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TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY
7:00 PM – Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission
Wednesday, January 16, 2019
Historic Schoolhouse
765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA 94028
_____________________________________________________________________________
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
7:00 PM - CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Commissioners Hasko, Kopf-Sill, Taylor, Vice-Chair Goulden, Chair Targ
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
Persons wishing to address the Planning Commission on any subject may do so now. Please note, however, that
the Planning Commission is not able to undertake extended discussion or action tonight on items not on the
agenda.
PUBLIC HEARING
1. Consideration of a Resolution to Recommend Approval of a Draft Ordinance on Accessory Dwelling Units (Staff: A.
Cassidy)
COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
2. Annual Election of Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair
3. Commission Reports
4. Staff Reports
5. News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
6. Planning Commission Meeting of December 19, 2018
ADJOURNMENT
ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please
contact the Planning Department at (650) 851-1700. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Town to make
reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION
Any writing or documents provided to a majority of the Town Council or Commissions regarding any item on this agenda will
be made available for public inspection at Town Hall located 765 Portola Road, Portola Valley, CA during normal business
hours. Copies of all agenda reports and supporting data are available for viewing and inspection at Town Hall and at the
Portola Valley Library located adjacent to Town Hall.
PUBLIC HEARINGS
Public Hearings provide the general public and interested parties an opportunity to provide testimony on these items. If you
challenge any proposed action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only issues you or someone else raised at the Public
Hearing(s) described in this agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior to, the
Public Hearing(s).
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MEMORANDUM
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Laura C. Russell, Planning and Building Director
Arly A. Cassidy, Associate Planner

DATE:

January 16, 2019

RE:

Resolution Recommending Approval of Proposed Ordinance Further
Implementing State Law on Accessory Dwelling Units

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission move to:
Adopt a Resolution recommending approval of the proposed ordinance on Accessory
Dwelling Units with Findings of General Plan Consistency and Environmental Review
(Attachment 1)

BACKGROUND
In the fall of 2016, the Town Council adopted the Housing Strategic Plan, which outlined a
number of initiatives designed to engage residents on housing issues and explore housing
opportunities. Among the initiatives was a request to study expanding accessory dwelling unit
(ADU) construction.
In the fall of 2017, the Town of Portola Valley was awarded a grant from Home for All, an
initiative of San Mateo County, to hold a series of convenings to receive resident input on
housing. The March, 2018 convening provided, among other feedback, a strong desire from
attendees that ADU’s were seen as a viable resource to solve some of Portola Valley’s housing
issues and should be further discussed. Based on the strong support for ADU’s expressed in
the first convening, the second convening in May, 2018 was focused on sharing information and
hearing ideas from residents around ADUs.
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Town Council Direction
Based on that resident input, the Town Council held a Study Session on July 11, 2018, to
review all of the possible regulatory paths that might facilitate the creation of ADUs. Staff
created a list that ranged from small code changes to significant programmatic endeavors. The
Council considered each idea and sorted it into one of three categories: preferred ideas for
immediate review, ideas to explore at a later date, and issues to not consider at this time. The
Town Council has requested that the Planning Commission review and amend the Town’s
existing ADU ordinance, using the Council’s list of preferred ideas as a starting point
At the July 2018 study session, the Council identified goals of creating more opportunities for
seniors to age in place, family members who grew up in Portola Valley to return to the
community, and employees of Town businesses to live nearby. The Council’s primary goal of
promoting ADUs can be achieved by increasing consistency within the municipal code,
removing barriers to ADU creation, providing incentives for ADUs, and creating a supportive
process for residents interested in building an ADU. The overriding goal of the Council is to
promote the creation of ADUs while retaining the Town’s character.
Planning Commission Review & Public Outreach
The Planning Commission has held five public meetings throughout the fall of 2018 on the
subject of accessory dwelling units. On October 3, and 17, 2018, the Planning Commission held
a study session on ADUs. The following week on October 22, 2018, staff presented a similar
report to the ASCC, where questions and feedback were focused on design related issues
within the proposed changes for ADUs. On November 7, 2018, the Planning Commission
reviewed additional information from staff and continued its discussion of policy changes.
Planning Commission meetings on December 5 and 19, 2018, included additional new
information, discussion of fire safety, and built consensus around the Draft Code Outline.
In addition to these formal meetings, staff has conducted additional outreach to the community
in informal settings. Planning Director Laura Russell and Associate Planner Arly Cassidy staffed
the Portola Valley farmer’s market on September 13, 2018, where they engaged with multiple
residents around ADUs and housing policy, and promoted the upcoming study sessions. On
October 23, 2018, the Town organized an ADU Open House, which involved three ADU owners
inviting their fellow residents into their ADUs to look around and learn about the process. Both
past events allowed interested residents to engage with staff and their neighbors in an informal
setting.
Guide to Staff Report
The goal of this report is to transition from a complex discussion to a finalization of policy.
Consensus among the Planning Commission has been achieved on a majority of the policy
concepts and the content of the draft code outline from past reports. This report consolidates
the policy of the outline into the formal language of a draft ordinance, which is now ready for
review and approval. Sections of this staff report include Additional Feedback Requested of the
ASCC Chair and the Fire Marshal, a discussion of the Review for Fire Safety included in the
ordinance, the Draft Ordinance itself, and the list of Secondary Issues which the Planning
Commission will pass on to Council for further consideration. Sections on Findings of General
Plan Consistency and Environmental Review reference Attachment 1, Exhibits A.1 and A.2,
which discuss these topics in detail. Next Steps describe what will happen once the Planning
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Commission forwards the ordinance to Town Council for consideration. The outline of the report
is further described below:
•

•
•
•

Discussion
o Additional Feedback Requested
 ASCC Chair
 Fire Marshal
o Review for Fire Safety
 Conflict of Interest
o Draft Ordinance
o Secondary Issues to Forward to Town Council
Findings of General Plan Consistency
Environmental Review
Next Steps

At this meeting, staff requests that the Planning Commission review the resolution containing
the draft ordinance and exhibits and recommend its approval to Town Council. Next steps and
future meeting dates are discussed on the last page of this report.

DISCUSSION
This section summarizes findings from the research staff has done since the last Planning
Commission meeting, including soliciting feedback from the ASCC Chair and the Fire Marshal of
the Woodside Fire Protection District. It discusses the Review for Fire Safety and a Conflict of
Interest for one Planning Commissioner. Finally, it discusses the specific changes to the Draft
Ordinance since the last meeting and the Secondary Issues curated by the Planning
Commission.

Additional Feedback Requested
At its December 19, 2018 meeting, the Planning Commission expressed general support for the
Draft Code Outline and its readiness to review a draft ordinance. However, it requested that
staff resolve a number of concerns which arose at the meeting. These included a single
question for the ASCC Chair and a number of questions for the Fire Marshal. Staff queried
these individuals and received the following feedback.
ASCC Chair
The proposal to allow ADUs in non-residential zones raised the question of how and where a
new ADU would be built in these zones. It is probable that most lots zoned Community
Commercial (C-C) or Administrative Professional (A-P) are built out; ADUs would then be
implemented in the form of a conversion of existing space. The Planning Commission asked the
ASCC Chair to confirm that the ASCC would be equipped to review for this conversion,
including the impacts from parking, outdoor lighting, building modifications, and the overall
change in use. Al Sill, Chair of the ASCC, expressed confidence that the body could
competently perform these reviews.
Fire Marshal
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The Planning Commission’s December 19, 2018 review resulted in a number of requests for
additional feedback from the Fire Marshal. Planning Commission Vice Chair Jon Goulden joined
staff as they met with the Fire Marshal to learn the following:
Second Addresses
The Fire Marshal is in favor of using second addresses for ADUs, as it facilitates emergency
response. She was understanding of the Town’s desire to maintain the owner’s choice in the
matter, and agreed that providing information on the benefits of applying for a second address
to the application materials would suffice. She re-iterated her desire to require a second address
where a second driveway is permitted (which is included in the draft ordinance).
Shared Parking
In discussing the Town’s current parking and development patterns, the Fire Marshal predicted
a need for additional parking for larger ADUs. Staff pointed out that all ADUs over 1,200 square
feet will require discretionary review, and the Fire Marshal agreed that this number represented
a good cut off for larger ADUs. The meeting participants developed a proposal as follows: , on
parcels of one acre or more with four existing parking spaces, no new parking should be
required for ADUs of 1,200 square feet or less, while ADUs over 1,200 square feet should
require an additional fifth parking space. The draft ordinance has been modified to read:
4. Development Standards.
f. Parking and Driveways.
i. Parking Requirement. Internal ADUs shall not require any dedicated parking
spaces. External ADUs shall require one dedicated parking space, as follows:
3. On parcels of one acre or larger where an ADU of twelve hundred (1,200)
square feet or less is proposed, required ADU parking is not required to be
dedicated. The ADU parking space may be shared, or overlap with, one
guest parking space, provided the property is compliant with the current
parking requirements in this title.
The final topic of discussion for the group revolved around the proposed review for fire safety.
The Fire Marshal provided valuable input and information. Due to the complex nature of the
proposed review, it is described in its own section, below.

Review for Fire Safety
The initial discussion of allowing ADUs on parcels less than one acre in size raised some
concerns with the Planning Commission, including around fire safety. In response to this
concern, staff has conducted additional research and analysis on the issue of fire safety as it
pertains to this ordinance, including driving the roads in smaller-lot neighborhoods, as well as
meeting with the Fire Marshal and the Public Works Director. A primary finding of that analysis
is that fire safety concerns are not related to lot size alone. Instead, they are related to the
combination of access and road width.
The Fire Marshal identified ingress and egress as the most important consideration as the Town
considers ADU policy on lots less than one acre. Specifically, the Fire Marshal has provided two
road conditions which, in combination, raise concerns about adding additional new units:
•
•

A road width less than eighteen feet (18’), and
A single point of ingress/egress.
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In areas where these two conditions exist together—“Areas of Concern”—the Fire Marshal has
expressed concern with the Fire District’s ability to access a fire in progress and with
evacuations. It is her opinion that development rights for ADUs should not be expanded to new
properties in the Areas of Concern at this time. When asked by staff, she clarified that she is
less concerned with the size of an ADU and allowing larger ADUs where they are already
permitted.
Implementation in the Ordinance
Current ADU regulations create two groups: parcels of one acre or more, where ADUs are
permitted according to the parcel’s size; and parcels of less than one acre, where ADUs are
currently prohibited. The ordinance would expand the right to develop an ADU to all parcels
smaller than one acre. However, this would mean permitting ADUs where they are not currently
allowed, including in the Area of Concern, which is what raises fire safety concerns.
To limit potential fire danger, a regulation with the Fire Marshal’s criteria has been added to the
draft ordinance. Under Section 3, Applicability, which expands ADU development rights to all
parcels, is Subsection a, Exceptions, which continues the existing prohibition of ADUs on
parcels smaller than one acre where the criteria for an Area of Concern exist.
1. Applicability. Accessory Dwelling Units shall be permitted on all parcels in all zoning
districts, where a primary residence or land use is in existence or is proposed
concurrently.
a. Exception. ADUs are prohibited on parcels smaller than one acre which are
accessed by a single point of ingress/egress on a road with a width of less
than eighteen (18) feet.

Implementation of This Code Section
The implementation of this section would continue to rely on the expertise of the Woodside Fire
Protection District, and would require on-the-ground research and verification, because the
Town does not have complete data on existing road width. When an application for an ADU was
received, staff would first determine the parcel’s gross area. If under one acre, staff would next
locate the parcel on a road map to determine if the parcel could be accessed by only one
roadway, i.e., had only one point of ingress/egress. If it did, staff would request that Woodside
Fire visit the parcel and determine if the road between the parcel and the nearest access to
multiple points of ingress/egress ever fell below the local standard of an eighteen foot (18’)
roadway. If all three of these criteria were found to exist in combination for the parcel, then the
parcel would be prohibited from developing an ADU.
Cul-de-Sacs
These regulations would apply to cul-de-sacs in that cul-de-sacs are de-facto roads with only
one point of ingress/egress. Therefore, any parcels under one acre on a cul-de-sac would
automatically trigger investigation by Woodside Fire upon application for an ADU. If Woodside
Fire found that the roadway connecting the parcel to the nearest intersection providing multiple
points of ingress/egress remained at or above 18’, the parcel would be allowed to develop an
ADU. If the connector road was less than 18’, a new ADU would be prohibited. Only where all
three criteria existing in combination are ADUs prohibited.
Conflict of Interest
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The current proposal creates a conflict of interest for any Planning Commissioner who owns a
parcel where all three criteria exist in combination. There is only one Commissioner for whom
this is true; this Commissioner should recuse themselves from any discussion of the ordinance
and the final vote on the ordinance.

Draft Ordinance
Staff heard general support for the Draft Code Outline presented at the December 19, 2018
meeting. Since that meeting, staff has made minor updates and edits for clarity and
organization, and has transitioned the document from outline to ordinance language. Changes
include wording around utilities and moving specific elements of the Staff Discretionary Review
document into the code, and reordering the development standards in Section 4. Sections on
Findings and Noticing were placed within the description of Discretionary Review, Section 5.b.
Owner Occupancy
Ordinance Section 7.b., was modified to remove the requirement of owner occupancy on a
property with an ADU. The minutes of the October 17, 2018 Planning Commission meeting
reflect that three Commissioners were in favor of this removal and none were against it.
The requirement likely originated from the General Plan, which describes the need for each
property to have a “Person of Responsibility” available, should a problem arise, but does not
specifically require that the property owner be present. In order to conform to the General Plan,
staff suggests that a contact be maintained for ADUs. Staff currently maintains ADU owners’
names and property addresses in a Master List of all ADUs in Town. It would be a simple matter
to begin transferring the phone number and email on the application form into the Master List,
where it would be easily available were a problem to arise where an owner was not present.
Draft Ordinance
Transitioning the Draft Code Outline into the Draft Ordinance required careful editing. Staff
removed sections which provided explanation but not regulation, transitioned to the legal
language of “shall,” and renamed certain sections. At this time, the complete ordinance is ready
for the Planning Commission’s consideration; should it feel the ordinance is ready, the Planning
Commission may vote to recommend it to the Town Council for review and approval.
In addition to the Resolution, which includes the Ordinance, the Findings of General Plan
Consistency, and the Environmental Review (Attachment 1), staff has also included supporting
documents for the Planning Commission’s use and review. The text of the ADU ordinance within
the ordinance document is red and underlined, which makes for difficult reading. An exact copy
of the new ADU ordinance text is attached because it is easier to read (Attachment 2). Also
included for information purposes are updated versions of the Draft Staff Discretionary Review
Description (Attachment 3) and the Draft ADU Application Path Handout (Attachment 4).

Secondary Issues to Forward to Town Council
In discussing the wide array of issues and design elements related to ADUs, the Planning
Commission found that many of these related to all residential development, all zones, or all
properties across Town. In order to progress in its consideration of regulations relating only to
ADUs, the Commission set these issues to the side. A list of these issues will be included in
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staff’s report to the Town Council on ADUs as issues which the Planning Commission
recommends for future consideration. The list includes:
•
•
•
•

Undergrounding Review, generally
o Shift review for all undergrounding relief from Planning Commission to ASCC
Utilities, screening at the public right of way
Deed Restrictions, as an enforcement tool
Fire regulations, generally
o Parking impacts on fire safety throughout Town

FINDINGS OF GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY
The proposed ADU ordinance is found to be consistent with the Portola Valley General Plan, as
described in Attachment 1, Exhibit A.1. Specifically, objectives, principles and goals from the
Land Use, Housing and Safety Elements, as well as the Town Center Area and Nathhorst
Triangle Area Plans cited and shown to be supported and maintained by the proposed
ordinance.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The proposed ADU ordinance is found to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), as described in Attachment 1, Exhibit A.2.

NEXT STEPS
Updated meeting dates will be published to the Town website. All meetings will begin at 7:00
PM and be held in the Historic School House at Town Hall.
Once satisfied that the draft ordinance addresses the goals laid out by Council, the Planning
Commission will recommend it to Town Council for final review, which will likely take place in
February 2019. The Town Council will review the draft ordinance and may make further
changes to its content. Once satisfied, the Council will conduct a first reading of the ordinance. If
the Council makes no substantive changes to the ordinance, it may conduct a second reading at
the following Council meeting and adopt the ordinance at that time. The ordinance would then
go into effect thirty days following the approval.
The Town Council has final decision making authority on all the proposed changes to the
ordinance.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Resolution Recommending Adoption of the Proposed Ordinance on Accessory Dwelling
Units
Exhibit A: Ordinance on Accessory Dwelling Units
Exhibit A.1: Findings of General Plan Consistency
Exhibit A.2: Environmental Review
2. Draft Ordinance on Accessory Dwelling Units, dated January 16, 2019
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3. Draft Staff Discretionary Review Description, dated January 16, 2019
4. Draft ADU Application Path – Handout, dated January 16, 2019
ADDITIONAL MATERIALS
1. Report from the Community Conversation on Housing, March 3, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/home/showdocument?id=10945
2. Report from the Community Conversation on Housing, May 5, 2018
https://www.portolavalley.net/home/showdocument?id=11065
3. Minutes of Town Council Study Session on ADUs, July 11, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=11155
4. Staff Report to the Planning Commission on ADUs, dated October 3, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12227
5. Minutes of Planning Commission Meeting, October 3, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12301
6. Minutes of Planning Commission Meeting, October 17, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12345
7. Staff Report to the ASCC, October 22, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12273
8. Minutes of ASCC Meeting, October 22, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12319
9. Staff Report to the Planning Commission on ADUs, dated November 7, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12295
10. Minutes of Planning Commission Meeting, November 7, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12357
11. Staff Report to the Planning Commission on ADUs, dated December 5, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12321
12. Minutes of Planning Commission Meeting, December 5, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12403
13. Staff Report to the Planning Commission on ADUs, dated December 19, 2018
http://www.portolavalley.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=12363
14. Draft Minutes of Planning Commission Meeting, December 19, 2018
Attached to this Planning Commission packet at Agenda Item 6, Approval of Minutes
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Attachment 1
RESOLUTION NO. 2019 - ___
RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY RECOMMENDING APPROVAL
OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 18 [ZONING] OF
THE PORTOLA VALLEY MUNICIPAL CODE
WHEREAS, on January 14, 2015, the Town Council of the Town of Portola Valley
(“Town”) adopted its current Housing Element identifying Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs, or second units) as an effective way of providing affordable housing in town; and
WHEREAS, on March 3 and May 5, 2018 the Town held facilitated convenings to
receive input from residents on the regional housing crisis and appropriate responses
from the Town, and heard strong support from residents for the use of ADUs to meet the
Town’s housing needs and goals; and
WHEREAS, the Town Council held a study session on ADUs on July 11, 2018 to
review an extensive list of ideas and regulatory options for encouraging ADU creation in
Town, and tasked the Planning Commission with exploring the more promising of these
options; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held five working meetings on October 3
and 17, November 7, and December 5 and 19, 2018, to research and review the Council’s
list of regulatory options; and
WHEREAS, in the course of its review, the Planning Commission recognized that,
while many properties smaller than one acre could add an ADU without unduly impacting
the provision of emergency services to the subject and surrounding properties, there exist
in Town some areas where existing conditions prevented this from being the case; and
WHEREAS, the Fire Marshal of the Woodside Fire Protection District, of which the
Town of Portola Valley is a part, provided specific criteria which, in combination, impacted
the ability of the Fire District to reliably access certain properties; namely, a road width of
less than eighteen feet and a single point of ingress/egress; and
WHEREAS, in recognition of the importance of life safety and emergency access
to all properties, the ordinance prohibits accessory dwelling units on lots smaller than one
acre where the conditions named by the Fire Marshal exist in combination, as described
in Subsection 3.a., Exception to Applicability; and
WHEREAS, this limitation applies to a small number of parcels in Town, some of
which are owned by a Planning Commissioner, which creates a conflict of interest for this
Commissioner and limits their legal ability to discuss this topic and vote on the ordinance;
and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
January 16, 2019 regarding the proposed ordinance; and
WHEREAS, Planning Commissioner for whom a conflict of interest exists did not
participate in the discussion of nor vote upon the resolution recommending the ordinance;
and
WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance is found to be consistent with the General
Plan of the Town of Portola Valley, as described in Exhibit A.1; and
WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance is exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 65852.2 of the Government Code and Section
21080.17 of the Public Resources Code, as described in Exhibit A.2;
NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Planning Commission of the Town of
Portola Valley does hereby recommend that the Town Council approve the proposed
ordinance as set forth in Exhibit A.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at the regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Town
of Portola Valley on January 16, 2019.
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:
Unable to Vote Due to Conflict of Interest:

By: _________________________
Nicholas Targ, Chairperson

ATTEST:______________________________
_
Laura C. Russell, Planning and Building Director

Exhibit A: Ordinance on Accessory Dwelling Units
Exhibit A.1: Findings of General Plan Consistency
Exhibit A.2: Environmental Review
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Attachment 1, Exhibit A:
Ordinance on Accessory Dwelling Units
ORDINANCE NO. _____
ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF
PORTOLA VALLEY REMOVING SUBSECTION (B) OF
SECTION 18.12.040 [ACCESSORRY USES PERMITTED]
OF CHAPTER 18.12 [R-E (RESIDENTIAL ESTATES) DISTRICT
REGULATIONS] OF TITLE 18 [ZONING], AMENDING
SECTION 8.36.040 [ACCESSORY USES] OF CHAPTER 8.36
[USES PERMITTED IN ALL DISTRICTS] OF TITLE 18 [ZONING],
AND AMENDING SECTION 18.48.030 [ONE-TIME INCREASE]
OF CHAPTER 18.48 [PARCEL AREA, OPEN SPACE AND BULK –
BASIC REQUIREMENTS] OF TITLE 18 [ZONING]
OF THE PORTOLA VALLEYMUNICIPAL CODE
WHEREAS, the State of California recognizes the potential for Accessory Dwelling
Units as a housing strategy, and has passed several laws to lower the local regulatory
barriers to construction; and
WHEREAS, the most recent amendment to Section 65852.2 of the Government
Code requires that local governments create a ministerial review path for Accessory
Dwelling Units of twelve hundred (1,200) square feet or fifty percent (50%) of the existing
building, whichever is less; and
WHEREAS, on May 9, 2018 the Town Council of the Town of Portola Valley did
adopt an ordinance amending Title 18 [Zoning] to comply with the requirements of State
law; and
WHEREAS, Section 65852.2 of the Government Code further enables local
governments to go beyond the minimum requirements of said statute to encourage ADUs;
and
WHEREAS, the Town Council desires to further encourage the creation of
accessory dwelling units to help meet its housing needs and goals; and
WHEREAS, on
, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed
public hearing to review the draft ordinance regarding accessory dwelling units at which
all interested persons had the opportunity to appear and after considering the entire
record of proceedings, including but not limited to, the staff report and all written and
oral comments received, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that the Town
Council approve the ordinance; and
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WHEREAS, on ____________, 2019, the Town Council of held a public hearing
to review the proposed ordinance regarding accessory dwelling units at which all
interested persons had the opportunity to appear and after considering the entire record
of proceedings, including but not limited to, the staff report and all written and oral
comments received and the Planning Commission recommendation, the Town Council
voted to approve the ordinance.
NOW, THEREFORE, the Town Council of the Town of Portola Valley does
ORDAIN as follows:

1. DELETION OF CODE. Subsection (B) of Section 18.12.040 [Accessory Uses
Permitted] of Chapter 18.12 [R-E (Residential Estate) District Regulations] of Title 18
[Zoning] of the Portola Valley Municipal Code is hereby deleted in its entirety:
B. The Town Planner shall act on an application for a second unit, either attached or
detached, within 120 days of receipt if the proposed second unit meets all of the
conditions identified below. The application for a second unit shall include all the
information required by Section 18.64.040.A.1 through 13. The Town Planner may
refer the application to the Town Geologist, Director of Public Works, Fire Chief
and County Health Department for review prior to action on the application. Any
application that does not meet all of the conditions identified below may apply for
architectural and site plan review by the Architectural & Site Control Commission,
provided that no second unit in the R-E-2A or R-E-2.5A zoning districts shall
exceed 1,200 square feet and no second unit in the R-E-3.5A, R-E-5A or R-E-7.5A
shall exceed 1,500 square feet.
1. Property and Unit Size.
a. One fully internal second unit up to 1,200 square feet or 50% of the primary
dwelling unit, whichever is less, on all lots with a proposed or existing single
family home which is permitted by right in that zoning district, provided the
entire second unit is contained within an existing residence or legal
accessory structure.
b. One attached or detached second unit up to 1,000 square feet is permitted
on a residentially zoned parcel which is one acre or larger.
c. Two second units up to 1,000 square feet each are permitted on a
residentially zoned parcel of 3.5 acres or larger. Only one of the second
units may be detached from the main dwelling, except that both second
units may be detached if both are created by converting existing floor area
in legal accessory structures into second units.
2. Design Requirements. Except as stated expressly herein, a second unit must
comply with the site development standards and design guidelines applicable
to the R-E zoning district, including but not limited to parking, height, setback,
lot coverage, landscape and maximum size.
Draft ADU Ordinance
Planning Commission Review
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a. Second unit floor area is inclusive of any basement area, but exclusive of
any garage or carport area.
b. The second unit is served by the same vehicular access to the street as the
main dwelling.
c. Color reflectivity values shall not exceed 40%, except that trim colors shall
not exceed 50% reflectivity. Roofs shall not exceed 50% reflectivity.
d. All lighting fixtures shall comply with the Town’s Municipal Code (Section
18.36.040.A.8, Outdoor Illumination) and Design Guidelines relative to
lighting fixtures.
e. Landscape plantings shall be selected from the Town’s list of approved
native plants and shall adhere to the Town’s Landscaping Guidelines.
f. The second unit shall not exceed a vertical building height of 18 feet with a
maximum building height of 24 feet, as defined in Section 18.54.020A.
g. The second unit shall have colors, materials and architecture similar to the
main dwelling.
h. The second unit shall not be visible from a local scenic corridor as identified
in the General Plan.
i. No setback shall be required for an existing garage that is converted to a
second unit or a portion of a second unit, and a setback of no more than
five feet from the side and rear lot lines shall be required for a second unit
that is constructed above a garage.
j. If the second unit is created by the conversion of an existing structure on
the property, the second unit must have independent exterior access, and
side and rear setbacks that are sufficient for fire safety.
3. Parking Requirements.
a. One dedicated parking space shall be provided for each second unit.
b. Parking spaces in garages or carports shall be at least 10 feet wide by 20
feet. Uncovered spaces shall be at least 9 feet by 18 feet.
c. Parking spaces do not have to be covered, guest spaces are not required
and tandem parking in driveways and in setbacks is permitted.
d. When an existing garage, carport, or covered parking structure is
demolished in conjunction with the construction of a second unit, or is
converted to a second unit, the replacement spaces may be located in any
configuration on the same lot as the second unit, including, but not limited
to, as covered spaces, uncovered spaces, or tandem spaces, or by the use
of mechanical automobile lifts.
e. If the second unit is created entirely by the conversion of an existing
structure, then no parking requirement shall apply.
4. Owner Occupancy and Rental Restrictions.
a. A second unit shall be permitted only on a lot containing a single-family
dwelling.
b. The second unit shall have the same address as the main dwelling.
c. Second units may not be sold separately from the main dwelling.
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d. Either the second unit or the main dwelling shall be owner occupied. If the
second unit is rented, any such rental shall not be for a term of less than 30
days.
5. An application for a second unit, if dependent on a septic tank and drain field,
will be referred to and require approval of the County Health Officer in
accordance with Town policies.
6. Second units must comply with local Building Code requirements, including fire
sprinkler requirements, unless a modification or waiver of the fire sprinkler
requirement is approved by the Fire Marshall. A second unit created by the
conversion of existing space within an existing single-family residence shall not
be required to provide fire sprinklers if they are not required for the primary
residence.
7. Written notification of a second unit permit application shall be given to
owner(s) of adjoining properties at least six days prior to action by the Town
Planner.
2. AMENDMENT TO CODE. Section 18.36.040 [Accessory Uses] of Chapter 18.36
[Uses Permitted in All Districts] of Title 18 [Zoning] of the Portola Valley Municipal Code
is hereby amended to read as follows:
A. An accessory use is a related minor use which is either (a) necessary to the
operation or enjoyment of a lawful principal use or conditional use, or (b)
appropriate, incidental and subordinate to any such use. No use in any
district shall be permitted as an accessory use which is not qualified as
hereinabove set forth, or which constitutes in effect a conversion of a
principal use to one not permitted in that district. In addition to other uses
meeting the qualifications set forth in this section, and subject to the
limitations set forth in this title, the following accessory uses are permitted in
all districts when located on the same parcel as the principal use:. This
section shall apply to new construction and replacement fixtures upon
adoption.
1. The installation and operation of necessary facilities and equipment in
connection with such schools and other institutions as are permitted in
the respective district;
2. Recreation, refreshment and service buildings in public parks;
3. Required off-street parking spaces and required off-street loading
spaces as regulated by this title;
4. Fences and walls subject to the height and area regulations of this title;
5. Hedges, trees, shrubs and other ornamental planting;
6. Horticulture;
7. Electric and communication service lines provided that all such lines are
placed underground except where exempted in accordance with the
procedure set forth in subsection B of Section 18.36.010;
8. Outdoor Illumination [See Ordinance No. 2018-424, adopted on August
8, 2018, for full text].
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9. Septic tanks and drain fields;
10. Antennas designed to receive television or microwave signals
transmitted from satellite or terrestrial stations. Antennas with diameters
exceeding four feet are subject to review by the architectural and site
control commission as provided for by paragraph 6 of subsection A
of Section 18.64.010.
11. Tennis courts and paddle tennis courts, provided the sum of the
maximum depth of cut and maximum height of fill for such facilities shall
not exceed the following:
Parcel Area
1.0 ac. or less
1.2 ac.
1.4 ac.
1.6 ac.
1.8 ac. or more

Combined Cut & Fill Feet
8
9
10
11
12

B. This section shall apply to new construction or replacement fixtures upon
adoption, and to all installations after an amortization period of five years.
B. Accessory Dwelling Units.
1. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to define Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs), and describe their development standards, review required, and
additional regulations. Accessory dwelling units are allowed in certain
situations in order to:
a. Create new housing units while respecting the look and scale of current
development patterns;
b. Support more efficient use of existing housing stock and infrastructure;
c. Offer environmentally friendly housing choices with less average space
per person and smaller associated carbon footprints;
d. Provide housing that responds to changing family needs, smaller
households, and increasing housing costs;
e. Promote provision of affordable housing for people who work in Town; and
f. Provide accessible housing for seniors and persons with disabilities.
2. Definitions. The following definitions shall govern this Section.
a. Accessory Dwelling Unit, or ADU. An attached or detached residential
dwelling unit which provides complete independent living facilities for one
or more persons. It shall include permanent provisions for living, sleeping,
eating, cooking, and sanitation on the same parcel as the main building to
which it is accessory. An accessory dwelling unit also includes:
i.
Internal ADU. Created by converting existing space, such as
bedrooms, attached garages, basements or attics; or a combination
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b.

c.
d.

e.

f.
g.
h.

thereof. Converted space can be within or detached from the main
building.
ii.
External ADU. A unit which requires new construction, either attached
to or detached from the main building.
1. Attached ADU. A unit which is attached to or part of the main
building. Attached ADUs include new construction which is
attached to the existing building, and a mix of new construction and
converted space.
2. Detached ADUs. A separate building, independent from the main
building, built using new construction.
Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit. A unit consisting of habitable space with a
separate entrance and sink, but which may share bathroom facilities with
the main building. Typically created by converting existing space into a
separate unit. Junior Accessory Dwelling Units do not constitute ADUS
under this code.
Director. Planning and Building Director, also referred to as the Town
Planner.
Discretionary Review. Review of a project against the General Plan,
municipal code, and Design Guidelines. The reviewing body exercises
judgement in applying policies to a specific project in context and
determining whether the required findings for approval can be made. The
reviewing body considers public comment and may impose conditions of
approval on the project.
i.
Staff Discretionary Review. A review process wherein the Planning
and Building Director shall review certain Accessory Dwelling Unit
applications in coordination with one member of the Architecture and
Site Control Commission (ASCC).
ii.
Architectural and Site Control Commission, or ASCC. A review
process wherein the full ASCC reviews projects at a public meeting.
Existing Interior Space. For the purposes of internal ADU creation,
Existing Interior Space shall be space which was permitted by the Town
and passed its final building inspection at least one year prior to any
application for an ADU.
Guest House. A building separate from the main residence which includes
a bedroom and may include a bathroom, but does not include a kitchen.
Main building. The building to which an ADU is accessory. Main buildings
can have a residential or non-residential use, as permitted by this Title.
Ministerial Review. A review process which is objective in nature and
involves no personal judgement. The reviewing body confirms that all
requirements are satisfied before approving a project, and may not
consider public comment or impose conditions of approval.
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i.

Second Address. An address issued by the Planning and Building
Department for a permitted Accessory Dwelling Unit on a parcel that has a
main building with a different address.
j. Second Unit. See Accessory Dwelling Unit.
3. Applicability. Accessory Dwelling Units shall be permitted on all parcels in all
zoning districts, where a main building is in existence or is proposed
concurrently.
a. Exception. ADUs are prohibited on parcels smaller than one acre which are
accessed by a single point of ingress/egress on a road with a width of less
than eighteen feet (18’).
4. Development Standards. All existing development restrictions in the base
zoning district shall apply, except as modified by this section. These
requirements include but are not limited to coverage, open space, bulk,
density, floor area and adjusted maximum floor area, impervious surface,
height, setbacks, parking, site development, and outdoor lighting
requirements.
a. Number.
i. One ADU shall be permitted on all parcels smaller than 3.5 acres in
size.
ii. Two ADUs shall be permitted on parcels 3.5 acres or larger in size as
follows: only one ADU may be detached from the main dwelling,
except that both may be detached if they are created by converting
Existing Internal Space in legal buildings.
b. Floor Area Maximums
i. The minimum size of an ADU shall be defined by the California
Building Code. The maximum size of any type of ADU shall be
seventeen hundred (1,700) square feet.
ii. An external ADU shall be additionally limited to 70% of the floor area of
the existing or concurrently proposed main building.
iii. Within the parameters in this subsection, an ADU may utilize any
unused floor area within the subject property’s floor area allowed by
the base zoning district and any other applicable land use restriction.
The ADU may consist of converted Existing Internal Space, new
construction, or any combination of the two. Additions to existing ADUs
shall be regulated by this section.
c. Floor Area – Calculations
i. Basements. Space which meets the definition of a basement (Section
18.04.065), whether under a main residence or an ADU, shall not be
counted as floor area nor be included in AMFA calculations. However,
size limitations (Section 18.36.040.B.4.b, Floor Area Maximums) and
size triggers for review (Section 18.36.040.B.6, Review Authority) shall
both apply to basement floor area which is part of an ADU.
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ii.

Parking provided for ADUs shall not be included in floor area
calculations.
d. Height.
i. Height limitations for an ADU shall be those of the base zoning district.
This includes daylight planes, where applicable. ADUs taller than
eighteen feet (18’) vertical height or twenty-four feet (24’) maximum
height, where allowed by the base zoning district, shall require Staff
Discretionary Review.
e. Parking and Driveways.
i. Parking Requirement. Internal ADUs shall not require any dedicated
parking spaces. External ADUs shall require one dedicated parking
space, as follows:
1. ADU parking may be located in a covered or uncovered space, in
tandem with other parking, and/or in setbacks.
2. Parking space design shall conform to Section 18.60.020, Parking,
Dimensions and Access.
3. On parcels of one acre or larger where an ADU of twelve hundred
(1,200) square feet or less is proposed, ADU parking is not required
to be dedicated. The ADU parking space may be shared, or overlap
with, one guest parking space, provided the property is compliant
with the current parking requirements in this title.
ii. Covered Parking Conversion. When covered parking which is required
by this code is demolished in conjunction with the construction of an
ADU or converted to an ADU, the required parking spaces must be
provided elsewhere on site. The replacement parking may be covered
or uncovered, in tandem, or in mechanical lifts.
iii. Driveways. An ADU with a second driveway must be assigned a
separate address, as described in Section 18.36.040.B.4.k. Driveways
shall conform to Section 15.12.300, Driveways, with the exception that
the ASCC may approve a second driveway for an ADU, provided that
all of the following are true:
1. The property is two (2.0) acres or greater in size;
2. The ASCC finds that a separate driveway for the ADU would result
in less impervious surface than providing an extension from the
existing driveway;
3. It is shown that the proposed driveway:
a. Does not cross a trail, as mapped by the Town;
b. Does not exit onto a Scenic Corridor; and
c. Provides for safe traffic movements into and out of the adjoining
street, as determined by the Public Works Director.
f. Materials.
i. Color reflectivity values shall not exceed 40%, except that trim colors
and roofs shall not exceed 50% reflectivity.
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g. Landscaping.
i. Landscape plantings shall be selected from the Town’s list of approved
native plants and shall adhere to the Town’s Landscaping Guidelines,
as described in the Design Guidelines.
h. All lighting shall comply with Section 18.36.040.A.8, Outdoor Lighting.
i. Setbacks.
i. No setback shall be required for an existing garage that is converted to
an accessory dwelling unit, and a setback of no more than five feet
from the side and rear lot lines shall be required for an accessory
dwelling unit that is constructed above a garage. This shall apply to
both conforming and legal non-conforming garages.
j. Second Address. ADUs may be assigned a separate address at the
property owner’s request. Applicants requesting an address shall submit
an application as part of the Building Permit submittal. The Planning and
Building Director, in consultation with Woodside Fire Protection District,
shall review and approve applications.
k. Utilities. When visible from the public right of way, utilities installed to
serve an ADU shall be grouped with any existing infrastructure for the
main building and screened to the extent feasible, as determined by the
Planning & Building Director. In determining feasibility, the Planning &
Building Director may consider cost, topography, and the natural
landscape.
i. Utility Undergrounding. Utilities shall be required to be placed
underground, as described in Section 18.36.010.B, with the following
exceptions for ADUs:
1. An internal ADU and any associated electrical service increases
shall not trigger undergrounding of utilities.
2. A detached ADU shall always underground utilities between the
main house and the ADU, when connecting from the main house.
ii. Any other instance of new construction for an external ADU shall
require undergrounding as stipulated in Section 18.36.010.B relating to
utility undergrounding, with the exception that an applicant may apply to
the ASCC for relief from these requirements if the ASCC finds that
undergrounding is not feasible or practicable, or that there is no
reasonable alternative location for the related equipment. Significant
financial costs may be included in this consideration.
l. ADUs must comply with applicable Building Code requirements, including
fire sprinkler requirements, unless a modification or waiver of the fire
sprinkler requirement is approved by the Fire Marshall. An ADU created
by the conversion of Existing Interior Space shall not be required to
provide fire sprinklers if sprinklers are not required for the main residence.
5. Types of Review.
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a. Ministerial Review. Ministerial Review shall be completed by the Planning
and Building Director or her/his designee under the building permit review
process. No public hearings or noticing are required as part of this review.
An ADU application which qualifies for Ministerial Review shall be acted
upon within 120 days of the application being accepted by the Town.
b. Discretionary Review.
i. Discretionary Review shall be conducted by one of the following review
bodies:
1. The Planning and Building Director shall complete Staff
Discretionary Review in consultation with an ASCC member. The
Director may refer items directly to the ASCC when in her/his
opinion the public interest would be better served by having the
ASCC conduct the review.
2. Architectural and Site Control Committee (ASCC) Review is a
discretionary review completed by the full ASCC at a noticed
evening meeting.
ii. Findings for Approval. The review body must be able to make all of the
following findings in order to approve an ADU subject to discretionary
review:
1. The structure is designed so as to minimize disturbance to the
natural terrain;
2. Existing vegetation is preserved to the maximum extent possible.
3. The structure is designed and located to allow adequate light and
air for itself and its neighbors;
4. Landscaping, screening and fencing preserve privacy and mitigate
adverse effects on neighboring properties;
5. Entrances, exits and internal circulation shall be sited to promote
traffic safety and ease and convenience of movement;
6. Night lighting is located and fixtures chosen to promote public
safety but minimize effects on adjoining properties;
7. Planting and site design mitigate the problems of drainage and soil
erosion;
8. Materials and colors are compatible with the rural setting of the
town and the surrounding landscape and structures;
9. Proposed grading minimizes the apparent disturbance to the
natural terrain;
10. The project is consistent with the Portola Valley Design Guidelines;
11. The physical position, massing, and architectural design of the ADU
reflect that it is accessory in nature and holds a subservient position
to the main building;
12. Design of the ADU reflects its physical position on the property,
such that units on or adjacent to setbacks are designed to minimize
impacts toward adjacent properties.
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iii. Notice. Minimum noticing for ADUs requiring discretionary review shall
include:
1. Noticing to adjacent neighbors by the applicant, as required by the
Planning and Building Director in published application materials.
2. Noticing as described by Section 18.64.085, ASCC – Notification
c. An ADU application which is dependent on a septic tank and drain field
shall be referred to and require approval of the County Health Officer in
accordance with Town policies.
d. An ADU application which requires soil movement above fifty cubic yards
or other work requiring a Site Development Permit under Section
15.12.070 shall be referred to the Town Geologist, the Town Engineer,
and any other review bodies necessary as determined by the Planning
and Building Director.
6. Assignment of Review Responsibilities.
a. ASCC Review. ADUs which include any of the following shall be subject to
ASCC Review:
i. External ADUs larger than:
1. 1,200 square feet, on parcels 0 – 3.49 acres; or
2. 1,500 square feet on parcels 3.5 acres or larger.
ii. A separate driveway for the ADU.
iii. Location in a non-residential zone.
iv. Location on a property with historic resources, as identified in the
historic resources element of the general plan, as provided for in
Section 18.31, H-R (Historic Resources) Combining District
Regulations.
b. Staff Discretionary Review. ADUs which do not meet the criteria listed in
subsection 18.36.040.B.6.a., ASCC Review, and which include any of the
following shall be subject to Staff Discretionary Review:
i. An internal ADU larger than twelve hundred (1,200) square feet or fifty
percent (50%) of the existing building, whichever is less;
ii. An ADU on a property adjacent to a Scenic Corridor;
iii. An ADU with a different architectural style than the main house or
building;
iv. An ADU taller than eighteen feet (18’) in vertical height or twenty-four
feet (24’) in maximum height;
v. An ADU with a light well larger than the minimum Building Code
requirement;
vi. An attached ADU which causes the main residence to exceed 85% of
the Adjusted Maximum Floor Area (AMFA);
c. Ministerial Review. ADUs which do not meet the criteria listed in
subsection 18.36.040.B.6.a., ASCC Review, or 18.36.040.B.6.b., Staff
Discretionary Review, shall be subject to Ministerial Review. All projects
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subject to Ministerial Review shall comply with all code requirements.
Additionally, Internal ADUs shall:
i. Include Sufficient side and rear setbacks for fire safety;
ii. Occupy Existing Internal Space, as defined by this section.
7. Additional Restrictions. In addition to the development standards described in
this section, all ADUs shall be subject to the following restrictions:
a. Sold Separately. ADUs shall not be sold separately from the main
dwelling;
b. Rental Restrictions. If the ADU is rented, any such rental shall not be for a
term of less than 30 days.
8. Administration.
a. Appeals. A decision by the Director or ASCC on an ADU may be
appealed, if the appeal is filed within fifteen days of the decision.
i. A decision made by the Planning and Building Director is appealable to
the ASCC.
ii. A decision made by the ASCC is appealable to the Planning
Commission.
b. Application Administration. The Town Council authorizes the Planning and
Building Director to establish permit application requirements, forms, and
checklists that the Director finds necessary or useful for processing any
applications governed by this Chapter.

3. AMENDMENT TO CODE. Section 18.48.030 [One-time increase] of Chapter
18.48 [Parcel Area, Open Space and Bulk – Basic Requirements] of Title 18 [Zoning] of
the Portola Valley Municipal Code is hereby amended to read as follows:
Any single-family residential building or related accessory building existing on
October 25, 1995, may be increased one time up to a total of five percent (5%) of
the existing floor area of one hundred and fifty (150) square feet, whichever is
smaller, regardless of whether such increase exceeds the floor area limit that
applies to the property. This provision shall not be applied so as to allow a
second unit (guest house) to exceed seven hundred fifty square feet of floor
area. This provision shall not be applied to Accessory Dwelling Unit maximums
as described in subsections i. and ii. of Section 18.36.040.A.4.b.

4. CONSISTENCY WITH STATE LAW. This ordinance is intended to be consistent
with State law regulating accessory dwelling units and to the extent there is any
inconsistency with such State law requirements, State law shall control.
5. SEVERABILITY. If any part of this ordinance is held to be invalid or inapplicable
to any situation by a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the
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validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance or the applicability of this ordinance to
other situations.
6. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW. An ordinance providing for the creation of
accessory dwelling units is not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), as provided for in Exhibit A.2.
7. EFFECTIVE DATE; POSTING. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days
after the date of its adoption and shall be posted within the Town in three public places.
INTRODUCED:
PASSED:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTENTIONS:
ABSENT:
ATTEST

__________________________
Town Clerk

By:__________________________
Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM

__________________________
Town Attorney

Exhibit A.1: Findings of General Plan Consistency
Exhibit A. 2: Environmental Review
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Attachment 1, Exhibit A.1:
Findings of General Plan Consistency

Land Use Element
General Objectives
2102
1. To provide for residential uses and related facilities that will preserve and enhance the
quality of living enjoyed by local residents.
ADUs will provide additional residential units for existing and future residents. They will allow
existing residents to age in place, children to remain in Town, and local employees to live closer
to their place of work. Design and floor area requirements for both ministerial and discretionary
units will ensure that new ADUs will conform to existing architectural and development
standards.
General Principles
2103
6. In order to maintain the rural atmosphere of Portola Valley, all buildings should be
subordinate to their natural surroundings in size, scale and siting. Monumental building
should be avoided.
Existing Adjusted Maximum Floor Area (AMFA) requirements will continue to control the total
developable floor area on each parcel. ADUs will be further limited to 1,700 square feet, and
70% of the existing building for external units. All other development standards will still be in
place.
9. In all developments in the planning area, full consideration should be given to fire
protection needs, including those identified in the safety element, and adequate
measures should be taken to ensure that these needs are met.
9.1 Development should be limited in areas when fire risk cannot be reduced to an
acceptable level and adequate emergency access cannot be provided. Also, recognizing
fire protection measures could have adverse effects on native vegetation, development
should be configured to minimize damage as well as fire hazard.
Fire protection is a high priority in the proposed amendment. The Fire Marshal identified ingress
and egress as the most important consideration as the Town considers ADU policy on lots less
than one acre. Specifically, the Fire Marshal has provided two road conditions which, in
combination, raise concerns about adding additional new units: 1) a road width less than
eighteen feet (18’), and 2) a single point of ingress/egress. These criteria have been described
within the ordinance in order to improve fire safety where these conditions apply.
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17. In all new developments, the undergrounding of utilities should be considered a high priority.
Utility Undergrounding remains a high priority for the Town. The ADU ordinance continues to
enforce undergrounding for new development, with the exception of internal ADUs which do not
alter the existing exterior of a building.
Residential Areas – Objectives
2104
5. To control the occupancy of parcels so as to:
a. Prevent overcrowding of dwellings.
b. Insure that occupancy of land and dwellings will be in balance with service facilities
such as on-site parking, traffic capacity of access streets and capacity of utilities
such as water and sewage disposal.
c. Insure against adverse impact on neighboring residences.
d. Fix responsibility for use, occupancy and conduct on the premises in relation to town
standards and requirements. That is, on each parcel and in each main dwelling,
someone must be “in charge” as owners or tenant of the owner.
The ADU Ordinance will continue to enforce compliance with the Adjusted Maximum Floor Area
(AMFA) requirements for all residential parcels, and coverage and landscaping requirements for
non-residential parcels. No additional floor area is permitted under this ordinance. Buildings
developed as ADUs under this ordinance could be permitted with a different use or
programming, i.e., a guest house could be developed where now an ADU would be allowed.
Residential Areas – Principles
2105
1. Lands indicated for residential use on the comprehensive plan diagram should be used
primarily for residential living, a use of land characterized by a single household
occupying a main detached dwelling as the principal use of a parcel, together with uses
and structures customarily accessory to a main dwelling in a rural residential community.
Rural development typically consists of a main building surrounded by multiple outbuildings. The
ordinance requires that accessory dwelling units are subservient to the main building. Attached
ADUs which exceed 85% massing in the main building require discretionary review, including
specific findings. Accessory Dwelling Units are considered an appropriate accessory use by this
General Plan, as described below.
2. In addition to other accessory uses and structures, accessory living quarters within the
main dwelling or in a separate structure should be deemed an appropriate accessory
use on parcels large enough and under conditions adequate to insure the objectives
cited in Sec. 2104.5 are met. Specific limits on accessory living quarters should be
included in the zoning ordinances.
Section 2104.5 is described above; the ADU ordinance is found to be consistent with this
General Plan Objective for Residential Areas. As described in the finding above, the use of the
existing Adjusted Maximum Floor Area (AMFA) maximums for all parcels as a limit for ADU
development ensures that all ADUs shall be sized appropriately for each parcel within its
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context of slope, soil type, and size. Further limits on ADUs are described in detail in the
ordinance, which include height, setbacks, proportion to the main building, and materials.
3. Population densities within the planning area should be guided by considerations of
topography, geology, vegetative cover, access to transportation and services, fire
hazards, emergency access, impact on preexisting residential development and other
factors such as:
a. The highest densities should be located on relatively level land close to local
shopping and service areas, other local facilities and transportation facilities.
Densities should decrease as the distance from these facilities increases.
b. Population density should decrease as steepness of terrain increases.
c. The lowest densities and largest lots should be located on the steepest hillsides on
which the town allows development and in mountainous areas where it is necessary
to limit storm runoff, prevent erosion, preserve existing vegetation, protect
watersheds, avoid potentially unstable ground and maintain the scenic quality of the
terrain.
The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) states that the
addition of an ADU on a single family lot shall not be considered an increase in density. This
General Plan describes accessory dwelling units as a use appropriate accessory use; and the
proposed ordinance retains existing AMFA limits on floor area.
Existing higher density neighborhoods, where lots are generally smaller and houses are
clustered together, already exist in close proximity to the two small commercial centers in Town;
namely, the Village Square at Town Center, adjacent to the Highlands neighborhood, and the
Nathhorst Triangle area, adjacent to the Corte Madera neighborhood.
Factors of concern for emergency access, such as road width and options for ingress/egress,
are taken into account by the ordinance when considering where ADUs are appropriate in
Town. Specifically, ADU development on lots smaller than one acre is prohibited in areas with a
road width of less than 18’ and only one point of ingress/egress, in combination. These factors
are often found where slopes are steepest and unstable ground exist, reinforcing the need for
limiting additional development.
8. In all residential areas of the town, or its spheres of influence, particular attention must
be given to the effects of approaching the maximum amount of development permitted
on individual parcels. The cumulative effect of buildout under appropriate ordinances
and policies should be examined and steps taken to ensure that its effect will not be
injurious to the unique and desirable characteristics of each area. Overall development
levels as measured by floor area ratios and impervious surfaces should be limited so as
to preserve the rural setting.
No change to the Adjusted Maximum Floor Area (AMFA) or Impervious Surface (IS) limits on
buildable area is proposed by this ordinance. Discretionary review is required for attached ADUs
exceeding a massing of 85% in the main building, as well as for ADUs above 1,200 square feet.
The average rate of ADU development in Town has been slow and steady in the Town’s recent
history. A total of 220 ADUs are currently permitted; a continuation of these development
patterns predicts only 150 new ADUs over the next 10 years. This number represents less than
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10% of parcels in Town adding an ADU. Even if the rate of development increases slightly, the
total development will not represent a dramatic shift in the development patterns across Town.

Area Plans
Town Center Area Plan
Objectives
6304
1. To develop the Town Center Area as an integrated area for businesses and institutional
type uses serving the residents of Portola Valley and its spheres of influence along with
compatible residential uses.
2. To produce a unified commercial-service-institutional-residential complex in the TCA
with a scale and design quality compatible with the rural setting of the town.
Principles
6305
1. In order to serve as an integrated community serving area, the TCA shall provide space
for:
e. Single family residences as well as housing for senior citizens.
The ADU ordinance allows for units accessory to both residential uses as well as commercial
uses in non-residential zones. Residential uses are described as appropriate and compatible
with the Town Center Area Plan. The addition of Accessory Dwelling Units to the existing and
allowed residential uses with have little to no impact on the functioning and success of the Town
Center Area as a commercial center serving the Town’s residents.
Nathhorst Triangle Area Plan
Objectives
6104
2. To produce a unified commercial-service-institutional-residential complex with a scale
and design quality compatible with the rural setting of the town.
Principles
6106
2. In order to meet desired design objectives:
b. Flexibility shall be allowed as to land use on those community commercial parcels
which due to location and access can reasonably accommodate commercial, office
or residential uses. Requirements shall be established to ensure their compatibility
with surrounding land uses.
The ADU ordinance allows for units accessory to both residential uses as well as commercial
uses in non-residential zones. Flexibility to allow residential uses is a principle of the Plan. The
addition of Accessory Dwelling Units to the existing uses with have minimal impact on the
functioning and success of the Nathhorst Triangle Area as a commercial center serving the
Town’s residents.
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Housing Element
Goals & Policies
Goal 1
2475
Maintain and enhance the character and quality of Portola Valley’s residential
neighborhoods and the condition of its housing, and preserve the natural beauty of the
town’s scenic corridors and open spaces.
Policy 1A:

Accommodate new residential development in a manner compatible with
the rural character of existing residential development.

Policy 1B:

Continue to control the location, design and density of new residential
development in order to preserve regional open spaces, avoid areas of
seismic and geologic hazards, have minimal visual impact, create minimal
discernable effect on infrastructure capacity, and ensure the adequate
provision of safe and convenient access to public services.

Policy 1C:

Require all housing units in the town to conform to the principles and
standards set forth in the general plan and town regulations, including
that all housing be subservient to the natural environment.

The ADU Ordinance will help maintain and enhance the character of Portola Valley by
accommodating additional dwelling units on existing parcels. The ADU itself will not represent
any new floor area not already permitted by the Adjusted Maximum Floor Area limit on each
parcel. In addition, the ordinance controls for location and design to ensure appropriate siting
and architecture and minimal impacts. The ordinance conforms to all applicable General Plan
Land Use regulations, as described above.
Goal 2
2476
Endeavor to provide opportunities for a diverse population, including for people of all income
levels and with special housing needs, particularly elderly residents and those employed in
Portola Valley, to live in the town.
Policy 2A:

Accept and fulfill responsibility for a reasonable share of the regional
need for affordable housing.

Policy 2B:

Encourage the creation of a diversity of housing options to meet the
needs of people in different stages of the life cycle and with different
income levels.

Policy 2E:

Continue to encourage affordable housing that can be produced in
association with market rate housing and otherwise.

Policy 2F:

Distribute diverse and affordable housing options throughout the
community.

Policy 2G:

Use an open and inclusive process when implementing housing policies
and programs, by consulting as appropriate with people with differing
housing needs and income levels, housing advocates, housing
developers, property owners, and the community at large.
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Accessory Dwelling Units will provide additional housing units accessible to a wider range of
income levels and family arrangements than currently served by the traditional housing stock of
Portola Valley. It provides additional housing units needed desperately both at the regional and
local level. ADUs will allow existing residents to age in place, create options for local children to
return home, and provide options for individuals with accessibility or developmental challenges.
The smaller size of ADUs will naturally lower their rental price, creating more affordable housing
options in Town.
The ADU ordinance is a product of significant public outreach over a year’s time. Facilitated
convenings with Town residents, a Town Council study session, and five Planning Commission
meetings were held to study the topic; Town staff organized an ADU open house and attended
the local Farmer’s Market to answer questions; and webpage devoted to housing issues was
created on the Town’s website, with a dedicated email address for housing questions.
Goal 3
2477
As set forth in the Sustainability Element of this General Plan, encourage energy
conservation and green building practices, and adopt housing policies to reduce costs of
living, respect wildlife and plants and protect the environment.
Policy 3B:

Continue to encourage cluster development in order to preserve
resources and encourage sustainability.

Policy 3C:

Continue to require native landscaping, which reduces water and power
consumption, provides habitat, and helps to strengthen natural
ecosystems in town.

Policy 3D:

Allow and encourage green building practices.

Policy 3E:

Design and locate housing to minimize impacts on wildlife and be
subservient to the environment.

The ADU ordinance encourages the clustering of new dwelling units where an existing building
already exists and is connected to services. Requirements for ADUs include native landscaping
and Build It Green evaluation.
Goal 4
2478
Work to address housing issues on a regional basis while preserving local control and
minimizing fiscal impacts on the town.
Policy 4A:

Continue to participate in regional and county efforts to increase the
availability of affordable housing in the region and county, including
housing for people with special needs, while working to ensure that
factors such as size, geographical and seismic hazards, fire risks, and
land dedicated to open space are considered in establishing housing
requirements.

Policy 4C:

Preserve local control over zoning, diversified housing locations and
design.

Policy 4D:

Minimize the fiscal impact of new housing on the town.
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Policy 4E:

Define housing needs in a manner recognizing the special cultural and
historic planning conditions for the town, including the agricultural and
rural history and a culture of respecting the environment.

ADUs create additional units for residents and local employees while continuing to support and
retain the Town’s rural values and aesthetic. By locating ADUs on lots already containing a
house or commercial use, ADUs will require minimal additional infrastructure and associated
fiscal investment. The ADU ordinance will not encourage or further allow subdivision of existing
park or agricultural land.

Safety Element
Potential Hazards in the Planning Area:
Fire Hazards
4141
Conclusions drawn from the analysis of fire hazards in Portola Valley are:
2. The western hillsides of Portola Valley, which are steep, have few roads, lack an
adequate water supply and have dense vegetation are relatively hazardous when judged
from a fire safety point of view. These areas cannot be reached quickly by fire fighters,
and when reached, fire fighters may have substantial difficulty in fighting the fire because
of an inadequate road system, dependence on hand carried equipment, and lack of
water. These lands are clearly the most hazardous in the planning area.
In light of the concerns summarized above and expressed by the Fire Marshal of the Woodside
Fire Protection District, the ADU ordinance excludes certain parcels from external ADU
development (Internal ADUs are allowed, as required by State law). Parcels are excluded where
all of the following conditions apply: parcels which are smaller than on acre and therefore do not
already have ADU development rights; accessed by roads less than eighteen feed wide; and
accessed by a road with only one point of ingress/egress. These conditions cause increased
difficulty for emergency services and evacuation.
Policies Concerning Fire Hazards
1. Do not construct buildings for human occupancy, critical facilities and high value
structures in areas classified as having the highest fire risk unless it is demonstrated that
mitigation measures will be taken to reduce the fire risk to an acceptable level.
Where higher fire risk exists, the ADU ordinance prohibits development of external ADUs in
certain instances. In areas with limited emergency access, as defined by roads less than
eighteen feet in width and with only one point of ingress/egress, parcels of less than one acre
are prohibited from ADU development.
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Attachment 1, Exhibit A.2:
Environmental Review
Statutory Exemption. Statutory exemptions apply to classes of projects determined by
the California Legislature to promote an interest important enough to justify not
undertaking environmental review. Unlike Categorical Exemptions, a project that falls
within a Statutory Exemption is not subject to CEQA even if it has the potential to
significantly affect the environment. The California Legislature has found and declared
that ADUs provide an essential component in addressing housing needs in California.
The proposed ordinance makes adjustments to the Town’s Municipal Code which are
consistent with state law requirements established in Government Code Section
65852.2. This section expressly allows local agencies to amend their zoning ordinances
to incorporate policies applicable to the creation of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
Furthermore, the section authorizes local agencies to adopt less restrictive regulations
for the creation of ADUs. State law contemplates that municipalities may go beyond the
minimum requirements of Section 65852.2 to further encourage ADUs, as is proposed
with certain aspects of the proposed ordinance. The proposed ordinance is therefore
Statutorily Exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
under Public Resources Code Section 21080.17, which states that CEQA does not
apply to a local agency’s adoption of an ordinance to implement the provisions of
Government Code Section 65852.2.
Alternative Exemption. If the Statutory Exemption is found to not cover the
incremental portion that goes beyond the State law requirements (ADU floor area above
1,200 square feet), the proposed amendments are exempt from further environmental
review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) (Common Sense Exemption)
because the activity is covered by the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment, and it can
be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a
significant effect on the environment.
The ordinance would allow ADUs up to 1,700 square feet which goes beyond the floor
area of 1,200 which is cited in the State Law. The 1,700 square feet size would only
occur in rare cases where the project is within the allowed floor area and all other
development standards. Furthermore, the Town’s data for ADUs approved in the last
three years shows that many applicants do not build up to the allowed maximum size,
even where floor area limits would allow it. That trend is expected to continue.
The rate at which Portola Valley residents are choosing to build Accessory Dwelling
Units has been increasing by approximately 0.6 units each year for the last eighteen
year period, which includes three Code amendments to encourage construction of
ADUs. If this trend continues, approximately 150 new ADUs will be proposed over the
next ten years. With 220 ADUs already built, this represents less than a doubling of the
total number of ADUs, and less than 10% of all parcels in Town adding a new ADU,
over a ten year period.
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If 150 ADUs may be expected over the next ten years, a conservative estimate is that
20% of those could be between 1,200 square feet (State law) and 1,700 square feet
(Town limit), resulting in 30 units. This is negligible for CEQA analysis purposes
because the potential impact of the additional floor area of (up to) 500 square feet in 30
units results in 15,000 square feet total. The units would be dispersed throughout Town
and all units would be subject to generally applicable development standards related to
grading, tree removal, creek setbacks, impervious surface, noise and related
environmental standards.
In regards to traffic, it is difficult to extract the new demand from ADUs from the demand
generated by the main housing units. The ADU may be used by members of the primary
residence household, resulting in no net new trips. The ADU may be rented at some
times, but not others in the life of a property. Or the ADU may be rented by existing
residents of the Town, which changes traffic patterns but does not increase trips.
The Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) does not have a published trip generation rate
for ADUs. Some municipalities use a rate of 3 trips per day for ADUs, for purposes of
calculating traffic mitigation feesi. This rate assumes small ADUs and is a reasonable
proxy for the 500 square foot increment beyond State law under consideration by the
Town. If 30 units produce an additional 3 trips per day, the result is 90 trips per day
spread throughout the Town road system, which is an insignificant impact. For context,
the traffic volume on Portola Road was measured in 2016 and found to be 4,900
vehicles per day (referred to as “average daily traffic”). This is well below the industry
standard capacity for a two-land road, which is of 15,000 vehicles per day, or average
daily traffic. Moreover, for CEQA purposes, traffic impacts are typically calculated at
peak hours and the assumed 90 trips would not all take place during such peak hours.
Therefore, it can be seen with certainty that the incremental difference between the
State law’s floor area of 1,200 square feet and the Town’s limit of 1,700 square feet will
not have a significant effect on the environment.
Exemption for Individual ADUs. Construction of individual ADUs is covered by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15303(a) which exempts a second dwelling unit in a residential
zone. ADUs in commercial zones are covered by Guidelines Section 15303(a) and (c),
which exempt new small residential and commercial buildings on sites zoned for such
use.

i

Trip generation for ADUs is an emerging area of CEQA analysis. Statistically valid information is limited because
ADUs are typically integrated with the primary land use. Municipalities that use trip generation rates for the
purposes of traffic impact fee analysis include San Francisco, Benicia, and Bend, Oregon. Those cities use
(approximately) 3 trips per day for small ADUs.
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Attachment 2

Draft Ordinance

B. Accessory Dwelling Units.
1. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to define Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs), and describe their development standards, review required, and
additional regulations. Accessory dwelling units are allowed in certain
situations in order to:
a. Create new housing units while respecting the look and scale of current
development patterns;
b. Support more efficient use of existing housing stock and infrastructure;
c. Offer environmentally friendly housing choices with less average space
per person and smaller associated carbon footprints;
d. Provide housing that responds to changing family needs, smaller
households, and increasing housing costs;
e. Promote provision of affordable housing for people who work in Town; and
f. Provide accessible housing for seniors and persons with disabilities.
2. Definitions. The following definitions shall govern this Section.
a. Accessory Dwelling Unit, or ADU. An attached or detached residential
dwelling unit which provides complete independent living facilities for one
or more persons. It shall include permanent provisions for living, sleeping,
eating, cooking, and sanitation on the same parcel as the main building to
which it is accessory. An accessory dwelling unit also includes:
i.
Internal ADU. Created by converting existing space, such as
bedrooms, attached garages, basements or attics; or a combination
thereof. Converted space can be within or detached from the main
building.
ii.
External ADU. A unit which requires new construction, either attached
to or detached from the main building.
1. Attached ADU. A unit which is attached to or part of the main
building. Attached ADUs include new construction which is
attached to the existing building, and a mix of new construction and
converted space.
2. Detached ADUs. A separate building, independent from the main
building, built using new construction.
b. Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit. A unit consisting of habitable space with a
separate entrance and sink, but which may share bathroom facilities with
the main building. Typically created by converting existing space into a
separate unit. Junior Accessory Dwelling Units do not constitute ADUS
under this code.

DRAFT ADU Ordinance
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c. Director. Planning and Building Director, also referred to as the Town
Planner.
d. Discretionary Review. Review of a project against the General Plan,
municipal code, and Design Guidelines. The reviewing body exercises
judgement in applying policies to a specific project in context and
determining whether the required findings for approval can be made. The
reviewing body considers public comment and may impose conditions of
approval on the project.
i.
Staff Discretionary Review. A review process wherein the Planning
and Building Director shall review certain Accessory Dwelling Unit
applications in coordination with one member of the Architecture and
Site Control Commission (ASCC).
ii.
Architectural and Site Control Commission, or ASCC. A review
process wherein the full ASCC reviews projects at a public meeting.
e. Existing Interior Space. For the purposes of internal ADU creation,
Existing Interior Space shall be space which was permitted by the Town
and passed its final building inspection at least one year prior to any
application for an ADU.
f. Guest House. A building separate from the main residence which includes
a bedroom and may include a bathroom, but does not include a kitchen.
g. Main building. The building to which an ADU is accessory. Main buildings
can have a residential or non-residential use, as permitted by this Title.
h. Ministerial Review. A review process which is objective in nature and
involves no personal judgement. The reviewing body confirms that all
requirements are satisfied before approving a project, and may not
consider public comment or impose conditions of approval.
i. Second Address. An address issued by the Planning and Building
Department for a permitted Accessory Dwelling Unit on a parcel that has a
main building with a different address.
j. Second Unit. See Accessory Dwelling Unit.
3. Applicability. Accessory Dwelling Units shall be permitted on all parcels in all
zoning districts, where a main building is in existence or is proposed
concurrently.
a. Exception. ADUs are prohibited on parcels smaller than one acre which are
accessed by a single point of ingress/egress on a road with a width of less
than eighteen feet (18’).
4. Development Standards. All existing development restrictions in the base
zoning district shall apply, except as modified by this section. These
requirements include but are not limited to coverage, open space, bulk,
density, floor area and adjusted maximum floor area, impervious surface,
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height, setbacks, parking, site development, and outdoor lighting
requirements.
a. Number.
i. One ADU shall be permitted on all parcels smaller than 3.5 acres in
size.
ii. Two ADUs shall be permitted on parcels 3.5 acres or larger in size as
follows: only one ADU may be detached from the main dwelling,
except that both may be detached if they are created by converting
Existing Internal Space in legal buildings.
b. Floor Area Maximums
i. The minimum size of an ADU shall be defined by the California
Building Code. The maximum size of any type of ADU shall be
seventeen hundred (1,700) square feet.
ii. An external ADU shall be additionally limited to 70% of the floor area of
the existing or concurrently proposed main building.
iii. Within the parameters in this subsection, an ADU may utilize any
unused floor area within the subject property’s floor area allowed by
the base zoning district and any other applicable land use restriction.
The ADU may consist of converted Existing Internal Space, new
construction, or any combination of the two. Additions to existing ADUs
shall be regulated by this section.
c. Floor Area – Calculations
i. Basements. Space which meets the definition of a basement (Section
18.04.065), whether under a main residence or an ADU, shall not be
counted as floor area nor be included in AMFA calculations. However,
size limitations (Section 18.36.040.B.4.b, Floor Area Maximums) and
size triggers for review (Section 18.36.040.B.6, Review Authority) shall
both apply to basement floor area which is part of an ADU.
ii. Parking provided for ADUs shall not be included in floor area
calculations.
d. Height.
i. Height limitations for an ADU shall be those of the base zoning district.
This includes daylight planes, where applicable. ADUs taller than
eighteen feet (18’) vertical height or twenty-four feet (24’) maximum
height, where allowed by the base zoning district, shall require Staff
Discretionary Review.
e. Parking and Driveways.
i. Parking Requirement. Internal ADUs shall not require any dedicated
parking spaces. External ADUs shall require one dedicated parking
space, as follows:
1. ADU parking may be located in a covered or uncovered space, in
tandem with other parking, and/or in setbacks.
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f.

g.

h.
i.

j.

2. Parking space design shall conform to Section 18.60.020, Parking,
Dimensions and Access.
3. On parcels of one acre or larger where an ADU of twelve hundred
(1,200) square feet or less is proposed, ADU parking is not required
to be dedicated. The ADU parking space may be shared, or overlap
with, one guest parking space, provided the property is compliant
with the current parking requirements in this title.
ii. Covered Parking Conversion. When covered parking which is required
by this code is demolished in conjunction with the construction of an
ADU or converted to an ADU, the required parking spaces must be
provided elsewhere on site. The replacement parking may be covered
or uncovered, in tandem, or in mechanical lifts.
iii. Driveways. An ADU with a second driveway must be assigned a
separate address, as described in Section 18.36.040.B.4.k. Driveways
shall conform to Section 15.12.300, Driveways, with the exception that
the ASCC may approve a second driveway for an ADU, provided that
all of the following are true:
1. The property is two (2.0) acres or greater in size;
2. The ASCC finds that a separate driveway for the ADU would result
in less impervious surface than providing an extension from the
existing driveway;
3. It is shown that the proposed driveway:
a. Does not cross a trail, as mapped by the Town;
b. Does not exit onto a Scenic Corridor; and
c. Provides for safe traffic movements into and out of the adjoining
street, as determined by the Public Works Director.
Materials.
i. Color reflectivity values shall not exceed 40%, except that trim colors
and roofs shall not exceed 50% reflectivity.
Landscaping.
i. Landscape plantings shall be selected from the Town’s list of approved
native plants and shall adhere to the Town’s Landscaping Guidelines,
as described in the Design Guidelines.
All lighting shall comply with Section 18.36.040.A.8, Outdoor Lighting.
Setbacks.
i. No setback shall be required for an existing garage that is converted to
an accessory dwelling unit, and a setback of no more than five feet
from the side and rear lot lines shall be required for an accessory
dwelling unit that is constructed above a garage. This shall apply to
both conforming and legal non-conforming garages.
Second Address. ADUs may be assigned a separate address at the
property owner’s request. Applicants requesting an address shall submit
an application as part of the Building Permit submittal. The Planning and
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Building Director, in consultation with Woodside Fire Protection District,
shall review and approve applications.
k. Utilities. When visible from the public right of way, utilities installed to
serve an ADU shall be grouped with any existing infrastructure for the
main building and screened to the extent feasible, as determined by the
Planning & Building Director. In determining feasibility, the Planning &
Building Director may consider cost, topography, and the natural
landscape.
i. Utility Undergrounding. Utilities shall be required to be placed
underground, as described in Section 18.36.010.B, with the following
exceptions for ADUs:
1. An internal ADU and any associated electrical service increases
shall not trigger undergrounding of utilities.
2. A detached ADU shall always underground utilities between the
main house and the ADU, when connecting from the main house.
ii. Any other instance of new construction for an external ADU shall
require undergrounding as stipulated in Section 18.36.010.B relating to
utility undergrounding, with the exception that an applicant may apply to
the ASCC for relief from these requirements if the ASCC finds that
undergrounding is not feasible or practicable, or that there is no
reasonable alternative location for the related equipment. Significant
financial costs may be included in this consideration.
l. ADUs must comply with applicable Building Code requirements, including
fire sprinkler requirements, unless a modification or waiver of the fire
sprinkler requirement is approved by the Fire Marshall. An ADU created
by the conversion of Existing Interior Space shall not be required to
provide fire sprinklers if sprinklers are not required for the main residence.
5. Types of Review.
a. Ministerial Review. Ministerial Review shall be completed by the Planning
and Building Director or her/his designee under the building permit review
process. No public hearings or noticing are required as part of this review.
An ADU application which qualifies for Ministerial Review shall be acted
upon within 120 days of the application being accepted by the Town.
b. Discretionary Review.
i. Discretionary Review shall be conducted by one of the following review
bodies:
1. The Planning and Building Director shall complete Staff
Discretionary Review in consultation with an ASCC member. The
Director may refer items directly to the ASCC when in her/his
opinion the public interest would be better served by having the
ASCC conduct the review.
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2. Architectural and Site Control Committee (ASCC) Review is a
discretionary review completed by the full ASCC at a noticed
evening meeting.
ii. Findings for Approval. The review body must be able to make all of the
following findings in order to approve an ADU subject to discretionary
review:
1. The structure is designed so as to minimize disturbance to the
natural terrain;
2. Existing vegetation is preserved to the maximum extent possible.
3. The structure is designed and located to allow adequate light and
air for itself and its neighbors;
4. Landscaping, screening and fencing preserve privacy and mitigate
adverse effects on neighboring properties;
5. Entrances, exits and internal circulation shall be sited to promote
traffic safety and ease and convenience of movement;
6. Night lighting is located and fixtures chosen to promote public
safety but minimize effects on adjoining properties;
7. Planting and site design mitigate the problems of drainage and soil
erosion;
8. Materials and colors are compatible with the rural setting of the
town and the surrounding landscape and structures;
9. Proposed grading minimizes the apparent disturbance to the
natural terrain;
10. The project is consistent with the Portola Valley Design Guidelines;
11. The physical position, massing, and architectural design of the ADU
reflect that it is accessory in nature and holds a subservient position
to the main building;
12. Design of the ADU reflects its physical position on the property,
such that units on or adjacent to setbacks are designed to minimize
impacts toward adjacent properties.
iii. Notice. Minimum noticing for ADUs requiring discretionary review shall
include:
1. Noticing to adjacent neighbors by the applicant, as required by the
Planning and Building Director in published application materials.
2. Noticing as described by Section 18.64.085, ASCC – Notification
c. An ADU application which is dependent on a septic tank and drain field
shall be referred to and require approval of the County Health Officer in
accordance with Town policies.
d. An ADU application which requires soil movement above fifty cubic yards
or other work requiring a Site Development Permit under Section
15.12.070 shall be referred to the Town Geologist, the Town Engineer,
and any other review bodies necessary as determined by the Planning
and Building Director.
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6. Assignment of Review Responsibilities.
a. ASCC Review. ADUs which include any of the following shall be subject to
ASCC Review:
i. External ADUs larger than:
1. 1,200 square feet, on parcels 0 – 3.49 acres; or
2. 1,500 square feet on parcels 3.5 acres or larger.
ii. A separate driveway for the ADU.
iii. Location in a non-residential zone.
iv. Location on a property with historic resources, as identified in the
historic resources element of the general plan, as provided for in
Section 18.31, H-R (Historic Resources) Combining District
Regulations.
b. Staff Discretionary Review. ADUs which do not meet the criteria listed in
subsection 18.36.040.B.6.a., ASCC Review, and which include any of the
following shall be subject to Staff Discretionary Review:
i. An internal ADU larger than twelve hundred (1,200) square feet or fifty
percent (50%) of the existing building, whichever is less;
ii. An ADU on a property adjacent to a Scenic Corridor;
iii. An ADU with a different architectural style than the main house or
building;
iv. An ADU taller than eighteen feet (18’) in vertical height or twenty-four
feet (24’) in maximum height;
v. An ADU with a light well larger than the minimum Building Code
requirement;
vi. An attached ADU which causes the main residence to exceed 85% of
the Adjusted Maximum Floor Area (AMFA);
c. Ministerial Review. ADUs which do not meet the criteria listed in
subsection 18.36.040.B.6.a., ASCC Review, or 18.36.040.B.6.b., Staff
Discretionary Review, shall be subject to Ministerial Review. All projects
subject to Ministerial Review shall comply with all code requirements.
Additionally, Internal ADUs shall:
i. Include Sufficient side and rear setbacks for fire safety;
ii. Occupy Existing Internal Space, as defined by this section.
7. Additional Restrictions. In addition to the development standards described in
this section, all ADUs shall be subject to the following restrictions:
a. Sold Separately. ADUs shall not be sold separately from the main
dwelling;
b. Rental Restrictions. If the ADU is rented, any such rental shall not be for a
term of less than 30 days.
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8. Administration.
a. Appeals. A decision by the Director or ASCC on an ADU may be
appealed, if the appeal is filed within fifteen days of the decision.
i. A decision made by the Planning and Building Director is appealable to
the ASCC.
ii. A decision made by the ASCC is appealable to the Planning
Commission.
b. Application Administration. The Town Council authorizes the Planning and
Building Director to establish permit application requirements, forms, and
checklists that the Director finds necessary or useful for processing any
applications governed by this Chapter.
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Attachment 3
DRAFT Staff Discretionary Review Description
•

•

•

•
•

General
o Goal of process is to approve most ADU projects with one round of review.
o ASCC members rotate on a quarterly basis to be the representative for
participation in Staff Discretionary Review.
o The approval authority in the Code is the Planning & Building Director or their
designee.
o The Planning & Building Director may refer projects up to the ASCC if there are
significant concerns or neighborhood feedback that would benefit from full
Commission review.
o Staff will respond to an application within 30 days of submittal, and will process
applications within the Permit Streamlining Act timeframe.
Submittal Requirements
o Detailed checklist to assist applications in preparing submittal
o Confirmation of applicant neighbor outreach
 Applicant notifies adjacent neighbors in all directions before submittal
o Narrative describing how findings can be met
o Story poles/stakes up upon submittal
Staff Analysis of Project
o Compliance with development standards in Code
o Consistent with Design Guidelines
o Site visit completed to evaluate project in context
o If significant issues are identified, Planning Director will refer project up to ASCC
for review
If Application is Incomplete, issue Letter of Incompleteness
If Application is Complete
o Inform applicant
o Issue formal Town Notice to 300 feet radius (standard Town noticing procedures)
 Invite comment and input
 Written comments will receive notice of decision with appeal period
 Set date of decision (at least 10 days from notice)
o Prepare Draft Approval Document, which includes
 Detailed data table (expanded version of project data table in staff report)
o Development standards such as floor area, impervious surface,
height, setbacks, parking, landscaping, etc.
 Summary of neighbor comments
 Findings for approval
o General Design Review findings
o Accessory in nature finding
o Site design finding
 Conditions of Approval
o On or soon after noticed decision date, meet with ASCC member to review
project and draft approval document. If necessary, conduct site visit with staff
and ASCC member.
o If approved, update Approval Document with ASCC comments and conditions,
and issue
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•

If project was incomplete or is not approvable and resubmittal was required,
o If approvable, issued Approval within 30 days of resubmittal
o If not approvable, offer applicant a choice:
 ASCC review
 Denial, appealable to ASCC
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Attachment 4

Draft ADU Application Path
ADUs cannot be larger than 1,700 SF.
External ADUs cannot be larger than 70% of the existing house.

Review Triggers

Review Type

Second driveway



Not in residential zone



Historic resources



Internal ADU over 1,200 SF/50% of existing house*



On a Scenic Corridor



Different architectural style



Taller than 18’/24’, where base zoning allows



Light wells larger than Building Code requires



Attached ADUs: greater than 85% of AMFA



Doesn’t comply with Ministerial requirements



External



Complies with all code requirements



No discretionary review triggers

 Internal
 Sufficient setbacks for fire safety
 Conversion of existing internal space
* Whichever is less

Discretionary



Ministerial

External ADU over 1,200 SF/1,500 SF on 3.5+ acres

Staff



ASCC

Are any of these true about your project?

Page 45

10 challenges that will define cities in 2019
4

From homelessness and housing to big tech and budgets, the forces
shaping urbanism in the coming year.
By Patr ic k Sisson Jan 2, 2019, 1:49pm ES T

Busy crowds of people walk across 3rd Avenue in front of rush hour
traffic in the East Village in Manhattan. Shutterstock

Beginning with a partial federal government shutdown, 2019 has started with a potent reminder of
dysfunction at the national level. The current budget brinkmanship only reinforces the importance
of innovative local government to address pressing issues.
Last year, pundits from Richard Florida to Deborah and James Fallows talked about the power of
localism, how local governments—from small towns to superstar cities—represent innovation,
collaboration, and progress. At the same time mayors and local leaders are trying and testing new
ideas, urban growth, especially when it comes to inequality, has created challenges and setbacks for
growing cities.
Here are 10 big issues expected to play oversized roles in shaping the story of cities in 2019.
The elimination of single-family zoning and parking minimums

Minneapolis just eliminated single-family zoning
citywide. Shutterstock

The recent decision by Minneapolis leadership to effectively banish single-family zoning citywide
has been one of the more consequential, and newsworthy, zoning decisions in decades. According
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to proponents, the Minneapolis 2040 plan will help increase density, reduce carbon emissions, and
improve equity.
The proposal also moved the goalposts in a way that few recent urban planning decisions have. In
the wake of the plan’s passage, a Bloomberg op-ed called single-family zoning, which still applies
to the majority of U.S. neighborhoods, an “urban dinosaur.” Scores of YIMBYs and local
politicians have asked, “why not us, too?” Along with the push to eliminate parking minimums—
San Francisco just voted to eliminate them for all new developments—Minneapolis 2040
reinvigorated the debate around reforming and changing zoning laws.
What to watch: Perhaps the most extensive such proposal on the table is Oregon House Speaker
Tina Kotek’s plan to upzone the entire state, mandating that every town with a population over
10,000 allow four units on parcels currently zoned for single-family homes.
How far will the scooter invasion go?

Bird and Lime scooters parked on a city
sidewalk. Shutterstock

After landing in West Coast cities, the fleets of dockless electric scooters that became such a huge
transit story in 2018 are poised to spread further across the country. Bird and Lime, now startup
unicorns valued at more than a billion dollars each, as well as Uber and Lyft, have all deployed
massive two-wheeled fleets and plan to expand further afield both in the U.S. and abroad. Even as
some analysts have said the business model of these vehicles is unsustainable, growth seems
inevitable, especially with Uber and Lyft, who are pursuing IPOs later this year, focused on
showing increased ridership.
Have cities learned lessons from last year? As mayors, planners, and transit workers try and
balance the good and bad of scooters—increased car-free transit options and lower emissions
versus unsafe riding and sidewalk overcrowding—will the regulatory models pioneered by cities
such as Santa Monica, California, allow for transit innovation and experimentation within a
controlled framework, or will it be more akin to the wild wild west?
What to watch: Will scooters come to the Big Apple? City Council Member Rafael Espinal
has introduced legislation that would help establish a pilot program for e-scooters in New York
City. The scenario is seen as both a dream—a dense population center with gaps in the transit
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network that could be filled with scooters—as well as a nightmare of increased overcrowding on
city streets.
Can cities continue to lead on climate change?

Shutterstock

Urban areas are both the sources of, and solutions to, climate change and rising carbon emissions.
Urban areas generate 70 percent of the globe’s CO2. But research by C40, the international
coalition of cities dedicated to fighting climate change, has shown that while cities have an outsized
footprint, they can have an equally outsized impact on cutting emissions; 27 cities around the globe
have already seen their emission peak, suggesting it is possible to combine growth and emissions
reductions, while targeted action around transportation, building codes, renewable power, and
electrification can help cities, and everyone, hit their aggressive carbon reduction targets.
What to watch: As the debate of the Green New Deal continues both in Congress and the campaign
trail, will climate mayors and cities take a role in crafting any plans or legislation, or will cities
continue to work amongst themselves to take the lead in climate change action in the U.S.?
Bigger blowback against big tech

Protesters gather in Long Island City to say “No” to the
Amazon “HQ2” decision on November 14, 2018 in Long Island City, New York. AFP/Getty Images

The not-so-warm welcome Amazon has received from many New York politicians and labor
activists foreshadows how Big Tech will continue to be heavily scrutinized in 2019. While the
lengths with which cities planned to go to court Jeff Bezos suggest the incentives-for-job
tradeoff won’t disappear anytime soon, many other aspects of tech’s impact on cities will likely
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come under the microscope, including the privacy implications of smart city technology,
their support (or lack thereof) for local institutions, and autonomous driving tests.
What to watch: Amazon isn’t likely to slow down its expansion anytime soon. Will protests over
the company coming to Queens manifest themselves in other ways, such as demands for labor
rights in new Amazon warehouses, or new rules and regulations over the corporate incentive
process?
Can congestion pricing help curb traffic woes?

Shutterstock

As traffic becomes ever worse in U.S. cities, many advocates have proposed the enactment of a
congestion pricing scheme, which would charge drivers more for roadway access to crowded
neighborhoods during peak hours, giving drivers a financial incentive to take public transit or drive
at a less crowded time of the day. The idea has been successfully implements in cities overseas,
including Singapore, Stockholm, and London. Even car-centric Los Angeles has discussed the idea
as the head of the city’s Metro suggested enacting such a system to pay for transit expansion.
The major, yet incomplete, example in the U.S. is New York City, which has struggled to fully
enact such a scheme. Since many politicians have pushed this proposal as a means to repair the
city’s crumbling subway system, the success or failure of congestion pricing in New York carries
extra significance.
What to watch: The expected Uber and Lyft IPOsoffer an interesting wrinkle to the ongoing debate
in New York over congestion pricing. If the rules attach a user fee to driving into Manhattan, for
instance, using the carpool option offered by these ridehailing companies may suddenly become
cheaper, and more desirable.
The pension payment time bomb continues to grow
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Chicago is one of many cities with a looming pension payment
crisis. Shutterstock

While post-Recession economic growth has been a boon for city coffers, many are still weighed
down with extensive pension responsibilities, which continue to take up a ever larger piece of the
budget. The League of California Cities reported that pension payments, which take up 11 percent
of general fund budgets now, will jump by 50 percent by 2025. According to the Wall Street
Journal, the pension hole for U.S. cities and states is now $4 trillion, roughly the size of Japan’s
economy. Los Angeles has a $15 billion debt to the retirement fund for municipal employees. Over
the last two years, the city has spent $2 billion, or 20 percent of annual general fund revenue, on
pension payments. The pension issue is like the leaky pipe of municipal governance; the longer
leaders wait to address the problem, the more it will cost residents in delayed and reduced services.
What to watch: Chicago, along with the state of Illinois, has long been considered one of the worst
offenders when it comes to covering its pension obligations. Departing Mayor Rahm Emanuel, who
isn’t seeking re-election, has proposed a plan that would issue $10 billion in bonds in an attempt to
cover the city’s growing financial obligations.
The rise in homelessness

A homeless man sleeps on the sidewalk in the Mission
district, on April 17, 2018 in San Francisco, California. Christian Science Monitor/Getty
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Another troubling indicator in a supposedly robust economy is the uptick in homelessness in 2018.
It was slight, just 0.3 percent, according to the latest HUD figures. But that’s particularly troubling
during low unemployment and years of increased focus on the issue by cities. The issue is
intrinsically linked to affordability, or the lack thereof. A new analysisfrom Zillow found
homelessness rising in the most unaffordable tier of cities, including Los Angeles, New York, San
Francisco and Washington, D.C. The portion of rental units considered affordable to low earners
has dropped 62 percent in the last few years, according to Freddie Mac, and 10 cities on the West
Coast have declared states of emergency due to the homelessness crisis.
What to watch: Can San Francisco and Los Angeles make significant inroads into solving this
issue? In San Francisco, newly elected Mayor London Breed has made affordability a central
pledge of her administration, and the success of Measure C, a proposition to fund homeless
services, will provide more money to help the cause. In Los Angeles, Mayor Eric Garcetti,
a potential 2020 presidential candidate, needs to show local results to bolster his national profile,
and overcome strong neighborhood opposition to new shelter construction (only one of his 15
promised emergency shelters has broken ground so far).
A widespread shortage of affordable housing

The Powerhouse project, a 31-unit infill development completed in
Philadelphia in 2014. Sam Oberter Photography

Rental housing for low-income Americans has become increasingly harder to come by; according
to Harvard’s Joint Center for Housing Studies, the inventory of affordable units has remained
essentially unchanged since 2015. For every 100 lower-income renters, only 35 units were
affordable and available, according to the National Low-Income Housing Coalition. That’s a
shortage of 7.2 million units nationwide. More than 2.5 million units priced below $800
disappeared between 1990 and 2016.
Not only do many cities need to rapidly expand their affordable housing, but they’ll soon need to
take action to protect what’s already there; according to the National Low Income Housing
Coalition, nearly half a million units created under the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit will lose
their federal affordability protections by 2030.
What to watch: Can housing affordability become a big issue on the campaign trail?
Senator Elizabeth Warren and Senator Kamala Harris have proposed affordable housing measures.
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With a crowded Democratic field where candidates will compete to articulate a powerful,
progressive message, affordable housing could be a strong plank in a successful platform.
The potential of legal pot

A view of the crowds at the MedMen Abbot Kinney store ribbon cutting
ceremony on June 9, 2018, in Venice, California. Getty Images for MedMen Enterprises

Marijuana had a good 2018 at the ballot box, with voters approving recreational cannabis in
Michigan. As legal weed spreads, localities will need to figure out the intricacies of regulation, and
how to spend the tax windfall. And, as more cities and states have positive experiences with
legalization, which governments will be the next to pass new laws?
What to watch: New York City, once again, looks poised to make a potentially huge change in
2019. Governor Andrew Cuomo added pot legalization in his 100-day agenda, and Mayor Bill de
Blasio’s office released a report outlining how legalization could work in NYC. The biggest
beneficiary of this historic change may be the MTA. Officials have said a marijuana tax could be
used to fix the subway.
Retail’s continued evolution

Amazon Go store in Seattle Getty Images

Changing commercial districts and malls reflect the retail world’s continuing evolution. As
ecommerce inexorably rises, more locations will become “click-and-collect,” or pick-up spots for
online shoppers, and more and more freight traffic will crowd city streets. Abandoned department
stores and malls weigh on city tax revenue and create blight. The rise in small, urban-oriented
versions of big box retailers challenges mom-and-pop stores. And tech-first convenience stores,
such as Amazon Go, take aim at local convenience stores and merchants.
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What to watch: Akin to the way food halls have become a trendy new way to present new
restaurants, expect more urban marketplaces—filled with pop-up shops, temporary exhibitions by
big brands, and startups—to try and fill the gap in urban commerce left by retail’s shifting
landscape. Neighborhood Goods, a new concept that opened in Dallas, is seen as a forerunner of
this concept.
Can we reverse transit’s declining ridership?

Shutterstock

Transit is in trouble. Healthy public transportation systems are crucial to cutting congestion and
carbon emissions. But according to New York-based TransitCenter, in 31 of 35 major metro areas
of the U.S., ridership of buses and trains has decreased over the last year, in major markets from
Boston to Chicago to LA. Even legacy systems like New York City and D.C. are being strained by
the impact of delayed maintenance, increased car ownership, and the rise in Uber and Lyft.
There have been bright spots, especially Seattle, where a long-term local investment in expanded
transit coverage has seen ridership increase in parallel with the city’s tech-fueled population boom.
But without better service and significant upgrades, this dangerous decrease may become a longterm spiral.
What to watch: Will New York find a way to fund an ambitious subway overhaul? Will Uber, Lyft,
and the raft of scooter companies bleed more riders away from transit?
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DRAFT MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION

DECEMBER 19, 2018

Regular Evening Meeting, 765 Portola Road
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Chair Targ called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Planning & Building
Director Russell called the roll.
Present:

Planning Commissioners: Hasko, Kopf-Sill and Taylor; Vice Chair Goulden; Chair Targ
Absent:
None
Town Staff: Laura Russell, Planning & Building Director; Arly Cassidy, Associate
Planner

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
None.
OLD BUSINESS
(1)

Continued Review of Proposed Regulations for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

Chair Targ introduced staff’s presentation at this fifth working session regarding ADUs.
Planning & Building Director Russell thanked the Planning Commission and the public for contributions
made to this study process. She said staff hopes to return in January with a draft ordinance and formal
ordinance language as well as the staff discretionary review policy for the Planning Commission’s
consideration.
Associate Planner Cassidy presented the staff report and a slide presentation regarding the continued
review of regulations for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), as detailed in the staff report. Staff
requested that the Planning Commission ask questions, provide comments, receive public comments,
provide feedback requested in the report, and identify any additional information that may require
further discussion.
Associate Planner Cassidy described staff’s additional research and analysis regarding fire safety, in
conjunction with the Fire Marshal, and proposed policies for consideration by the Commission. She
explained the discussions regarding the impacts of second addresses with regard to location of utilities,
property value reassessments, and second driveways. As requested by the Planning Commission,
Associate Planner Cassidy shared feedback received from the ASCC Chair regarding shared parking,
utilities for second addresses, and the ability of the ASCC to call up staff discretionary review
decisions. She provided the requested information regarding building code upgrades, ADUs in nonresidential zones, and feedback from the Fire Marshal. Associate Planner Cassidy presented the
revised draft code outline, the draft staff discretionary review policy, and the draft ADU application path
handout. She described the CEQA review process and next steps, as detailed in the staff report.
Chair Targ suggested addressing the full array of discussion items except for the fire issues, as
Commissioner Taylor will need to recuse himself from that discussion. Chair Targ said he will not
recuse himself from that discussion because, although he is within the Hayfields area, there are no
properties that can be developed within the location of his property that are less than one acre, which
is the proposal before the Commission. Chair Targ suggested the fire issues item be discussed first.
Chair Targ invited questions from the Commissioners.
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – December 19, 2018
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Commissioner Hasko asked for clarification regarding the ASCC’s ability to call up staff discretionary
review decisions. Associate Planner Cassidy explained that in the staff discretionary review process,
staff would conduct the analysis, an ASCC member would review the project with staff, and a
recommendation would be made. Staff and/or the ASCC member would then have the ability to
determine that the project requires being elevated to the ASCC review process.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked about the building code requirement that all units must have exhaust
fans in the bathroom. Associate Planner Cassidy said that ADU requirement would not trigger the need
to add a bathroom exhaust fan in the main house.
Associate Planner Cassidy noted that, per the Building Official, upgraded plumbing fixtures is the only
upgrade that applies throughout the property. Planning & Building Director Russell said the upgrade is
related to water efficiency, and thus is a very strict code. In response to Vice Chair Goulden’s question,
Associate Planner Cassidy confirmed that most of the listed upgrade requirements are not ADUspecific and apply to all additions including cabanas, guest houses, etc. She said the only ADU-specific
requirements are the fire separation and the separate 100-amp subpanel.
Commissioner Taylor asked about the one-hour firewall and if it was the equivalent of the garage
requirement. Planning & Building Director Russell said it was equivalent and is a well-known fire
separation standard customarily done in different methods of construction.
Commissioner Taylor said he thought residential exhaust fans were not required. Associate Planner
Cassidy said she would check again with the Building Official. She said that details are in the staff
report for reference; however, the code will simply state “current building code applies.”
Commissioner Taylor asked how many CUPs are limited to specific uses versus the more general
allowance of certain uses. Associate Planner Cassidy said the Village Square has a list of specific
limited uses. She said the current zoning for CP and AP commercial zones is very limited as to what is
allowed by right. The CUP then allows from a long list of possible uses. Commissioner Taylor he would
want to understand whether these rules would apply or not to the existing CUPs or if they would be
restricted out. Planning & Building Director Russell said, based on the preliminary research done, staff
thinks that some of them will be restricted out. She said the CUPs vary a lot over the different years,
ranging from the time of Town incorporation to modern day. She said to complete the very detailed
research would be very time consuming for staff. Commissioner Taylor asked roughly how many CUPs
the Town had. Associate Planner Cassidy said there are currently probably hundreds of existing CUPs.
She said some residential properties have CUPs, and a lot of the commercial properties have layers of
different CUPs with many years of amendments.
Vice Chair Goulden said he thought that the Fire Marshal was interested in a separate address
regardless of whether there was a separate driveway because it identified there were people to look
for. Associate Planner Cassidy said the Fire Marshal was supportive of separate addresses in general
because it makes it easier; however, it was not a hard requirement or recommendation of the Fire
Marshal at this time. Planning & Building Director Russell added that the Fire Marshal made a strong
recommendation that a second address should be required if there is a separate driveway.
Chair Targ asked if the Fire Marshal had any view with respect to attached versus unattached units.
Planning & Building Director Russell said the Fire Marshal did not provide any specific feedback, and it
was not a question that was asked of her. In response to Chair Targ’s question, Planning & Building
Director Russell said the recommendations were reviewed with the Fire Marshal verbally and, after
tonight’s feedback, staff will provide the draft code outline to the Fire Marshal for another round of
review.
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In response to Chair Targ’s question, Planning & Building Director Russell said the CEQA language
will be formalized, developed further, and reviewed by the Town Attorney.
Chair Targ asked if additional trip generation was anticipated as a result of the ordinance. Planning &
Building Director Russell said that could be a possibility, but she does not think it would rise to the level
of significant under CEQA. Chair Targ suggested there be analysis of that to support it in the CEQA
section.
Commissioner Taylor asked, as a general question, if he could stay at the meeting tonight and speak
as an interested citizen. Planning & Building Director Russell said the preference of the Town Attorney
and the customary procedure in Portola Valley is that the conflicted Commissioner leave the room.
Chair Targ suggested the Town Attorney weigh in on that in advance of the next meeting.
Due to a conflict of interest, Commissioner Taylor recused himself and left the room for the discussion
of the proposed separate policy document with restrictions on properties less than one acre with
primary access from Hayfields, Santa Maria, and Wayside.
Chair Targ invited public comment.
Kiki Tidwell, 20 Holden Court. Ms. Tidwell said she is a relatively new resident and brings a different
perspective than long-term residents. She said that she and others like her, who are just now getting
involved in this, have very strong concerns that perhaps the Commission may not have been hearing.
She said the safety of the egress and ingress to her residence in a cul-de-sac has been a consistent
theme for the four years she’s been here. She said she is from Idaho and speaks from the perspective
of someone who has had to evacuate three times for fires, has had balls of flames heading toward her
house, has had to turn on irrigation sprinklers, and has evacuated all her horses and animals. She said
the design of Alpine Hills is brilliant with lovely cul-de-sacs without a lot of traffic, and where all the
neighbors get to know each other. She said she has written letters recommending undergrounding the
overhead electrical lines. She said if a line goes down, there is no way her elderly neighbor across the
street, who is on dialysis, will get out of the cul-de-sac. She said if a couple more ADUs cause more
cars to park on the street, further blocking the ingress/egress in the cul-de-sac, they will not get out
either. She said in the Camp Fire, people died in their cars in traffic jams trying to get out or trying to
run from their abandoned cars. She shared photographs of the traffic jams and abandoned cars during
the Camp Fire. She said the Town requires the building of two-car garages, but does not require that
cars be parked in them. She said ADUs will add more cars parked outside. She said more people can
live in larger ADUs, which brings more cars. She said this change affects the citizens’ safety and
quality of life, and there is no element of parking enforcement. She said ADUs should not be added on
residences in cul-de-sacs where there is only one way in and out and where there is not enough room
for street parking. She said she did some research on the units at the Vi in Palo Alto and learned they
start at 826 square feet. She said a 1,700-square-foot unit is nearly the size of her house.
With no further public comment, Chair Targ brought the item back to the Commission for discussion.
Commissioner Hasko said the impact of greater density on safety has been a common theme and
concern of the Commission, and in particular, fire safety. She said this is a timely moment for those
concerns to be articulated and, as the speaker highlighted, we are all vulnerable here. Commissioner
Hasko said the proposal is that an additional policy document be considered for the called-out
neighborhoods and to look at making an ADU more flexible in those neighborhoods while still
preserving safety. She said in the big hierarchy for her, safety is a premium, and the Fire Marshal’s
comments should be taken very seriously. She was supportive of being cautious before extending
more flexibility on ADUs to the smaller parcels and increasing density in the areas mentioned
(Hayfields, Santa Maria, Wayside). She said there may be a way forward and some rules and
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guidelines that could be achieved, but it can’t be done all at once, and it is not appropriate to do it now.
She said that piece should be worked on separately.
Chair Targ asked Commissioner Hasko if she wished to not address the fire safety issue at this time
and instead do it comprehensively or to move forward with staff’s recommendation to limit the size of
ADUs in specific neighborhoods and then have a more general discussion about fire safety with
respect to ADUs. Commissioner Hasko said that will depend on what is going to be put up for the Town
Council’s approval. She said the Commission should move forward on the things that are fairly
straightforward where the Fire Marshal has not noted a particular concern about ingress/egress and
density. She said she does not want to put everything on hold waiting for a broader fire policy.
Commissioner Hasko said if the Fire Marshal is convinced that the fire concerns are particular to
certain neighborhoods, being more flexible on those units should require an additional fire policy. She
said where those issues aren’t present, the Commission can move forward on an ADU process that
makes sense more generally.
Chair Targ said the specific recommendation within the ordinance to address the items in the fire policy
is to not allow ADUs on lots less than one acre in size within the three called-out neighborhoods. In
response to Vice Chair Goulden’s comment, Planning & Building Director Russell said the State law
requirement for internal ADUs up to 1,200 square feet remains in place. The existing code that was
adopted approximately a year ago in order to come into compliance with State law has ADUs on
parcels of one acre or more up to 1,200 square feet. She said those people currently have
development rights in their properties for ADUs. She said the current proposal before the Commission
would lift that restriction for the one-acre properties across town, because there are other one acre
properties that don’t have these unique characteristics, and put in place a limit of up to 1,700 square
feet. She said if the restriction is lifted on all parcels across town, there is no way to limit ADUs in the
neighborhood where there was concern from the Fire Marshal. For this reason, Planning & Building
Director Russell said the proposal is to do that specifically for the areas of concern, and then ask the
Town Council what further steps they would like staff to take regarding further study, restrictions, and
monitoring.
Commissioner Hasko said, setting aside her concerns about the overall size of ADUs which have not
changed, she would want to impose a restriction in the called-out neighborhoods to make sure the fire
safety policies are appropriate. Commissioner Hasko asked if the Fire Marshal’s comments were
based on the size of the streets coming in or just the parcel size. Planning & Building Director Russell
said the Fire Marshal called out streets that did not have a width of 18 feet. Commissioner Kopf-Sill
said these called-out areas had narrow roads and ingress/egress issues, but there were likely other
areas in town with narrow roads but with multiple ways in and out. Commissioner Hasko asked Chair
Targ if the rule would be that the fire policy will dictate remaining status quo on all parcels under one
acre or just in these called-out areas. Chair Targ said it would apply just to the called-out
neighborhoods.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill was pleased that the roads have been addressed by the Fire Marshal. She
was supportive of staff’s proposal. She was supportive of the rules being applied to the less-than-one
acre lots that are not in the three called-out neighborhoods. She said residents at the study sessions
she attended clearly expressed the desire to build ADUs on smaller lots. Associate Planner Cassidy
said the Fire Marshal is more concerned about the creation of new units than the size of them. She
explained that the proposal is to place additional limitations on the lots that currently are not allowed to
build ADUs and maintain the rights of the lots over one-acre in size regarding ADU size because they
already have the ability to build the units. Planning & Building Director Russell said staff would like any
feedback from the Planning Commission regarding recommendations or concerns around this issue.
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Chair Targ said the new rules would not apply to parcels of one acre or less within these three
neighborhoods; however, if the parcel is larger than one acre, the flexibility in size would apply.
Vice Chair Goulden said he was comfortable with the restrictions on the identified neighborhoods. He
would love to see the Town conduct a more general comprehensive discussion around fire safety with
the hope that if that work got done, it would supersede what the Planning Commission is doing now.
He said that given the concerns that have been raised, he would not feel comfortable having the extra
flexibility in the called-out areas. He said in the short term, prior to any general review on town fire
safety or how that might modify code overall, he is supportive of moving forward with staff’s proposal.
Chair Targ asked staff for clarification regarding the issue of shared parking. Associate Planner
Cassidy explained that on properties one-acre or larger, which already have the right to build an ADU,
the current requirement is two covered parking spaces and two additional guest parking spaces. On
properties that were legally parked out with the appropriate four spaces, the proposal is that the
required one parking space for an ADU would be allowed to overlap with one of the guest parking
spaces, therefore not requiring the creation of a fifth parking space. She said this would apply to all the
properties in the neighborhoods being discussed that would potentially have the right to build an ADU.
Chair Targ asked regarding the Fire Marshal’s views on the shared parking. Associate Planner Cassidy
said the Fire Marshal had some concerns about the impact of on-street parking on access. She said
the conversation focused mostly on the called-out neighborhoods. Chair Targ suggested compliance
with the Fire Marshal’s advice and require the fifth parking space for the ADU. In response to Associate
Planner Cassidy’s question, Chair Targ said this recommendation was for the whole town and not just
for the three called-out neighborhoods. Vice Chair Goulden noted that this only affects parcels larger
than one acre.
Vice Chair Goulden said it sounds like there are general concerns about how the Town’s general
parking requirements affect overall fire safety. He suggested that it be recommended to the Town
Council that parking be a part of any larger issue of fire safety. Chair Targ agreed. He said a list is
being made of additional items to take into consideration.
Chair Targ asked staff to solicit feedback from the Fire Marshal on the issue of the pinch point created
by cul-de-sacs at the time the draft ordinance is reviewed with her. Planning & Building Director
Russell said there are fire code requirements with a numerical standard for the length of cul-de-sacs,
and how many units it can serve and still be a cul-de-sac. Chair Targ asked if that took into
consideration an ADU as an individual unit or if it would be accessory to the primary unit and not be
counted. Planning & Building Director Russell said she will research that question.
Chair Targ also recommended a member of the Planning Commission meet with the Fire Marshal as
she’s reviewing the draft ordinance. He asked for a volunteer. Commissioner Kopf-Sill volunteered and
Commissioner Goulden was also available.
Planning & Building Director Russell asked if there was consensus in the Planning Commission
regarding shared parking for ADUs not being allowed anywhere in town.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked about the parking requirement for a half-acre property. Associate
Planner Cassidy said there would be no change to the existing code if the ADU required an additional
space, then it would need to be provided. Commissioner Kopf-Sill said she previously expressed
concern because she was concerned about jammed-up roads. She said she went out at 5:20 a.m. and
drove every road in Alpine Hills to see how many cars are parked on-street at that hour. She said there
was only one car parked on-street, on Holden Court. She then drove the more major roads in Corte
Madera. She said there were two on Corte, Madera barely on the road, two on Canyon, two on Prado
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and none on Wayside. She drove Westridge to Possum and all the roads off Cervantes, and there
were zero cars. She said her conclusion was that on lots of one acre, there is not a parking problem
with residents. For this reason, she is supportive of not requiring a fifth parking space for an ADU and
allowing the ADU to share a parking space with the main unit.
Commissioner Hasko said her concern is that once more ADUs are allowed, the parking pressure will
be there. She said her concern is more about safety, environs, and Corte Madera school kids having to
navigate around cars blocking trails along the roads. She said she supports the shared spaces other
than in the called-out areas where there are potential fire safety issues because of increased density.
Vice Chair Goulden said there is probably room to add another parking space on lots larger than one
acre. He said does not think sharing a parking space will make much difference. He said he would lean
toward going with the Fire Marshal’s recommendation.
Chair Targ said he wants to know what the Fire Marshal thinks is safe and would support whatever the
Fire Marshal recommends.
Associate Planner Cassidy asked if Commissioner Taylor should also vote on this item as it does not
specifically pertain to the fire policy issue, but is a Fire Marshal recommendation. Chair Targ said it
applies generally across town so Commissioner Taylor may address it.
Chair Targ allowed another public comment.
Kiki Tidwell, 20 Holden Court. Ms. Tidwell cautioned that if the Commission is picking certain streets
over others, they are picking winners and losers of who are allowed to have ADUs or not. She said if
anything is over the regular State requirements, it becomes a Conditional Use Permit and every
particular situation can be evaluated as it comes up to make sure that’s the right application for that
location. She said, while she appreciates Commissioner Kopf-Sill’s effort, driving around anecdotally
on one night is not a complete study. She said now the Commission is suddenly choosing three
streets. Chair Targ explained that the three called-out streets are uniquely situated with substandard
roads that have no ingress or egress other than for those communities and that are located in extreme
fire danger areas. Ms. Tidwell said she would like her cul-de-sac to be added to that list. Chair Targ
said the Planning Commission will be requesting that the Fire Marshal also look at the issue of cul-desacs.
Associate Planner Cassidy asked for clarification regarding the Commission’s position on staffs
proposed language regarding fire safety. Chair Targ said he is fine with it with the Fire Marshal’s
concurrence and also input regarding the issues of cul-de-sacs and parking, and the additional
recommendations that will come out to Council regarding fire considerations generally and fire
considerations with respect to ADUs.
Chair Targ called for a seven-minute recess, to reconvene at 8:27 p.m.
Commissioner Taylor rejoined the meeting. Chair Targ said the Commission would now deal with the
balance of the issues other than fire, as well as the entire draft code outline.
Chair Targ invited public comment.
Kiki Tidwell, 20 Holden Court. Ms. Tidwell reiterated some items for Commissioner Taylor’s benefit.
She said Alpine Hills was designed, for the good of everyone, so that there are large open spaces, -some on unbuildable hillsides and some flat. She said she has non-buildable open space on a hillside
and could not add an ADU. She said her neighbors could have buildable space. She said some people
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will benefit at the cost of others. She cautioned the Commission to have all ADUs over the State
maximum require a Conditional Use Permit so that each situation can be studied. She said there could
be the ability to make them larger, but she does not necessarily think larger will be better because
there will be more parking required for larger units. She said people tend to crowd into units in this
expensive real estate market, and her major concern is that the new ordinance will allow people to turn
garages into ADUs with even more people parking in driveways and on the streets. She said this will
create a situation where neighbors get upset with each other because the Town will not police the
parking issues that will be created by the larger ADUs.
Virginia Bacon, 205 Golden Oak. Ms. Bacon asked about the proposed requirement that new utility
infrastructure installed to serve an ADU must be grouped with the existing infrastructure for the main
residence or use. Ms. Bacon said she thought the intention was to reduce things such as impervious
surfaces. She said this requirement might not achieve that because the applicant may need to install a
long run from where the utilities are attached to the house. She said at her house, for example, it would
have to go through patios and drain field. She said having a separate meter at the second driveway
would be a much better solution. She said things that discourage ADUs should not be in the ordinance.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill said that would be true in the special case where a separate driveway was
warranted or made sense, but the bulk of properties have only one driveway. She said they are trying
to avoid the multiplication of utility boxes that are close to the road so that an ADU’s utility box would
be located adjacent to the existing utility rather than 20 feet away. Ms. Bacon said most houses do not
have big utility boxes. Commissioner Kopf-Sill said she has noticed that instead of being up at the
house, more utilities are at the roadside.
With no further public comment, Chair Targ closed the public hearing and brought the draft code
outline back to the Commission for discussion.
Vice Chair Goulden said the Commission said that in very special circumstances, second driveways
might be allowed, and the ASCC agreed that might make sense in some cases where it would result in
less impervious surface. He said the thought was to be quite restrictive due to the concern that a lot of
second driveways would appear to basically create subdivided lots. He said the restriction of the
utilities, identification, and mailbox being grouped together did not allow for the provision where there
was a second driveway. He said it would be odd to have a separate driveway to a separate address,
but have the utilities and mailbox grouped with the main house.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill said the utility infrastructure is referring to the electric or gas meters that are in
boxes along the road. She said if the utility is going to be at the road, they should be grouped together
so they do not multiply. She said if the meters are on the structures and not on the street, they should
not both need to be on the main house. Associate Planner Cassidy said there are a number of different
concerns that come into play. She said one is where the utility wants the meter and their ability to
access it. She said if the utilities are already adjacent to the house, there should be a standing
easement for permission to enter the property, which may be for the property as a whole or for a
specific path along the driveway. She said where utilities are grouped also has implications to the cost
of trenching to them.
Commissioner Taylor said that issue would be between the owner and the utility. He said the
Commission’s goal is to reduce clutter at the street. He said it is not the Commission’s concern
whether the owner wants to put the meters on the main residence or the ADU, but the Town does not
want five more boxes put on the street. He said if adding boxes to the street is necessary, then they
should be grouped together. He said that today, there are cable boxes, telephone boxes, water shutoffs, and other utilities, and the Commission’s intent is to control the propagation of those utilities on
the street. Commissioner Taylor said this does not apply to a mailbox which would make sense to be at
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the end of the driveway. Planning & Building Director Russell said that clarification can be made to the
code. She said it could say when the utilities are visible from the public right of way, then they shall be
grouped and screened to the extent feasible as determined by the Planning Director.
Commissioner Hasko asked how such a requirement would apply in practice. Commissioner Hasko
said if the Director is comfortable that the language alone gives that discretion, then she could support
it. She asked Planning & Building Director Russell if it was clear that the burden is not on the tenant to
uproot the tree in order to cluster the utilities at the street. Planning & Building Director Russell said
she would feel comfortable implementing it with the change “to the extent feasible.” She said there
have been similar screening requirements for utilities in other cities and towns, and it implements pretty
well in practice. She said sometimes they will hear from PG&E that something is not feasible, and they
then use the normal rationale used for approving everything else – considering things such as if there
are significant trees, if there is an addition of impervious surface, if the pad is bigger than necessary,
etc. Chair Targ asked Commissioner Hasko if the concern was the use of the word “feasible” instead of
“practical.” Commissioner Hasko said she’s not sure how the requirement would be applied in practice.
She said she would not want there to be an obligation for trees that are otherwise appropriate for the
location to have to be harmed, which is counterproductive. She said as long as in practice “to the
extent feasible as determined by the Director” gets you there, then she can support it. She confirmed
with staff that this language is limited to utility boxes at the street. Chair Targ suggested “to the extent
feasible taking into consideration factors of cost, topography, geology, natural landscape, etc.”
Planning & Building Director Russell said staff will add criteria language to ensure the intent behind the
requirement is clear.
Commissioner Taylor said, with regard to converting existing floor space in non-residential areas, if the
subject property is already overbuilt, they should not be allowed to add an ADU, even if they are using
existing floor space, because the density of use would be increased on something already overused.
He said ADUs should not be allowed in a legal nonconforming situation. Planning & Building Director
Russell said ASCC review would be required. She asked if that would be enough to mitigate his
concerns about things like lighting, night usage, and parking. Commissioner Taylor said it should
conform, and conversion on something already nonconforming should not be allowed.
Planning & Building Director Russell asked if there were other Commission comments on this topic.
Commissioner Hasko said she had confidence in the ability of the ASCC to navigate that and did not
feel the need to legislate for something so remote. Vice Chair Goulden and Commissioner Kopf-Sill
agreed with Commissioner Hasko. Chair Targ said he understands the issue raised and thinks it is an
outlier and can be handled by the ASCC.
Commissioner Taylor suggested giving the ASCC clear direction that they need to look hard at
conversions in legal nonconforming situations. Chair Targ directed staff to solicit the ASCC Chair’s
opinion regarding this issue.
Chair Targ went through the draft code outline. Planning & Building Director Russell asked that the
Commission provide input for items noted in bold red in the outline included in the staff report.
In response to Chair Targ’s question, Planning & Building Director Russell confirmed that the policy
document referenced in Section 3.b.ii was the fire safety policy document. Commissioner Kopf-Sill said
she understood this policy document to only apply to the three called-out neighborhoods. Associate
Planner Cassidy said the applicability section applies only to parcels smaller than one acre, which
enables all the Commissioners to vote on it and does not conflict anyone out. She said the intent of this
policy document is to apply only to the area of concern linked to the three streets as previously
discussed. Chair Targ said this is essentially a land use regulation, and in order to be enforceable, it
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must be by way of an adopted ordinance and not by way of resolution. He said it could be adopted by
way of a separate resolution that would be harmonized by Council. He said there is one
Councilmember that lives off of Wayside, and there will need to be a separate ordinance concerning
the fire issues, assuming we want to allow that person to participate in the discussion of the ADUs
more generally. He encouraged staff to touch base with the legal counsel regarding this.
Commissioner Goulden was supportive of the new language in Paragraph 4, Development Standards
– “Further, an ADU shall comply with all applicable current building code requirements, including those
which apply to individual or separate dwelling units, as warranted.” He said the more commonality with
all of the existing regulations and not having special things around ADUs is the best way to go.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill was supportive of staff’s recommendation for Paragraph 4.
Chair Targ was supportive of the language, but was concerned with the phrase “as warranted.”
Associate Planner Cassidy said the phrase refers to the preceding words “individual or separate
dwelling units.” She said the fire separation would only apply to attached ADUs, and a separate
structure, whether an addition to the house or an ADU, would have the same building code no matter
what. Chair Targ suggested adding “except as expressly identified in this section” so that it is not
discretionary.
Vice Chair Goulden commented about Section 4.a.ii, allowing two detached ADUs only if one is
created by converting existing floor area in legal structures. Planning & Building Director Russell
explained that this was existing code and agreed the language was awkward, but captured that
existing buildings have different conditions than new buildings. Vice Chair Goulden said this could
create a situation where people may be encouraged to game the system by building a detached barn
and a detached ADU and then later “converting” the barn to an ADU. Planning & Building Director
Russell said because it is the existing code in place today, and if the Commission wanted to propose a
change to Council, staff would want to provide rationale for changing it, since it would limit the ability
that some people have in place. Vice Chair Goulden was in favor of allowing two detached ADUs
without requiring that one be a conversion, thereby avoiding the need for residents to game the
system. Commissioner Taylor said this section essentially limits the total number of buildings. He said
he could be supportive of a limit of two outbuildings and that they could both be detached ADUs.
Commissioner Hasko was not in support of changing the section. She said the goal is to balance
increased flexibility on housing with preserving the rural character of town. She said one of the themes
is how many buildings and how much encroachment and visual building will be allowed. She agreed
with the point about gaming and said there may be a way to think about that, but she is not as
concerned about that today. She is concerned, however, about having three buildings on a property.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked if the barn would count against the AMFA. Associate Planner Cassidy
said generally speaking, if it is unfinished space and does not have a ceiling height of 7 feet or more,
then it is not AMFA. She said an outbuilding of 120 square feet that is unfinished and clearly a shed
does not count. She said staff looks at ceiling heights with attics and crawlspaces that are sometimes
finished for storage.
The Commission agreed that the section need not be changed at this time.
Associate Planner Cassidy said a definition was added on Page 1 describing the time necessary for
something to be considered existing space. Commissioner Taylor said he understood the attempt to
get applicants to declare their intent, but at the end of the day, the applicant has built the same thing
with the same impact, and all the Town has done is create an artificial 12-month hurdle. He said it
seems the gain is not worth the hassle. He asked why the Town required a one-year wait before being
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allowed to call something an ADU. Associate Planner Cassidy said the idea is that the conversion of
existing space is per State law a ministerial permit. She said there was concern expressed at this
Commission around reviewing ADUs as ADUs. She said there is the hypothetical possibility of
someone applying to build a small addition that might not trigger ASCC review or it might be reviewed
as an expansion of existing house space, and then later adding a kitchen and going through the
ministerial conversion process bypassing the discretionary review process for the changed use to a
separate unit. Commissioner Taylor said the goal is to make it easier to build ADUs and not make it
more difficult. He said he understands the principle but does not see a real gain. Associate Planner
Cassidy said that code section can be eliminated. Planning & Building Director Russell said there is
value that when something comes in as an ADU application it’s going to trigger neighborhood notice,
which continues to be a major theme through the conversation. She said this is a soft encouragement
for people to apply through the proper channels.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill was in favor of the code. She said because of the State-required ministerial
review for conversions there is incentive for applicants to game it by latching onto that State-enforced
fast path to bypass the normal review process.
Commissioner Taylor said if someone built something as a non-ADU, it would have to go through
ASCC. Associate Planner Cassidy said it probably would, but it would go through as an expansion of
the house, and the notice to the neighbors would describe the project as, for example, a new family
room. Vice Chair Goulden said if the neighbors knew it was really going to be an ADU, the neighbors
may be more encouraged to speak out.
Chair Targ invited comments regarding Paragraph 4.b.i and 4.b.ii with regard to maximum size of an
ADU being set at 1,700 square feet and that an external ADU cannot exceed 70% of the floor area of
the existing or concurrently proposed main residence or land use.
Commissioner Taylor said he accepted the compromise at 1,700 square feet as a maximum size, but
said that 70% is too high of a percentage of floor area. He said it feels more and more like subdivisions
with big second houses being built. He said he could live with the 1,700-square-foot maximum, but
70% is a potentially big impact on a smaller lot. He prefers the State’s maximum of 50%.
Vice Chair Goulden said when they did the sample calculations, when looking at AMFA and overall
buildable space, the only people who could do this had quite large lots with existing small houses
where they could almost turn it around and declare the existing house as the ADU and the new house
as the main structure. He said he was supportive of 70% to provide for maximum flexibility, especially
since it would rarely be an issue and would only apply to an old property that nobody has redeveloped.
Commissioner Taylor said he was fine with building a new residence that is 50% larger than the
existing residence, and then declaring the original residence as the ADU. He said his concern is the
relative proportion so that lots do not have two residences of similar size and that the proportion of the
ADU is clearly subservient to the main residence.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked Commissioner Taylor why he would prefer one 3,000 square foot house
and a 1,200 square foot ADU over two 2,000 square foot houses. Commissioner Taylor said having
two equally sized homes is basically subdividing versus having one larger home and one that is clearly
an ADU, smaller and subordinate to the main home. Commissioner Kopf-Sill said she would prefer
allowing two 2,000 square foot houses over one 3,000 square foot and one 1,200 square foot.
Vice Chair Goulden said one of the themes he struggles with is how to make things subordinate. He
said this process is not meant to subdivide, but is meant to provide accessory dwellings. He said
although they are called accessory, legal enforcement of that is very difficult. He said applying a
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percentage cap is consistent with the point of the view that they should be accessory and subordinate.
He said he was initially supportive of 70 percent due to the maximum flexibility, but he doesn’t think
that’s going to come up very often.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill said staff provided examples of two lots of similar size, with one having a 2,000
square foot home can only build a small ADU whereas the person that has a much larger house can
build a larger ADU, which penalizes the people that live in a modest house. She said she likes the
charm of the older neighborhoods with small ranch houses and wants the flexibility to accommodate
people who have lived here a long time by allowing a larger ADU. She said if people are not allowed to
build something that they could move into comfortably without dramatically downsizing, the alternative
is the property is sold, the house is torn down, and the largest house possible will be built in its place.
Commissioner Hasko said she understands she has the alternative view on this issue. She said she
has been looking at affordable housing for many years. She said the allowable size of ADUs has
increased over five years from 750 to 1,000 square feet and now to 1,200 square feet. She said she
reread some of the minutes during that time, and it was controversial trying to figure out what size ADU
was consistent with the General Plan. She said the General Plan’s Major Community Goals are to
“Conserve the rural quality of Portola Valley, maintain the town as an attractive, tranquil, familyoriented residential community for all generations, compatible with the many physical constraints and
natural features of the area.” She said one is also “To control the size, siting and design of buildings so
that they, individually and collectively, tend to be subservient to the natural setting and serve to retain
and enhance the rural qualities of the town.” Commissioner Hasko said a 1,700 square foot structure is
not accessory and is basically a small house. She said the Town might have multiple needs, one of
which is to create this type of flexibility with this proposal. She said initially, the goal was increasing
housing options and affordable housing, but a 1,700 square foot house is not particularly affordable.
She said there is a danger of impacting the town’s look and feel. She said it is too quick to move to
such a different approach to allowing what could be viewed as subdivision. She said that is not what
people love about this town. She was concerned that too many factors were being considered at once
and going too quickly. She was supportive of most of the changes to decrease the barriers such as
ministerial reviews, separate addresses, etc., but is not supportive of increasing the ADU maximum
size and wanted it to remain at 1,200 square feet. She said a larger size may be necessary over time,
but she does not think it is currently necessary.
Commissioner Taylor asked if Commissioner Hasko would put a 1,200 square foot ADU on a lot with
another 1,200 square foot unit. She said she would. She said if the goal is to create something where,
for example, a disabled grandmother could live next door, which requires 1,200 square feet, she could
be supportive of that. Even though she thinks the mathematical calculus is elegant in the way that it
scales, she said there is a minimum size that people think is practical for the aging in place agenda,
which seems to be 1,200 square feet. She said she’d like to see that play out for a while.
Vice Chair Goulden said he agreed with Commissioner Hasko in many ways, but ended up with
different numbers. He said there has been a real evolution since those regulations were first written,
and the number of ways people are thinking of using ADUs has gone way beyond the idea of renting
out a little room, or having the father-in-law stay to age in place, or the kids not being able to get
homes and things like that. He said the evolution of size comes from a lot of people’s ideas of how to
use those spaces. He said there is a lot of feedback that people would like to do more. He said he also
heard that 1,200 square feet is too small for ADA compliance. Commissioner Hasko said she would
like to see the numbers because she thinks that at Vi and the Sequoias, people have different living
arrangements. Chair Targ said the General Plan does call out diversity of living options. Commissioner
Taylor said there are multiple conflicting goals. Chair Targ said that’s the tension and what makes this
a difficult and interesting project to work through. He said the Sequoias and other more institutional
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environments are designed specifically to get people out of their units in a variety of ways, one by
making them small, and also having much more interesting shared and common areas.
Vice Chair Goulden said if people are not given enough flexibility on size, they will work around it by
calling their buildings pool houses or guest houses.
Chair Targ said he was supportive of the larger size, something proximate to 1,700 square feet. He
said the number was like 1,400 or 1,500 square feet in order to be ADA compliant. He said the
opportunity provides both demographic diverse options for the community, which is valuable.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill said her preference is no maximum size for the ADU, but it must fit within the
AMFA, and it didn’t matter if it was a pool, cabana, or other things. She said she compromised down to
2,000 square feet and then down to 1,700 square feet.
Commissioner Taylor supports Commissioner Hasko, but accessibility will require more than 1,200
square feet. He said he liked the idea of perhaps going to 1,400 square feet now, and in two years,
perhaps going to 1,600 or 1,700 square feet, rather than just making this big jump now. He said staff
has indicated that every time the square footage allowance is increased, people build to whatever the
new maximum is. Commissioner Kopf-Sill said there was actually a low percentage of people who
came in with applications to build to new maximums. Associate Planner Cassidy said some people
build to the max, but not all. Commissioner Kopf-Sill said her understanding was that there’s a little
bump in applications because people want to wait and see what the new rules are. Planning & Building
Director Russell said when there’s a code amendment, there’s usually a bump and an increase in
applications. She said some of those people were waiting for the code amendment, and there will be a
couple of people waiting so they can build to the maximum. She said then it usually equalizes and not
everyone will build to the maximum. Associate Planner Cassidy read the sizes of ADUs for the 2018
applications, when 1,000 square feet was the maximum size allowed – 527, 995, 502, 750, 1,000, 750,
341, and 445 square feet. She said one had only 140, but the rest had more than 300 square feet left
over in their AMFA budgets. Commissioner Taylor said at some level, that’s almost an argument for
leaving the maximum at 1,200 square feet. Commissioner Taylor said it does feel like this is going
pretty fast, and it is unknown what will happen if this is opened up. Vice Chair Goulden said what will
happen is people will be more encouraged to build ADUs, which is the intent. Commissioner Taylor
said the list Associate Planner Cassidy read showed people were building units more around 700
square feet. Vice Chair Goulden said people have not previously had the option to build big enough for
aging in place. Chair Targ said there will likely be some near the maximum and most not. He said
having some additional housing that can accommodate other members of the community, whether they
be family members or others, in larger spaces isn’t a bad thing. But he does not think there will be a
rush to subdivision. In response to Commissioner Taylor’s question, Associate Planner Cassidy said
there was no percentage designation for internal, and anything with an external element would have
the 70% apply. Commissioner Taylor suggested an internal unit could be any size. Commissioner
Kopf-Sill said when she talks about building two 2,000 square foot homes on one lot, it’s referred to as
a duplex, like that’s a bad word, but someone could build a real duplex with a home of 4,000 square
feet split into two 2,000 square foot units. Chair Targ said a single structure on a site has a different
look and feel than two separate units with space in between.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill suggested maximum square footage for an ADU at 1,800 square feet.
Chair Targ recommended a 60% maximum and 1,700 square foot maximum.
Chair Targ said he was sympathetic to an ADU being accessory, but he prefers the larger size ADU
because it can serve a broader demographic. He said the smaller AMFA percentage will ensure there
is a substantially sized home and lot in order to get to a 1,700 square foot ADU.
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Vice Chair Goulden was supportive of Chair Targ’s recommendation. He would not want to go below
1,700 square feet.
Chair Targ said the Council will deal with this, and this is a calculus that needs to be made. He said the
record of the Commission’s deliberation is very informative on this point, almost as much as the
numbers that need to land someplace.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill said she is still in favor of 70% AMFA because if somebody wants to build a
1,500 square foot ADU, but their house is only 2,200 square feet, they’re incentivized to add on to their
main house just to get the necessary calculation for the ADU.
Commissioner Taylor said if the argument is a need to downsize, you don’t need to downsize from
2,200 square feet. He said, however, if you live in a 4,000 square foot house, then moving down to a
2,000 square foot house makes sense.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill cited the resident who had a 2,000 square foot house and wanted to build a
2,000 square foot ADU so her family could move in. She said there should be more flexibility for the
many permutations of people wanting families to move in, downsizing, etc.
Chair Targ said it appeared there was not a consensus on this issue amongst the Commission.
Commissioner Taylor asked staff how difficult it would be to calculate how many ADUs could be built to
the maximum of 1,700 square feet at 60%. Planning & Building Director Russell said it would be almost
impossible to calculate. She said there are a lot of historical records about AMFA because they keep it
whenever they calculate it, but they do not have accurate records of the combination of AMFA and
existing floor area in enough cases to calculate with any kind of accuracy. Commissioner Taylor said if
the argument is that it only affects a few large lots, he could support 1,700 square feet and 60%, but if
there are several, then it goes to Commissioner Hasko’s point of impacting the natural environment.
Associate Planner Cassidy said she did look at the data from the last three years and found there were
only two properties (an addition and a stand-alone ADU) where 60% would have been the lower
number out of the 26 that they looked at. She said the percentage would come into play more when
looking at a new residence and someone structuring two more equally-sized units.
Commissioner Hasko said her opinion had not changed. She said a policy is for the Town Council to
weigh up. She said her perception is they started out emphasizing affordable housing and increasing
the size of the ADU certainly isn’t necessary for affordable housing. She said aging in place is a
different goal. She said she does not have a feeling for what this actually does to the town and for her,
it’s not the right moment.
Chair Targ said there appears to be sensitivity to the issue of the accessory nature in that a
recommendation was to have the external unit be no more than 60%, and there seemed to be some
level of comfort with that with the majority, and it is closer to what the minority would feel comfortable
with. Commissioner Hasko said the goal should be that the ADU is accessory at some level.
Commissioner Taylor agreed that 60% moves in that direction. Vice Chair Goulden said 60% moves
away from the flexibility direction.
Vice Chair Goulden asked, regarding Section 4.c.ii, Floor Area – Calculations: “Parking provided for
ADUs shall not count toward floor area calculations,” if that had ever counted been in the AMFA
calculations. Associate Planner Cassidy said garages do count in AMFA. She said if it’s an attached
garage, the entire thing counts toward 85%, and if it’s detached, 400 square feet count toward the 85%
and the remainder counts toward the total AMFA.
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Vice Chair Goulden asked if Section 4.e.i, Materials - “Color reflectivity values shall not exceed 40%,
except that trim colors and roofs shall not exceed 50% reflectivity,” was in the current code. Associate
Planner Cassidy said they are not code, but are design guidelines, and this would codify them for
ADUs. Planning & Building Director Russell said the reason it is included here is so that those things
that go through ministerial review still comply with the reflectivity expectations. She said they are
applied consistently with discretionary review, and they want to catch them for all ADUs.
Commissioner Taylor asked how garish colors would be captured. He said he’s seen an example of an
over-the-counter approval for a red metal roof. Associate Planner Cassidy said color comes down to a
First Amendment right, but they do regulate light reflectivity, heat capture, and brightness. She uses a
paint chip wheel with all colors identified with light reflectivity that she compares with the provided color
boards. Commissioner Taylor said ASCC would go beyond that and not allow a house to be painted
red, regardless of the reflectivity. Associate Planner Cassidy said the ASCC does not speak to color.
She said most of the projects are very natural in tone. Planning & Building Director Russell said the
ASCC has made recommendations, but the hard requirements rest with reflectivity.
Commissioner Taylor said the goal is that the ministerial or discretionary reviews have the same
general properties as ASCC. He agreed that if ASCC would gently suggest it, then the discretionary
staff review should be suggesting it as well, understanding it might not be enforceable. Chair Targ said
a member of the ASCC will be part of the discretionary review process. Planning & Building Director
Russell said staff, on a regular basis, advises applicants of the requirements and also make
recommendations.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill referenced Section 4.f.ii, “Covered Parking Conversion. When covered parking
which is required by this code is demolished in conjunction with or converted to an ADU, the
required parking spaces must be provided. However, they may be covered or uncovered, in tandem, or
in mechanical lifts.” Associate Planner Cassidy confirmed that if a two-car garage was converted to an
ADU, the two parking spaces that would need to be added could be uncovered. She clarified that the
State allows an agency to require that parking spaces be provided and also allows that they not be
replaced at all.
Chair Targ noted that Section 4.f.iii regarding shared parking will be taken to the Fire Marshal.
The Commissioners were supportive of the addition to Section 4.f – “An ADU with a second driveway
must be assigned a separate address, as described in this code section.”
Commissioner Taylor referenced Section 4.i.i. He said the other reference to “sufficient side and rear
setbacks for fire safety” sounds discretionary whereas this one, “... and a setback of no more than five
feet from the side and rear lot lines ...” is more clear. Planning & Building Director Russell said the
State law section is not well written. She said when the Fire District is doing a ministerial review of that
kind of permit, which they would plan check, it does leave some discretion to them to make that
interpretation using Fire Code and some of their own discretion. Commissioner Taylor confirmed the
conversion could be in a setback of no more than 5 feet from the sides, and the Fire District could not
require more than 5 feet. Planning & Building Director Russell agreed and said the Fire District would
probably ask for somewhere between 3 and 5 feet for safe access.
The Commissioners were supportive of Section 4.j. – Utility Undergrounding.
Staff noted they already had collected the input from the Commission regarding Section 4.l.i. – Second
Addresses.
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In response to Vice Chair Goulden’s comment, Planning & Building Director Russell said staff had
discussed that this item might be considered generally because there are currently no strict screening
requirements, and people are installing more utilities at the right-of-way. Staff will place it on the list of
items for Council to review.
Associate Planner Cassidy said the content of Section 5 is the same as in the previous draft, but has
been reorganized to conform to the colorful guide.
Commissioner Hasko confirmed with staff, that if a project on the scenic corridor does not trigger the
ASCC level of review, staff could refer it up, but the ASCC cannot pull it up unless someone on the
ASCC appeals it. Planning & Building Director Russell said if an ASCC member tells her a project
needs to go to ASCC, she will send it to the ASCC.
Chair Targ asked if the code identifies that an ASCC member will be participating in the staff
discretionary review process. Planning & Building Director Russell said the staff discretionary review
policy on the dais today is the same document. She said Associate Planner Cassidy denoted in bold
brown text the items that are in the code. She said staff wants to make sure they’ve captured the things
the Commission thinks need to be codified versus what things can be in a stand-alone policy. She said
right now the ASCC member participation in the staff discretionary review is not in the code.
Commissioner Hasko had to leave the meeting at approximately 10:03 p.m.
Chair Targ asked for clarification regarding Section 6.b.i.1, Ministerial Review, “Complies with all code
requirements.” Cassidy said the idea there is if it is external and 1,200 square feet and does not have
any of the triggers listed under ASCC or staff discretionary review, then it could be a ministerial permit.
In response to Commissioner Taylor’s question, Planning & Building Director Russell said State law
requires a path for ministerial reviews for external detached or attached ADUs. Staff agreed with Chair
Targ’s suggestion that there should be an item that calls out ministerial review at 1,200 square feet.
Chair Targ recommended striking Section 7.b.i, “Either the ADU or the main dwelling unit shall be
owner occupied,” as previously discussed by the Commission. Planning & Building Director Russell
said it was staff’s understanding there was a split decision on this item, and she will confirm there was
consensus on striking it.
Commissioner Taylor said in general, there are rules the Town does not proactively enforce, but they
will enforce them if someone calls it. He said just because the Town tends not to enforce something
does not make it unenforceable, and anyone can appeal any discretionary land use approval.
Chair Targ introduced the Draft Staff Discretionary Review Policy.
Chair Targ suggested, under “General,” that it be added to code that an ASCC member shall serve in
an advisory capacity, but the member will be rotating on a quarterly basis only needs to be in the policy
and not the code.
Chair Targ suggested that under “Staff Analysis of Project,” it should be in the code that the project be
consistent with the Design Guidelines. Staff agreed.
In response to Commissioner Taylor’s question, Associate Planner Cassidy said the days listed are
calendar days.
Chair Targ requested staff clarify the bullet under “If Application is Complete” – “On or soon after
published decision date, meet with ASCC member to review project and draft approval document. If
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necessary, conduct site visit with staff and ASCC member,” so that it is clear that the ASCC member is
to review the draft decision before it is made public. Commissioner Taylor suggested “prepared draft
approval document.” Associate Planner Cassidy said the goal was that the public comment period of
10 days be complete before the ASCC come in so that any public comments received can be part of
their review of the project. In response to Chair Targ’s question, Planning & Building Director Russell
said the staff recommendation will not have been published, but will have been prepared. She said
public comment is received on the project in general, but not on staff’s conclusion. Anyone who
submits a comment will be notified of the decision and the appeal period. Planning & Building Director
Russell said basically, this is telling people what their comment period is, noticing the decision date.
She said staff will provide stronger language so that it stands on its own. Associate Planner Cassidy
suggested “On or soon after the noticed decision date.”
Planning & Building Director Russell proposed taking the timing section out of the published policy
document because this section was only included here for the purpose of developing the staff
discretionary review. Chair Targ agreed. He added that staff might think about identifying a time period
by which staff will act within the permit streamlining act.
Chair Targ recommended that it be stated that the Planning Director shall have authority to draft such
implementing guidance or as may be necessary to fulfill the purposes of this section.
Commissioner Taylor asked for clarification about offering the applicant a choice of ASCC review or
denial and appeal to ASCC if the project is not approvable. Planning & Building Director Russell said
there is a rare case where they are at an impasse where an applicant is not willing to make revisions to
the project so it can be approved. She said staff wants to be able to offer the applicant the option of
taking the project to ASCC for review or denying the project and tell them staff can deny the project
which the applicant can appeal to the ASCC. Commissioner Taylor asked why staff would not just deny
the project if the next step is going to the ASCC either way. Planning & Building Director Russell said
the applicant would need to pay for an appeal, file forms, and write out the rationale for appealing. She
said staff is trying to problem solve in advance. She said this situation rarely happens.
Commissioner Kopf-Sill asked why someone would choose to be denied. Chair Targ asked if ASCC
would be looking at a project to review staff’s decision as an appeal body or looking at it from whole
cloth. Commissioner Taylor suggested just going the gentle path and not have the denial option.
Associate Planner Cassidy explained the denial closes the permit. She said if an applicant is not willing
to budge where there’s some discretion, and staff says they’re not following the design guidelines and
the applicant argues and refuses to revise the drawings, the applicant could simply close it out and
withdraw the proposal. Their money would not be refunded until the permit was closed. She explained
that staff takes two types of fees – a flat fee and a deposit to cover expected costs. When the permit is
done and a decision is made, the deposit remainder is refunded.
Commissioner Taylor suggested the options be to take it to ASCC or withdraw their application.
Planning & Building Director Russell said the applicant can formally withdraw the application. She then
explained the slightly different procedure for denials. She said the first approval body makes findings
for denial, then that’s appealed, then it goes up to the next body. The next body is reevaluating the
previous work that was done as opposed to making those findings fresh. Commissioner Taylor said
there does not need to be the choice of denial, and it can just be a withdrawal. Chair Targ said staff
needs to have the opportunity to close something out if things are languishing, and a regulator needs
to be able to close it. The applicant can then have the opportunity to appeal the decision.
COMMISSION, STAFF, COMMITTEE REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
(2)

Commission Reports

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – December 19, 2018

Page 16

Page 69

DRAFT MINUTES
Chair Targ attended an ASCC meeting where they reviewed an ADU that was architecturally and
stylistically different than the main house, and he noted how it was accepted without pause. The
applicant had purchased the property and wanted to make it more modern so it would not make sense
to make the ADU look like the old design because then plan to update the main house.
(3)

Staff Reports

Associate Planner Cassidy said there was a discussion of the Alpine Inn Beer Garden, delaying that
review for three months. She said she reached out to the gentleman who had complained about noise
in the past, and he said it has been better the last year.
(4)

News Digest: Planning Issues of the Day

Staff shared an article of interest with the Commissioners – “Seattle Fine-Tunes Backyard Cottages”
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: December 5, 2018.
(5)

Planning Commission Meeting of December 5, 2018

Chair Taylor moved to approve the minutes of the December 5, 2018, meeting, with an amendment to
page 9.. Seconded by Vice Chair Goulden, the motion carried 4-0.
ADJOURNMENT [10:36 p.m.]
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