laura Russell indicated that some types would need a building permit.  She 
indicated that furniture could be placed on the roof top deck. 
 
Maryann Plunder asked about the drainage and if additional drainage would be directed toward 
the creek.  Mr. Hill indicated that a grading and drainage plan would be finalized for the project 
prior to the building permit approval. 
 
Shahid Choudhry of 311 Cervantes asked if anything else would be constructed farther up the 
gulch.  The owner Connie Lin indicated that it would be left open and natural. 
 
Vice Chair Koch stated that Commissioners would offer further comments on the proposal at the 
regular evening meeting that evening. Members thanked architect for participation in the site 
meeting.  The field meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 
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ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE CONTROL COMMISSION  DECEMBER 10, 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 
Schoolhouse Meeting Room, 765 Portola Road. 

Planning & Building Director Laura Russell called roll: 

Present:  ASCC: Commissioners Dave Ross and Jane Wilson; Vice Chair Megan Koch; 
Chair Al Sill 

 Absent: Commissioner Danna Breen 
 Planning Commission Liaison: Nicholas Targ 
 Town Council Liaison: Councilmember Wengert 
 Town Staff: Planning & Building Director Laura Russell; Associate Planner 

Cassidy; Planner Cynthia Richardson 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

OLD BUSINESS 

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

Planner Richardson described the background of the project and the applicant’s revised plans 
addressing previous ASCC comments and neighborhood concerns. Staff recommended that the 
ASCC approve the new residence, landscaping and tree removal, subject to the conditions of 
approval in Attachment 1, as detailed in the staff report. 

Chair Sill invited questions from the Commission. 

Commissioner Ross asked if the property could have been accessed from Louise Lane. Planner 
Richardson said it could have in theory, but would have required significant retaining walls 
which would have gone through the middle of Louise Lane making it more difficult to construct a 
road in the future. 

Chair Sill invited comment by the applicant. The applicant described the project revisions.  

Chair Sill invited questions for the applicant. Hearing none, Chair Sill invited public comment. 

Andy Brown, a member of the road committee, said they’ve reviewed the project and are 
supportive. They want to ensure that Louise Lane remains as is, as an easement. He said there 
is some concern that oaks not be in the easement. 

Bart Dolmatch, 16 Santa Maria. Mr. Dolmatch complemented the design and siting of the house. 
He said the applicant has done a phenomenal job mitigating the comments and suggestions 
made. He said he has the same landscape architect as the applicant. He said they are 
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supportive of adding oaks on the upside of the hill, with shared responsibility for privacy for both 
residences. He would like to review the plan for those trees. The landscape architect said the 
trees would be sited on both properties to accommodate the screening.  

Ken Singleton, 40 Santa Maria. Mr. Singleton expressed appreciation for the effort put in by the 
applicant and the designers to modify the driveway. He said he did not feel strongly about 
Louise Lane. He said he appreciated the neighborhood’s desire to retain the easement, but also 
appealed to the Commission to give them maximum flexibility and leniency to integrate that 
space into their yards because there’s not going to be a road there in any foreseeable future. In 
response to Chair Sill’s question, Planning & Building Director Russell said the condition is 
drafted retaining 24 feet unplanted. She said the concerns they received were about larger trees 
so it would be appropriate for smaller plantings to be located in that area as long as they are 
minimal and can be removed easily. Vice Chair Koch said it appears the neighbor would like to 
see a softening of that area.  

Bart Dolmatch said Louise Lane is a paper street, but the hill is engineered. He hoped there was 
something that could be done to repopulate that hill in some way and suggested that planting 
things on it would stabilize the soil. He supported Mr. Singleton’s comments. 

With no additional public comment, Chair Sill brought the item back to the Commission for 
discussion. 

Vice Chair Koch said the applicant did a great job of addressing all of the suggestions and 
comments made regarding the project. She said she could make the findings for exceeding 
85%. She was supportive of the changes for the driveway access. She was supportive of the 
planting plan, but thought it might be almost too much. She suggested it be conditioned that a 
Commissioner be present for the siting of screening trees. 

Commissioner Wilson thanked the applicant for all of the work done to mitigate the lighting and 
light spill concerns. She said she could make the findings for exceeding 85% because of the 
need to compact the building onto the available space. She said it was good they were sharing 
the landscape architect. She was supportive of the color board and design. 

Commissioner Ross said the applicants did a great job hitting every mark. He said it was easy 
to make the finding for exceeding 85%. He said, with regard to Louise Lane, while he was not 
suggesting a change in the condition, he pointed out that the cost of removing a mature oak tree 
in the middle of Louise Lane would be negligible compared to what it would cost to develop 
Louise Lane. He supported the recommended condition that an ASCC member be present for 
the final siting of the trees when the home at 42 Santa Maria has been framed.  

Chair Sill was supportive of the project. He said the architecture, materials, and design are 
great. He said he is comfortable seeing both landscaping plans merged together and did not 
think screening would be an issue. He could make the findings for exceeding 85%.  

Commissioner Ross moved to approve the Architectural Review and Site Development Permit 
for a New Residence, Removal of Significant Trees, and Landscaping at 42 Santa Maria, 
including staff’s conditions, and the additional condition that an ASCC member participate in the 
final siting of the screening trees. Seconded by Commissioner Wilson; the motion carried 4-0. 

NEW BUSINESS 
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(2) Architectural Review for a new 1,000 sq. ft. one-story Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) that exceeds a vertical building height of 18 feet and does not have 
architectural style or materials similar to the main residence. The project includes 
the removal of two significant trees, 25 Kiowa Court, Lin Residence, File # 
PLN_ARCH 19-2018 

Planner Richardson described the proposed project and discussion items as detailed in the staff 
report.  Staff recommended the ASCC review the proposed plans, consider the comments in the 
staff report and any additional comments which may be offered tonight, and approve the 
proposed ADU subject to the conditions in Attachment 1. A field visit was held at the site earlier 
this afternoon.  

Chair Sill invited questions from the Commission. 

Vice Chair Koch asked if the multi-trunk tree would be removed. Lorin Hill, the architect, 
apologized for an AutoCAD layering mistake that led the arborist to misidentify the trees that are 
proposed for removal. Mr. Hill said the leaning large two-trunk tree is close to the proposed 
footprint of the building, and the arborist has recommended they both be removed.  

Vice Chair Koch said the leaning tree is dangerous and must be removed. She asked if the 
other trunk, which looks strong and viable with a nice canopy, was viable. Ms. Lin said there 
used to be a children’s play structure right inside of where the ADU will be. She said one night, 
a large tree that she thought was healthy fell and destroyed the play structure, so she has 
concern about that. Mr. Hill said they are amenable to working with the arborist and staff to 
determine what is appropriate for those trees. Planning & Building Director Russell referenced 
the Arborist Report and said it does not sound like either tree is viable. 

With no further questions, Chair Sill invited the applicant to comment.  

Mr. Hill discussed the height issue. He said the relatively transparent cable railings protrude 
above to enable the roof terrace to have a usable open space. He said the larger area is more 
suitable to outdoor living and reduces the impact on the surrounding landscape, and they feel 
the protrusion is a reasonable accommodation that should be allowed.   

Mr. Hill said, with regard to the style issue, the ADU is being somewhat reverse engineered for 
what the future new home may be. They made no effort to match the existing ranch style of the 
main structure and said this design will be a cohesive ensemble of buildings someday. 

Mr. Hill said they would like the option of including perimeter low-impact rail lighting on the roof 
deck.  

Chair Sill invited questions from the Commission. Hearing none, Chair Sill invited public 
comment. 

Shahid Choudry, 311 Cervantes Road. He said he works from home, and the reason he lives in 
Portola Valley are the trees and atmosphere. He said he has a love affair with each tree just as 
with any human neighbor. He said he sits on his hill and reads books and looks into the trees. 
He said he hopes there is a way to artistically integrate nature with housing and ADUs. He said 
he does not want to cause any problems for neighbors, and he respects and loves them all. He 
said the design is beautiful, and he has no problem with the height. He said it is beautifully 
integrated into the hill.  

Page 77



With no further public comment, Chair Sill brought the item back to the Commission for 
discussion. 

Commissioner Ross said the applicants have done an excellent job of citing and massing the 
structure. He appreciated that they were doing no landscaping or hardscaping around it. He said 
there is a very deep slope, and water control will be critical. He said it is an appropriate place for 
roof decks as open space. He was supportive of allowing the guard rail to extend above the 
height limitation. He suggested using a medium or dark bronze instead of black anodized 
aluminum for the stanchions. He said the ADU is invisible except to the residents of the front 
house and will not be offensive even if it takes some time to remodel the front house to match 
the style of the ADU. Commissioner Ross said Tree #7 is very close to the site of the building, 
and he is not troubled by the removal. He was supportive of the light fixtures. He would be 
supportive of the option to add rail lighting, but only on the long rail that is opposite the deck 
from the structure.  

Commissioner Wilson was supportive of the design and appreciated it was built into the hillside 
subservient to the landscape. She liked the color palate and agreed she would prefer a bronze 
railing. She supported removing the bifurcated tree. She supported removing the bay trees 
which are unwanted in Portola Valley anyway. She was supportive of the project. 

Vice Chair Koch supported the variance for the height because the railing is a very creative use 
of space, will have no impact on any neighbors, and will in fact make the ADU more enjoyable. 
She was supportive of the design being different from the existing structure because it makes 
sense in the program of this property. She said if there will be any lighting in the railings, she 
would want to see the detailed lighting plan. She said a construction staging plan is important in 
this small cul-de-sac. She said Tree #7 is not viable, and she supported its removal.  

Chair Sill was supportive of the design, the siting, and the materials. He was supportive of the 
20’6” height because the roof deck makes a lot of sense and impacts no neighbors. He was 
supportive of using a different style for the ADU since the direction is to change the style of the 
main house later. He was supportive of the removal of Tree #7. He was supportive of the 
project. 

Vice Chair Koch moved to approve the Architectural Review for a new 1,000 sq. ft. one-story 
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU); approve the height of 20’6” feet; approve the removal of the two 
significant trees; and approve the significantly different design of the ADU; with staff conditions 
and the additional condition to provide a final lighting plan for review by one ASCC member. 
Seconded by Commissioner Ross; the motion carried 4-0. 

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

(3) Commission Reports 

Planning & Building Director Russell did a site inspection at 15 Sausal with Commissioner 
Breen, looking at tree removal. She said the Fire District also got involved because some of the 
trees are now declining. She said phased removal of the trees may be considered, making sure 
that any trees representing a fire danger will be immediately removed. She said based on the 
results of the Fire District inspection, the property owner may request a phased removal, and it 
may be possible that an alteration of the condition might be brought back to the Commission.  
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Planning & Building Director Russell said staff has been working hard with the Planning 
Commission on the ADU work. She thanked the ASCC for the feedback they provided. She 
said, at the request of the Planning Commission, she and Associate Planner Cassidy will meet 
with Chair Sill to ask some follow-up questions to keep the process moving. She said the next 
Planning Commission meeting will be December 19, with a public hearing early in the new year, 
with a target of getting it to the Town Council in late February. 

(4) News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 

Staff shared an article of interest with the Commissioners – “What’s behind the dramatic rise in 
3-generation households?”   

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

(5) ASCC Meeting of November 12, 2018  

Commissioner Ross moved to approve the November 12, 2018, minutes as submitted. 
Seconded by Vice Chair Koch, the motion passed 3-0-1, with Commissioner Wilson abstaining. 

ADJOURNMENT [8:00 p.m.] 
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