
     

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
                           

Special ASCC Field Meeting 
 

5:00 PM  180 Bear Gulch -  Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for the removal of the 
existing home and construction of a Two-Story Residence, Pool, Garden Shed, Removal of Trees, 
Landscaping and associated improvements 

 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

 
7:00 PM - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
Commissioners Ross, Sill, Wilson, Vice Chair Breen and Chair Koch 
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
Persons wishing to address the Architectural and Site Control Commission on any subject not on the agenda 
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. Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for the removal of the existing home and construction of 

a Two-Story Residence, Pool, Garden Shed, Removal of Trees, Landscaping and associated 
improvements, 180 Bear Gulch, Robert Stone, File # PLN_ARCH 0011-2019 (C. Richardson) 

 
COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
2. Commission Reports 

 

3. Staff Report 
 

4. News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
5.  ASCC Meeting of June 10, 2019 
 
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, June 24, 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, Consulting Planner 
 
DATE:   June 24, 2019 
 
SUBJECT:   Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for the removal of 

the existing home and construction of a Two-Story Residence, Pool, 
Garden Shed, Removal of Significant Tree, Landscaping and 
associated improvements, 180 Bear Gulch, Robert Stone, File # 
PLN_ARCH 0011-2019. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the ASCC approve the proposed residence,   

shed, landscaping, and pool, subject to the Conditions of Approval 
(Attachment 1). 

 
APPLICATION 
 
On April 22, 2019, staff received an application for the demolition of the existing home including 
the associated improvements and construction of a two-story residence, pool, garden shed, 
removal of significant trees, landscaping and associated improvements.   In addition to the 
required forms, the applicant submitted the following documents and plans: 
 

• Vicinity Map    Attachment 2 
• Light Fixture Cut Sheets  Attachment 3 
• Build It Green Checklist  Attachment 4  
• Water Efficiency Checklist  Attachment 5 
• Color and Material Boards  Attachment 6 
• Arborist Report   Attachment 7 
• Plan Sets     Available at Town Hall & ASCC Meeting 

 
To view plan sets and proposed materials before the meeting, visit Town Hall Monday – Friday, 
8am – noon, 1pm – 5pm.  
 
Project 

Proposal 
Square 
Footage 

Address Zone Parcel Size Slope 

New Home 4,930 
180 

Bear Gulch 
R-E/1a/SD-1a 3.56 30% 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
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Review Required 
The following sections of the Portola Valley Municipal Code were used for the project’s review: 
 
PVMC Section Chapter Title Section Title Meaning 

18.64.010.A.1 
Architectural and 
Site Plan Review 

Applicability 
Review by the ASCC required for the 
proposed project, which includes more 
than 400 square feet of new floor area 

 
Background 
This application includes the demolition of the existing home including the associated 
improvements and construction of a two-story residence, pool, garden shed, removal of a 
significant number of trees, landscaping and associated improvements. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Setting 

Existing House 
Year 
Built 

Easements/ 
Trails 

Surrounding 
Properties 

Existing Conditions 

3,150 SF two- 
story house 
 

1959 None 
Single family homes, 
similar zone, relatively 
steep area. 

Steep property with two-
story home, two non-
connecting driveways, 
and mature trees 

 
Description 
The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing residence and all improvements on 
the property.  The proposed new two-story home will be located in the general vicinity of the 
existing home and will include rear decks, an infinity pool and a fenced garden shed and planter 
beds.  The project also eliminates the existing upper driveway.  The new home will be using the 
averaging provision for the north side setback and the front setback see sheet A0.0 for the 
average setback calculations. 
 
Project Data – New Residence and Garden Shed 

 
Code 

Requirements 
Existing Proposed Remaining 

Max Floor Area 6,281 3,150 4,930 1,351 

85% of MFA 5,339 3,150 4,849 490 

Max Impervious 
Surface 

10,109 6,435 8,535 1,574 

Height 28’/34’ 21’ 27’-8” -- 

Front Setback 50’ 20’ 
50’ 

average 
-- 

Side Setbacks 20’ 20’ 
20’-9” 

average 
-- 

Rear Setback 20’ 345’ 266’ -- 

Parking Spaces 
2 covered 

2 uncovered 
2 covered 

2 uncovered 
2 covered 

2 uncovered 
-- 
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Design & Design Guidelines 
The design and potential impacts of the proposed structure are described below: 
 
 Architectural Style: Contemporary two-story  
 Shape & Orientation: Rectangle shape, positioned against side and front setbacks. 
 Fenestration: Windows on all elevations with larger areas of glazing.  Clear-

story windows at second floor. 
 Roof & Skylights: Flat roof; no skylights 
 Structure Visibility: One-story visible from the street, two-story at the rear.  Visible 

from property to the north-east and distant properties. 
 
All proposed materials and treatments meet Town reflectivity guidelines, and include a natural 
color palette and material choices which blend with the surrounding environment.  
 

Siding:  Vertical T&G wood siding and privacy screen re-sawn 
western red cedar with contrasting two coat “Gray/Brown” 
Benjamin Arborcoat stain. 
Horizontal wood siding in combed western red cedar with 
contrasting two coat “Dark Gray” Benjamin Arborcoat 
stain. 

Windows & Doors:   Medium Bronze/Dark Gray Aluminum. 
Steel Components:  PTD black steel. 
Roof:     Single membrane flat roof with Basalt gravel in dark gray. 
Gutter:    Black metal facia concealing integrated gutter. 
Deck:     Natural finish wood. 
Landscape Walls:  Re-sawn board form concrete 

 
The Portola Valley Design Guidelines were used for the project’s review. Staff found that the 
project reflected the Design Guidelines. 
 
Design Guidelines 

Section Guideline Compliance 
Site Design Vegetation 

Preservation 
Structures, driveways and parking areas 
respect natural site conditions. 

Architectural Design Scale/Context Structure designed to respect natural 
environment and be in proportion to the size 
and configuration of the lot.  No visual 
prominence. 

Additional Design 
Concepts 

Colors and Materials The colors and materials blend with the 
natural environment.  All materials meet 
reflectivity values. 

 Lighting The minimum amounts of lights are proposed 
to create natural site conditions.  The project 
maintains the rural unlit character of the 
environment. 

Landscape Design Planting Concepts Planting is close to the house. 
Plant Materials Native Plant Materials Mostly native plants have been used for this 

project. 
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Grading 

Total Soil Movement 

(cubic yards) Cut Fill Total 
Building Pad and pool 255 0 255 
Site Work & Landscaping 280 160 440 
Site Total 535 160 695 

 
Off-Haul: 375 CY 
Site Development Permit CY: 
     Building Pad Fill  + Site Work Cut + Site Work Fill    = Soil Movement Subject to SDP 
 
___         280______ +    160         +   0 __ =  _____440_________ 
 

Review level required by SDP soil movement: ASCC 
 
Tree Removal 
The project includes the removal of 43 trees only one of which is considered significant.  There 
will be 27 Eucalyptus, 14 Coast live oaks, one Chinese pistache and one Privet removed.  In 
addition one significant Coast Live Oak located at the rear deck will be removed.  According to 
the Arborist Report the tree has been significantly pruned for view purposes. 
 
A majority of the trees being removed are located within the front setback and within the right of 
way.  A tree inventory plan can be found on sheet L0.1 and Arborist Report in Attachment 7.  
The Conservation Committee supports the tree removal and encourages the removal of all the 
Eucalyptus near the bottom of the gulch on the North-East side.  The one significant tree being 
removed is shown in the table below. 
 

Arborist 
Report 

Significant Trees  Conservation 
Committee Comments 

Staff 
Comments Remove Type 

#28S Yes Coast Live Oak 
Tree removed after 

Conservation 
Committee review. 

Due to 
proximity to 
rear deck. 

 
Landscaping 
New landscaping is proposed around the new home with the majority of the new plantings 
between the new home and the street.  The planting plan can be found on sheet L4.0.  The 
plants are in a somewhat linear pattern and should be further broken up into clumps of 
plantings especially along the driveway and at the front along the street. Condition of Approval 
#10 requires a revision to the planting plan prior to building permit issuance.  
 

Landscaped 
Area 

Irrigated Area Plant Palette 
Conservation 

Comments 
Staff Comments 

8,257 8,257 native 
Support removal 
of eucalyptus.  
Oak removal ok. 

Staff supports 
Conservation 
memo. 

 
Lighting 
The lighting plan is provided on sheet A0.2A and A0.2B, which shows proposed lighting as part 
of the new home.  Landscape lighting can be found on sheet L3.0 and cut sheets can be found 
in Attachment 3.   
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Fixture Image No. Lumens Compliant 
L1  
Recessed Exterior 
Downlight 

 

7 335 Yes 

L2 
Decorative Exterior 
Wall sconce  

2 823 Yes 

L3 
Exterior Monopoint 
 

 

2 197 Yes 

Pathway Light 

 

3 125 Yes 

In-Step Light 

 

4 20 Yes 

Pool Light 

 
1 260 Yes 

 
Fencing 
There are no fences shown on the topographic survey or observed on site.  One new fence is 
proposed to surround the new vegetable garden and garden shed. 
 

Fence Type Height Circumscribing Compliant Comments 
Existing None     

Proposed Garden Fence 6’ Vegetable beds Yes  
 
Water Use 
 Maximum Water Use Allowance (MAWA): 139,633 
 Estimated Total Water Use (ETWU):   115,431  
 Percent of MAWA used:   83% 
 Compliant:     Yes  
 
Build It Green  

 Points Required:     105.74   
 Points Provided:     106  
 Compliant:     Yes 
 Additional Infrastructure Requirements:   

• PV & Solar Thermal    Condition #8 
• Greywater    Condition #8 
• EV Charging    Condition #8 

 
Sheet A0.1B, Proposed Site Plan/Roof Plan, shows an area proposed for solar panels. 
A condition of approval has been added which requires that the remaining infrastructure be 
included on the building permit plans (Condition 8). 
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Committee Recommendations  
Reviewer Concerns/ 

Conditions 
Recommend 

Approval 
Applicant 
Response 

Staff 
Comments 

Woodside Fire Conditions  Yes At Bldg permit Attachment 8 
Town Geologist Conditions Yes At Bldg permit Attachment 9 
Town Engineer Conditions Yes At Bldg permit Attachment 10 
Conservation 
Committee 

Comments and 
Conditions Yes Not Required Attachment 11 

Trails 
Committee 

No trails on this 
property. NA Not Required Attachment 12 

 
Neighbor Comments 
The applicant performed neighborhood outreach and the Architect has summarized the 
neighbor’s comments in the attached memo (Attachment 13).  In general there are concerns 
regarding the construction phase of the project along with some privacy concerns. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS 
 
The proposed project complies with the code and follows the Design Guidelines.  
 
Findings 
In order to approve the Architecture permit, the ASCC is required to find that the project is 
consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations, as described below: 
 

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 proposed house, pool and garden shed would reuse the existing building site. The 
two-story home is proposed to be low and would fit into and surrounding oak woodland. 
 

2. The proposed project will blend in with the natural environment in terms of 
materials, form and color. (Architectural Design) 
The project proposes natural materials and a contemporary style which would blend with 
the varied architectural styles of the neighborhood. The materials would suit the site and 
help the structures blend into the landscape.  

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

disturbances to the natural terrain and scenic vistas.  (Grading)  
The existing slope and land contours would generally be maintained. The existing house 
site would be reused, and the surrounding oak woodland would be left mostly 
undisturbed.  
 

4. The proposed project utilizes minimal lighting so that the presence of 
development at night is difficult to determine. (Lighting) 
Lighting is shown tightly grouped around the proposed house and allows for safe 
pedestrian navigation. Low lumens are shown for path and step lights, with minimal 
overhead light fixtures. 

 
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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Proposed landscaping is native and planted close to the house and new driveway.  
Screening trees are proposed between the new home and the neighbors to the north.  
Four coast live oak significant trees are maintained on site. Condition of Approval #10 
has been added to require that the planting at the driveway and along the street be less 
linear to preserve the natural qualities of the site.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the ASCC review the plans and staff report, offer feedback or additional 
conditions of approval, and approve the Architectural Review and Site Development Permits.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Recommended Conditions of Approval 
2. Vicinity Map 
3. Light Fixture Cut Sheet 
4. Build It Green Checklist 
5. Water Efficiency Checklist 
6. Colors and Materials Board 
7. Arborist Report 
8. Fire Marshal memo 
9. Town Geologist memo 
10. Town Engineer memo 
11. Conservation Committee memo 
12. Trails Committee memo 
13. Architects memo summarizing neighbor comments 
14. Architectural plans, received 5/29/19 
 
 
Report approved by: Laura Russell, Planning and Building Director  
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Conditions of Approval 

Architectural Review and Site Development Permit for the removal of the existing home and 
construction of a Two-Story Residence, Pool, Garden Shed, Removal of Significant Trees, 
Landscaping and associated improvements, 180 Bear Gulch, Robert Stone, File # PLN_ARCH 
0011-2019. 

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. This Architectural and Site Development Permit approval shall automatically expire two
years from the date of approval if, within such time period, a Building Permit has not
been approved.

3. 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. All items
shown on the Construction Staging and Tree Protection Checklist shall be shown on a
separate sheet within the building permit plan set.  No construction parking other than
what is shown on the plan shall be allowed during the construction process and prior to
final inspection.

4. 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.

5. Tree removal as outlined on the Tree Status Plan sheet L0.1 shall be incorporated into
the building permit application. No tree removal shall take place prior to building permit
issuance.

6. 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 December 10, 2018, prepared by Kielty Arborist Services.  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.

7. The new home shall be Green Point Rated by a certified Green Point Rater prior to final
inspection.  The new home shall achieve a minimum of 106 points.  The new home shall
be certified by a qualified green building professional certifying that the project has met
the standards and has attained the compliance threshold as indicated in the approved
BIG Checklist.

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

Attachment 1
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service panel for electric vehicle charging; and systems for graywater treatment, as 
described in the Town’s Green Building Ordinance. 

 
9. No additional fencing is approved beyond what is shown on sheet L.7.2 of the plan set. 

 
10. The landscape plan shall be revised to show a less linear planting pattern at the 

driveway and at the front along the street subject to review and approval by staff prior to 
building permit issuance. 

B. 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. The applicant shall address all plan review comments and subsequent review comments 
from NV5 to the Town’s satisfaction. 
 

15. Hydrology/Hydraulics calculations shall be submitted with the building permit plan set. 
 

16. The applicant shall comply with the current San Mateo County storm water quality 
control requirements. 

 
17. At time of building permit submittal submit documentation and summary table showing 

the total overall impervious area for both the existing pre-construction site condition and 
the post-construction site condition.  Provide an evaluation as to if the project increases 
peak flows into adjacent creeks; and if so, mitigation will be required. 

 
18. The applicant shall provide documentation of post-development peak flow and velocity 

calculations.  Post development peak runoff shall be less than or equal to pre-
development or mitigation shall be provided. 

 
19. The Town’s Site Development Standard Guidelines requires the installation of 

stormwater detention for projects that create or replace greater than 5,000 square feet of 
impervious surface.  Indicate in the building permit submittal the amount of impervious 
space that will be created and/or replaced as part of this project. 
 

20. Provide documentation with the building permit plan submittal as to how the size of the 
detention system and its components were determined. 
 

21. Provide runoff calculations for existing and post-construction conditions, provide the 
watershed delineation, time of concentrating for the peak flow, and the runoff coefficient 
used for the hillside development. 
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22. The applicant shall provide calculations for the flow velocity used for sizing the proposed 
storm drainage pipes, and provide information for the sizing of any proposed rock slope 
protection. 
 

23. In the building permit plan set include cleanouts in the storm drain system along bends. 
24. In the building permit plan set show the sediment capture inlets and detention facilities 

moved upstream of top of bank to facilitate access and maintenance. 
 

25. The contractor shall be notified that construction activities that disturb one acre or more 
of land shall notify the State and prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. 

 
C. GEOLOGY REVIEW: 

 
26. Geotechnical Review - Development Plans - Structural plans for the residence shall be 

generated that incorporate the recommendations of the geotechnical consultant. 
 

27. Geotechnical Plan Review - The applicant’s geotechnical consultant shall review and 
approve all geotechnical aspects of the project building and grading 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 shall be 
submitted to the Town for review and approval by the Town Geotechnical Consultant 
and Town Engineer prior to issuance of building permits. 

 
D. FIRE DEPARTMENT: 
 

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

29. 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. 

 
30. A 100 foot defensible space around the proposed new structures shall be required prior 

to start of construction. 
 

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

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

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

 
34. NFPA 13D Fire Sprinkler System shall be installed. Sprinkler plans/calculations to be 

submitted separately to WFPD.  See WFPD standards (www.woodsidefire.org).  Inform 
Owner/Contractor that they are responsible for getting the correct water flow data and 
that Cal-Water requires a backflow device that can decrease the water flow pressure by 
12-15 PSI due to friction loss of the backflow device. 
 

35. Show driveway grades on the building permit plan set.  Driveways with less than 15% 
grade may be maintained all weather type, and will support the weight of the heaviest 
fire apparatus during the wet season.  Driveways greater than 15% grade need be rough 
brushed concrete or an alternate material approved by WFPD.  No driveway shall 
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exceed a 20% grade.  All driveway radius turns shall be 40 degree radius and the 
driveway transitions shall be 12 degrees or less. 

 
36. The building permit plan set shall show the following: A new fire hydrant “May” be 

required and shall be installed prior to rough framing.  The minimum fire flow shall be 
1,000 GPM.  A water supply for fire protection shall mean a fire hydrant within 500’ from 
the building, capable of the required flow.  Distance from hydrant to structure shall be 
measured via an approved roadway in which the engine can safely drive from the fire 
hydrant to front door of structure. When a private fire hydrant is being installed it must be 
submitted separately to WFPD. 
 

 
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.  Any and all story poles shall be removed no later than 10 days after the expiration of the 
appeal period. 
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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 

May 14, 2019 
V5016A 

TO: CheyAnne Brown  
Planning Technician 
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY 
765 Portola Road 
Portola Valley, California 94028 

SUBJECT: Geologic and Geotechnical Peer Review 
RE: Stone, Proposed New Residence 

180 Bear Gulch 

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

• Geotechnical Investigation (report), prepared by Murray Engineers Inc.,
dated July 19, 2018;

• Topographic Survey (4 sheets, 10-scale), prepared by Lea and Braze
Engineering, Inc., dated April 23, 2018;

• Civil Plans, including: Grading, Utility and Erosion Control Plans (4 sheets,
10- and 20-scale), prepared by BKF Engineers, Surveyors, and Planners, dated
April 17, 2019;

• Landscape Plans, including:  Layout, Lighting, Planting, and Irrigation Plans,
Details, Calculations, and Notes (15 sheets, 10-scale), prepared by Studio
Green Landscape Architecture, dated April 17, 2019; and

• Architectural Plans, including: Demolition, Site, Floor and Roof Plans,
Sections, and Elevations (10 sheets, 4- and 10-scale), prepared by Arcanum
Architecture, Inc., dated April 17, 2019.

In addition, we reviewed pertinent technical documents from our office files and 
completed a recent site inspection. 
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CheyAnne Brown   May 14, 2019 
Page 2 V5016A  

 COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
 We understand that the applicant is proposing to construct a new residence is 
approximately the same general vicinity as the existing residence.  The proposed residence 
will be an approximate 4,850 square-foot, 2-story residence with attached garage.  Proposed 
grading quantities include 280 cubic yards of cut, 160 cubic yards of fill, and 140 cubic yards 
of export.  We understand that the existing septic system is to be abandoned, and residential 
effluent will discharge into the West Bay Sanitary District sewer system via pump and force 
main. Access to the site will be via a new driveway extending eastward from Bear Gulch 
Drive. 
 
 In a previous review report for a proposed map modification, dated February 2, 
2016, we recommended approval of the map modification. 
 
SITE CONDITIONS 
 
 The property is located along a broad, northwest-southeast trending ridgeline, with 
steep slopes (up to 30-degree inclinations) descending southward into Bear Gulch.  Previous 
grading for the existing residence resulted in a cut-fill pad in the northern portion of the 
property. A large fill prism, approximately 6 feet in depth, is located on the downslope side 
of the building pad, and has very steep (up to 33-degree inclinations), south- and southeast-
facing slopes.  The existing artificial fill shows signs of settlement/creep, with abundant 
patio slab cracks, separations from the residential foundation, and vertical offset of concrete 
slabs. 
 
 We understand that a landslide mobilized in the eastern portion of this fill prism in 
1958.  A landslide repair was undertaken that included regrading the landslide, installing 
subdrains, and replacing the earth materials as artificial fill.  This landslide repair was 
approximately 110 feet long and 85 feet wide.  We did not observe signs of instability of this 
artificial fill material during our site reconnaissance.  Downslope from the artificial fill, the 
natural slopes are moderately steep to steep (up to 30-degree inclinations), and extend 
downslope into Bear Gulch. The riparian corridor flanking Bear Gulch is characterized by 
precipitously steep creek banks with isolated shallow landslides failing through the steep 
embankments.  Drainage at the site is generally characterized by sheet flow to the south and 
southeast, where it is intercepted by west-flowing Bear Gulch.    
 
 The property is underlain, at depth, by sedimentary bedrock materials of the 
Whiskey Hill Formation (i.e., interbedded siltstone, sandstone, and potentially expansive 
claystone).  These bedrock materials are locally overlain by potentially expansive colluvial 
soil and artificial fill materials.  According to the Town Ground Movement Potential Map, 
the northern portion of the property, including the proposed residential site, is within an 
“Sbr” zone, which is defined as “Level ground to moderately steep slopes underlain by bedrock 
within approximately three feet of the ground surface or less; relatively thin soil mantle may be 
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subject to shallow landsliding, settlement, and soil creep.”  The southern portion of the property, 
from Bear Gulch to near the residence, is within a “Pd” zone, which is defined as “Unstable, 
unconsolidated material, commonly more than 10 feet in thickness, on moderate to steep slopes; 
subject to shallow landsliding, slumping, settlement, and soil creep.”  The areal limits of the 1958 
landslide repair have been mapped as an “Ms” zone, which is defined as: “Moving shallow 
landslides, commonly less than 10 feet in thickness.”  The far western portion of the site is within 
a “Ps” zone, which is defined as “Unstable, unconsolidated material, commonly less than 10 feet 
in thickness, on moderate to steep slopes; subject to shallow landsliding, slumping, settlement, and 
soil creep.  The active San Andreas fault is located approximately 2 miles west of the 
property. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
 The project site is potentially constrained by shallow and deep landsliding, surficial 
soil creep, expansive surficial soil materials, settlement and creep of artificial fill materials, 
and the susceptibility of the site to very strong seismic ground shaking.  The Project 
Geotechnical Consultant performed a previous investigation of the site for map 
modification purposes, including mapping the surficial geologic and geomorphic exposures, 
excavating 7 exploratory borings, and laboratory testing.  They concluded that the existing 
1958 landslide repair was likely keyed into competent bedrock, was constructed with 
subdrains, and does not show signs of movement, and thus, would be more appropriately 
mapped as a “Ps” zone.  Additionally, exploratory boreholes reveal that competent bedrock 
is at shallow depth on the slope below the residence, extending to Bear Gulch in the eastern 
portion of the site.  They concluded that this zone would be more appropriately mapped as 
a “Ps” zone.  We concurred with the geotechnical consultant and approved the Map 
Modification from a geologic standpoint.   
 
 In the most recent geotechnical investigation report, the Project Geotechnical 
Consultant provided geotechnical design recommendations for the proposed residential 
development that, in general, appear appropriate for the identified site constraints.  These 
recommendations include founding all residential structures, decks, retaining walls (not cut 
into bedrock), and the swimming pool on minimum 16-inch diameter reinforced concrete 
piers, embedded a minimum of 14 feet into competent bedrock materials.  Grade beams are 
to include void forms to account for highly expansive earth materials.  We do not have 
geotechnical objections to the proposed layout and design of the residential development 
and recommend approval of the Site Development permit 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 
design recommendations of the Project Geotechnical Consultant. 

 
2. Geotechnical Plan Review - The geotechnical consultant should review and 

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

 
 The Development Plans and Geotechnical Plan Review should be submitted 

to the Town for review and approval by the Town Geotechnical Consultant 
and Town Staff prior to approval of building permits.  

 
LIMITATIONS 
 

This geologic and 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 Wallace 
    Principal Engineering Geologist 
    CEG 1923 
 

     
    Patrick O. Shires 
    Senior Principal Geotechnical Engineer  
    GE 770 
JW:POS:JD 
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 MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 16, 2019 

TO: Howard Young and CheyAnne Brown, Town of Portola Valley 

FROM: Jeff Nelson & Nona Espinosa, NV5 

PROJECT: 180 Bear Gulch,  # PLN_ARCH0011-2019 

NV5 PROJECT: SJ00717-280 

SUBJECT: Review Comments for Arcanum Architecture, Inc. ASCC Plans – dated 4/17/19 
BKF Engineers – dated 4/17/19, and 
Studio Green dated 4/17/19 

NV5 has completed the review of the Site Development including the documents cited above and has 
the following comments:  

A. General. 

1. All items listed in the most current “Public Works & Engineering Department Site Development
Standard Guidelines and Checklist” shall be reviewed and met.  A completed and signed Town
“checklist” should be submitted by the project architect or engineer with applicable building
plans.  This checklist 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. 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 in the submittal letter.

4. Please address all plan review comments and subsequent review comments to the Town’s
satisfaction.

B. Specific (for consideration during building plan submittal). 

1. Hydrology/Hydraulics - no calculations were submitted; please submit calculations).

2. Please refer to the current San Mateo County stormwater quality control requirements.
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3. Provide documentation and a summary table showing the total overall impervious area for both 
the existing pre-construction site condition and the post-construction site condition., Provide an 
evaluation as to if the project increases peak flows into adjacent creeks; and if so, mitigation will 
be required. 

  
4. Provide documentation indicating  the estimated post-development peak runoff. Post-

development peak runoff must be less than or equal to the existing pre-development condition, or 
mitigation must be provided.  

 
5. The Town’s Site Development Standard Guidelines requires the installation of stormwater 

detention for projects that create or replace greater than 5,000 square feet of impervious surface.  
Please indicate the amount of impervious space that will be created and/or replaced as part of this 
project. 
 

6. Provide documentation as to how the size of the detention system and its components were 
determined. 

 
7. For the runoff calculation for existing and post-construction conditions, please provide the 

watershed delineation, time of concentration for the peak flow, and the runoff coefficient used 
for the hillside development. 

 
8. Provide calculations indicating the flow velocity used for sizing the proposed storm drainage 

pipes, and provide information for the sizing of any proposed rock slope protection. 
 

9. Please include cleanouts in the storm drain system along bends.  
 

10. Please move the sediment capture inlets and detention facilities upstream of top of bank to 
facilitate access and maintenance.  
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Preliminary Conservation Committee Comments 

Address:  180 Bear Gulch 
Date of site visit:  May 13, 2019 

Committee members:  Catherine Magill, Dieter Walz and Marianne Plunder 

Volume of Grading  -  440 cu yds 

EXISTING SITE: 
This lot can be divided into a small, relatively flattish, buildable area near the road and a large 
down-slope which extends to and encompasses much of the gulch.  The orientation of the 
downslope is south-east and is sunny and very dry.  The slope consists of mostly impenetrable 
native shrubs and Coast Live Oak, including several very large chamise plants, holly-leaf cherry 
and toyon.  The existing house is to be demolished and a new house with attached lower level 
swimming pool is proposed close to the location of the existing house.  The pool, dug into the 
hill partially down the slope, creates essentially a three level structure. 

The property appears to have been vacant for some time since most of the landscaping has 
died, with the exception of the St. John’s wort ground cover. The entire (accessible) lot is 
infested with invasive weeds, including, thistles, cotoneaster, Hop clover, Broom and likely 
Dittrichia.  There is quite a bit of broom at the grade-break, but it doesn’t appear to have spread 
far.   

There are many eucalyptus of various species, all of which have been proposed to be removed.  
We support the removal of all the eucalyptus near the building site, and encourage the removal 
of the ones near the bottom of the gulch on the North East side of the gulch, between this 
property and that of Theodore Lamb, who visited us and expressed that request.  Complete 
eradication of eucalyptus is difficult because they will sprout back from the stump. The sprouts 
need to be cut back periodically until the root runs out of energy.  Vigilance over several years 
will be necessary. 

The oaks that have been proposed to be removed are minimal and not significant. 

Plants of special note: 
In the front yard, across from the driveway is a large toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) and in the 
very front of the front yard there are also two small madrones (Arbutus menzesii), which are 
unusual in their location, all of which should be should be preserved if possible - consider 
incorporating these plants into the landscaping plans as “specimen” plants. 

PROPOSED: 
The building envelope is compact and leaves much of the lot open which we appreciate and 
encourage.  We also appreciate that no turf is included in this plan and that where grasses are 
used they are mostly native varieties.    

As the ground is disturbed by construction it is especially vulnerable to invasives like Dittrichia. 
This should be watched for and carefully eliminated after construction is completed.  This will 
take continued attention for several years. 
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Planting in the right of way should be held back 4 feet from edge of the road and should be no 
larger than medium sized shrubs to prevent their growth from eventually protruding into the 
roadway.  Native grasses and wildflowers are appreciated here.  See Public Works site 
development requirements.   
  
Swales that drain to seasonal tributaries of creeks should be protected from toxic materials and 
animal waste runoff.  Caution should be taken with the large slope which drains into Bear Gulch 
and on to Los Trancos Creek.  Steps should be taken to control erosion since the ground will be 
highly disturbed near the slope. 
 
Plants List 
We appreciate that a good percentage of the plants are native and that the non-natives are 
appropriately low water use and not invasive.  
 
Additional suggested native tall shrubs: 
Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), outstanding landscape bush/tree to 20’   
Sugar Bush (Rhus ovata) is a first rate landscape bush to 15’-18’ 
Lemonade Berry Bush (Rhus integrifolia) to 18’ 
Hollyleaf Cherry (Prunus illicifolia) to 18’ 
Catalina Cherry (Prunus lyoni) to 25’-40’   
 
Suggested additional native ground covers and low shrubs: 

Low perennials and grasses 
Eriogonum fasciculatum 
Salvia mellifera  
Salvia bees bliss 
Salvia apiana  
Eriophyllum confertfolium  
Penstemon heterophylla  
Solanum umbelliforum 
Epilobium canum 
Monardella villosa  
Festuca californica  
Melica californica  

 
Small Shrubs 
Lepechinia calycina  
Lotus scoparius 
Rhamnus crocea 

 
Thought should be given to establishing a new generation of oaks to replace the older ones as 
they age. They are best grown from acorns from existing trees. 
 
Fencing  
The Committee strongly discourages perimeter fencing. Wildlife corridors are essential and we 
appreciate them left open. 
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NATIVE AREAS 
In addition to the landscaped areas detailed in the submitted plan, there is a large area of open 
and uncultivated hillside/land.   It is currently primarily oak woodland, transitioning into riparian 
habitat, in good condition.  As noted above, at the grade break there is broom and cotoneaster. 
 
The committee strongly supports this area remaining undisturbed.  We suggest the following 
steps to move it even closer to a native condition, both to preserve the rural atmosphere of the 
neighborhood, reduce fire danger and to provide habitat for local wildlife: 
 

1. Removal of invasive plants such as thistles, French broom, and cotoneaster.  We also 
suggest the removal of several large eucalyptus near the bottom of the gulch. 

2. Fire mitigation should be mindful and focus on removing fire ladders and opening 
breaks between clumps of vegetation, while preserving important habitat.  The 
presence of plants and their roots is important for slope stability and islands of shrubs 
can provide wind-breaks.   

3. Due to the nature of the downslope, consideration should be given to coppicing (cutting 
to within 6” of the ground) some of the plants near the grade break and down-slope.  
Much of this material is old and woody and a real fire hazard and should be allowed to 
regrow from the stump.  The chamise are wildly overgrown and woody and is of 
particular concern. 

4. Any work done on the property should fully protect this area from the effects of 
construction debris and runoff. Large machinery should not be allowed in this area, even 
for access – alternative routes should be used. Erosion control should be carefully 
implemented.   

5. Any plantings in this area are discouraged and should be strictly limited to materials on 
the Town Native Plant List, and appropriate to the existing habitat. 

 
The Committee would like to accompany ASCC on their site visit to see if additional comments 
from us are warranted. 
 
Submitted by _____________ 
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May 20th, 2019 

Summary of Neighbor Outreach for 180 Bear Gulch Drive 

 Neighbor Flyer-

A flyer was mailed out to all bordering properties on March 19th, 2019 introducing the owners Robert and
Adela and inviting them to review early progress/preliminary drawings of the project on March 29th.  The
neighborhood map on the flyer show which neighbors were invited.  See attached flyer.

 Neighborhood Meeting-

Arcanum hosted a neighborhood meeting on March 29th, 2019 at the property.  Arcanum presented
preliminary floor plans, site plan, elevation renderings and some developing 3D model renderings.  The
meeting was intended to learn about any potential conflicts from the neighbors before developing the design
further.

o 190 Bear Gulch:
 Informed us that the house should/could be set back further from the property line.  We

informed the neighbors that the new house will follow the current setback guidelines but it
will be closer to the property line than the current house

 Asked for all existing landscape screening to be retained along the property line and added
to as required.

 Concerned about privacy.  We said that we can review the house location after story pole
erection.

 Requested the eucalyptus trees to be removed at the street level and also at the bottom of
the property.  We informed them that the owner plans to remove the eucalyptus trees at
the street level but there are no plans to remove the eucalyptus trees at the bottom of the
property.

 Other construction phase related concerns were also discussed
o 420 Golden Oak:

 Loved the design and was very positive.
 The new house will be visible from his backyard and he requested as much street planting as

possible.  We viewed the existing house from the neighbor’s backyard.  The eucalyptus trees
planned for removal do not screen the property so their removal is not negative in our
opinion.

 Requested as non-reflective a roof as possible.  We informed the neighbor that the new roof
will be less reflective than what is there but he may see more of it.  We can review the
house location after story pole erection.

 Looking at the existing house form the neighbor’s backyard, we confirmed that the new
house will not impact their view significantly

 Wanted to make sure we follow the Town’s policy for construction hours.  We informed
the neighbor that the town’s construction time guidelines will be followed.

o Both neighbors expressed a number of concerns about the construction phase of the project and
understood that how these are addressed will depend on the contractor.

o 41/45 Valcenica Court
 No comments
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 Meeting with Neighbor Ted Lamb of 190 Bear Gulch Drive- 

o On April 19th 2019, Tim met with Ted to address his concerns about the side setback.  After 
reviewing the proposed plans in detail, he was much more comfortable with the design.   
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180 Bear Gulch Drive 

 

 
 
 
 
March 18, 2019 
 
Dear Neighbors, 
 
My name is Robert Stone.  My wife Adéla and I currently live in Portola Valley, and we purchased 180 Bear Gulch in 2017.  Tim 
Chappelle from Arcanum Architecture is working with us to design a four bedroom home to replace the existing house which 
is in disrepair.   
 
The new two story house will appear as a one story from the street and will be positioned at the location of the current 
residence.  The property development will be mostly limited to the current building pad and the rest of the site will remain in 
its natural state.   
 
I would like to invite you to meet with Tim and see some of the early drawings of our house as we develop the design.  Tim will 
be at the property on Friday March 29th between 3:30 pm and 4:30 pm to introduce the project.  Please contact Tim at 
tim@arcanumarchitecture.com if you would like to reach out to him directly.     
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Robert Stone
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Google Pledges $1 Billion to Help 

Fight Bay Area Housing Crisis It 

Helped Create 
Rachael Myrow 
Jun 18 

 
Google announced a $1 billion commitment to help address the housing crisis in the San Francisco Bay Area.  (Justin 

Sullivan/Getty Images) 

Google on Tuesday pledged to spend $1 billion for housing in the San 

Francisco Bay Area. 

Unprecedented in size and scope, the proposal to create 20,000 new 

homes is being greeted with wary enthusiasm, as it comes amid a 

regional housing crisis instigated in part by big technology companies 

like Google. 
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The tech giant said it will repurpose a minimum of $750 million of its 

own land over the next 10 years to support the development of at least 

15,000 new homes "at all income levels," including options for middle- 

and low-income families. That entails rezoning some its ample land 

holdings from office or commercial space to residential use. 

The company said it will also create a $250 million fund to provide 

developers with incentives to build 5,000 affordable housing units 

throughout the region, and dole out $50 million in grants to help address 

homelessness and displacement. 

"Across the region, one issue stands out as particularly urgent and 

complex: housing," Google CEO Sundar Pichai said in a blog post 

announcing the plan. "The lack of new supply, combined with the rising 

cost of living, has resulted in a severe shortage of affordable housing 

options for long-time middle and low-income residents." 

While saying that Google had already invested in "developing housing 

that meets the needs of these communities," Pichai acknowledged, 

"there’s more to do." 

'As Google grows throughout the Bay Area ... we’ve invested in 

developing housing that meets the needs of these communities. But 

there’s more to do.'Sundar Pichai, Google CEO 

Some local leaders said the proposal was a sign of Google's commitment 

to supporting a region it has so deeply influenced. 

“This is the antidote to Amazon,” said San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo, 

referring to the blowback the Seattle tech giant experienced when it 

conducted a search last year for its new headquarters, hoping to find a 

city willing to offer major concessions in exchange for hosting it. 
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Google, Liccardo said, is going in the other direction. 

"This is a company saying, 'We get it. There are real impacts from our 

growth on the affordable housing supply in your cities and we need to do 

more to help,' " he said. 

Liccardo is also supporting a new Google campus slated for development 

in downtown San Jose that would relocate roughly 20,000 employees 

working around Santa Clara County. According to the company, some 50 

percent of those people already live in San Jose. A report released last 

week by a local labor group found that the project would lead to major 

rent spikes throughout the city in the absence of strong affordability 

safeguards. 

Google wouldn’t comment on the plan beyond what it described in 

Pichai's brief blog post. 

Silicon Valley has the most expensive monthly median housing costs in 

the nation, according to Joint Venture Silicon Valley: $2,341 in the San 

Jose‐Sunnyvale‐Santa Clara metro region in 2017, compared to $1,567 in 

California and $1,048 nationwide. 

'Google is suggesting that this donation will compensate for its growth 

throughout the entire Bay Area. We do not believe it is large enough to 

do that.'Sandy Perry, Affordable Housing Network of Santa Clara County 

"We are seeing an increase in the people that are living in RVs or other 

temporary shelters," said Rachel Massaro, director of research for Joint 

Venture, which publishes regular economic surveys of the Bay Area. 

"There are people that are living with other families. And we've also seen 

an increase in mega-commuters that are commuting into the region 

more than three hours daily just to work here and then living elsewhere." 
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The group also reported that affordable housing units represented only a 

small share of recently approved units in Silicon Valley. While there were 

more than 8,000 new Silicon Valley housing units permitted in 2018, it 

found that only 489 of them were affordable to those earning less than 

50% of the local median income. (Disclosure: KQED's president sits on 

Joint Venture's board.) 

Even groups that have long criticized the tech industry for the impact it 

has had on affordability in Silicon Valley welcomed Google's pledge — 

albeit with reservations. 

"The proposed 20,000 housing units is actually close to what we and 

other organizations were asking for to offset the impact of Google’s 

proposed expansion in San Jose," said Sandy Perry, president of 

the Affordable Housing Network of Santa Clara County. "Google is 

suggesting that this donation will compensate for its growth throughout 

the entire Bay Area. We do not believe it is large enough to do that." 

Alex Shoor, co-founder of Catalyze SV, a nonprofit that advocates for 

community engagement in development, said every large employer in 

the region should realize by now that the housing crisis is creating vast 

inequality. 

"I hope more tech companies will say that, regardless of bottom line, this 

is a solution that requires solving, and that the resources can be 

marshaled and the political will can be built to get there," he said. 
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ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE CONTROL COMMISSION June 10, 2019 
ASCC Field Meeting, 302 Portola Road, Preliminary Architectural and Site Development 
Review for Six Units of Housing at the Priory School  

Chair Koch called the field meeting to order at 5:10 p.m. 

ROLL CALL: 
ASCC: Commissioners Ross, Sill, Wilson, Vice-Chair Breen, Chair Koch  
Town Staff: Planning and Building Director Laura Russell, Associate Planner Arly Cassidy  
Conservation: Judy Murphy 
Jon Goulden, Planning Commission 
Jeff Aalfs, Town Council 
 
Others present 
David Schinski, Priory School Board Member 
Richard Christiani & Vivian Kwok, Architects 
Father Maurus Nemeth, O.S.B, Monk at the Priory 
Mark Waisser, 7 Veronica Lane 
 
Associate Planner Cassidy presented the report regarding the project which consists of six new 
housing units for staff at the Woodside Priory School. Planner Cassidy discussed the larger 
planning context which allowed for the units to be built, including the Affiliated Housing Program 
described in the Housing Element of the General Plan and the Priory’s Master Plan, last 
updated in 2016.  
 
Planner Cassidy described the project, which consists of two buildings connected by a 
breezeway. Two two-bedroom units would be in the smaller front building and four three-
bedroom units would be in the larger rear building, for a total of 8,732 square feet. The project 
also includes twelve new parking spaces, six of which would be covered with solar panels and 
six of which would be on grass-crete, a permeable paving material. Entrance to the building 
would go through a garage structure used for storage for the units (505 square feet).  
 
One significant tree, a valley oak, would be removed due to the project layout. Proposed 
grading consists of 105 CY of cut and 105 CY of fill, for a total of 210 CY, which requires ASCC 
review. A total of 7,804 square feet of landscaping is proposed, with a native plant list. Two 
existing fences would be replaced and shifted in location. 
 
At the end of her presentation, Planner Cassidy turned the presentation over to the Priory team. 
Mr. Schinski described in the school’s internal process of analyzing possible sites for new 
housing and how they decided to pursue the current site. Architect Christiani then described the 
design intent of the project layout and details. Meeting members walked from the parking area 
to the site for housing.  
 
In response to Commissioner questions, Architect Christiani described the project’s nine foot 
ceilings, with storage in the attic above, and the clear acrylic roof over the breezeway 
connecting the buildings. Commissioner Breen inquired about redwood tree roots and their 
impact on the foundation of the building; Architect Christiani said he had not had trouble with 
redwoods in the past, and was not worried about the existing trees. Commissioner Wilson noted 
that one of the south-facing windows would look directly out onto a redwood tree.  
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Judy Murphy stated that the Conservation Committee supported the project in general, but had 
a few concerns. The Committee was concerned about the large amount of glazing toward 
Portola Road and felt that additional trees between the road and project would help block light, 
but should be positioned so that they did not interrupt views. She asked that carex divulsia, or 
Berkeley Sedge, not be used, as it is often substituted for an invasive.  
 
Dave Schinski added that the school felt it was important to make all of the units equally 
desirable, and to give them all private outdoor space.  
 
Chair Koch 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. 
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ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE CONTROL COMMISSION  JUNE 10, 2019 
Regular Evening Meeting, 765 Portola Road 

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Koch 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, Al Sill, and Jane Wilson; Vice Chair Danna 
Breen; Chair Megan Koch 

 Absent: None 
 Planning Commission Liaison: Jon Goulden 
 Town Council Liaison: Jeff Aalfs 
 Town Staff: Planning & Building Director Laura Russell; Associate Planner 

Cassidy 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

NEW BUSINESS 

(1) Preliminary Architectural Review and Site Development Review for Six Units of 
Staff Housing, 302 Portola Road, Woodside Priory School, File # PLN_ARCH 08-
2019 

Chair Koch advised there was a field visit at the site early this evening. 

Associate Planner Cassidy described the application, the background and review required, the 
project description, and staff analysis including findings, as detailed in the staff report. Staff 
recommended the ASCC offer comments, reactions, and direction to assist the applicant to 
make any adjustments or clarification that Commissioners conclude are needed before 
considering final action on the application. 

Associate Planner Cassidy shared the three letters of support for the project that staff received 
this evening. 

Chair Koch invited questions from the Commissioners. 

Chair Koch asked if grass-crete pavers are counted as impervious surfaces. Associate Planner 
Cassidy said they are counted as impervious surface under the Town’s definition; however, they 
do obviously let more water through than a hard paved surface. These grass-crete pavers 
require irrigation, and use a good portion of the project water budget. The grass is a dwarf 
fescue mix. Vice Chair Breen suggested selecting a grass that requires less water.  

Chair Koch invited the applicant to comment. Rick Christians, Architect, said staff’s presentation 
was great. He added that in front of the storage there is an accessible parking space and the 
other one is designated as loading. He said the ground floor of all the units are accessible, 
designed for turnaround, have adjustable under-cabinets, and access throughout. He said the 
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boardwalk allows a low slope accessible path. He said the grass-crete pavers help with 
collecting storm water runoff. He said they can look at other plants and will discuss it with the 
landscape architect.  

Chair Koch invited questions for the applicant. 

Commissioner Ross asked regarding the use of corten siding. He said there are a few locations 
where it comes down below the wainscot level. He asked if they were concerned about irregular 
weathering. He said it’s a corten appearance, but is actually a painted metal siding that looks 
like corten. 

Chair Koch asked if the lighting in the carport area was on timers or motion sensor. The 
applicant said they haven’t gotten that far. He said they could be timer or motion sensor. 

Chair Koch asked if the other lights, such as in the breezeway, were on timers or motion sensor. 
The applicant said he would like the pathway lights to be on timers. He said the breezeway 
could also be on a timer. He said the walkway lights are a low 32 lumens.  

Vice Chair Breen expressed concern about the window on the west-facing elevation. She asked 
if there was a special glass that might help reduce the light spill on that elevation. The applicant 
said the glass will have low emissivity that will allow protection from heat gain, but is not highly 
reflective. He said there will be interior treatment, but the lighting inside the unit will not be bright 
and glaring.  

With no additional questions from the Commissioners, Chair Koch invited public questions and 
comments. Hearing none, Chair Koch invited discussion by the Commissioners. 

Commissioner Sill said the plan is very well thought out and the siting is perfect. He said the 
storage shed is a smart idea. He was supportive of the fencing. He said the landscape plan is 
quite good and suggested finding a grass for the grass-crete pavers that uses less water. He 
was supportive of the architectural style and materials. He said there could be one additional 
tree in the landscape plan, down the hill, to make it a little less visible from Portola Road. He 
said having a light always on in the parking structure would be objectionable. He was supportive 
of the project. 

Commissioner Wilson was supportive of the project. She suggested an extra tree on the 
downward slope, not linear. She suggested eliminating one light soffit on one of the balconies. 
She would like to see the water use on the grass-crete reduced. She suggested a lighting timer 
in the garage and breezeway. She said the applicants had done an excellent job, and it looked 
superb. 

Commissioner Ross said it is a very thorough and very well thought-out project. He said from 
the siding, to the massing, to the choice of materials, it is very well-designed. He said a very 
local motion sensor that illuminates something for safety purposes is a good option. He 
suggested path lights on a timer with a motion sensor. He liked the whimsy of the guardrails. He 
was supportive of the project.  

Vice Chair Breen said she was very excited about the applicant’s wonderful project, which will 
be a great asset to the school. She said she has some sensitivity to houses looking up into the 
source of light because the project is set so high on the property. She would like to see the 
second-story balconies be lit inside the balcony instead of with porch lights. She suggested a 
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California native grass, Agrostis, for the grass-crete pavers. She said the Carex meadow off the 
west side might be pulled back a bit. She said they might add one more tree, but pointed out 
that live oaks get to be 50 feet wide. She said they will lose a lot of the dead pines and declining 
trees to the north. She said the railing is a great addition. 

Chair Koch said the community support is great. She loved the creative transformation of the 
existing garage. She suggested timers and motion sensors for the lights in the carport and 
possibly the pathway and entrance to the building. She agreed about changing the grass to 
something with less water requirements.  

(2) Architectural Review for an Addition, 45 Bear Paw, Alex Shpunt Residence, File # 
PLN_ARCH 09-2019 

Associate Planner Cassidy described the application, the project background, the project 
description, and the staff analysis including findings, as detailed in the staff report. Staff 
recommended that the ASCC review the plans and staff report, offer feedback or additional 
conditions of approval, and approve the Architectural Review Permit. 

Chair Koch invited questions from the Commissioners. Hearing none, Chair Koch invited the 
applicant to make any comments. The applicant explained the family’s reasons for the wanting 
the addition.  

Chair Koch invited questions for the applicant. Hearing none, Chair Koch invited public 
comment. Hearing none, Chair Koch brought the item back to the Commission for comments or 
discussion, if any.  

Vice Chair Breen moved to approve the project as submitted with staff conditions of approval. 
Seconded by Commissioner Wilson; the motion carried 5-0. 

(3) Site Development Review Grading and Landscaping Amendments, 199 Mapache 
Drive, Bill and Ruth Mainzer Residence, File # PLN_SITE 11-2019  

Associate Planner Cassidy described the application, the project background, the project 
description, and staff analysis including findings, as detailed in the staff report. Staff 
recommended that the ASCC review the plans and staff report, offer feedback or additional 
conditions of approval, and recommend that the Planning Commission approve the Site 
Development Permit. 

Chair Koch invited questions from the Commissioners.  

Chair Ross asked if there had been any review of the hydrology impact of the proposed fill in the 
culvert area. Associate Planner Cassidy said there was a hydrology report done for the culvert, 
but no additional report has been submitted for the grading. She said if the grading was 
important to the applicant, they could choose to submit further analysis or it may be simpler to 
add the condition that no grading go into the waterway and put all of the grading where 
proposed toward the front of the property. Chair Ross said the culvert is not a creek or any kind 
of recognized waterway. Associate Planner Cassidy said the Planning Commission had advised 
that legal analysis would need to take place on whatever this waterway is called – a seasonal 
creek, a femoral stream, seasonal swale, etc., for a legal interpretation and to understand what 
analysis might be required to modify it so the recommendation is that no modification take 
place.  
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Commissioner Wilson said a neighbor advised her that the culvert was being blocked with 
sandbags. She asked if there was any evidence of that. Associate Cassidy said they did not 
look at it or check the status. Project architect Carter Warr said there are some straw wattles at 
the inlet of the catch basin as required for erosion control.  

Chair Koch asked how the fill going along the Mapache border will change the grading. 
Associate Planner Cassidy showed the proposed changes in her presentation.  

Chair Koch invited the applicant to comment. Carter Warr (project architect) and Bob Cleaver 
(landscape architect) explained they were trying to respond to the Westridge Committee’s 
desire for additional screening. They explained the reasoning for some of the landscape 
amendments as described in the staff report. The landscape architect said WELO compliance 
requires soil analysis, and he suggested that be done when the grading is achieved.  

Commissioner Sill asked if it was conceivable that they would need to bring in a lot of soil 
amendment. The landscape architect said his experience has been that a large percentage of 
native soil is used and is amended chemically.  

Chair Koch invited questions from the Commissioners. Hearing none, Chair Koch invited public 
comment.  

Dana Jackson, 20 Trail Lane. Mr. Jackson owns the property across the creek. He said it is 
great they are planting more oak trees. He is concerned about the 2-feet of soil being placed in 
the back of the property, especially without a hydro report. He said if it is built up 2 feet, and the 
creek goes high enough, it could create flooding at his house and his neighbors’ houses.  

Associate Planner Cassidy added that the project and grading has been evaluated by the Town 
Engineer, although not specifically with the addition of a hydrology report. She said this 
afternoon staff received comments from the Town Geologist, also recommending approval of 
the fill from the geologic standpoint.  

Chair Koch brought the item back to the Commission for discussion. 

Commissioner Ross said competing goals and cost/benefit aspects makes this a bit difficult to 
evaluate. He said being able to use the soil on the site versus off-hauling benefits everyone in a 
lot of ways. He said it is important to consider how changing the profile of the landscape affects 
water flows and if the material is reasonable for plants to grow. He said this is essentially more 
like structural fill than growing material, which is appropriate for mounding but not for planting. 
Commissioner Ross said he supports the project with the assurance that the soil will be 
amended as needed for planting and that the drainage ditch not be modified without further 
study.  

Vice Chair Breen said the grading makes sense and looks well done. She said the original 
landscape plan was fine, and the new planting plan is too much. She was concerned they were 
creating an oak hedge across the front of a great looking project.  

Commissioner Wilson agreed the planting is too crowded. She said it already looks like a 
hedge. She is supportive of the fill as long as it does not go near the culvert. She was pleased 
about the reduction in water usage.  

Commissioner Sill said his concerns regarding quality of soil and damage to existing plants 
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were addressed. He said he is supportive of the planting plan.  

Chair Koch said the movement of the soil is appropriate as long as it is amended. She asked 
the landscape architect why there were so many oaks being planted. Mr. Cleaver said it was a 
conversation with Westridge about the existing conditions along Mapache and the fact it was so 
open. He said the request came to reconsider how to fill in, not necessarily considering the 
quality of the original plan, but just to fill in any gaps that existed. Chair Koch said she was less 
concerned about the screening between neighbors of the driveway and pool area and more 
concerned of the experience of the walker, horseback rider, bike rider, and driver down 
Mapache, that this will create a tunnel around the house. 

Vice Chair Breen said there is a neighbor-to-neighbor situation and then there is the wrong thing 
to do for the land. She said there are plenty of oaks on the south side and adding six 24-inch 
live oaks under a valley oak is unconscionable to the existing oaks.  

Mr. Warr said it has been a continuing problem for at least 28 years with direction from two very 
different points of view from two different design review boards. He said this is very difficult and 
frustrating for applicants. He said in this project, the applicant is trying to satisfy everyone. Mr. 
Warr suggested they move forward with the dirt and have subcommittees of the ASCC and 
Westridge involved when it comes time for planting. Mr. Warr said he is hoping for the 
opportunity to confirm whether the additional trees are of value because the owner wants to 
satisfy the ASCC and Westridge. Mr. Warr said that may be a way to arrive at a planting that is 
more appropriate in scale.  

Commissioner Ross moved to recommend approval of the grading portion of the project. It is 
further recommended that after grading and planting of the originally approved landscape plan, 
two members of the ASCC visit the site, with an invitation to representatives from Westridge, to 
study the question of whether additional screening is needed and tree placement. The additional 
screening may be up to the level of the plan reviewed by the Commission at this meeting. 
Seconded by Vice Chair Breen; motion carried 5-0.  

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

(4) Commission Reports 

Done. 

(5) Staff Report 

None. 

(6) News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day 

Staff shared an article of interest with the Commissioners – “America’s First Greenbelt May Be 
in Jeopardy.”   

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

(7) ASCC Meeting of May 13, 2019  
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Commissioner Ross moved to approve the May 13, 2019, minutes as submitted. Seconded by 
Commissioner Sill, the motion passed 4-0-1 with Chair Koch abstaining.  

Commissioner Sill asked staff if there was any update on the property above the Priory. 
Planning & Building Director Russell said she will be asking the owners to return to the ASCC 
for the addition of the oaks.  

Planning & Building Director Russell announced that Associate Planner Cassidy will be leaving. 
Planning & Building Director Russell thanked Associate Planner Cassidy for her service to the 
Commission and carrying the heavy weight of the majority of the applications, her excellent 
presentations, and dedicated service to the community and the Commission.  

ADJOURNMENT [8:52 p.m.] 
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