TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY
Meetings of the Architectural Site Control Commission (ASCC)
Monday, April 9, 2018
7:00 PM – Regular ASCC Meeting
Historic Schoolhouse
765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028

_____________________________________________________________________________
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
7:00 PM - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Commissioners Breen, Ross, Wilson, Vice Chair Koch and Chair Sill
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
Persons wishing to address the Architectural and Site Control Commission on any subject may do so now.
Please note however, that the Architectural and Site Control Commission is not able to undertake
extended discussion or action tonight on items not on the agenda.
NEW BUSINESS
1. Architectural Review to Renew an Expired ASCC Approval for a Remodel and Addition to an Existing
Home, 180 Golden Oak Drive, Kunkel Residence, File # PLN_ARCH 49-2018 (Staff: A. Cassidy)
COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
2. News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
3. ASCC Meeting of March 26, 2018
ADJOURNMENT
AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION
For more information on the projects to be considered by the ASCC at the Special Field and Regular meetings, as well as the scope of
reviews and actions tentatively anticipated, please contact Carol Borck in the Planning Department at Portola Valley Town Hall, 650-8511700 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
STAFF REPORT

TO:

ASCC

FROM:

Arly Cassidy, Interim Planning Director

DATE:

April 9, 2018

RE:

Architectural Review to Renew an Expired ASCC Approval for a Remodel and
Addition to an Existing Home, 180 Golden Oak Drive, Kunkel Residence,
File # PLN_ARCH 49-2018

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the ASCC renew its approval of the proposed remodel and addition,
subject to the Conditions of Approval (Attachment 1).
PROJECT DATA
Lot Size

3.8 acres (2.5 acres net)

Average Slope

34.3%
Code
Requirements

Existing

Proposed

Remaining

Max Floor Area

6,394

5,208

6,141

253

85% of MFA

5,435

5,208

6,141

-706

Max Impervious Surface

10,522

2,210

4,655

5,867

Height

28’/34’

30’3”/36’6”

27’7”/29’2”

--

Front Setback

50’

532’6”

527’11”

--

Side Setbacks

20’

18’6”/111’

18’6”/106’11”

--

Rear Setback

20’

18’3”

17’4”

--

2 covered

2 covered
2 uncovered

2 covered
2 uncovered

--

Parking Spaces
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BACKGROUND
The proposal is for a 933 square foot increase and substantial remodel to an existing home,
landscaping and a new pool on the 3.8 acre property located at 180 Golden Oak Drive (See
Vicinity Map, Attachment 2). The lot is located in the R-E/1a/SD-1a zone. The property has
street frontage along Bear Gulch Road at the bottom of its slope, but is accessed by a driveway
easement through California Water Service Company’s (Cal Water) parcel immediately to the
southwest of the property; the driveway is located between 170 and 190 Golden Oak Drive.
Additional easements on the property include a septic easement and a parking easement from
50 Alhambra, which is needed for the driveway and guest parking. The property has single
family homes on all sides, except to the southwest, where Cal Water’s Station #17 sits,
occupied by a driveway and large water tank. The site is currently occupied by a three-story
5,208 square foot house built in 1985.
The application before the ASCC is to renew an approval previously granted. The proposed
house described in the current plans has a few small changes, but is substantially the same as
that approved by the ASCC on November 23, 2015 (staff report, Attachment 3). Since that time,
no building permit was applied for, and so the planning approval expired. The owner and
architectural team have not changed, and the project remains an addition and remodel to an
existing home, with similar architectural style and site layout. The past staff report describes the
proposed house and site design in detail, while this staff report will describe the changes made
since the original approval.
The new proposal is further described in the set of architectural, landscape and civil plans
received on March 15, 2018. In addition to the plans, the project submittal includes the
information listed below (Attachments 4, 5):
•
•
•

Applicant Submittal and Resubmittal Letters, dated 1/11/18 and 2/28/18, respectively
Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received 3/14/18
Colors/Materials Boards (physical samples available at meeting), dated 11/23/15

CODE REQUIREMENTS
As required by sections 18.64.010.A.1 and 15.12.100.C of the Municipal Code, this application
has been forwarded to the ASCC for review. The Municipal Code and Design Guidelines were
used to evaluate the project. Code section 18.64.097 require than an architectural permit expire
after two years if a building permit is not applied for in that time.
DISCUSSION
The proposal is to remodel an existing 5,208 square foot, three story house. The top story will
be removed, bringing the existing height down and into compliance with town code, and 933
square feet will be added. The house will expand at both the lower level and first floor, as
shown in the area calculations (A0.3). Minimal grading is planned outside of the building
footprint, with only 48 cubic yards of soil to be moved. The project goal is to reuse and existing
house and building pad, while changing floor layout and architectural style. The new home will
be lower, longer, and more contemporary than its predecessor.
The proposal now under review is substantially the same one as was approved by the ASCC on
November 23, 2015, with some changes. The changes that have been made since the original
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approval fall into two categories: changes to address the conditions of approval attached to the
original approval, and applicant-initiated changes.
Conditions of Approval from Previous Approval
When the ASCC reviewed and approved the project on November 23, 2015, it attached six
conditions of approval to the project. In their initial submittal letter for the renewal (Attachment
4), the architect outlined changes made to address these conditions, as well as new information
reflecting updated submittal requirements. These changes include:
• a reduction in outdoor lighting and removal of non-compliant lighting (A1.5 & A 1.6)
• a reduction in Pacific Wax Myrtle and increase in Toyon and Hollyleaf Cherry as
screening in the south corner (L4.0)
• a new trim color for downlights which complies with the Town’s LRVs (A0.5)
• the required fencing plan and construction staging plan (L1.1 and A1.4)
Applicant-Initiated Changes
The total floor area for the proposed house has increased by 111 square feet, from the 2015
total of 6,030 to a new total of 6,141. The applicant also raised the ceiling height of the lower
floor by 1’6”, resulting in a taller roof height of 29’2”, which is still under the maximum allowed
height of 34’. The story poles up at the site now reflect the new, taller height.
The applicant also initiated a handful of modifications to the previous approval, including
• two different outdoor light fixtures (A0.5)
• additional glazing at the Garden Living Room (A1.5)
• a relocation of the laundry room from the upper to the lower floor, and removal of the
skylight from the upper floor room (now an office) (A1.5 & A1.6)
• concrete landscape walls which are now drystack (L1.2)
Compliance with floor area, impervious surface, height, and setback standards
As described in the Project Data table on page one of this staff report, the project is
substantially in compliance with code requirements for the property, including maximum floor
area, impervious surface, and height. Two areas that require further review are the 85% rule for
floor area, and setbacks.
All floor area proposed for the property is massed in the main house, with no detached
buildings or structures planned. This was called out in the November 23, 2015 staff report,
where staff described the main house as using 94.3% of the adjusted maximum floor area
(AMFA), almost 10% above the normal 85% requirement. The staff report listed the four
findings required to approve such a massing, and the ASCC made these findings and approved
the project as proposed.
The project now proposed has an increased total floor area of 6,141 square feet (a 111 square
foot above the past approval), all still massed in the main house. This represents 96% of the
AMFA allowed for the site, up from 94.3%. Given this increase, staff recommends that the
ASCC make the required findings for this massing again. Staff believes the findings can be
made even with the increased floor area, and has included language to this effect in the
Conclusion of this staff report.
The proposed setbacks for the house are below the requirements for the zoning district,
specifically at the rear setback (front elevation of the house) and east side setback near the
garage. In both cases, the house protrudes less than 3’ into the setback, where the maximum
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protrusion allowed is 20%, or 4’ in the case of these 20’ setbacks. Using the averaging
exception in the code (PVMC 18.52.050), both of these reduced setbacks are permitted.
Design Guidelines Review – Siting, Mass/Bulk, Scale, Exterior Materials
The project was reviewed against the Town’s Design Guidelines, and was found to be
substantially in conformance with the intent of the document, including the areas of site design,
landscaping and lighting. The finish treatment for the down light has been changed to match the
proposed stucco color, “suede”, which complies with the Town’s light reflectivity guidelines. The
additional glazing proposed at the Garden Living room will be tucked back and under the
master bedroom deck, and well screened from view by the surrounding oak forest. In addition,
one of the two skylights has been removed from the proposal.
Landscaping
The proposed planting plan is substantially the same as was previously proposed, and is
generally clustered tightly around the house, with no turf proposed. The primary change is that
some of the Pacific Wax Myrtle at the southern corner has been exchanged for more Toyon
and Hollyleaf Cherry to improve neighbor screening there. There are no significant trees
proposed for removal. Since the original approval, four trees have been removed: three nonsignificant redwoods, and one large oak which was downed in a storm and removed with a
permit. All other tree removals for the proposal are non-significant.
Lighting
In response to ASCC comments that the outdoor lighting should be reduced, four outdoor
recessed ceiling lights at the ground level patios and upper living room deck have been
removed (A1.5 & A1.6). The applicant has also added a note (A1.4) stating that all flood and
non-compliant lights shall be removed from the property. New fixtures (A0.5) are proposed for
the path lights and recessed ceiling lights; both of these fixtures are dark sky compliant. The
applicant removed a proposed light in the water feature at staff’s request.
Fences and Gates
The site plan (L1.1) shows the existing fence and the proposed fence to replace parts of it,
primarily in the same locations, though pulled slighting inward toward the house site. The
proposed fence is a six foot (6’) wood and wire fence with multiple gates. During the original
review, there was some discussion of the fence acting as a wildlife barrier. A low wall previously
proposed as concrete is now shown as dry stack rock (L7.0).
Sustainability Aspects of Project
A WELO checklist (Attachment 5) was submitted showing 8,143 square feet of irrigated
landscape area and 944 square feet of special landscape area for the water feature and pool.
Approximately 3,500 square feet of irrigation is for medium water use plans. The Estimated
Total Water Use is 130,639 gallons/year, which is less than the Maximum Applied Water
Allowance of 163,395 gallons/year.
The project architect has provided the Build-It-Green checklist (A0.4) targeting 115 points for
the project. It is a Whole House project, which requires a minimum of 50 points and a Green
Point Rated professional to certify it before the building permit is finaled.
Public Comments
One comment was received by neighbors Lorrie Duval and Dave Cardinal at 340 Golden Oak
Drive, who face the rear of the house across the canyon (Attachment 6). They outline their

Addition/Remodel at 180 Golden Oak Drive
Architectural Review

April 9, 2018
Page 5

concerns as being outdoor lighting, reflective surfaces, exterior colors, and any noise
generation. The outdoor lighting has been reduced from the original proposal, and the colors
and materials proposed are with the Town’s light reflectivity guidelines. Pool equipment is
shown housed within an enclosed structure below the pool.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The project is categorically exempt per Section 15303, Class 3 of the State CEQA Guidelines
which includes an exemption for construction of a single family residence in a residential zone.
CONCLUSION
The applicant has addressed the concerns of the ASCC as described in the original Conditions
of Approval. The proposed project is in compliance with the General Plan and Design
Guidelines based on the following findings:
1. The size, siting and design of buildings, individually and collectively, tend to be
subservient to the natural setting and serve to retain and enhance the rural
qualities of the town. (Siting and Scale)
The new home will be lower than the existing home. The applicant is remodeling the
existing home, reusing the site, and maintaining a contemporary design. The majority of
the house will be blocked from view by the surrounding oak trees.
2. The proposed project will blend in with the natural environment in terms of
materials, form and color. (Architectural Design)
The materials and colors of the proposed new residence utilize a natural color palette.
Materials include redwood siding, grey plaster siding, dark bronze window trim and
travertine decks. A pebble roof is proposed. All colors and materials meet town
reflectivity guidelines
3. The location, design and construction of the development project will minimize
disturbances to the natural terrain and scenic vistas. (Grading)
The proposed project reuses an existing house and site, with minimal impacts to the
land. Total grading is 48 cubic yards and does not require Site Development Review. A
firetruck turnaround is provided within the front driveway area.
4. The proposed project utilizes minimal lighting so that the presence of
development at night is difficult to determine. (Lighting)
Site lighting is limited to the amount needed for safe navigation around the site, and
fixtures are dark sky compliant. Although a large number of path lights are proposed,
this is due to the steep slope and necessary stairs on paths surrounding the house.
Lighting is restricted to paths adjacent to the house and is not used on the larger path
network.
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)
The proposed landscaping uses native plantings and is tightly restricted around the
house. Trees proposed for removal are within the house pad only, and the majority of
the land is left untouched. Proposed fencing will replace existing.
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The proposed project should be permitted to mass more than 85% of its floor area in the main
residence based on the following findings:
1. The larger building will result in a superior design for the property in terms of
grading, tree removal and use of the property than would be possible without
the requested increase.
The floor area concentration of the main structure will increase from 81.5% to 96%.
The proposed addition/renovation will bring the structure’s height into compliance
with Town regulations and will utilize the existing building pad. The additions and
site improvements will extend into areas which are currently landscaped and will not
create a significant impact on the sloping and forested property. A detached
structure would be constrained by with the site’s steep slopes, unstable soils, and
existing oak woodland and likely require increased site disturbance and tree
removal.
2. The building will not impact significant views enjoyed by neighboring
properties to any greater extent than would a design for the project without
the increased floor area.
The existing three-level home will be reduced in height with the proposed project and
is not located within a significant view corridor; the house massing will not block
anyone’s view of the larger landscape.
3. The building will not in any substantial way negatively affect neighboring
properties to any greater extent than would a design for the project without
the increased floor area. The addition/renovation will utilize the existing building
pad and will expand into areas of existing landscaping. Proposed landscape screen
planting will help to soften views of the structure from neighboring properties. The
building design will not cause any substantial negatives effects.
4. The building will be in keeping with the character and quality of the
neighborhood.
The proposed project is designed to create a proper balance and harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood and the structure will be updated to a more contemporary
style architecture that is common in the area.
All of the required findings for the project have been made, and the proposed addition and
remodel complies with the General Plan, the municipal code, and the Design Guidelines. Staff
therefore recommends the project’s approval.

ATTACHEMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Conditions of Approval
Vicinity Map
Staff Report and ASCC meeting minutes, November 23, 2015
Applicant Submittal and Resubmittal Letters, dated 1/11/18 and 2/28/18, respectively
Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received 3/14/18 (pie day!)
Comment from Lorrie Duval and Dave Cardinal
Architectural plans, received on 3/15/18 (ASCC only)

Attachment 1
Conditions of Approval for Addition and Remodeling – Permit Renewal
180 Golden Oak Drive, Kunkel Residence, File #49-2018

1. No other modifications to the approved plans are allowed except as otherwise first
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director or the ASCC, depending on the scope
of the changes.
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MEMORANDUM
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY
_______________________________________________________
TO:

ASCC

FROM:

Carol Borck, Assistant Planner

DATE:

November 23, 2015

RE:

Architectural Review for an Addition and Major Remodel and a New Swimming
Pool, File # 18-2014, 180 Golden Oak Drive, Kunkel Residence

_

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the ASCC review the proposed plans, consider the comments in this
staff report and any additional comments which may be offered at the meeting, and approve the
proposed addition subject to the findings in Attachment 1 and conditions of approval in
Attachment 2 and any other conditions which may be necessary based on the ASCC’s review.
BACKGROUND
This proposal is for the approval of plans for an 822 square foot addition and a major interior
remodel to an existing three-story residence on the 3.8-acre property. The site’s street frontage
is located on the north side of Bear Gulch Road; however, the property is accessed by a
driveway easement through California Water Service Company’s parcel 079-101-300 which is
located between 170 and 190 Golden Oak Drive (see attached vicinity map). Additionally, the
subject property has, and is utilizing, an easement for driveway turnaround and parking on the
50 Alhambra Court property. The lot was created as part of the Alpine Hills No. 3 subdivision
(Tract 718, April 1955) and is located in the R-E/1A zoning district.
The site currently contains an existing 5,208 square foot three-story contemporary style home
with an attached garage. The site is moderately to steeply sloped, and the home is located on
a graded pad in the southwestern corner of the property. A majority of the site is densely
forested with oak trees and has been left in a natural condition. Approximately half of the
property north and east of the existing residence is designated as “Ms” and “Ps” on the Town’s
Geologic Movement Potential Map. Ms designates moving shallow landslides and would not be
permitted for development. Ps is identified as unstable material, and development in this area
would be subject to review and approval by the Town Geologist. The most geologically suitable
location on the property for development is within the area of the existing improvements. The
site is further constrained by a 20’W x 100’L easement for California Water Service and an
approximately 80’W x 150’L septic drainfield and parking easement for 155 Bear Gulch Road,
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as shown on Sheet A1.1. Surrounding uses include single-family homes to the north, east, and
west and a California Water Service tank to the south.
The proposal is further described in the set of architectural and landscape plans received on
September 30, 2015 (Attachment 7). In addition to the plans, the project submittal includes the
information listed below:
•
•
•
•

Grant of Easement, recorded June 18, 2015
Exterior Lighting Cut Sheets, received on March 31, 2014
Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received on March 31, 2014
Colors/Materials Board (to be available at ASCC meeting), received on March 31, 2014

CODE REQUIREMENTS
As required by sections 18.64.010.1 and 18.48.020 of the Zoning Code, this application has
been forwarded to the ASCC for review because the addition is over 400 square feet and the
proposed a floor area concentration in the main structure is higher than 85% of the allowed total
floor area for the site. In addition to the Municipal Code, the Design Guidelines is used to
evaluate the project.
DISCUSSION
The scope of the project includes the net addition of 822 square feet and significant renovation
to the existing three-story residence. A total of 1,655 square feet would be added to the
structure, while 619 square feet would be removed from the existing third floor and 214 square
feet removed from the lower floor (garden room). The renovated home would be updated to a
more contemporary modern style with flat roof forms and would consist of a main and lower
level. A roof terrace over the northwest portion of the home would be accessed via stairs from
the main level deck.
Areas of existing decking, patios, and lawn in the rear yard would be removed, and concrete
patios, wood decking, and a swimming pool would be constructed. Pool equipment is proposed
to be completely enclosed and located under the proposed rear concrete decking in the support
structure (Sheet A1.5). This decking extends outward over the downhill slope just beyond the
pool and is approximately 12 feet above the existing grade. Site wall elevations on the downhill
side vary from one-half to two feet along planting walls to approximately seven and one-half
feet at the pool wall.
The project proposes 34 cubic yards of fill that will be used to smooth the downhill contours on
the south end of the covered “garden patio” and create smaller useable areas for planting
adjacent to the new ipe decking and rear patio. As the total proposed grading is under 50 cubic
yards, a site development permit is not required pursuant to PVMC Section 15.12.070.
The site is served by an existing septic system. As the proposal involves an increase in the
number of bedrooms, the building permit will be subject to review by San Mateo County
Environmental Health. Any requirements of the County, e.g., a water test or expansion of the
system, would be a condition of building permit issuance.
The neighbor at 155 Bear Gulch Road has partial view of the existing home and rear decks.
There are some existing screening trees along the southern property line and in the southeast
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area of the property that will help soften views to the structure, and additional screen planting is
proposed and discussed below. Homes 400 feet across the ravine at the end of Tagus Court
also have partially screened views to the site; however, these views will not change significantly
with the project.
Compliance with floor area, impervious surface, height, and setback standards
The project proposes a floor area of 6,030 square feet concentrated in the main structure,
which is 94.3% of the allowed floor area for the property. The ASCC will therefore need to
make the findings discussed below in order to grant approval of this proposal. The proposed
impervious surface is 4,655 square feet and well below the 10,522 square foot limit.
The proposed structure complies with the 28- and 34-foot height limits stipulated in Section
18.48.010 of the PVMC for the R-E/1A zoning district. The proposed maximum height of the
home is 29’2”. As the existing structure has a maximum height of 36’6”, the home will now be
in compliance with Town height regulations.
The proposed structure complies with front and north side yard setbacks, while taking
advantage of the zoning ordinance averaging provision (PVMC 18.52.050) at the rear and south
side property lines. The west corner of the garage would encroach a distance of one and onehalf feet into the rear yard setback, while the overall average setback of 20 feet is maintained.
The front elevation of the home would encroach a maximum distance of two feet, ten-inches at
the master bedroom closet, while the overall average setback of 20 feet is maintained.
Findings for main building floor area in excess of the 85% limit. In order to grant the
request to allow 94.3% of the total floor area to be in the main buildings, the ASCC must make
the four findings required under Section 18.48.020.A-D of the Zoning Ordinance:
A. Any one of the following:
1. The larger building will result in a superior design for the property in terms of
grading, tree removal and use of the property than would be possible without the
requested increase.
2. The larger building is appropriate because steep slopes, areas of unstable geology
or areas subject to flooding so limit development of the property that in order to
develop a reasonable plan for the property it is necessary to concentrate more than
eighty-five percent of the floor area in a single building.
3. The larger building is appropriate because the reduction in permitted floor area
caused by steep slopes, unstable geology and/or areas subject to flooding so
reduces the floor area permitted for any single building that in order to develop a
reasonable plan for the property it is necessary to concentrate more than eighty-five
percent of the floor area in a single building.
B. The building will not impact significant views enjoyed by neighboring properties to any
greater extent than would a design for the project without the increased floor area.
C. The building will not in any substantial way negatively affect neighboring properties to
any greater extent than would a design for the project without the increased floor area.
D. The building will be in keeping with the character and quality of the neighborhood.
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The ASCC needs to determine that the proposed project design is superior to one that would
involve potentially constructing a detached building in the rear yard. In this case, the existing
home has a floor area concentration of 81.5% and will increase to 94.3%. The proposed
addition creates minimal impact on the property and neighboring properties. It does not impact
significant views and is in keeping with the character and quality of the neighborhood. A
detached structure would likely require increased site disturbance and tree removal. Siting of a
detached structure would also be constrained by existing steep slopes, unstable geology, and
easements located on the property. Staff has prepared recommended findings of approval for
the main building floor area to exceed the 85% limit (Attachment 1).
Parking
Required parking in the R-E/1A zoning district is two covered spaces and two guest spaces.
The garage will continue to provide the required two covered spaces, and the parking pad
located in the easement on 50 Alhambra will be expanded to accommodate both a compliant
firetruck turnaround and two guest parking spaces.
Exterior materials and finishes, exterior lighting, and skylights
The proposed finish treatments for the project meet Town reflectivity guidelines and include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Redwood siding
Cement plaster in medium gray, LRV approximately 40%
Dark bronze windows and railings, LRV approximately 10%
Pamy pebbles for roofs
Stainless steel and glass guardrails
Concrete walls/patios in gray-brown

The proposed exterior lighting for the residence is shown on Sheets A1.5 and A1.6 and cut
sheets are provided on Sheet A0.5. The proposed recessed downlight is to have a white ring
which is not compliant with Town regulations, and an alternate color that meets the 50% light
reflectivity limit will need to be selected. In general, the numbers and locations of proposed
lighting on the home appear in compliance with Town lighting guidelines, although one
downlight could be eliminated along the front entry and one or two downlights could be
eliminated along the rear, main level deck (Sheet A1.6). There are four wall lights proposed at
the roof terrace. There are existing floodlights on the home, and these will be removed with the
renovation.
Landscape lighting is presented on Sheet L1.1 and appears to be in general compliance with
Town lighting guidelines. There are two underwater lights proposed for the water feature at the
home’s entry, and these are typically discouraged by the Town. There is one light proposed for
the spa and one light proposed for the pool.
One skylight over the laundry and one skylight over the master bathroom are proposed. All
lighting proposed in the area of the skylights should be downward directed and installed below
the skylight.
Landscaping, fencing, and construction staging
The proposed planting (Sheet L4.0), while generally located in close proximity to the home and
improvements, appears somewhat dense overall. Town planting guidelines support natural
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landscape solutions with random groupings and less linear forms. Some overall thinning of the
proposed materials would allow new plantings to blend more naturally with existing site
conditions. Twenty 5-gallon Myrica californicas are proposed south of the residence to provide
screening between the site and the home at 155 Bear Gulch. The placement of screen planting
in this location appears appropriate; however, the plantings may be more effective if they were
reduced in number, clumped in a more natural fashion and increased in size, particularly as the
plantings flow downslope. Additionally, consideration might be given to adding another plant
species within this screening so as not to create a hedge of Myrica californica.
Seven ornamental trees around the house, one non-significant redwood at the north elevation
of the garage (15”), and two non-significant redwoods (14” and 8”) in the area of the adjusted
driveway radius (Sheet A1.4) will be removed with the project. No lawn is proposed, and the
existing sod will be removed with the pool and patio improvements. Gravel paths lined by 6- to
18-inch high dry stack rock walls are proposed to wind down into the oak forest for enjoyment
of the natural woodland.
The existing chainlink fencing located at the northern end of the property will be removed and
new six-foot high wood and wire fencing is proposed to connect at the garage and extend down
into the northern end of the property (Sheet L1.1). Existing chain link and wire fencing along
the southern property line is proposed to be removed, and new six-foot high wood and wire
fencing will be installed. As permitted under the 50 Alhambra easement, a four-foot high, solid
board trash enclosure will be constructed adjacent to the parking pad. No pool fencing is
proposed, and the pool will be fitted with a locking cover to meet Building Code security
requirements.
A detailed construction staging and tree protection plan will need to be submitted with the
building permit. As there is limited area for on-site construction staging and parking, the plan
will need to identify how and where over-flow parking will be handled.
“Sustainability" aspects of project
Sheet A0.4 provides the Build-It-Green checklist targeting 169 points for the project, whereas,
50 points would be required under the Town’s previous Green Building Ordinance. The Town’s
Green Building Ordinance is currently not in effect due to the adoption of the Cal Green Code
2013 that superseded it as of January 1, 2014. Staff will be working with the Town Council in
the future to determine if a new green building ordinance should be developed, and in the
meantime, staff is requesting that all ASCC applications include a completed Build-It-Green
checklist.
NEIGHBOR COMMENTS
No public comments have been received as of the writing of this report.
CONCLUSION
Prior to acting on this request, ASCC members should visit the site and consider the above
comments and any new information that is presented at the November 23rd ASCC meeting.
Attachments
1. Recommended Findings of Approval

ASCC Agenda for November 23, 2015
Architectural Review for Residential Addition/Remodel, 180 Golden Oak Drive
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Recommended Conditions of Approval
Vicinity Map
Grant of Easement, dated 6/18/15
Exterior Lighting Cut Sheets, received on 3/31/14
Outdoor Water Efficiency Checklist, received on 3/27/14
Architectural plans, received 9/30/15

Report approved by: Debbie Pedro, Planning Director
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Recommended Findings of Approval
to Exceed the 85% Floor Area Limit for a Single Building
180 Golden Oak Drive, Kunkel Residence, File #18-2014
The following conditions are recommended if the ASCC finds it can act to approve the project:
1. The larger building will result in a superior design for the property in terms of
grading, tree removal and use of the property than would be possible without
the requested increase.
The floor area concentration of the main structure will increase from 81.5% to
94.3%. The proposed addition/renovation will bring the structure’s height into
compliance with Town regulations and will utilize the existing building pad. The
additions and site improvements will extend into areas which are currently
landscaped and will not create a significant impact on the sloping and forested
property. A detached structure would be constrained by with the site’s steep slopes,
unstable soils, and existing oak woodland and likely require increased site
disturbance and tree removal.
2. The building will not impact significant views enjoyed by neighboring
properties to any greater extent than would a design for the project without
the increased floor area.
The existing three-level home will be reduced in height by 7’ 4” with the proposed
project and is not located within a significant view corridor.
3. The building will not in any substantial way negatively affect neighboring
properties to any greater extent than would a design for the project without
the increased floor area. The addition/renovation will utilize the existing building
pad and will expand into areas of existing landscaping. Proposed landscape screen
planting will help to soften views of the structure from neighboring properties.
4. The building will be in keeping with the character and quality of the
neighborhood.
The proposed project is designed to create a proper balance and harmony with the
surrounding neighborhood and the structure will be updated to a more contemporary
style architecture that is common in the area.

Conditions of Approval for Addition and Remodeling
180 Golden Oak Drive, Kunkel Residence, File #18-2014

1. No other modifications to the approved plans are allowed except as otherwise first
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director or the ASCC, depending on the scope
of the changes.
2. The proposed exterior lighting shall be reduced, and a final exterior lighting plan shall be
submitted to the satisfaction of a designated ASCC member prior to building permit
issuance. Additionally, all existing flood lights and non-compliant lighting (including uplighting, lights hung in trees, ornamental landscape lighting, and fixtures with clear glass)
on the home and on site shall be removed prior to final inspections.
3. The landscape plan shall be modified with consideration to reducing the quantity of
Myrica californica, including additional plant species, and randomly placing these plants
where proposed as screening for the neighbor at 155 Bear Gulch Road. The final
landscape plan, including these modifications, shall be submitted to the satisfaction of a
designated ASCC member prior to building permit issuance.
4. A complete (full site) existing and proposed fencing plan shall be submitted to the
satisfaction of a designated ASCC member prior to building permit issuance. This plan
shall also include elevation details of the proposed fencing.
5. A trim color for the proposed downlight that complies with the Town’s 50% color light
reflectivity value shall be selected to the satisfaction of Planning staff prior to building
permit issuance.
6. A detailed construction staging and tree protection plan shall be submitted to the
satisfaction of Planning staff prior to building permit submittal. This plan shall include
provisions for off-site parking and/or shuttling.

Attachment 4

OUTDOOR WATER USE EFFICIENCY CHECKLIST

Attachment 5

RESIDENTIAL OUTDOOR WATER USE EFFICIENCY CHECKLIST
To Be Completed by Applicant
I certify that the subject project meets the specified requirements of the Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance

14 February 2018

Signature

Date

Project Information

❑ New Construction X
❑ Rehabilitated ❑ Other:

❑ Single Family ❑ Multi‐Family ❑ Commercial ❑ Institutional ❑ Irrigation only ❑ Industrial ❑ Other:
X
Applicant Name (print):
Project Site Address:

Contact Phone #:

180 GOLDEN OAK DRIVE

Project Area (sq.ft. or acre): 161,703 SF/3.71 AC

Agency Review

# of Units:

Water Feature Surface Area (sq.ft.):

Landscape Parameter

Requirements

Plant Material

Low water using plants are installed for at
least 80% of plant area

0

Mulch

Metering
Swimming Pools / Spas
Water Features

❑

❑
❑
❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

Manual shut‐off valves are installed near the
❑
X Yes
connection to the water supply

❑

❑

All sprinkler heads installed in the landscape
must document a distribution uniformity low ❑
X Yes
quarter of 0.65 or higher
❑
Areas < 10 feet shall be irrigated with
X Yes
subsurface irrigation
❑ No, but there is no runoff or overspray

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

8,143

Irrigated Special Landscape Area (SLA) (sq.ft.):

944

0
Project Compliance
❑ Yes

All turf is planted on slopes < 25%

❑ No, See Special Landscape Area
X
and/or Recycled Water Area
❑
X Yes
❑ No, See Water Budget
❑
X Yes
❑ No, if adjacent to a parking strip
❑ Yes

Plants are grouped by Hydrozones

❑
X Yes

At least 4 cubic yards per 1,000 sq ft to a
depth of 6 inches
At least 3‐inches of mulch on exposed soil
surfaces
Use of automatic irrigation controllers that
use evapotranspiration or soil moisture
sensor data and utilize a rain sensor
Irrigation controllers do not lose
programming data when power source is
interrupted

Irrigation System

(Fail)

❑

Non‐Turf Irrigated Area (sq.ft.):

There is no turf in parkways < 10 feet wide

Compost

(Pass)

❑

Turf Irrigated Area (sq.ft.):

No turf proposed

Hydrozones

1

Total Landscape Area (sq.ft.):

For a single‐family project, or
a single‐family development
project, enter this
information on an average,
per unit basis. For all other
projects, input an aggregate
value for the entire project.

Turf

# of Meters:

X Yes
❑
❑ No, See Soil Test
❑
X Yes
❑
X Yes
❑
X Yes

Irrigation system includes pressure regulators ❑
X Yes

Separate irrigation meter
Cover highly recommended
Recirculating

❑
X Yes
❑ No, not required if < 5,000 sq ft
❑
X Yes
❑ No, not required
❑
X Yes

OUTDOOR WATER USE EFFICIENCY CHECKLIST

Documentation
(per section 492.3)

Audit

Project Information
❑
X Yes
Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet
(optional if no turf and 80% native, low water X
❑ Prepared by professional
use plants)
Soil Management Report (optional if < 2,500
❑ Prepared by professional
sq ft of landscape area)

❑
❑

❑
❑

❑

❑

Landscape Design Plan (optional if < 2,500 sq
❑
X Prepared by professional
ft of landscape area)

❑

❑

Irrigation Design Plan (optional if < 2,500 sq ft
❑
X Prepared by professional
of landscape area)

❑

❑

Grading Design Plan (optional if < 2,500 sq ft
❑
X Prepared by professional
of landscape area)

❑

❑

❑

❑

Post‐installation audit completed

❑ Completed by professional

Auditor:

Material Distributed to Applicant

Materials Received and Reviewed:

❑ Regional Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance

❑ Project Information

❑ Residential Outdoor Water Use Efficiency Checklist

❑ Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet

❑ Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet

❑ Residential Outdoor Water Use Efficiency Checklist

❑ Plant List

❑ Post‐Installation Audit

❑ Other:

❑ Landscape Design Plan
❑ Soil Management Report
❑ Irrigation Design Plan
❑ Grading Design Plan
Date Reviewed:
❑ Follow up required (explain):

Measures Recommended to Applicant
❑ Drip irrigation

Date Resubmitted:

❑ Plant palate

Date Approved:

❑ Grading

Dedicated Irrigation Meter Required:

❑ Pool and/or spa cover

Meter sizing:

❑ Dedicated irrigation meter
❑ Other:

Comments:

Selected Definitions:
ETo

SLA

Reference evapotranspiration means the quantity of water evaporated from a large field of
four‐ to seven‐inch tall, cool‐season grass that is well watered. Reference evapotranspiration
is used as the basis of estimating water budgets so that regional differences in climate
can be accommodated.
Special Landscaped Area. Includes edible plants, areas irrigated with recycled water,
surface water features using recycled water and areas dedicated to active play such as
parks, sports fields, golf courses, and where turf provides a playing surface.

OUTDOOR WATER USE EFFICIENCY CHECKLIST
Professional

Water Feature

Professional is a “certified professional” or “authorized professional” that is a certified irrigation
designer, a certified landscape irrigation auditor, a licensed landscape architect, a licensed
landscape contractor, a licensed professional engineer, or any other person authorized by the
state to design a landscape, an irrigation system, or authorized to complete a water budget,
irrigation survey or irrigation audit.
A design element where open water performs an aesthetic or recreational function. Water
features include ponds, lakes, waterfalls, fountains, artificial streams, spas, and swimming
pools (where water is artificially supplied).

WATER EFFICIENT LANDSCAPE WORKSHEET

Prepared by: Huettl Landscape Architecture 3496 Buskirk Ave, Suite 106, Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 (925) 937-6400
Project Name: The Kunkel Residence 180 Golden Oak Drive, Portola Valley, CA 94028

Regular Landscape Areas (RLA)
Zone # Description / Water Use Req.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

MEDIUM
MEDIUM
MEDIUM
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW
MEDIUM
LOW
LOW
LOW
MEDIUM

Irrigation
Plant Factor (PF) Method

Irrigation
ETAF
Efficiency (IE) (PF/IE)

0.5
0.5
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.5

0.81
0.81
0.75
0.75
0.81
0.75
0.75
0.81
0.81
0.81
0.81
0.81

0.62
0.62
0.67
0.27
0.25
0.27
0.27
0.62
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.62

RLA TOTALS

0.41 (A)

DRIP
DRIP
SPRAY
SPRAY
DRIP
SPRAY
SPRAY
DRIP
DRIP
DRIP
DRIP
DRIP

Landscape Area (LA)
[Sq. Ft.]

Estimated Total Water Use (ETWU)
[Annual Gallons Required]

ETAF x LA

521

322

9691

1082

668

20125

391

261

7854

244

65

1961

653

161

4858

1514

404

12165

987

263

7931

1000

617

18600

406

100

3021

481

119

3579

328

81

2440

536

331

9970

3392

102194

Landscape Area (LA)
[Sq. Ft.]

ETAF x Area

ETWU
26757.216

8143 (B)

Special Landscape Areas (SLA)

Zone # Description

ETAF

13 POOL/SPA/INFINITY/BASIN

1

888

888

14 ENTRY WATER FEATURE

1

56

56

1687.392

944.00

28444.608

TOTAL ETWU

130639

Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA)

163395

SLA TOTALS (C)

Reference Eto:

48.6

944.00 (D)

WATER USE PLAN: PASS/FAIL

Portola Valley CA

(CIMIS REF ZONE 8 = 49.4)
REF ETO VALUE OF 48.6 USED PER TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY LANDSCAPING/SITE PLAN CHECKLIST

ETAF CALCULATIONS
Regular Landscape Areas
Total ETAF x Area
Total Area

3392

(B)
(A)

8143

Average ETAF

(B)/(A)

0.42

Average ETAF

(B)/(A)

N/A

ALL Landscape Areas
Total ETAF x Area

(B) + (D)

4335.6

Total Area

(A) + (C )

9087.0

Sitewide ETAF

(B)+(D)/(A)+(C)

Sitewide ETAF

(B)+(D)/(A)+(C)

0.48
N/A

PASS: ETWU≤MAWA

NOTE:
Average ETAF for Regular Landscape Areas must be:
0.55
or below for residential areas
0.45
or below for non-residential areas.
RESIDENTIAL ETAF OK
NON-RESIDENTIAL

RESIDENTIAL ETAF OK
NON-RESIDENTIAL

Attachment 6
Arly Cassidy
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lorrie <lorrie@saticoy.com>
Tuesday, March 20, 2018 12:24 PM
Arly Cassidy
Input on 180 Golden Oak Drive Remodel

March 20, 2018
Ms. Arly Cassidy
Interim Planning Director
Town of Portola Valley
765 Portola Road
Portola Valley, CA 94028
RE: Remodel of 180 Golden Oak Drive
Dear Arly,
After reviewing the plans of 3/15/18 for the remodel of 180 Golden Oak Drive today at Town Hall, Dave and I are
optimistic that the design may be an improvement over the current building on that site. While stunning, the current
structure and its color are not something we particularly enjoy looking at every day.
As the building is in our primary sight and sound planes, we do have some concerns about the remodel plans. The issues
we seek to clarify are:
1. Lighting: this includes interior and exterior house lighting and pool lighting, that is, anything that will wash into
the dark skies of our dark‐sky‐compliant town.
2. Reflective surfaces: any material that may reflect the sun and diminish the natural look of our community.
3. Exterior color: muted, natural colors that blend in to the surrounding foliage would be greatly appreciated.
4. Noise: sounds travel easily in the gully that connects our home with this remodel. As we cherish the quiet here,
we would request that exterior speakers are limited as part of new construction.
We do not expect a reply at this time. We will attend the ASCC meeting at which these plans are presented, if we are
able. We look forward to learning more about the project.
Thank you very much,
Lorrie Duval and Dave Cardinal
340 Golden Oak Drive
Portola Valley, CA 94028
650‐851‐3086
lorrie@saticoy.com
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How Americans Self-Sort Themselves by Age and Class - CityLab

www.citylab.com
Thank you for printing content from www.citylab.com. If you enjoy this piece, then please check back soon for
our latest in urban-centric journalism.

Some U.S. cities are experiencing “negative income sorting”: the median household that moves in earns less than the median household moving out.
// Nam Y. Huh/AP

How Your Social Class Affects Where
You'll Move
RI CHARD FLO RIDA

APR 4, 2018

The Sunbelt is growing, the Rust Belt is dying, and the only thing keeping expensive coastal cities aﬂoat
is international immigration, as American-born residents ﬂee their escalating housing prices.

https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/04/how-your-social-class-affects-where-youll-move/557060/
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That pre y much sums up the conventional wisdom about the recent growth and decline of U.S. cities.
And that conventional wisdom was only reinforced last month when the Census Bureau released its
latest ﬁgures on population growth for America’s metropolitan areas. Nine of the top 10 counties with
the largest numeric increase in population last year were in the Sunbelt, with the one exception being
King County, where Sea le is located.
But the conventional wisdom masks a deeper trend: America’s geography continues to be reshaped by a
polarized pa ern of socioeconomic sorting. This process is driven by a selective population shift of the
most aﬄuent, the best-educated, and the young to expensive coastal metros like the San Francisco Bay
Area, Los Angeles, Sea le, and the New York–Boston–Washington corridor, with the less aﬄuent and
less educated ﬂowing into cheaper Sunbelt metros, and the even less advantaged trapped in Rust Belt
areas.
That is the basic pa ern documented in a new analysis by urban economist Issi Romem, who charts the
socioeconomic status of the domestic migrants to and from America’s largest metro areas between 2005
and 2016. Romem ﬁnds a selective class-based sorting of Americans. Those moving to expensive coastal
metros, according to his analysis, have signiﬁcantly higher incomes and higher levels of education than
those moving out, and are considerably younger.

Magnets for the aﬄuent

(Issi Romem)

https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/04/how-your-social-class-affects-where-youll-move/557060/
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The graph above tells the basic story, charting the diﬀerence in median household incomes for inmigrants and out-migrants of metro areas arrayed by their average home values. Expensive metros like
San Francisco, L.A., New York, San Diego, D.C., Sea le, and Boston are at the top right, which means the
people moving into these places are considerably more aﬄuent than those moving out. People moving
into San Francisco, for example, out-earn those moving out by an average of $12,640. In New York, L.A.,
and Miami, the diﬀerence is roughly $10,000. Phoenix, Denver, and Washington, D.C., are in the next
rung, with a diﬀerence of around $5,000.
When it comes to income sorting, fast-growing, less expensive Sunbelt metros such as Dallas, Orlando,
and Las Vegas are a wash—those moving in and out have roughly similar incomes. But the Rust Belt
metros of Cleveland, Pi sburgh, and Detroit fall victim to what Romem calls “negative income sorting”;
that is, the median household that moves in earns less than the median household moving out. Overall,
the chart shows the polarized economic sorting going on across America’s metro areas (note the slope of
the ﬁ ed line headed upward as it moves to the right): The more expensive the housing, the higher the
income of those moving in, compared to those moving out.

Expensive places attract the highly educated
This sorting is also dramatic when it comes to educational a ainment. The people who are moving into
expensive coastal metros are considerably more educated than those who are leaving. And since pricey
metros like the Bay Area, Boston, and D.C. already have among the most highly educated populations in
the nation, their initial human-capital advantage is compounded by their ability to a ract highly
educated people from the rest of the country.

https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/04/how-your-social-class-affects-where-youll-move/557060/
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(Issi Romem)

Again, fast-growing Sunbelt metros occupy the middle of the graph, while Rust Belt metros occupy the
lower left, because they continue to “trade” (in eﬀect) more highly educated people for those with lower
levels of education. Romem points squarely at the dilemma faced by metros such as Pi sburgh—the
extent to which graduates from their leading research universities, like Carnegie Mellon, relocate to
more expensive and more vibrant metros. This pa ern is “particularly concerning” for such metros, he
notes, “because it does not bode well for their ability to cultivate a knowledge-based economy.”

Youth magnets
Expensive coastal metros are also magnets for the young. New arrivals to San Francisco, L.A., Boston,
Sea le, New York, and D.C. are considerably younger than those moving out. Of course, warm Sunbelt
metros like Miami, Phoenix, Orlando, and Tampa are retirement hubs, a racting in-migrants who are
considerably older than those moving out. But Pi sburgh, which for a time had one of the oldest
populations in the country, now a racts more young people than older ones.

https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/04/how-your-social-class-affects-where-youll-move/557060/
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(Issi Romem)

Young people migrate to expensive coastal metros for the opportunities they provide. They take
advantage of their thick labor markets, not to mention the wide array of accomplished potential partners
in these places, or thick mating markets. They are able to pursue this locational strategy because they are
young and single, rent rather than own housing, don’t need much space, and can live with roommates.
Romem’s data show that in-migrants to expensive coastal metros are much less likely to be homeowners
than those moving out, and are more likely to live in a household with multiple earners (that is, with
roommates). As these young people get older, start families, and need more space, they are more likely
to leave for cheaper places either in the suburbs or in less expensive metro areas.
But the bulk of the people who leave these places are members of the working and service classes, whose
incomes are wholly insuﬃcient to bear the burden of exorbitant housing prices.

Recommended
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More Americans may be moving to less expensive Sunbelt areas, but costly coastal metros continue to
a ract the most aﬄuent and the most educated. The “big sort” that Bill Bishop identiﬁed a decade or so
ago has become an even bigger sort, as the most talented and most ambitious continue to crowd into a
small number of places like the Bay Area, L.A., Sea le, and the Boston–New York–Washington corridor.
America’s leading coastal metros are expensive not just because of housing restrictions or natural
geography, Romem argues, but their high housing prices come from this constant inﬂux of educated and
aﬄuent talent, which also means that their housing prices are likely to keep rising.
America’s geography continues to be reshaped by this giant sorting machine. With their vibrant labor
markets, large numbers of talented young people, high rates of productivity, and high levels of
amenities, expensive coastal metros continue to lure the talented and the privileged. It is this basic fact of
our modern knowledge economy—the self-reinforcing clustering of talent in a handful of winner-takeall metros—which spells the deepening spatial polarization of American society.

About the Author

Richard Florida
@RICHARD_FLORIDA

/

FEED

Richard Florida is a co-founder and editor at large of CityLab and a senior editor at The
Atlantic. He is a University Professor and Director of Cities at the University of Toronto’s
Martin Prosperity Institute, and a Distinguished Fellow at New York University’s Schack
Institute of Real Estate.

CityLab is commi ed to telling the story of the
world’s cities: how they work, the challenges they
face, and the solutions they need.
https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/04/how-your-social-class-affects-where-youll-move/557060/
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Why housing is a liberal imperative.
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Here in the liberal East Bay, we're proud of our inclusiveness and
openness. Most of us are disgusted by President Trump's efforts to
target undocumented immigrants and break apart families. We detest
his divisive and racist rhetoric. And we despise his reactionary plan to
build a wall on the U.S.-Mexico border.
But when it comes to welcoming newcomers to our own neighborhoods,
our inclusiveness has a definite limit. On a macro-scale, we understand
that the Bay Area has an extreme housing shortage. Polls have
repeatedly shown that supermajorities of area residents agree that we
need to build more. But that support turns into opposition if the new
housing directly impacts our "quality of life," our ability to nab a parking
spot or avoid traffic.

In that regard, many of us are classic NIMBYs: We recognize that more
housing is necessary, but we don't want it in our own backyards. Hell,
we won't even build it for our kids to use when they grow up.
We're also not that much different from those who back Trump's wall.
They want to keep out newcomers, too. The difference is that we've
already done it: We've built invisible walls, in the form of zoning rules
around many of our neighborhoods, particularly the most desirable
ones. In Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, and elsewhere, these rules, also

https://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/youre-not-a-progressive-if-youre-also-a-nimby/Content?oid=13674523&utm_content=bufferc242a&utm_medi… 1/3
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known as exclusionary zoning, specifically ban new apartments and
condos and only allow single-family homes.
These invisible walls ensure that many sought-after neighborhoods —
like Rockridge and around North Berkeley BART — remain enclaves for
the wealthy. (In fact, many East Bay neighborhoods have always been
exclusive and white, because they were built to be so.)

Many of us probably don't think of ourselves as being members of a
liberal elite. We might've inherited our homes, or we might've been
lucky enough to have bought them years before prices got out of hand.
But if we own property in upscale East Bay neighborhoods, we are quite
wealthy, at least in comparison to the rest of the world. The median
home sale price in Rockridge is about $1.5 million.
Neighborhoods like Rockridge and North Berkeley are also expensive
because of their proximity to BART. People desperately want to live near
transit. Yet many of us don't want people to live near our transit.
Which is why NIMBY groups throughout the East Bay and California are
fiercely opposing a statewide plan that would open up transit-rich areas
to new housing. The plan, also known as Senate Bill 827, is cosponsored by East Bay Democratic state Sen. Nancy Skinner, whose
district includes all of Oakland, Berkeley, and Alameda. The legislation
recognizes that California has failed for decades to build enough
housing, and it's designed to circumvent local exclusionary rules in
order to allow small- and mid-size apartments and condos near transit
hubs.
But the reaction to SB 827 has been swift. Berkeley Mayor Jesse
Arreguin has called Skinner's bill "a declaration of war against our
neighborhoods."
In opposing the bill, Arreguin and others have embraced an upsidedown ideology to further their cause. A chief complaint against SB 827 is
that it overrides "local control" of zoning near transit. But the idea that
"local control" is a sacred liberal principle ignores the fact that it's
actually bedrock conservatism. It's the "states' rights" point of view —
that Big Government shouldn't be allowed to trample on the liberties of
local residents.
Democrats, of course, have long been the party of Big Government —
and thus opposed to local control. Liberals cheered the power of the
federal government to end segregation in the South and outlaw
discrimination in the workplace. We cherish the fact that local
governments can no longer discriminate against same-sex marriage. We
celebrate the fact that, through the power of the federal government,
Obamacare gave health care coverage to millions of Americans. Indeed,
the list of liberal Big Government victories over conservative "local
control" is long.
Sure, there is a case to be made for local liberal autonomy from Big
Government when conservatives control it. The local sanctuary city and
cannabis legalization movements are two just examples.
But Skinner and SB 827's primary author Scott Wiener, D-San
Francisco, aren't conservatives. They're diehard liberals. Also, California
is run by Democrats — not Republicans. So, the idea that we need "local
control" to protect us from Big Liberal Government in Sacramento so we
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can be free to block newcomers from moving into our neighborhoods is
beyond absurd.
Another argument against SB 827 is that it will lead to widespread
displacement in low-income areas. But that's upside down, too. In
Oakland, we've had massive displacement in many low-income areas
precisely because of the lack of new housing. Oakland didn't start
building significant amounts of new housing until 2017 — years after
gentrification became a problem. The truth is: Low-income people have
been forced to flee the area or have ended up homeless because they've
been priced out by newcomers who have outbid them for the limited
supply of housing.
Without a lot more housing — both affordable and market rate — the
situation will only worsen.
That wouldn't be very progressive. But building housing for people is. 

Contact the author of this piece, send a letter to the editor, like us on
Facebook, or follow us on Twitter.
« Cops Cleared in Killing of Pre…
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DRAFT MINUTES
ARCHITECTURAL AND SITE CONTROL COMMISSION
Regular Evening Meeting, 765 Portola Road

MARCH 26, 2018

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Chair Sill called the regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Town Center Historic School
House Meeting Room, 765 Portola Road.
Interim Planning Director Arly Cassidy called roll:
Present:

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

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
None.
NEW BUSINESS
(1)

Proposed Amendments to the Accessory Dwelling Ordinance

Interim Planning Director Cassidy explained that although there will likely be changes to the
Ordinance again in response to the discussions around the need for housing, the updated
amendments are necessary as soon as possible to remain in compliance with the State
regulations. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said the State law has been clarified, and she
has made sure the Town’s Code matches it. She presented staff’s recommendations to approve
the ordinance amending sections of Title 18 (Zoning) of the Portola Valley Municipal Code
relative to accessory dwelling units, as detailed in the staff report.
In response to Commissioner Breen’s question, Interim Planning Director Cassidy confirmed
that the limitation for ADUs on properties of one or more acres remains intact; however, there is
the intent to examine that size limitation in the future.
Commissioner Ross asked if existing zoning violations, such as setbacks, are grandfathered in
and not required to meet the new requirements in the conversion process. Interim Planning
Director Cassidy confirmed that if a garage was already legal and nonconforming, it would stay
as such and the ADU could go into it.
Commissioner Breen asked regarding a septic or sewage issue when adding more people to a
system. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said septic is part of the building permit review with
health and safety requirements.
Commissioner Breen asked about the owner occupancy requirement and the requirement that
the second unit not be rented for a term of less than 30 days. Interim Planning Director Cassidy
said she learned at a recent ADU workshop that the owner-occupied rule is one of the most
onerous requirements that prevents rental of ADUs as a separate unit. She said the 30-day
restriction is basically addressing vacation rentals of property. She said it may be worth looking
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at again in the future, but the goal of this proposed update is to be in compliance with the State
law.
In response to Vice Chair Koch’s question, Interim Planning Director Cassidy said that HOAs
can create their own restrictions and would be responsible for enforcement.
Commissioner Breen asked if the requirement that the second unit not be visible from the local
scenic corridor was realistic. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said it would be more difficult to
get approval for an exterior ADU on the scenic corridor.
Commissioner Breen said that if there is an increase in density of ADUs, perhaps the vertical
building height limits of them should be lowered. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said if ADUs
will be allowed on parcels smaller than one acre, there will likely be different requirements
regarding their design. She said these will be discussion items when the issue is reopened later.
Commissioner Ross moved to recommend Planning Commission approval of the proposed
amendments to the Accessory Dwelling Ordinance. Seconded by Commissioner Wilson; the
motion carried 5-0.
(2)

Proposed Amendments to the Definitions and Yards Ordinances of the Municipal
Code

Interim Planning Director Cassidy asked that ASCC review the proposed amendments to the
Definitions and Yards Ordinance and recommend approval by the Planning Commission, as
detailed in the staff report.
The Commission agreed this was an appropriate correction to the Ordinance.
Commissioner Breen moved to recommend Planning Commission approval of the proposed
amendments to the Definitions and Yards Ordinance of the Municipal Code. Seconded by
Commissioner Ross; the motion carried 5-0.
COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
(3)

News Digest Planning Issues of the Day

Interim Planning Director Cassidy shared articles of interest with the Commissioners, one of
which was titled “Is Anything Old Not Historic? Preservation Doesn’t Have A Good Answer.”
Town Council Liaison Moise suggested it may be time to review the Town’s historic ordinance.
Interim Planning Director Cassidy said she believes it’s time to review the entire Zoning Code.
Commissioner Ross said his sense is that when Portola Valley was founded, one of the ideas
was the preservation of a number of things, including the community and character of
development. He said it was probably assumed that concept would also apply to old structures
or historic places; however, not much was done in terms of an ordinance for historic
preservation. Commissioner Ross suggested a few paragraphs could be added to the Design
Guidelines about historic preservation.
Commissioner Wilson asked how many people actually come in and pay the Town if they want
to repair their decking or remodel their kitchen. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said it is very
difficult to do work on a house without a neighbor noticing. She said they receive a lot of calls
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from residents to verify that their neighbor has pulled permits correctly. Commissioner Wilson
said if the goal is to encourage remodeling versus tear-down and rebuild, it may be a good idea
to remove fees for remodels that are not structural. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said it is a
good idea, but any work has code requirements for safety and must be inspected. She said the
fees pay back the Town for some of the costs of making sure the work done is safely. She said
fees are a great way to shape behavior. She said with any good tax structure, fees should be
cut for things the Town wants to encourage, such as remodeling versus tear downs. She said,
however, that the fees for remodels represent a huge proportion of the fees the Town collects,
and there would need to be a very lengthy cost analysis done to assess the impact.
Commissioner Ross said that a few years back, Portola Valley created an ordinance or policy
that said when a house goes on the market, the seller needed to have a code compliance
inspection from a building official and that all work done must have been done with a permit or it
would need to be permitted retroactively. Interim Planning Director Cassidy said this is not
happening. She said a good realtor and a thorough and knowledgeable potential homebuyer will
call the Town to ensure that everything is legal or to at least make sure there are no outstanding
notices of violation. She said it would be difficult to ensure that everything in a house was
permitted via inspection.
Commissioner Wilson and Commissioner Breen advised that they reviewed and approved the
planting of the manzanitas outside the fence for the property at 5 Grove Court.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
(4)

ASCC Meeting of March 12, 2018

Commissioner Breen moved to approve the March 12, 2018, minutes as amended. Seconded
by Vice Chair Koch, the motion passed 5-0.
ADJOURNMENT [7:46 p.m.]
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