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SPECIAL JOINT ASSC/PLANNING COMMISSION FIELD MEETING 
 
4:30 p.m. 18 Redberry Ridge Field meeting for preliminary consideration of plans for 
new residential development of this vacant 2.09 acre parcel. (Review to continue at 
Regular Meeting) 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 
 
Call to Order, Roll Call     
 
Chairperson Gilbert, Vice-Chairperson Targ, Commissioners Hasko, McKitterick, and 
Von Feldt 
 
Oral Communications    
 
Persons wishing to address the Commission on any subject, not on the agenda, may do 
so now.  Please note, however, the Commission is not able to undertake extended 
discussion or action tonight on items not on the agenda.    
 
Regular Agenda              

 
1. Preliminary Consideration of Site Development Permit X9H-672 and Architectural 

Review for New House and Guest House, for 18 Redberry Ridge, Blue Oaks Lot 
#15, Douglass/LaShay Residence 
 

Commission, Staff, Committee Reports and Recommendations   
 
Approval of Minutes:  March 5, 2014 
  
Adjournment:  

 
 

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

 
 

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

TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY  
REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028 
Wednesday, March 19, 2014 – 7:30 p.m. 
Special Joint Field Meeting (time and place as listed herein) 
Council Chambers (Historic Schoolhouse) 
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Copies of all agenda reports and supporting data are available for viewing and 
inspection at Town Hall and at the Portola Valley branch of the San Mateo County 
Library located at Town Center.  

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
Public Hearings provide the general public and interested parties an opportunity to 
provide testimony on these items.  If you challenge a proposed action(s) in court, you 
may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the Public  
 
Hearing(s) described later in this agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the 
Planning Commission at, or prior to, the Public Hearing(s). 
             
 
This Notice is posted in compliance with the Government Code of the State of California. 
 
Date:  March 14, 2014     CheyAnne Brown  
           Planning Technician 
             
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 

TO:  Planning Commission  
 

FROM:  Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Planner 
   

DATE:   March 13, 2014 
 

RE: Preliminary Consideration of Site Development Permit X9H-672 and 
Architectural Review for New House and Guest House, for 18 Redberry Ridge, 
Blue Oaks Lot #15, Douglass/LaShay Residence 

 

 
The Planning Commission and ASCC will hold a site meeting for preliminary review of this 
project starting at 4:30 pm on Wednesday, March 19.  The site meeting will begin at the site 
at the end of Redberry Ridge in the Blue Oaks subdivision. After presentations by staff and 
the project design team, as well as inspection of site conditions, the meeting will continue at 
the Elkind residence at 14 Hawkview for consideration of views of the proposed 
development from this Portola Valley Ranch property.   
 
The 3/19 meeting is for preliminary consideration of plans for new residential development 
of this vacant 2.09 acre parcel.  As is discussed below, this project includes over 1,000 
cubic yards of grading, and therefore the Planning Commission is the approving body for the 
site development permit.  The Planning Commission preliminary review is noticed to 
continue at the regular evening meeting on 3/19, and a public hearing on the site 
development permit is tentatively scheduled for the Commission’s regular May 7th meeting.   
 
After the 3/19 meeting, the ASCC is scheduled to continue its preliminary review of the 
project at the March 24 regular ASCC meeting.  Tentatively, the ASCC would complete 
action on the architectural review portion of the application at the regular 4/14 ASCC 
meeting and forward final recommendations to the Planning Commission for consideration 
at the Commission’s hearing on the site development permit. 
 
The following report was prepared to support the preliminary reviews of both the Planning 
Commission and the ASCC and therefore addresses both grading and the design elements 
of the proposal.  
 
This parcel is a flag lot located at the end of Redberry Ridge, as shown on the attached 
vicinity map. The entrance to the lot is provided through a narrow panhandle located 
between 16 Redberry Ridge (Borders residence) and 19 Redberry Ridge (Salah residents). 
The building envelope is located on the flatter southern portion of the lot, and the land 
slopes down to the north from the building envelope. A private open space easement 
(POSE) is located on the east and north sides of the lot, and beyond this POSE is common 
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lot A, which is covered by an open space easement that benefits both the town and 
underlying Blue Oaks homeowners association (HOA) ownership. This lot is within the 
“Stonecrest Zone of Habitation” as set forth in the Blue Oaks Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) Statement.   
 
The proposal is for a new 5,679 sf home with a 1,467 sf basement and a detached 531 sf 
detached second unit.  The enclosed plans show a design that has already been revised to 
address concerns expressed by neighbors and the Blue Oaks Homeowners’ Association.  
Specifically, the proposal has been modified to lower the east bedroom wing by 3’ 6” and 
remove the clerestories closest to the Salah residence, particularly the master bedroom spa 
terrace.  In addition, the driveway and auto court layouts have been changed so that none of 
the required parking is provided adjacent to the driveway in the panhandle area, but it is all 
now concentrated in the auto court area.  These changes are discussed further below and 
will also be reviewed at the site meeting. 
 
Story poles have been erected at the site and show the original proposed home heights and 
forms with orange tape, and the changes to the bedroom wing described above with green 
tape. As the project team will explain at the site meeting, some of the story poles also mark 
the locations of proposed terraces.  In addition, the locations of the driveway and the 
retaining wall between the auto court/driveway and the Salah property will be marked for 
consideration at the site meeting. 
 
The total volume of grading would be 1,520 cubic yards calculated according to the 
standards of the site development ordinance..  This includes the 1,275 cubic yards indicated 
on the grading plan, as well as an additional 245 cubic yards of cut that would be needed to 
lower the bedroom wing as described above.  Approximately 2,900 cubic yards of materials 
would be exported from the site, much of this for cutting of the proposed basement and 
guest house, and for excavation within the footprint of the house (areas where the cut does 
not count under the site development ordinance provisions).   
 
The project is presented on the following enclosed plans dated 1/16/14 and prepared by 
Square Three Design Studios unless otherwise noted: 
 

Sheet A1.01, Project Data; Proposed Site Plan, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet A1.02, Proposed Partial Site Plan, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet A1.03, Proposed Partial Site Plan, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet C-1, Topographic Survey Plan 
Sheet C-2, Preliminary Grading, Drainage and Utility Plan 
Sheet C-3, Preliminary Grading and Drainage with Erosion Control Measures 
Sheet A2.01, Proposed Partial Main Level Floor Plan – Area A 
Sheet A2.02, Proposed Partial Main Level Floor Plan – Area B 
Sheet A2.03, Proposed Basement Plan 
Sheet A2.04, Proposed Guest Cottage Floor Plan and Roof Plan 
Sheet A2.05, Proposed Roof Plan 
Sheet A3.01, Proposed Exterior Elevations 
Sheet A3.02, Proposed Exterior Elevations 
Sheet A3.02A, Proposed Exterior Elevations, Original vs. Revised, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet A5.01, Proposed Building Sections 
Sheet A5.02, Proposed Building Sections 
Sheet A5.03, Proposed Building Sections 
Sheet LE0.0, Lighting Design Title Sheet 
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Sheet LE2.0, Basement and Guest Cottage Lighting Plan 
Sheet LE3.0A, Main Floor Lighting Plan – Area A 
Sheet LE3.0B, Main Floor Lighting Plan – Area B 
Sheet L1.0, Landscape Overall Site, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L1.1, Existing Vegetation 
Sheet L2.0, Layout Plan, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L2.1, Layout Plan Driveway, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L2.2, Layout Plan Notes, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L3.0, Irrigation Diagram, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L3.1, Irrigation Diagram Driveway, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L4.0, Planting Plan, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L4.1, Planting Plan Driveway, dated 3/6/14 
Sheet L5.0, Landscape Lighting Plan 
Sheet L5.1, Lighting Plan Driveway 
Sheet L6.0, Driveway Elevations 

 
In support of the plans and application, the following materials have been submitted: 

 GreenPoint rated checklist (attached) 

 Outdoor water use efficiency checklist, Thuilot Associates, dated 1/15/14 (attached) 

 Geotechnical investigation by Romig Engineers, dated January 2013 

 Landscape materials board, Thuilot Associates, received January 17, 2014 
(attached) 

 Architectural exterior color board, dated 1/16/14 (not attached; will be available at the 
meeting) 

 Transmittal memo from Tom Carrubba, dated 3/10/14 (attached) 

 Plan review letter from Rana Creek, dated 3/6/14 (attached) 

 Letter report from Kielty Arborist Services, dated 3/4/14 (attached) 

 Four color renderings, showing the original proposed bedroom wing and the revised 
bedroom wing, from the Salah terrace and from the rear side that faces Portola 
Valley Ranch.  (attached) 

 
Comments from the following members of the site development committee have also been 
received and are attached: 

 Town Geologist (Cotton Shires), 1/31/14 

 Fire Marshal (Denise Enea), 1/29/14 

 Public Works Director (Howard Young), 3/11/14 
 
The following comments are offered to facilitate the preliminary review process. 
 

1. Background, project description, siting, and compliance with Blue Oaks PUD 
requirements. This lot was created as part of the Blue Oaks subdivision in 1988, 
which clustered residential lots in order to preserve roughly 186 acres under a 
conservation easement.  The conservation easement includes much of Coal Mine 
Ridge as well as the steeper slopes above Los Trancos Road on the east side of 
Blue Oaks.  As was indicated above, the Lot 15 building envelope is defined by a 
significant Private Open Space Easement (POSE) that extends to the open space 
easement over common lot A to the north and east.  In addition, the subdivision 
approvals and Planned Unit Development (PUD) for the subdivision further define 
the building envelope and recognize that because of the cluster nature of the 
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development, area which is attributable to the lot in the common open space 
easement provides the majority of the open space area attributable to each lot. 
 
The approved building envelopes for the lots in Blue Oaks were defined based on 
site constraints and the open space designated areas.  Typically, the area allowed 
for building lots in Blue oaks is more limited than similarly sized parcels in the more 
conventional subdivision areas of town.  Since the building envelopes are smaller 
and more concentrated, more grading and change is expected than would normally 
be expected on parcels where there is a larger building envelope and less open 
space restriction.  This is the case for the proposed project. 
 
Proposed development of the site would be concentrated in the southern portion of 
the building envelope (BE), on the higher and flatter portion of the site.  In addition, 
the house has been located to avoid the trees on the northern portion of the site 
towards the conservation open space area, which is particularly important because 
of unauthorized clearing that has occurred on the parcel and the need to preserve 
the remaining trees, as is discussed further below.  No trees would be removed as 
part of this project, and both the site restoration consultant Rana Creek and the 
project arborist have reviewed the plans and identified minor adjustments to the 
project to protect existing trees and ensure full consistency with the Town-approved 
and monitored restoration efforts (see attached letter reports).  The project team has 
already incorporated several of these into the plan revisions and compliance with all 
of the recommendations would be required as a condition of any actions on the 
project.  
 
The proposed residential development includes the main house with attached garage 
and basement oriented east-west and generally following the contours of the site.  
With the revisions to the structure in order to lower the eastern wing, the main house 
would all be at one level, with the eastern end cut into the site.  Three terraces are 
located on the north side of the house and oriented toward the primary view corridor 
that was identified for the site under the PUD.  A series of stairs and small vegetated 
terraces step down from the planting area outside the bedroom wing to the entrance 
of the guest house.  The Blue Oaks PUD calls for homes in the Stonecrest zone to 
“hug” the ground and follow the form of the contours of the site, and this proposal 
appears to be consistent with this design guideline, particularly with the recent 
design revisions. 
 
On the south side of the house, a retaining wall would extend approximately 66 feet 
along the line of the building envelope in order to create a level area for the parking 
area and auto court.  It appears that this retaining wall would have a maximum 
exposed height on the north side of approximately seven to eight feet, but it should 
be noted that the civil sheets, and particularly the grading plan on Sheet C-2, have 
not yet been updated and still show the original proposal which included a shorter 
retaining wall and the guest parking located along the driveway access panhandle.  
The site plan on Sheet A1.02 shows the currently proposed retaining wall, parking 
area, and auto court.  In addition, retaining walls along the southern side of the 
house allow the house to be cut into the site and for the basement to meet the 
building code’s required light, ventilation and access requirements through the 
proposed light well. 
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The house has a contemporary architectural form with curved roof forms which could 
be seen as a concern given the PUD statement that design solutions should 
emphasize horizontal rather than vertical forms and that roofs should be flat or of low 
pitch.  In this case, however, the flared roof has a relatively low pitch and the home 
does give an overall horizontal impression.  In addition, the top elevation of the 
western portion of the home is well below the roof of the house behind it, so that the 
roof form will not be visually noticeable.  At the eastern end of the home, the roof 
form allows for a lower roof between the Salah terrace and the northern secondary 
view corridor for that house, while at the same time allowing the bedroom wing of the 
proposed house to enjoy views to the east.  These factors can be most clearly seen 
on the attached color rendering showing the “Revised proposed rear (north) exterior 
elevation.”  Both the garage and the guest house are proposed to have green roofs.  
This parcel is subject to, and the proposed project complies with, the single story 
height limits of 18 and 24 feet.   
 
As was noted previously, the driveway extends down the panhandle of the lot 
between the neighboring properties.  The parking shown in this area on the grading 
plan has been relocated to the auto court, which will allow for less impact on the 
manzanitas along the driveway alignment.   

2. Vegetation restoration status.  Unauthorized vegetation removal on the site, 
largely within the POSE area and extending to the open space area on common lot 
A, took place in late 2012/early 2013.  This resulted in a restoration process that has 
been progressing under Town control since spring of last year.  The ASCC last 
reviewed the restoration efforts on this parcel at their October 28, 2013 meeting 
(minutes attached).  At that time, the ASCC called for additional planting and site 
management to the satisfaction of a designated ASCC member and town staff.  That 
work has been completed and approved. The ASCC also recommended that the 
Town Council permit the property owner to proceed with town review of the plans for 
development of the parcel, so that the plans and any necessary screen planting 
could be considered in view of the restoration plans.  The Town Council reviewed 
and approved the ASCC’s recommendation at their meeting on January 8, 2014 
(minutes attached). 

One of the conditions of that approval states that “no building permits should be 
released until the ASCC completes a site review in early to mid-spring 2014 that is 
supported by similar data developed for the October 28, 2013 site review.  From this 
review, the ASCC would provide a final recommendation to the town council relative 
to the timing for actual release of permits to allow site development to proceed.”  
Rana Creek has provided the attached list of maintenance dates and activities and 
will be visiting the site to conduct their quarterly monitoring inspection, including 
taking photos of the restoration, on March 14.   

The project team has indicated that the report from the March 14 inspection will be 
provided to staff prior to the March 19 site meeting.  When received, this report will 
be posted on the Town’s webpage for the March 19 meeting and also distributed to 
commissioners by email.  In addition, John Wandke from Rana Creek will attend the 
March 19 field meeting.  The ASCC will then be able to discuss and consider this 
information as part of their preliminary review on March 24. 
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3. Blue Oaks Homeowners’ Association (HOA) review.  The Blue Oaks HOA 
considered this project at their February meeting and expressed concern about the 
proposed location of required parking along the driveway in the panhandle.  
Concerns were also expressed about the potential impact of the project on the 
privacy and views from the adjacent terrace at the east side of the neighboring Salah 
property.  In response, the project team has revised the plans to move the required 
parking to an enlarged auto-court area, and to lower the western wing of the house 
and remove the clerestory on the south elevation.  The attached renderings show 
these changes to the western wing from two viewpoints, the first from the Salah 
terrace, and the second from the north side of the project facing towards Portola 
Valley Ranch.  The revised plans have been submitted to the Blue Oaks HOA and 
will be considered at their next meeting. 
 

4. Site development committee review.  Comments from site development permit 
committee members on the project are attached and summarized below.  However, it 
should be noted that the grading plan for the project needs to be updated to reflect 
the changes made in the driveway, auto-court, and western house wing areas to 
respond to comments from the Blue Oaks HOA.  The site development committee 
will then need to determine whether any changes will be needed based on the 
revisions.  

Public Works Director.  The project was found acceptable with standard conditions of 
approval for site development work, plus a condition that the project must comply 
with all items recommended in the Kielty Arborist report dated March 4, 2014, with 
written verification to be provided by Kielty. 

Town Geologist. The project was found acceptable, with the conditions that structural 
plans be developed incorporating the recommendations of the project geotechnical 
consultant, and that the applicant’s cogeotechnical consultant review and approval 
all geotechnical aspects of the plans.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the 
structural plans and geotechnical plan review should be submitted to the Town for 
review by town staff and the Town Geologist. 

Fire Marshal. The Fire Marshal reviewed the plans and found the driveway layout 
and the project in general acceptable with the conditions set forth on the review 
sheet. 

5. Floor area, impervious surface, and height limit compliance, Build It Green 
points, and outdoor water conservation.  The total proposed site floor area is at 
the floor area limit for the site of 6,210 sf, including the main house, the attached 
garage, and the guest house.  The proposed impervious surface is 7,345 sf, which is 
well below the 12,000 sf limit for the property.  As was stated previously, this parcel 
is subject to, and the proposed project complies with, the single story height limits of 
18 and 24 feet.   

The attached required Build It Green (BIG) GreenPoint rated single family checklist 
targets 219 points. For reference, the Town’s Green Building Ordinance would 
require 221 points for the house as well as 25 points for the guest house, although it 
cannot currently be required.  As you know, the Town began enforcing the 2013 
CalGreen code in January, and staff will be working with the Town Council this 
spring to determine if a new green building code should be developed. 
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The completed outdoor Water Use Efficiency Checklist (attached) indicates that the 
project also complies with the town’s Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance.   

6. Architectural design, exterior materials and finishes.  The site is within the 
“Stonecrest Zone of Habitation” of the Blue Oaks PUD.  Homes in this zone are to 
“hug” the ground and follow the form of the contours of the site.  In addition, design 
solutions should emphasize horizontal forms, and roofs should be flat or of low pitch.  
As was discussed above, this design does appear consistent with those criteria for 
architectural design.  

In terms of exterior materials, the PUD calls for either natural stone or horizontal 
wood board siding.  The materials and colors should harmonize with the building site 
and also minimize visual impacts.  The “architectural exterior color board” that was 
submitted proposes use of the following: 

 Horizontal wood siding of quarter-sawn western red cedar 

 Exterior plaster (stucco) painted with Benjamin Moore “Norwich Brown” 

 Horizontal board form concrete 

 Wood eave decking of vertical grain fir 

 Window cladding and expose steel of “dark bronze” anodized aluminum 

 A brown single-ply membrane roof material 

These materials and colors appear to be appropriate for the site and consistent with 
the intent set forth in the PUD.  

One item that will need clarification is the surface for the driveway in the panhandle, 
which Sheet L2.1 identifies as “concrete/asphalt paving.”  The materials should be 
specified to the satisfaction of the ASCC. 

In addition, the project landscape architect has submitted a “landscape materials 
board” consisting of colored photos.  Some of the items pictured appear to be very 
light gray approaching white, such as the concrete paving and concrete steppers.  
Additional information or samples should be provided about the colors and finishes of 
these items so that their consistency with the Blue Oaks PUD and town standards 
can be assessed. 

Finally, the landscape materials board shows a “metal and wood handrail,” but some 
of the railings/guard rails shown on the elevations appear to be more vertical in 
nature.  At the site meeting, the project team should clarify where railings will be 
placed and what materials will be used. 

7. Conformance with second unit and accessory structure regulations.  Second 
units are permitted in the Blue Oaks subdivision and allowed under the zoning 
ordinance on parcels of one acre or larger with the performance standards set forth 
in Section 18.12.040.B of the zoning ordinance (copy attached).  This parcel is 2.09 
acres, well over the one acre minimum parcel size.  The parking requirement for Blue 
Oaks is set in the PUD and includes provisions for second units.  Additionally, the 
design of the structure conforms to the design of the main house and otherwise 
appears to meet the second unit zoning requirements.   
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8. Landscaping.  The proposed landscaping plans concentrate planting.  Some 
additional planting extends north of the building envelope toward the restoration 
area; this planting consists primarily of dwarf coyote brush, California fescue, Pacific 
manzanita, and Lindheimer’s muhly grass.  Rana Creek has reviewed the 
landscaping plan and determined that, with incorporation of specified conditions, “the 
project as designed will be compatible with the ongoing habitat restoration and tree 
replacement activities”  (see attached March 6, 2014 letter). 

The project also proposes planting south of the building envelope between this 
project and the Salah property and residence. This planting includes some trees and 
shrubs to provide additional screen planting between the properties, which is 
consistent with the Blue Oaks PUD. However, the Blue Oaks PUD limits new trees to 
those listed in Appendix A of the PUD statement, and the three tree species 
proposed (strawberry trees, Chinese pistache, and water gum) are not on the 
approved tree list for the Stonecrest zone.  The landscaping plan will therefore need 
to be revised to replace these trees with approved trees. 

9. Exterior lighting, skylights, clerestories, and interior light spill.  Exterior 
landscape lighting is shown on Sheets L5.0 and L5.1 and includes both path lights 
and down lights.  In addition, lighting on the exterior of the house is shown on Sheets 
LE2.0, LE 3.0, and LE3.0B.  Pictures of the features are provided on the sheets, and 
it appears that the proposed fixtures would be generally consistent with town 
standards.  However, cut sheets also need to be submitted with information about 
the level of illumination provided by each fixture type and showing the colors and 
materials for each fixture. 

In terms of the level of lighting, both the Blue Oaks PUD and the Town’s Design 
Guidelines call for minimal lighting, with lighting to be provided for safety reasons.  
The proposed lighting appears to be generally consistent with this direction, although 
the level of lighting in the auto court may be somewhat high.  This area includes 
three lights on the garage, seven path lights, and six wall lights in the retaining wall 
along the driveway entering the auto court.  Also, while the amount of lighting for the 
guest house appears reasonable, the ASCC should consider whether the path and 
wall lights along the stairs and walkway to the guest house be placed on a separate 
switch.   

The Blue Oaks PUD also states that lighting outside of the Building Envelope can be 
allowed “when it is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the ASCC that the lighting is 
necessary for safety.”  This project proposes seven light fixtures outside of the 
building envelope:  six path lights along the driveway and one wall light in the 
retaining wall bordering the driveway.  The ASCC will therefore need to determine 
that these light fixtures are necessary for safety. 

The project includes both skylights and clerestories.  The clerestories are shown on 
the elevations and in the color renderings, and the skylights are shown on Sheet 
2.05, the proposed roof plan.  The skylights are over the mud/pantry/storage room, 
three interior bathrooms, and the master closet.  The skylights are located in rooms 
which are likely to be lighted only as needed, and the skylights themselves will not be 
visible from other properties. For both the skylights and the clerestories, the project 
team will need to confirm that any lighting near these elements will be downlights 
only. 
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The clerestories are located above the home’s picture windows and are part of the 
overall glazing scheme for the home.  Together, the windows and clerestories would 
maximize the view from the home and the amount of natural light reaching the 
interior of the home.  There will be interior light spill from these elements at night, as 
there is from other homes in Blue Oaks as well as homes in Portola Valley Ranch.     

  
Conclusion 
 
The Planning Commission and ASCC should conduct the preliminary review, including the 
site visit, and offer comments, reactions and directions to assist the applicant and project 
design team to modify or clarify plans as may be necessary to allow for eventual final action 
by both commissions.  In general, however, the plans appear to be carefully designed to 
respect the Blue Oaks PUD standards, and revisions have been made specifically to 
respond to neighbor and HOA input. 
 
 
Enc. 
Att. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING, TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY, MARCH 5, 2014, 
SCHOOLHOUSE, TOWN CENTER, 765 PORTOLA ROAD, PORTOLA VALLEY, CA 94028 

Chair Gilbert called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Ms. Kristiansson called the roll. 

Present:  Commissioners Judith Hasko, Nate McKitterick and Alexandra Von Feldt; Vice Chair Nicholas 
Targ; Chair Denise Gilbert  

Absent: None 

Staff Present:  Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Planner 
  Leigh Prince, Town Attorney 
  Jeff Aalfs, Vice Mayor and Council Liaison 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

REGULAR AGENDA 

Chair Gilbert said Commissioners would address Item 2 first, followed by Item 1, which would include discussion 
of the draft site inventory, the best practices material that was received, and the summary of proposed Housing 
Element programs. 

(2) State Density Bonus Law (SDBL) and Draft Implementation Ordinance: Presentation by Town Attorney 
[7:48 p.m.] 

As indicated in her February 27, 2014 memorandum, Ms. Prince explained that compliance with the SDBL is 
required regardless of whether a jurisdiction enacts an implementation ordinance, but enacting an ordinance 
would provide an opportunity to establish application requirements related to processing requests to utilize SDBL 
and allow the Town to take advantage of a streamlined Housing Element review. 

The ordinance also would specify how compliance with SDBL would be implemented, but it would not create any 
additional incentives to develop affordable housing beyond those that exist in state law. Applicants must satisfy 
certain threshold requirements in order to take advantage of SDBL, among which are: 

 A minimum development of five or more housing units, or 35 or more senior housing units 

 An agreement to restrict a certain percentage of the housing units for lower-income residents (10% 
moderate or low income; 5% very low income) 

Every year, the State updates county-specific income limits. For instance, San Mateo County’s 2013 amounts 
show moderate income of $123,600 for a family of four and $98,900 for a family of two. Ms. Prince said most of 
those who would be eligible are working people.  

If a developer qualifies for a density bonus in terms of the percentage of affordable housing units, the density 
bonus would be a percentage dictated by the SDBL, California Government Code Section 65915, from 5% to 
35%. The lower the income level, the greater the density bonus, she said, although the rate for senior housing is 
a flat 20%. In response to a question, Ms. Prince explained that a developer with a senior housing project of 40 
units could get eight bonus units. 

Although there are no proposals at this time, Ms. Prince said that under existing zoning and Town regulations, 
there are four sites in Portola Valley which could meet the threshold of development of five or more housing units. 
Any of them would require a conditional use permit (CUP) amendment to develop housing, and none of them 
would allow more than one unit per acre: The El Mirador Ranch (approximately 25 units), Springridge 
(approximately 29 units over 229 acres), Stanford Wedge (approximately 20 units) and the Fogarty property 
(approximately 10 units over 240 acres). If a Williamson Act contract were to be put in place over any of these 
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properties, it would limit the use to agriculture, Ms. Prince explained, and thus there would be less potential for 
developing housing. 

As an example, Ms. Prince said that if a developer were to come in with a 10-unit housing proposal for the 
Fogarty property that provided 10% moderate-income units, one of the 10 would have to be a moderate-income 
unit. That would entitle the developer to a 5% density bonus, and rounding up (per SDBL) would mean a total 
project of 11 units – which would still be less than one unit per acre. 

According to Ms. Prince, the law dictates the number of incentives to which a developer would be entitled, up to a 
maximum of three incentives: 

 One incentive for 10% low or moderate-income units or 5% very low 

 Two incentives for 20% low or moderate-income units or 10% very low 

 Three incentives for 30% low or moderate-income units or 15% very low 

Ms. Prince also explained that an SDBL incentive can be: 

 A relaxation in site development standards that results in an identifiable financially sufficient and actual 
cost reduction for the developer; 

 A modification of a zoning code or design requirement; or 

 Approval of mixed use. 

In addition, a developer could propose an incentive, she said. There is generally a process by which the specific 
incentives are determined, but the choice isn’t always negotiable. The implementation ordinance would require 
the developer to submit a pro forma showing that the requested incentive(s) offsets the cost of the affordable 
housing to the extent that it makes it possible.  While developers can propose any incentives, Commissioners 
could recommend that the ordinance be structured to encourage developers to use certain incentives by pre-
approving those incentives and not requiring submittal of a pro-forma to receive those incentives. This is the 
approach Palo Alto took when it passed its density bonus ordinance last month. 

SDBL also entitles the developer to waivers, which are requests to modify a standard that would physically 
preclude construction of a project as designed, such as setbacks, building coverage, etc.  A modification of a 
standard in proportion with the density bonus utilized would be considered a waiver, Ms. Prince said, so perhaps 
it makes sense to reduce setbacks 10% to physically make the project possible (a waiver); anything beyond that 
could be considered an incentive. Incentives and waivers are similar, she explained. An incentive may be a 
reduction in site development standards; a waiver is such a reduction. A financial incentive such as a fee credit 
would not be considered a waiver in this context, though, because charging or reducing a fee would not affect 
whether the project is physically possible. 

The SDBL also specifies that a requested incentive may be denied for any of three reasons: 

 It is not necessary to provide affordable housing; 

 It would have a specific adverse impact on public health, safety or the physical environment or historic 
property, as demonstrated in an Environmental Impact Report or similar document; or 

 It is illegal. 

Only the last two of these reasons may be grounds for denying a waiver request. 

Responding to Commissioner McKitterick, even if the Town doesn’t adopt this ordinance, Ms. Prince said a 
developer would be entitled to the same incentives, waivers and density bonus, without doing all the homework 
entailed in the application that the ordinance would require. Another benefit of adoption would be establishing a 
clear structure of the process for both the developer and the Town. 
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Commissioner Hasko asked for clarification of proposed Section 18.17.050 of the ordinance. Ms. Prince said 
when an incentive would trigger a discretionary approval (such as a variance from a setback requirement) or an 
amendment to the Zoning Code or General Plan, the Town could provide the incentive with no discretionary 
approval or amendment. However, if the base project without the incentive requires any of these actions, the 
Town would retain the discretion to make or not make the required findings to approve the base project.  

Commissioners discussed the clarity of Section 18.17.070 and the best way to ensure that the affordable units 
are built. Commissioner McKitterick noted that other jurisdictions refuse to issue occupancy permits for the 
market rat units until the developers build the affordable units. He said the affordable unit construction could be 
subject to a phasing plan. Vice Chair Targ said that sounded reasonable, because denying occupancy permits 
outright until the affordable units are finished would have to be covered in the ordinance, and some developers 
might be able to complete a project only on a house-by-house basis. Ms. Prince said she would work on the 
language to address these concerns. 

Susan Dworak, Alpine Road, served on the Ad Hoc Affordable Housing Committee. She said it’s been her 
understanding that the Town doesn’t need to build affordable housing to meet its state obligation; if that’s the 
case, why do we need this ordinance? Chair Gilbert responded that the ordinance would not give developers any 
more than they would be entitled to without it, but with it, the Town would benefit from the streamlined Housing 
Element review.  In response to Commissioner Von Feldt, Ms. Kristiansson clarified that the streamlined review 
applies to most of the Housing Element and should limit the number and type of comments from the state, but the 
state does review the programs. 

Jon Silver, Portola Road, said that as he understands it, adopting an implementing ordinance would allow the 
Town to do this our way.  Although he said that he does not like it when the State steps in, he said that it makes 
sense to take appropriate action when they do.   

Chair Gilbert said the proposed ordinance would go to the Planning Commission for a public hearing on 
April 2, 2014, then to the Town Council, with approval planned for before the Housing Element is submitted to the 
State. 

(1) Continued Housing Element Study Session: Review and discuss draft site inventory and outline of potential 
changes to housing programs [8:05 p.m.] 

Chair Gilbert stated that the Commission would discuss this agenda item in three separate parts, starting with the 
draft site inventory, then moving to the letter with suggested best practices, and finally concluding with a 
discussion of the potential housing element programs. 

Ms. Kristiansson presented the draft site inventory as discussed in and attached to her memorandum of February 
27, 2014.  She said that the inventory follows the format used in the 2009 update and was prepared with the 
streamlined review in mind. She said the inventory begins with a discussion of the various limitations that affect 
or could affect development, a section that is substantially the same as it was in 2009, and she noted that staff 
hopes to update the maps that show faults, seismic hazard areas, steep slopes and other physical limitations. 

The draft also includes the “Inventory of Land Suitable for Residential Development in Portola Valley,” which  lists 
parcels by Assessor’s Parcel numbers and shows the associated zoning and density districts, allowable density, 
General Plan designation, acreage, new unit capacity, infrastructure capacity and environmental constraints. This 
section shows the remaining vacant and largely vacant sites in Town.  Ms. Kristiansson said these sites would be 
for market-rate, above moderate-income single-family housing, although the inventory includes the Stanford 
Wedge, which could also be developed under the Affiliated Housing program. 

The ensuing Analysis of Suitability for Development section includes a discussion of anticipated new market-rate 
homes for above moderate-income households, which is projected based on current and recent rates of 
construction.  This section also includes projections of housing for moderate-income households and below, 
which would be provided through three programs: 
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 Inclusionary Housing, which at this time includes only the Sausal Creek development (five market-rate 
senior units and one below market-rate (BMR) low-income unit) 

 Affiliated Housing at the Priory (three low-income, four moderate-income units and four above 
moderate-income units) 

 Second Units, fulfilling the remainder of the Town’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 
requirement; Ms. Kristiansson said the site inventory assumes that second-unit production could 
increase from an average of 5.3 units annually to 6.5 – a rate of about one unit each year 

Chair Gilbert requested clarification of the sites marked “not used” on the table. Ms. Kristiansson explained that 
the table is based on 2009 information, and some of the lots have since been developed. They will be removed 
from the 2014 draft, but the numbers have not yet been updated. 

Chair Gilbert also referred to two sets of figures in Ms. Kristiansson’s memorandum (page 2). The first estimates 
of the number of housing units that could be provided during the upcoming Housing Element cycle (a total of 90 
units), but the list that follows indicates that these programs would be expected to yield what adds up to 95 units. 
Chair Gilbert asked whether the discrepancy is because the first list does not include the five market-rate Sausal 
Creek units, and Ms. Kristiansson confirmed this. 

The Site Inventory section also includes draft maps of affiliated housing sites and the parts of town where second 
units are allowed.  Ms. Kristiansson said the second units map also shows where second units have been 
permitted, because that information has been requested in the past.  In order to avoid any confusion, that 
information would likely be omitted from the final housing element that the Town will submit to the state. 

Commissioner Von Feldt questioned the above moderate-income category showing there are as many as 26 
vacant sites in Town for single-family homes (memorandum page 13). Ms. Kristiansson said there actually are 
more than 30 lots according to the site inventory. The construction rate is currently 3.2 new homes per year, she 
added, which is slightly down from what was projected in the 2009 Housing Element update. 

Regarding the Potential Areas for Second Units map, Chair Gilbert asked whether the areas within dotted lines 
are deemed unsuitable for second units because they’re not allowed. Ms. Kristiansson said yes, and the map will 
be changed to make that clear. 

Ms. Dworak asked whether the maps in the agenda packet would be available online. Ms. Kristiansson said they 
are already online, both from the Minutes & Agendas page for the Planning Commission (in the agenda packet 
for tonight) and from the Building & Planning tab to the meetings list on the “Planning for Housing in Portola 
Valley” page. In response to follow-up questions, Ms. Dworak was advised: 

 That the Fogarty property is depicted on the Exhibit 7 map (areas 72-79 and 81-82 on the far southern 
portion of the map), but there is no current proposal for development on the property; and  

 That the state requires the Housing Element to include an inventory of sites where additional housing is 
possible under Town regulations, regardless of whether development has been proposed for a location. 

Commissioner Von Feldt said that it’s great that the Town will be able to meet its RHNA obligation with some 
room to spare by largely relying on programs that have worked in the past, and thus have time to develop longer-
range solutions. Commissioner Hasko agreed. Vice Chair Targ, who said the SDBL presentation was very helpful 
in articulating the advantages of passing a density bonus ordinance, added that we’ve determined what we have 
to do in a methodical manner. 

Housing Element Policy Best Practices [8:23 p.m.] 

Chair Gilbert said although some of the material doesn’t pertain to Portola Valley and some is already in place 
here, the Housing Element Best Practices document (dated February 21, 2014) was attached to the staff report in 
case it includes anything Commissioners want to highlight and discuss. The document is a joint effort of the 
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Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County, the San Francisco Organizing Project/Peninsula Interfaith 
Action, and the Greenbelt Alliance. 

Aside from what is not applicable and what has been addressed already,  

Ms. Kristiansson said that the Town has already considered a number of the items listed, including second units, 
inclusionary housing, and state density bonus law.  While the list includes many items that would not be 
applicable or appropriate in Portola Valley, there are some that the Town could examine in developing its longer 
term vision for housing.  These include a housing overlay zone and adjusting site and building regulations. Chair 
Gilbert said that Community Land Trusts (CLTs) also might be something to pursue at some point. CLTs are 
ways to hold title to land that’s been designated for affordable housing. Vice Chair Targ said the document is a 
useful catalog of available tools. 

Commissioner Hasko referenced recommendations in the letter in the context of the Commission’s earlier SDBL 
discussion. She said that although density bonuses may sound scary, they are consistent with the market-based 
strategies that the Ad Hoc Affordable Housing Committee favored. 

Mr. Vincent asked about the purpose of the document and whether the Town would be adopting it as part of the 
housing element work.  Chair Gilbert clarified that the best practices document would not be adopted but was 
provided only for information and as a comprehensive overview of various tools the Town might consider. 

Ms. Dworak said she wanted to emphasize something that came up several times during Ad Hoc Affordable 
Housing Committee meetings and on other occasions: the importance of carefully examining any programs, 
because they may not be as wonderful as they may sound and because they’ve worked elsewhere doesn’t mean 
they’d be successful in Portola Valley. 

Potential 2014 Housing Element Programs [8:31 p.m.] 

Ms. Kristiansson noted that her February 27, 2014 memorandum (page 5) lists seven potential programs for the 
2014 Housing Element Update based on the discussions at and direction from the Planning Commission to date.  
The Planning Commission has reviewed three of these programs in depth and identified potential changes to 
those programs (Inclusionary Housing, Affiliated Housing, and Second Units). Three others (Shared Housing, 
Fair Housing, and Energy Conservation and Sustainability) were in the 2009 Housing Element and would likely 
carry over to 2014 with few changes, if any. The seventh program would be a new one to provide the suggested 
vision component: Explore Future Housing Needs and Potential Housing Programs. 

She also noted that the list does not include a density bonus program, because moving ahead with the Density 
Bonus Ordinance would make it unnecessary to continue this program from the 2009 Element. 

Vice Chair Targ drew attention to a paragraph in the staff report that references the Planning Commission’s 
deciding “. . . that the Town should explore the possibility of allowing Affiliated Housing on commercial properties, 
with no more than one housing unit per parcel.” He said he didn’t recall agreeing to that limitation, and noting that 
some large properties may well be able to accommodate more than one unit. Commissioner McKitterick agreed. 
The Commission agreed to strike the last clause.  

Commissioner Hasko requested a refresher on HIP Housing’s Shared Housing program. Ms. Kristiansson said 
that HIP Housing is a nonprofit agency that provides this program to connect people who are willing to share their 
homes with others who are looking for a place to live and would be willing to share someone’s home. In some 
cases, the person could also assist the homeowner with tasks such as grocery shopping.  Because she 
“matches” do not provide housing units, they do not assist with meeting RHNA obligations. In response to 
Commissioner Hasko asking whether Portola Valley’s relationship with HIP Housing involves anything more than 
publicizing its programs, Ms. Kristiansson said that publicity is the main component as far as she knows.  The 
Town does already provide information about the program on its website, and once the Housing Element 2014 
draft is complete, the Town is planning to update its housing webpages and will likely expand the information 
offered on Shared Housing as part of that process. 
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For the Second Unit program summary, Chair Gilbert said that the Commission had discussed the idea that floor 
area bonuses for the larger second units on 2+ acre lots might be considered if second-unit production doesn’t 
reach the numbers anticipated.   

Public comments were requested but none were offered. 

Ms. Kristiansson said that in addition to the public hearing on the Density Bonus Ordinance, the full text of the 
programs for the Housing Element draft would come back to the Planning Commission for review at its 
April 2, 2014 meeting, and the demographic sections should also be ready by then. The complete draft is on track 
to be finished, as scheduled, in May 2014. 

COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS [8:40 p.m.] 

Chair Gilbert said that she has information about what’s on the agenda for the League of California Cities’ annual 
“Planning Commissioners Academy” conference, which will be held March 26-28, 2014, at the Marriott San 
Francisco Airport Waterfront Hotel in Burlingame, and she would be happy to share that information with other 
commissioners. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES [8:41 p.m.] 

Commissioner Von Feldt moved to approve the minutes of the December 18, 2013 Planning Commission 
meeting, as amended. Seconded by Commissioner McKitterick, the motion carried 4-0-1 (Hasko abstained). 

Commissioner McKitterick moved to approve the minutes of the January 15, 2014 Planning Commission meeting. 
Seconded by Commissioner Von Feldt, the motion carried 5-0. 

Commissioner Von Feldt moved to approve the minutes of the February 5, 2014 Planning Commission meeting, 
as amended. Seconded by Commissioner McKitterick, the motion carried 5-0. 

ADJOURNMENT [8:44 p.m.] 

 

 

_______________________________   ___________________________________ 
Denise Gilbert, Chair     Karen Kristiansson, Deputy Town Planner 
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