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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
On December 14, 2009, the Planning Commission 
reopened its public hearing on proposed code 
amendments related to infill development.  The Commission heard testimony from 16 
people and began deliberation.  This report provides a brief summary of the actions 
taken at the December 14 meeting and outlines a strategy for completing work on the 
remaining sections.  The final section provides clarification of a number of issues raised 
during testimony at the December 14 hearing. 
 
II. DECEMBER 14, 2009 – COMMISSION DELIBERATION 
  
Following the testimony, the Commission began addressing each of the eleven infill 
sections.  Progress and preliminary decisions are documented below: 
 
Section 1 – Comprehensive Plan Amendments - By a 5-1 vote, the Commission 
recommended approval of Policy 18 (neighborhood planning).  The Commission also 
recommended approval of Policy 6 regarding design review.  In a separate 4-2 vote, the 
Commission recommended that the City develop a design handbook to encourage 
compatible development.   
 
Following the meeting, staff prepared a draft memo to be sent to the City Council in 
support of a design handbook.  Edits were suggested by Commissioners Glisson and 
Paretchan.  The final version is attached. 
 
Section 2 – Lot Coverage and Maximum Floor Area - The Commission voted 6-0 to 
recommend approval of the amendments. 
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Section 3 – Structure Design/Setback Planes – The Commission voted 5-1 to 
recommend approval of the section with the following amendments: 
 

 Appendix 50.07- G (p. 21) – Add the following language to the notes:  “…. or if 
multiple plants exist, the caliper sizes of the plants cumulatively meet the 
minimum total sizes required.” 
 

 Long Wall Planes (p.21) – Trigger the massing provision when structures 
exceed 60 feet in length rather than 50 feet (Change 50 feet to 60 feet in the text 
and insert the new standard in the structure design section of each of the 
residential zones - Sections 50.06.060, 50.07.040, and 50.08.045).   

 
Section 4 – Yard Setbacks – The Commission voted 5-1 to recommend approval of 
Section 4 with the following amendments: 
 

 Section 50.07.025 (5) (p. 28) – Change the date to 2010 and revise the heading 
in the table to read:  “Primary and Accessory Structures or Additions to those 
Structures Built before January 1, 2010.”  (revised language is underlined) 
 

 Section 50.22.045 (p. 29) – Revise to allow projections for eaves and certain 
building features.  The new language should be revised to read:  “but in no event 
may canopies, sunshades, or chimney flues be located within five feet of a side 
lot line.”  (revised language is underlined) 
 

Section 5 – Sloped Lots – The Commission chose to defer discussion on this topic. 
 
Section 6 – RID Review – The Commission voted 5-1 to recommend approval of the 
section with the following amendments:  
 

 Sections 50.72.020 (a. and b.) (p. 46) – Create a bullet list for applicability in 
both sections.  Correct the typographical error in subsection (b. iv.) to keep the 
words “Side yard setbacks” in the section. 

   
Sections 7 to 11 – These sections are to be addressed at the January 12, 2009 
Planning Commission meeting. 
 
II. STRATEGY FOR COMPLETING DELIBERATION 
 
Chair Philip Stuart and I met on January 5 to discuss the rolling agenda.   At the 
meeting, it was proposed that the Commission continue their deliberation by first 
addressing those sections where there has been general agreement and then conclude 
with deliberation on the more difficult sections (Sloped Lots and Flag Lots).  Given this 
strategy, the Commission should be prepared to begin discussion on January 12 with 
sections 7-10 and then move on to sections 5 and 11. 
 
In addition, there will need to be some discussion about what form a final 
recommendation to the Council should take.  As the Commission worked through the 
first set of recommendations there was a dissenting vote in all but one case.  The votes 
against came from different Commissioners for different reasons.  The Commission 
should decide whether its final recommendation to the Council will consist of a series of 
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votes or whether the Commissioners can support the package as a whole and can 
make one general vote to support the full package. 
 
III. RESPONSE TO DECEMBER 14, 2009 TESTIMONY 
 
Reflecting on the meeting there were a number of statements that were made in 
testimony that were not accurate.  The statements and clarifications are provided below. 
 
Sherry Finnigan – Ms. Finnigan stated “that staff failed to put concrete examples” of 
design review programs before the Planning Commission.  This is incorrect.  Exhibit F-1 
is the summary of the design review policy proposal.  It includes a description of the 
different design threshold alternatives that had been discussed by the Infill Task Force.  
The thresholds included floor area, lot size, lot shape, and setbacks.  The material also 
included a suggestion for a design review board.  In addition, the Planning 
Commission’s staff report dated January 21, 2009 specifically addressed design review 
and included the Infill Task Force notes on the topic.  The January 21, 2009 report also 
included a matrix of research done about design review in other communities and a 
copy of the design guidelines for single family homes in Palo Alto, CA. 
 
Jim Bolland – Mr. Bolland stated that the Task Force subcommittee that was supposed 
to discuss sloped lots never met to address the topic and that the group rushed through 
the issue at the end without a thorough discussion.  Infill Task Force notes provide a 
record of what actually occurred.  Infill Subcommittee 1 met and discussed sloped lots 
on January 19, 2006, February 2 and February 16, 2006.  The full Task Force (with Jim 
Bolland present) discussed the topic on April 6, 2006 and reviewed the issue in detail on 
December 14, 2006. A small work group that included Ted Argo, Brad Beals, Heather 
Chrisman, Bill Seroyer, Ralph Tahran and Emogene Waggoner met on January 10, 
2007 to test sloped lot concepts.  On January 18, 2007, the group (without Heather and 
Emogene) met again.  The notes and conclusions from the work group were provided to 
the Task Force on January 25, 2007.  No change to the 45-foot height concept was 
proposed.  The Task Force meeting notes for January 25, 2007 (with Jim Bolland in 
attendance) state that the “Task Force provided cautious support for the proposal to 
increase height to 45 feet on steeply sloped lots.  They reserved the option of reviewing 
this option again.”  To conclude, Mr. Bolland’s statement regarding sloped lots is 
incorrect. 
 
Jim Bolland – Mr. Bolland stated that the Council adopted a provision stating that a 
handbook will be prepared.  Staff reviewed the Council’s public hearing minutes and the 
2003 ordinance adopting the original infill standards.  There is no mention of a 
handbook or guidebook. 
 
Preparation of a design handbook was a planning department project in 2003, but it was 
not something that the department was directed to do by the Council.   Following the 
adoption of the infill standards, staff had a set of drawings prepared that depicted the 
infill standards for use as illustrations in a handbook.  Soon after the infill standards 
were adopted and began to be used by planners and builders, a number of 
“housekeeping” amendments were prepared to clarify interpretations and conflicts that 
occurred with adoption of the standards.  Preparation of the handbook was delayed in 
anticipation of the housekeeping changes (see the reference to this from a joint 
Planning Commission/City Council meeting below).  The housekeeping measures were 
adopted in 2004. 
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By late 2004/early 2005, some community members raised concerns that the infill 
standards did not go far enough to manage house size and design.  In response, the 
Council reformed the Infill Task Force to evaluate the infill standards and to address 
items that had not been addressed.  Work on the handbook was set aside to allow for 
completion of the infill code amendments.  It is believed that the idea of what the 
handbook should be has changed over time.  Originally, it was viewed as a way to help 
builders and property owners meet the code requirements.  Illustrations would show the 
best practices for complying with the code.  Since it was originally conceived, the 
concept of the handbook has changed to a compendium of examples of “good design” 
that could fit well into a neighborhood. 
 
Entry from the staff report for a joint Planning Commission/City Council meeting on  
11-12-03: 

“Long Range Planning Projects - Infill  
 Code Amendments - housekeeping and corrections (starting in January) 
 Sloped Lots (active - scheduled for November 24 PC work session)  
 Duplex and attached lots (not active)  
 Guidebook (on hold - waiting to resolve code amendments and 

interpretations).” 
 
Carolyne Jones – Ms. Jones stated that Christie Galen was hired by the City to create 
the Sensitive Lands Map.  In fact, the firm that Ms. Galen worked for was hired, not Ms. 
Galen personally.  Ms. Galen did work on all the inventories as did other staff. 
 
Ms. Jones said of Ms. Galen: “She was told by City Staff what properties to identify.”  
This misrepresents what was said and what occurred.  The consulting firm was provided 
with a list of potential resource sites based on the City’s hydrology maps and aerial 
photos.  The firm was also invited to, and did, suggest other sites to inventory.  All of the 
inventory data was based on resource areas (streams, tree groves, etc) and not on 
individual properties—resource boundaries rarely follow tax lot lines. 
 
Ms. Jones also said that “[Christie Galen] was told to put blinders on regarding the 
presence of ivy.”  In fact, Ms. Galen did say that she was instructed not to eliminate 
sites from the inventory based solely on the presence of ivy.  In urban areas, the 
presence of some invasive plants is a given and not considered disqualifying.  However, 
Ms. Galen also said that the presence of ivy was taken into account, and that it did 
reduce scores in comparison to other sites with little or no ivy. 
 
 
Exhibits 
 
F-17 Planning Commission Letter to the Council regarding an Infill Design Handbook 


