City Hall Council Chambers
1017 Middlefield Road
Redwood City, CA 94063
www.redwoodcity.org/pc

CITY OF REDWOOD CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
June 18, 2019
7:00 PM

AGENDA
1.

ROLL CALL

2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
3.A. DRAFT - May 21, 2019

4.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR AND ON ITEMS NOT ON THE
AGENDA
This agenda category is limited to 15 minutes to be allocated for items not on the
agenda as determined by the Chair.

5.

CONSENT CALENDAR – No Items

6.

PUBLIC HEARING
6.A. Request for:
CEQA:

Changes to the Accessory Dwelling Unit Requirements in the
Zoning Ordinance (Articles 33, 36, 37, 45)
Exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.17 and Section
15061 (b) (3).
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
June 18, 2019
Recommendation: Adopt Resolution 19-06 recommending that the City Council
approve amendments to the Zoning Ordinance to limit height and square
footage of second story ADUs above detached garages, incentivize one-story
ADUs, and make miscellaneous amendments.
6.B. Request for:
CEQA:

Interim Floor Area Ratio Ordinance (FAR) for Single-Family
Homes
Exempt per CEQA Guidelines §15061 (b) (3)

Recommendation: Adopt Resolution No. 19-08 recommending that the City
Council approve an FAR hard-cap option for single-family homes as part of
adding Article 48 (Interim Floor Area Ratio), and amending various additional
Articles of the Zoning Ordinance.
7.

MATTERS OF COMMISSION INTEREST


8.

Single-Family Design Guidelines

ADJOURNMENT
The next Planning Commission Meeting is scheduled for July 2, 2019

SPEAKERS - If you wish to address the Planning Commission, please fill out a speaker’s card and
submit it to staff. The speaking time allotted is determined by the Planning Commission Chair
and may be up to a maximum of 3 minutes. Please be advised that the Brown Act does not allow
the Planning Commission to discuss matters not on the agenda.
AGENDA MATERIALS - Planning Commission agendas are posted at City Hall and on the website
at www.redwoodcity.org/pc 72 hours prior to the meeting. Correspondence received less than
72 hours prior to the meeting is available to the public at the Community Development
Department, Planning Division, 1017 Middlefield Road, Redwood City, CA 94063, and in a public
binder at each Planning Commission meeting.
AMERICANS WITH DIABILITIES ACT - The City will provide materials in appropriate alternative
formats to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Please send a written request to
Kristina Mateo, Planning Division Secretary at 1017 Middlefield Road, Redwood City, CA 94063
or e-mail address kmateo@redwoodcity.org including your name, address, phone number and
brief description of the requested materials and preferred alternative format or auxiliary aid or
service at least 7 calendar days before the meeting.
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MINUTES

City Council Chambers*
1017 Middlefield Rd
Redwood City, CA 94063
Ph: 650-780-7234
Accessible to Disabled

PLANNING COMMISSION
May 21, 2019
Special Meeting
7:00 p.m.

DRAFT
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Commissioner Hunter, Commissioner Ortega, Commissioner
Radcliffe, Commissioner Shoe, Commissioner Smith, Vice Chair Schmidt, and Chair Bondonno
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None
STAFF PRESENT: Acting Planning Manager O’Dell, Assistant City Attorney Rasiah, Acting
Community Development Director Turner, Associate Planner Chui, Associate Planner Rojas
GUESTS: None
PROCEEDINGS RECORDED: For further information not contained in this draft of the written
minutes, a DVD recording and audio recording of the entire meeting is available at the Planning
office, located in City Hall, Redwood City.
AGENDA POSTED: Copies of the Agenda for this meeting are posted at City Hall on the Friday
prior to the Planning Commission meeting.
1.

ROLL CALL

2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
3.A.

DRAFT – April 2, 2019
M/S (Hunter/Schmidt) to approve the draft minutes of April 2, 2019 at submitted
Motion Passed 4-0 (Ortega, Radcliffe & Bondonno abstain)

3.B.

DRAFT – April 24, 2019
M/S (Radcliffe/Schmidt) to approve the draft minutes of April 24, 2019 at
submitted
Motion Passed 6-0 (Ortega abstain)

4.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR AND ON ITEMS NOT ON THE
AGENDA: None

5.

CONSENT CALENDAR: No Items
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6.

STAFF REPORT
A. Memo from the HHCC to Planning Commission regarding Missing Middle
Housing
Acting Planning Manager O’Dell gave a presentation

7.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. Interim Floor Area Ratio Ordinance for Single-Family Homes
Associate Planner Chui gave a presentation on the Interim Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Ordinance, explaining the background, current process, data on past projects,
proposed interim FAR, proposed exceptions to threshold, additional findings,
alternatives, staff recommendation, and next steps.
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS
Commissioner Hunter asked if the three projects that were appealed if they were
approved and appealed by the neighbors or disapproved and appealed by the
applicants.
Mr. Chui stated that two of the projects were approved by the zoning administrator
and appealed by the neighborhood and the other project included a historical
component and was brought to Planning Commission.
Commissioner Smith asked if there was an observed pattern of FAR by the
neighborhood, if there was any neighborhood where the FAR was consistently
higher.
Mr. Chui stated that the analysis did not go by neighborhood, but the pattern of FAR
that was noticeable was very much based on lot area.
Commissioner Smith asked how many appeals to architectural permits were
received during the observed time period.
Mr. Chui stated that there were four.
Commissioner Smith asked if any feedback has been received from the community
about the onerous nature of the appeal process.
Mr. Chui stated that he did not receive any feedback personally.
Ms. O’Dell stated that they have heard some comments from the community about
the cost of the appeal.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if in the soft thresholds detached units are not
included.
Mr. Chui stated that is what they are proposing.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if that is the same for the hard thresholds.
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Mr. Chui stated they would want to include the same exceptions.
Vice Chair Schmidt asked how many others did not appeal.
Mr. Chui stated that the appeal information is included in the approval letter that is
issued.
Chair Bondonno asked if the Planning Commission is only providing a
recommendation and it will then go to the City Council.
Mr. Chui stated that they are only asking for a recommendation and that ordinances
would have to be approved by City Council.
PUBLIC HEARING
M/S (Radcliffe/Schmidt) to open the public hearing
Emma Johnson lives between two massive structures and has been directly
impacted. She recommends that the Commission institute a hard cap on the FAR
instead of a soft cap. She also stated there should be reasonable limits to keep
developers from building as big as they can, forcing neighborhoods to keep spending
time and money appealing.
Johanna Rasmussen stated that the new projects going in seem too large and that
hard caps are needed.
Kris Johnson expressed concern about the size of projects and the time, energy and
money that has to be spent on appealing these projects. He asked that the
Commission come up with a recommendation on an emergency hard cap FAR.
Rachel Holt stated that she is disappointed with the staff report and that they are
only using last two years of data. She stated that neighborhood concern are that
homes dominate and block light and air. She asked what happened to the 45% FAR
that was initially presented to Council. She feels that the only acceptable adoption
of an emergency FAR would be a 45% hard cap.
Don Van Creveld stated that the basement should be counted in the square footage
of a home and voiced concern about “monster” houses being built.
M/S (Schmidt/Radcliffe) to close the public hearing
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Vice Chair Schmidt stated that a predictable and balanced plan is important and he
is leaning toward a hard cap between 40 and 45.
Commissioner Radcliffe stated that having certainty is important and she would like
a hard cap and is comfortable with 45.
Commissioner Hunter stated that he supports a hard cap. He stated that what is
proposed imposes no controls on size, and that there is a reason most other cities
have FARs, and that’s because size by itself is a factor in neighborhood
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compatibility. He pointed out that in the comparison of FARs allowed by jurisdiction
Redwood City is by far larger than any of the other cities.
Chair Bondonno stated that they were looking for something with a little more
substance at this point.
Commissioner Smith voiced concern with the specific concentration of public
feedback from a neighborhood perspective. He stated that the hard or soft cap
without a sliding scale is a bit of blunt force object and a scalpel is required and that
it is critical for them to consider projects on a case by case basis. He stated that the
appeal process should be reviewed and make sure it is allowing a voice for those
people in the neighborhoods that are feeling that their community character is being
affected by a potential development that is coming into their neighborhood.
Commissioner Ortega stated that he is in favor of a hard cap with a sliding scale and
exceptions for accessory buildings.
Commissioner Shoe stated that once a standard like an FAR is established it can be
difficult to modify and he doesn’t believe that expediency is the best approach. He
stated that a general universal single family residential FAR that can be exceeded
with no upper limit is a way of getting at the issue of house size regulation. He stated
that the best way to develop a floor area ratio regulation would be not just to focus
on the most recent two years, but have citywide data on lot sizes presented and as
much data on house sizes as can be obtained. He stated that there would be great
benefit in a study session. He stated that the architectural permit process should be
reviewed. He proposed that no action be taken tonight. He asked what percentage
of a basement needs to be submerged below grade in order for the basement space
not to count or to count.
Mr. Chui stated that the basement exception is included in the definition now, and
currently the definition states that if it is more than half exposed, then it would count
as floor area.. He stated that for basements in this current context to not count in the
FAR definition, the basement would have to be submerged, not contributing to the
massing at all.
Commissioner Shoe stated that a basement that is truly submerged should not count
towards floor area.
Chair Bondonno asked if the proposal effectively creates a change in process and
is a threshold by which the decision is moved from the zoning administrator and up
to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Chui stated that is one way to look at it. He stated that he believes the
Commission was talking about clarity and if projects come in under that threshold
they have a clear process and aren’t brought to the Planning Commission where
there is no certainty that the Commission’s set of numbers will agree with the overall
decision that it meets or doesn’t meet the findings.
Chair Bondonno asked if it’s over the threshold by the new process is it automatically
brought to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Chui stated that is the idea.
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Chair Bondonno asked if an appeal is necessary to actually have performed the
exact same function.
Mr. Chui stated that is correct.
Chair Bondonno asked if an application comes before the Planning Commission do
they have anything other tools or a different set of criteria by which the Planning
Commission is supposed to start evaluating the application, or does it remain the
same.
Mr. Chui stated that the new tools would be the three additional findings that are
presented in the staff report, the neighborhood compatibility principles and the
existing architectural permit findings.
Chair Bondonno asked if the guiding principles would be the measure by which even
the zoning administrator should be evaluating projects.
Mr. Chui stated that the guiding principles provide the clarity on definitions for
neighborhood compatibility, focusing on massing and placement of additions.
Chair Bondonno stated that he doesn’t see a significant change in the criteria in
which a project should be evaluated. He asked what a mix of a hard cap and soft
cap would be.
Mr. Chui stated that the floor area for certain size lots could be determined through
a public hearing instead of an actual number, and then certain lots could have an
actual number, depending on lot size.
Chair Bondonno was expecting to see an FAR number to be held to, but he sees an
interim FAR ordinance with no FAR. He stated that he is in support of some sort of
cap. For this evening a threshold could be put to say if it’s below the line the zoning
administrator gets it, if it’s above the line nothing changes in the evaluation. He
stated that he would like to have something else where they would have greater
scrutiny or different measuring to make a better decision than the exact same tools
and resources that the zoning administrator would have. He stated that he would like
to see some analysis done with a sliding scale.
Acting Community Development Director Turner stated that they tried to set a
compromise on how to move forward in the interim period. He explained that one
was to set a threshold under which the zoning administrator would be able to review
based on the existing architectural findings that are in the zoning code, and then
over that threshold would require Planning Commission review with three additional
findings as outlined in the ordinance. He stated that Staff feels that this does provide
the Planning Commission with tools that are not available to the zoning administrator
in order to assess projects for compatibility with neighborhoods. He stated that they
felt having a public hearing process with the Planning Commission would provide
the opportunity for additional public participation. He stated that floor area is a
number but it won’t solve all of the problems. He stated that they feel that the process
of creating design guidelines in combination with the floor area cap will achieve that.
He stated that Staff’s recommendation provides the soft cap under which the
property owner would have a more streamlined process over which they are held to
a higher standard and a higher level of public scrutiny.

Page 5 of 13

7

3.A. - Page 6 of 13
Chair Bondonno stated that he is curious to get the feedback from his colleagues on
do they know that there is something out there that they know, even a well-designed
structure is far too large for a lot size for a neighborhood.
Vice Chair Schmidt stated that he is not sold on the Staff’s recommendation and that
he hopes there are a lot of study sessions to gather needed information. He stated
that he is open to a sliding scale but wants a hard number.
Commissioner Hunter stated that he feels a sliding scale is appropriate. He stated
that in the interim ordinance he would want to codify the guiding principles.
Mr. Turner stated that it is not an either/or choice that Staff sees it and there needs
to be an FAR and design guidelines, and maybe the guiding principles can serve as
that. He stated that if the Commission wants to adopt a hard cap with new findings,
perhaps the ones that Staff has laid out in the ordinance, that would be an
appropriate recommendation to Council.
Commissioner Hunter stated that he would like to codify the guiding principles.
Assistant City Attorney Rasiah stated that the guiding principles were intended to
interpret one of the existing architectural permit findings regarding neighborhood
compatibility, not intended to be separate findings, but a way for Council to provide
direction to Staff on how to apply that existing finding that’s already codified in the
code as opposed to revising the zoning ordinance.
Commissioner Hunter proposed to make the effective date of the interim ordinance
today.
Mr. Rasiah stated he would not recommend making it retroactive because it’s
important to have development standards that are prospective and so property
owners what rules apply at the time they are developing their proposals. He stated
that this is not an urgency ordinance but rather an ordinance that is intended to be
temporary until residential design guidelines go into effect.
Chair Bondonno asked if interim is the correct term.
Mr. Rasiah stated that interim is a term that has been used in public outreach and in
proposed title, but it’s interim just in temporary nature, nothing more.
Commissioner Hunter asked if the effective date is established law that it can’t be
effective before the Council makes their final vote to approve.
Mr. Rasiah stated that the ordinance can change when it’s before the Council, so
the public is put on notice as to the nature of land use regulations when that
ordinance goes into effect.
Commissioner Shoe stated that the initial FAR should be lower than 45 if it’s going
to be a standalone ratio and it can be adjusted upwards, but he is not comfortable
not knowing all of the situations that may be coming before Staff about minor
expansions.
Commissioner Radcliffe stated that study sessions help with this sort of issue, but
since this is a temporary issue she is comfortable with moving forward this evening,
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setting a hard cap and add the guidelines. She stated she would be comfortable with
a .4 FAR.
Commissioner Smith asked if appeals will be available with a soft cap threshold.
Ms. O’Dell stated that the appeal option remains.
Commissioner Smith asked how long the interim ordinance will be on the books.
Ms. O’Dell stated this is tied very closely to the single family guideline effort that they
are hoping to complete sooner than two years.
Commissioner Smith asked why it takes two years to develop residential design
guidelines.
Ms. O’Dell stated because of the time that it can take to do good, thorough outreach.
Commissioner Smith asked what, if any, impact is there on an applicant who is
having an appeal brought to their project.
Ms. O’Dell stated that architectural permits are a flat fee, so if a project is appealed
there is no additional cost incurred to architectural permit applicants for single family
homes.
Commissioner Smith stated that he feels this situation requires further investigation.
Chair Bondonno asked if Commissioner Smith is favoring the proposal and
ordinances before them this evening, or a hard cap or something different.
Commissioner Smith stated that he is not in favor and asks for further study to make
more findings about a possible sliding scale.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked how quick the turnaround would be.
Ms. O’Dell stated that they could turnaround by June 18.
Chair Bondonno stated that no one is prepared to make the motion with the
resolution that is before them without more study and information.
M/S (Radcliffe/Hunter) to continue this item to June 18, 2019 and to provide
additional data and analysis including:











Additional lot size information
Different hard-cap and sliding scale FAR scenarios
Flexibility for unique lots
FAR exceptions
Codifying guiding principles
Effective date of FAR Ordinance
Architectural permit data by neighborhood
Appeals by neighborhood
Evaluating past Architectural Permit applications with different FAR
scenarios
Evaluating adjoining cities and their FAR process
Page 7 of 13
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Number of complaints regarding appeal process

Motion Passed 7-0
B. Zoning Code Amendments relating to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) to
reduce allowable height for ADUs over detached garages, restrict exterior
balconies and windows near rear yards to address privacy concerns, and to
consider incentives for one-story ADUs. Incentives include reduced rear yard
setbacks and flexibility in location. Other changes include increased size for
accessible units and miscellaneous revisions. Amendments involve revisions
to Articles 33 (Nonconforming Lots, Uses, Structures and Parking), 36
(Exterior Site Improvements), 37 (Accessory Dwelling Units), and 45
(Architectural Permits)
Associate Planner Rojas gave a presentation on ADUs, going over the background,
requirements, standards, and a summary of changes.
COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS
Commissioner Hunter asked if a garage can be converted into an ADU even if it’s
right on the property line.
Mr. Rojas stated that is correct.
Commissioner Hunter asked if they demolish the garage then it’s required to be
moved 6 feet off of the property line.
Mr. Rojas stated that the new structure would have the option to comply with
setbacks.
Commissioner Hunter asked how the 1,000 number was decided on regarding
increasing maximum square footage for an ADA unit and is it enough.
Mr. Rojas stated that the thought was to have at least a 2-bedroom unit as a lot of
people need a live-in nurse or family member to assist, so 1,000 square feet would
be sufficient for them.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if the same footprint for the garage needs to be used
for second story ADUs over a garage, or do they need to expand the size of the
garage and then add the ADU on top of that.
Mr. Rojas gave an example, if someone were to change from a one-car garage to a
two-car garage they would be allowed to construct an ADU above that; the state
doesn’t specify existing one-car garages or existing two-car garages.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked for the ADUs that are compliant, what would stop
anyone from automatically doing an ADA compliant ADU versus the 800 ADU.
Mr. Rojas stated that standard ADUs could only be 700 square feet as that is the
maximum.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if it was made ADA compliant would it automatically
be granted that larger size.
Page 8 of 13
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Mr. Rojas stated that it would.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked why everyone wouldn’t automatically do that.
Mr. Rojas stated that compliance comes with a number of construction issues and
people have concerns about potential ADA lawsuits from future tenants, and they
may have to hire a CASp expert for that type of construction with specific
requirements for sink height, toilet location, handle bars, etc.
Commissioner Smith asked why the communities that are in the detached ADU
standards in nearby cities analysis were chosen.
Mr. Rojas stated they could expand the scope and that Staff felt for brevity sake and
for the ability for the Commission and the public to absorb the information to look at
the closest communities.
Commissioner Smith asked if the economic impact has been assessed for the
privacy protocols that are proposed in the resolution.
Mr. Rojas stated that for a typical project the privacy impacts wouldn’t have any
impact on square footage but could have an impact regarding exterior stairs.
PUBLIC HEARING
M/S (Shoe/Radcliffe) to open the public hearing
Emma Johnson voiced concern about the house for sale behind her that has an
existing ADU that is inches from her back fence. She would like to see more
restrictions.
Johanna Rasmussen stated that ADUs are intended to keep families together and
assist people with disabilities, not provide rental income, and she would like to see
it remain that way. She also stated she would like to limit the impact to the
surrounding area.
Lynn Lazzarotti voiced concern about large structures being built and invading
privacy. She stated that the cost of an appeal is too high.
Kris Johnson voiced concern over the lack of design standards and guidelines.
Lauren Ralph voiced concern over the size of structures being allowed to be built,
as they are not harmonious with the neighborhood, are invading her family’s privacy
and hurting the property value. She stated that some ordinances that are guiding
development in Redwood City need to be revisited.
Ellen Wilkinson voiced concern that she will lose the ability to enjoy her home and
yard, as well as privacy, if the plans for the ADU of her neighbor are approved. She
gave information on neighboring city’s ordinances regarding ADUs, which are
significantly stricter.
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Elaine Tschorn stated that many of the proposed units are basically creating
neighborhood of duplexes and no longer single family homes. She also stated that
surrounding communities should be looked at and decide what is best for all of the
neighborhoods and that one size ADU does not fit across the city as there are
different size lots and homes.
Rachel Holt stated that residents have no idea how they can fight the city and fight
what is being built next to them. She stated that neighbors have called the city to
complain when they learn of plans of ADUs and have been told that it complies with
zoning and there is nothing they can do. She further stated that once the resident
figures it out they have to come up with $600 and watch very closely to when the
project is approved and make sure that they are very timely with getting their appeal
filed. She voiced concern that there are neighbors with five contiguous neighbors
with detached garages that could put up 28 foot, 700 square foot structures. She
asked the Commission to consider a moratorium on second story ADUs until it is
figured out.
Janet Lin voiced concern over the size of ADUs being allowed and how they do not
fit in with the one-story homes that already exist. She suggested that you could have
a 17 or 18-foot structure and use the vaulted ceilings and dormer windows; you don’t
have to have a second story or an attic. She asked that there be no balconies.
Jim Hedges stated that you aren’t talking about adding a living unit but another house
to the lot, the purpose should be to provide space for older people who can’t afford
to buy a home.
M/S (Radcliffe/Schmidt) to close the public hearing
COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
Vice Chair Schmidt stated that he would like to look into state requirements regarding
ADUs and would like to look into other city’s ADU requirements.
Commissioner Hunter addressed the public and let them know that he hears them
and hopes that the Commission can do something about their concerns. He asked
the City Attorney how clear it is that they are required by state law to approve second
stories over a garage.
Mr. Rasiah stated that the state has imposed a variety of requirements with respect
to ADUs and that cities are not required to adopt and ADU ordinance, but if they
choose to do so then it must be consistent with the ADU law otherwise the local
ordinance is null and void. He stated that if a city chooses to adopt an ordinance that
the following components of the ordinance shall be required, one of which says that
where an ADU is built over a garage that the setbacks can be no more than 5-feet a
side or rear of that garage. He further stated that the statute also says that city
ordinances cannot be more restrictive than the state law and cities cannot ban ADUs
altogether, but some development standards could be imposed.
Chair Bondonno asked what it would take for the city to get clarification on the three
lines in the code.
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Mr. Rasiah stated that since HCD is the primary state agency that is charged with
interpreting and providing guidance documents to cities, they can be asked for more
explicit direction.
Chair Bondonno stated that the City needs to contact the HCD for explicit direction
and clarity.
Ms. O’Dell stated that San Carlos, Belmont and San Mateo agree with Redwood
City’s interpretation of the ADU requirements.
Commissioner Hunter stated that Menlo Park and Belmont ADUs are 17-feet so
Redwood City may be able to go down that far. He asked what if they create an
ordinance that everyone feels is best and put in a provision that it will only become
effective upon approval of that department.
Mr. Rasiah stated that his concern is that they would be imposing a requirement on
the HCD to rule on the City’s ordinance when state law says that they may rule or
provide guidance on the City’s ordinance but they don’t have to, so the City would
be depending on HCD to do something that they don’t necessarily have to do. He
stated that maybe something where Staff seeks guidance as to what they have
already told other cities on this issue may provide more direct answers to the
questions rather than asking or directing HCD to render an opinion on the City’s
ordinance.
Commissioner Hunter stated that the City is allowed to regulate size of ADUs and
the law states that it has to be at least large enough to permit an efficiency unit, and
an efficiency unit is 220 square feet. He stated that if they would want to do
something to reduce the burden on neighbors of these 24-foot units, possibly one
avenue would be to restrict it to the size of an efficiency unit.
Commissioner Shoe stated that he believes there is no mention of 2-story or second
story in any state statute regarding this or their guidelines, and he can see where
some other jurisdictions have interpreted their ability to be somewhat more
restrictive. He stated that they could look at allowing one-story ADUs. He also stated
that reasonable accommodation is a provision of state law that requires that a local
jurisdiction modify their standards for disabled people on a case-by-case basis, so
that is an option.
Commissioner Smith stated that the City needs to see how they can get concerned
community members aware of the tools that are at their disposal and effectively voice
their concerns and implement change. He stated that ADUs are a solution to limited
affordable housing. Does not think exterior stairs are a significant impact to privacy.
He voiced concern on the undue burden to homeowners with detached garages
would have in deciding whether they want to keep a garage or put in an ADU.
Commissioner Ortega stated that he is in favor of incentivizing ADUs but also
addressing privacy concerns. He further stated that the statute is ambiguous but
should be read as a whole. He pointed out a provision that needs to be considered
is that the City can provide an accessory dwelling unit that does not exceed the
allowable density for the lot upon which the accessory dwelling unit is located.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if the size of an ADU over a garage be restricted.
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Mr. Rasiah stated that one finding that the state made in acting ADU regulations is
that while cities have some flexibility in implementing ADU ordinances cannot do so
in a way that unduly burdens the creation of ADUs. He further stated that the statute
does say that cities can establish the minimum and maximum size for an ADU and
must provide at least for an efficiency sized ADU. HCD guidance also provides that
a typical range in size is somewhere in the range of 800-1,000 feet, so there is some
flexibility.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if they could theoretically require an ADU going over
a garage to be an efficiency size.
Mr. Rasiah stated that an ADU over a garage state law refers to setback
requirements and does not explicitly refer to the size of an ADU allowed.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if there is an ADU over a two-car garage can it be
restricted to efficiency size.
Mr. Rojas stated that Staff can look into that prior to City Council.
Commissioner Radcliffe asked if it would help to increase fence height. She stated
that she likes the idea of daylight plane. She also stated that she would like it if story
poles were required.
Vice Chair Schmidt stated that he has heard the State is looking at removing the
owner occupancy requirement for ADUs.
Commissioner Shoe asked if the city’s ordinance for short-term rentals apply to
ADUs.
Ms. O’Dell stated that ADUs are an important source of housing and that ADUs
cannot be used for short-term rentals.
Chair Bondonno stated that the state should not have control over what the City feels
is best for its residents. He further stated that the City should get clarity on what the
city is able to do and what flexibility is available for ADU regulations. In support of
the amendments to the ordinance to incentive behavior and incentivize single-story
ADUs. Interested in hearing a motion from the Commission that passes the
resolution adding a recommendation for clarity on ADUs above garage and to
investigate what flexibility is allowed.
Commissioner Hunter recommends limiting maximum height of ADUs above
detached garages to 17 feet and would not pass the ordinance to Council with a 24
feet height maximum.
Commissioner Radcliffe would also recommend a 17 foot height limit.
Commissioner Smith asked if there is a standard for how each story should be
measured and would that be possible at 17 feet.
Mr. Rojas stated that a minimum 7 foot ceiling height is required by building code.
Staff chose 24 feet because of the array of housing types in Redwood City and in
order not to pose an undue burden on ADU development. He stated that not all lots
are flat, garage heights vary, and there are other externalities which influenced staff’s
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recommendation; the staff report also states that 22 feet is a feasible maximum
height that staff could move to Council.
Commissioner Shoe stated that future consideration should include clarification from
HCD on ADUs above garages and to explore limits to size and story height to oneand-a-half story heights. The height limits will influence architectural design. He
stated that he does not want to throw a number at the Council without more study
and would like to discuss a more reasonable option for ADUs above a garage with
incentives to owners to select a single-story ADU. A height limit of 17 feet may be
feasible but may have unintended consequences.
M/S (Hunter/Schmidt) to continue this item to June 18, 2019 and to provide additional
data and analysis on the following:
 Explore further height limitations (17 feet), size limitations that in staff’s
opinion would not conflict with state law
 Evaluate ADU size limits within 300-450 square feet, half story height limits,
roof pitch height, and daylight plane
 Consult with neighboring cities regarding their interpretations of State ADU
Law
 Consult with HCD for guidance on the State ADU Law
Motion Passed 6-1 (Smith No)
8.

MATTERS OF COMMISSION INTEREST
 Single-Family Design Guidelines

10.

MOTION TO ADJOURN
M/S (Radcliffe/Hunter) to adjourn the meeting of the Planning Commission
Motion Passed 7-0
The meeting adjourned at 11:30PM to reconvene at the Regular Planning Commission
scheduled for June 4, 2019 at 7:00PM in the Redwood City, City Hall Council Chambers,
1017 Middlefield Road, Redwood City, California.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

June 18, 2019

Request for: Changes to the Accessory Dwelling Unit Requirements in the Zoning Ordinance (Articles 33, 36, 37,
45)
CEQA: Exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.17 and Section 15061 (b)
(3).
Planner: Apollo Rojas
Associate Planner
arojas@redwoodcity.org
(650) 780-7365

Reason for the Request: Consider revisions to regulations addressing Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) in
response to concerns raised from recent ADU development.
Key Considerations: Height, privacy, setbacks, development barriers, and compliance with state law.
Public Notice: On May 10, 2019, notice of the first public hearing was published on the City’s website, published
in the San Mateo Daily Journal, posted on Redwood City Voice, and shared with all interested parties. The
Planning Commission continued the public hearing to June 18, 2019 and an additional notice was posted on the
City’s website and social media outlets. The City has received written comment on this topic which is attached
to this staff report. Notification was also posted on the City’s ADU website: www.redwoodcity.org/adu.
Staff Recommendation:
Adopt Resolution 19-06 recommending that the City Council approve amendments to the Zoning
Ordinance to limit height and square footage of second story ADUs above detached garages,
incentivize one-story ADUs, and make miscellaneous amendments.
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ADU Ordinance Update 2019

BACKGROUND
Planning Commission reviewed proposed updates to the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) ordinance at their
May 21, 2019 public hearing. Staff suggested a number of code changes that would affect two-story ADUs
above detached garages and detached one-story ADUs. The code changes included a reduction to the
maximum height for two-story detached structures, new standards to increase privacy for surrounding
neighbors, and general incentives to one-story ADUs.
Staff received written comments prior to the meeting and heard several public comments at the Planning
Commission hearing regarding a desire to ban second story ADUs over garages, reduce the second story
height limit beyond staff’s recommendation, or limit the size of second story ADUs above garages. Members
of the public expressed concerns about the proximity of second-story ADUs above garages to property lines
and the ability to look into neighboring yards. There was strong concern about privacy, shadowing, mass,
and the potential impacts that new two-story rear yard structures would impose on neighborhood
character. Additionally, there were concerns that ADUs above garages could generate conflict and interfere
with community cohesion.
The Commission shared many of the concerns from the public about two-story ADUs above garages
including negative impacts to privacy, the change in character to single-family neighborhoods, bulk and
height within rear yard areas, and State undermining of local control. The Commission asked staff to study
allowable sizes for efficiency units, daylight planes, story poles, and feasibility of half-stories height limits.
The Commission requested staff to contact adjoining municipalities on their interpretation of the State Law.
The Commission appreciated staff’s previous recommendations to limit privacy impacts from two-story
ADUs in the rear yard and to incentivize one-story ADUs (PC staff report 05.21.19), but requested additional
information to support reducing second-story ADUs above detached garages including reducing the
maximum allowable height for two-story detached ADUs, and imposing square footage limitations on ADUs
above garages to reduce their impacts to adjoining properties. The Commission also requested staff to
contact the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) requesting an
interpretation on the intention of the State ADU Law and whether it is possible to prohibit new second story
ADUs above garages and still comply with State ADU Law in a manner that would not make the local
ordinance null and void.
ANALYSIS
Based on Planning Commission direction, staff is providing additional analysis from HCD, discussion from
adjacent cities, and information on reduction in heights and sizes of ADUs over garages.
HCD Memo: Staff contacted HCD requesting guidance on the ADU law (Government Code Section 65852.2)
and clarification on whether it was possible to prohibit new construction of second-story ADUs above
existing garages. Staff received a letter on June 5, 2019, from HCD (Attachment 2), which elaborates further,
as follows:



The City cannot burden or unreasonably restrict the development of ADUs, nor can it prohibit ADUs
within existing space above a garage.
With regard to new ADU development above a garage:
o Development standards cannot be excessively burdensome so as to unreasonably restrict
ADU construction;
2
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o
o
o
o

Maximum unit sizes under 500 square feet are generally considered burdensome
depending on the circumstances;
Other standards and design rules can address height concerns;
Not allowing ADUs above garages may be inconsistent with the City’s Housing Element, and
HCD is authorized to review actions or inactions inconsistent with the Housing Element.

The HCD memo is not legally binding but rather is an advisory document. While staff continues to interpret
State Law as requiring the City to allow new ADU space above a garage, the HCD guidance letter provides
clarification on the limits of the City’s discretion with regards to ADUs generally. The HCD letter specifies
that not allowing ADUs over garages may be inconsistent with Program H-12 of the Housing Element, which
includes an objective to review and consider revising development standards for second units to facilitate
the development of more second units, including allowing units to be built over detached garages (Page H160).
Maximum Height – Second Story ADUs above Garages: Previously, staff proposed a maximum height of 24
ft. for detached two-story ADUs. The Planning Commission and members of the public indicated that 24 ft.
still felt too tall and asked staff to explore banning ADUs over detached garages or further reducing the
maximum height, preferably to 17 ft. or considering half-stories. Staff consulted further with the City’s
Building Department and with construction professionals to evaluate the factors that determine the height
of a structure, including lot slope, floodplain, foundation systems, typical garage ceiling heights, ceiling joist
thickness, building code requirements for habitable space ceiling heights, and roof slope.
Limiting height to 17 ft. could unduly restrict second stories, as this limit may not be consistently feasible
for two-story construction. Similarly, a half-story must have a ceiling height of less than 7 ft., which is shorter
than what is required for habitable living area. Most second-story ADUs above garages could be constructed
within a maximum allowable height of 20 ft. Typical foundation systems vary between 4”-12”. Typical ceiling
height for a garage is 8 ft., but garages may be taller in some areas. Typical thickness for ceiling joists
between floors is 12” (joists, fire-rated gypsum board, plywood, and flooring). Minimum building code
ceiling height for habitable area is 7 ft., however a common ceiling height is 8 ft. Roof forms with a typical
4:12 slope can add another 1.5 ft. to 3 ft. to the height of the structure. Adding together these conservative
building dimensions, a second-story ADU above a garage would be approximately 20’ tall.

3
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Limiting maximum heights to 20 ft. would still allow for feasible ADU construction above a garage, but
necessitate a flat or shallow-pitched roof and could cause some architectural constraints. These constraints
may not allow an ADU to match the architectural style of the main home, especially with respect to roof
form. It may also pose construction limitations on sloped lots or in floodplain areas. Staff will review ADU
architectural design as part of the City’s study of “Residential Design Guidelines” to develop best design
practices to mitigate visual impacts.
HCD specified that cities cannot impose development standards that excessively burden and unreasonably
restrict development of ADUs. The City needs to ensure that its ADU regulations remain consistent with its
building code, as required by State Law. Unduly restricting the height of ADUs over detached garages in a
manner inconsistent with its adopted building code could potentially be inconsistent with the State Law and
make the entire ordinance null and void, including limitations to bulk and height created to address privacy
concerns.
Staff’s Recommendation: Further reduce the maximum building height to 20 ft. and establish a maximum
plate height to 8 ft. for second story ADUs. Commission may also suggest alternatives to City Council.
Privacy - Eliminate Balconies: Staff previously proposed prohibiting balconies that face immediately adjacent
side and rear neighbors. However, staff heard strong concern about privacy and the potential impacts of
second story balconies in the rear yard. In response, staff recommends prohibiting balconies entirely for
second story detached ADUs. Implementation would not be contrary to State Law and would protect
neighbor privacy.
Staff’s Recommendation: Prohibit second-story balconies and decks entirely. Exterior stairways would still
be allowed facing the interior of the lot to promote deign options and affordable construction. Commission
may also suggest alternatives to City Council.
4
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Square Footage Limitation for ADUs above Detached Garages: Currently, a second story ADU above a
detached garage has the same maximum allowable square footage as an ADU constructed entirely on the
ground floor (700 square feet). The minimum dimensions for a one-car garage are 10 feet width by 20 feet-6
inches in length (205 square feet) and a two-car is 19 feet in width by 20 feet-6 inches in length (390 square
feet). Recent applications have proposed new 700-square foot garages to support a 700 sq. ft. second-story
ADU above. The community has expressed concern that these structures are overly bulky and out of scale
with the neighborhood.
The Commission discussed limiting ADUs above garages to the size of an efficiency unit (280 sq. ft.). While
efficiency units are initially defined as 150 square feet, recent changes to State Law and International
Building Code have modified the minimum size to approximately 280 sq. ft. (Section 1207.4 of the 2018
International Building Code). The letter from HCD indicates that maximum unit sizes under 500 square feet
would generally be considered burdensome. The State has not indicated that a uniform square footage is
required for detached one-story ADUs and second story ADUs above detached garages. HCD’s
recommended requirement of a 500 square foot unit size could be met through split-level construction
where the upper floor is limited to 280 sq. ft. and the lower floor is allowed to be larger. The maximum
allowable unit size of 700 sq. ft. would still apply to the entire unit; however, second story portions of the
ADUs would be limited to 280 sq. ft. The split-level construction is feasible as staff has received applications
with this type of construction, which is predominately popular with one-car garages.
Staff considered a ratio limiting the square footage of a second-story ADU in proportion to the size of the
detached garage below. However, requiring this type of ratio would tie allowable ADU square footage to
garage size and could incentivize larger garages with storage areas. Standardization of allowable square
footage allows for straightforward explanation to the public, simple application in the field, and would not
prohibit ADU development. A 400 square foot maximum for ADUs above garages was considered which
would align with the required size for a two-car garage, however an ADU would still require split-level
construction in order to be consistent with the HCD recommended 500 sq. ft. unit size. The feedback
received from the public and direction received from the Commission was to explore smaller unit sizes
above garages.
Staff’s Recommendation: Restrict second story ADUs above garages to 280 square feet. A 280 square foot
efficiency unit above a garage could provide sleeping quarters, cooking facilities, and a full bathroom with
an option for larger square footage on the ground floor through split-level construction. Commission may
also suggest alternatives to City Council.
The Commission also asked staff to study daylight planes and story poles. A daylight plane acts as a type of
setback and could not be more restrictive than the 5 ft. side and rear setbacks required by State Law.
Implementation of a daylight plane would not reduce the allowable square footage above a garage. Story
poles are not required for other construction projects in Redwood City, including two-story additions. A
requirement for a second-story ADU that is not applied to a second-story addition or new two-story home
could be considered unduly burdensome.
Summary of Recommendations
Based on public input, direction from the Planning Commission, and clarifications from HCD, the following
list represents a summary of recommendations.

5
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Second Story ADUs and Privacy:
 Reduce maximum heights for second-story ADUs above garages from 28 ft. to 20 ft. to limit height
and mass and to keep units secondary to the single-family home.
 Limit portions of the ADU above garages to 280 sq. ft.
 Prohibit all balconies and second-story decks on detached ADUs.
 Restrict exterior stairs facing immediately adjacent neighbors to reduce privacy impacts.
 Require opaque or clerestory windows when facing immediately adjacent side and rear neighbors
to reduce privacy impacts.
 Prohibit roof decks above accessory structures to reduce privacy impacts.
One-Story ADU Incentives:
 Reduce single-story rear setbacks from 10 ft. to 6 ft. to increase ADU production.
 Exempt ADUs from a 50% rear lot coverage requirement to increase buildable footprint in the rear
yard.
 Allow replacement of detached garages into ADUs to ensure new structures comply with setbacks
and to prevent two-story structures in the rear yard.
 Increase ADA maximum size from 800 sq. ft. to 1,000 sq. ft. in order to incentivize construction.
 Exempt one-story ADUs from the Hillside Ordinance to reduce further barriers to ADU
construction.
GENERAL PLAN CONFORMANCE
The proposed Zoning Amendment would further the City Housing Element’s policies and programs that
promote a variety of housing types that are accessible to all income levels.
Program H-12: Second Units. Second units offer an additional source of affordable housing to homeowners
and the community. Redwood City’s Zoning Ordinance establishes development standards for second units
on lots in residential areas with an existing single-family use. The development of this important housing
type should be facilitated, while ensuring compatibility with and limited impact on existing neighborhoods.
One of the objectives of Program H-12 is to review and consider revising development standards for second
units to facilitate the development of more second units, including allowing units to be built over detached
garages. HCD has the authority to review actions or inactions inconsistent with the housing element
pursuant to Government Code Section 65585. The proposed amendments would reduce allowable heights
and the unit sizes above garages, but would not significantly reduce the feasibility of ADU development.
Program BE-1: Amend Zoning Ordinance and Map. Update the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning map to reflect
the General Plan Land Use Map upon adoption of the General Plan. Create zoning districts as needed to
implement the Land Use and Urban Form Chapter. Establish specific development standards for each newly
created zoning district.
 Consider modifying second unit standards to facilitate increased density while preserving
older structures
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The adoption of an ordinance to implement Government Code section 65852.2 (the Accessory Dwelling Unit
Law) is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Public Resources Code
6
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section 21080.17. The related amendments not specifically related to the state law are considered exempt
from CEQA as there is no possibility of a significant impact on the environment, per Section 15061(b)(3),
because the proposed zoning amendments are minor changes that would not substantially increase the
intensity or the use of the structures.
ALTERNATIVES
1. Adopt resolution with modifications to proposed amendments, which may include lowering
maximum height, second floor square footage, prohibiting exterior stairs, or providing more
incentives for one-story ADUs.
2. Deny the proposed ordinance amendments.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Planning Commission Resolution 19-06 Amending the Zoning Ordinance
2. HCD Memo (06.05.19)
3. Updated Detached ADU Standards in Nearby Cities
4. Public Comment
LINKS TO RELATED RESOURCES
1. PC Staff Report (05.21.19)
REPORT PREPARED BY:
Apollo Rojas, Associate Planner
REPORT REVIEWED BY:
Lindy Chan, Principal Planner
Diana O’Dell, Acting Planning Manager
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RESOLUTION NO. 19-06
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT
A ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT MODIFYING ARTICLE 33
(NONCONFORMING LOTS, USES, STRUCTURES AND PARKING),
ARTICLE 36 (EXTERIOR SITE IMPROVEMENTS), ARTICLE 37
(ACCESSORY
DWELLING
UNITS),
AND
ARTICLE
45
(ARCHITECTURAL PERMITS) REGARDING ACCESSORY DWELLING
UNIT REQUIREMENTS
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Redwood City is empowered
to amend Zoning Ordinance Article 37 (Accessory Dwelling Units) to align with State
policy and increase affordable housing production. Modifications to Article 37 would
further the purposes of the ordinance, including allowing accessory dwelling units on
single-family residential properties while respecting the character of the residential
neighborhood, increasing the availability of a variety of housing types for all income
groups, supporting affordable housing and multi-generational living, encouraging housing
construction or alteration to meet the needs of residents with special needs including
residents with disabilities, creating flexibility in the design and location of accessory
dwelling units, and requiring adequate setback and height requirements; and
WHEREAS, on May 10, 2019, a public hearing notice was published in the San
Mateo Daily Journal and mailed to interested parties; and
WHEREAS, on May 21, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed
public hearing, in accordance with all applicable requirements of the Redwood City
Zoning Ordinance, to consider amendments to Zoning Ordinance Articles 33
(Nonconforming Lots, Uses, Structures, and Parking), 36 (Exterior Site Improvements),
37 (Accessory Dwelling Units), and 45 (Architectural Permits) (collectively, the “Zoning
Ordinance Amendments”); and
WHEREAS, on May 21, 2019, all interested parties were given the opportunity to
participate in the public hearing by providing oral testimony and/or submitting written
comments; and
WHEREAS, at the May 21, 2019 public hearing, the Planning Commission fully
reviewed, considered, and evaluated the staff report, oral and written public testimony,
and all other documents and evidence in the public record and continued the public
hearing to June 18, 2019; and
WHEREAS, on June 18, 2019, the Planning Commission held a second public
hearing where it fully reviewed, considered, and evaluated the staff report, oral and
written public testimony, and all other documents and evidence in the public record; and
WHEREAS, on June 18, 2019, the Planning Commission considered whether the
Zoning Ordinance Amendments are categorically exempt from the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as they relate to implementation of
ATTY/RESO.0067/PC RESO RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF ZA ORD AMENDMENT ARTICLES 33, 36, 37 & 45
REV: 06-13-19 PR
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Government Code section 65852.2 (the Accessory Dwelling Unit Law), pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21080.17. The related amendments not specifically related to
the Accessory Dwelling Unit Law are considered exempt from CEQA as there is no
possibility of a significant impact on the environment, under Section 15061(b)(3), as
described in the staff report; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission determined that the Zoning Ordinance
Amendments would further the purposes of and appropriately implement the City of
Redwood City General Plan, applicable provisions of the Redwood City Municipal Code,
and the Redwood City Zoning Ordinance.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF REDWOOD CITY, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. The recitals set forth above are true and correct, and are hereby
incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth in their entirety.
Section 2. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed Zoning
Ordinance Amendments are in the public interest and consistent with the Redwood City
General Plan.
Section 3. This proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments have been reviewed
with respect to applicability of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and the
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq.).
Adoption of an ordinance regarding accessory dwelling units in a single-family or
multifamily residential zone to implement the provisions of Government Code is an action
that is exempt from the provisions of CEQA under Public Resources Code Section
21080.17 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15282(h). The remaining amendments have
been evaluated and found to not have an impact on the environment under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) as it can be seen with certainty that they will not have an
impact on the environment, as described in the staff report.
Section 4. The Planning Commission hereby recommends that the City Council of
the City of Redwood City adopt the Zoning Ordinance Amendments as provided in Exhibit
A, attached hereto and incorporated by reference, by adding text shown in underline
(example) and deleting the text shown in strikeout (example). Wording in brackets
([example]) is informational only and is not to be included in the published ordinance.
Section 5. This Resolution is effective upon its adoption.
***

ATTY/RESO.0067/PC RESO RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF ZA ORD AMENDMENT ARTICLES 33, 36, 37 & 45
REV: 06-13-19 PR
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EXHIBIT A
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
[Article 37 is amended as follows]
Article 37 - ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS
37.1 - Purpose, Scope.
The purpose of this section is to:
A. Allow accessory dwelling units on single-family residential properties while respecting
the character of the residential neighborhood.
B. Increase the availability of a variety of housing types that is accessible for all income
groups.
C. Support affordable housing and multi-generational living.
D. Encourage housing construction or alteration to meet the needs of residents with
special needs including residents with disabilities.
E. Create flexibility in the design and location of accessory dwelling units.
F. Maintain adequate setback requirements and height limitations.
37.2 - Definition.
Accessory Dwelling Unit. An accessory dwelling unit, commonly known as a second unit
or in-law unit, is an attached or detached dwelling unit that is located on the same lot as a
single-family dwelling and provides complete living, sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation
facilities separate and independent of the main dwelling. A second unit also includes an
efficiency unit, as defined in Section 17958.1 of Health and Safety Code and a
manufactured home, as defined in Section 18007 of the Health and Safety Code.
37.3 - Development Standards.
An accessory dwelling unit may be constructed on the same lot as an existing or proposed
single-family dwelling in the RH, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, and R-5 zoning districts, subject to the
following development standards:
A. Number and Location.
1. No more than one (1) accessory dwelling unit may be located on the same lot that
has an existing or proposed single-family dwelling. Accessory dwelling units are not
required to meet the density requirements of the General Plan or zoning ordinance and
do not count toward the permissible number of units per acre (or required lot area per
dwelling)
2. Accessory dwelling units may be attached to, detached from, or located within the
living area of the existing dwelling.
B. Lot Coverage. The maximum allowable lot coverage for all structures on a singlefamily lot, including an accessory dwelling unit and accessory buildings, shall be limited to
the maximum allowable lot coverage of the underlying zoning district.
C. Building Height and Setbacks.
1. Attached Accessory Dwelling Unit. The height and setbacks of an attached
accessory dwelling unit are subject to the requirements of the underlying zoning district
and the setback requirements in Section 32.3 (Supplemental Setback Requirements)
and shall have independent exterior access.

ATTY/RESO.0067/PC RESO RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF ZA ORD AMENDMENT ARTICLES 33, 36, 37 & 45
REV: 06-13-19 PR
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2. Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit. The height and setbacks of a detached
accessory dwelling unit shall be subject to the requirements of Section 36.5 (Accessory
Buildings) with the following exceptions.
a. Rear Yard Setback. A detached accessory dwelling unit shall be set back six (6)
ten (10) feet from the rear property line.
b. Conversion of Accessory Building. A legal accessory building may be
converted into an accessory dwelling unit provided the side and rear setbacks are
sufficient for fire safety. Any expansion of the building shall meet current
requirements for an accessory dwelling unit.
c. Replacement of Detached Garages. A detached garage may be replaced by an
Accessory Dwelling Unit provided it complies with required setbacks.
dc. Second Story. If an accessory dwelling unit is constructed above a garage, the
minimum second-story setback is five (5) feet from the rear and side property lines
and the maximum height is twenty (20) twenty-eight (28) feet. [State Law and City
Zoning Standards]
1. No more than 280 square feet of the accessory dwelling unit shall be
constructed over a detached garage. The remaining allowable square footage
may be constructed on the first floor.
2. Balconies and second story decks shall be prohibited.
2. Open stairways shall be located interior to the site and not facing the
immediately adjacent side or rear yards.
3. Second story plate height shall be limited to eight (8) feet.
4. Windows facing immediately adjacent side and rear neighbors shall be made
opaque or clerestory.
e. Rear Yard Lot Coverage: A detached one-story accessory dwelling unit shall be
exempt from the rear yard coverage limitation in Sections 5.5 and 36.5(G).
3. [Reserved.]
4. [Reserved.]
5. Square Footage. The maximum allowable floor area for an accessory dwelling unit
shall not exceed the area specified below, provided that in no instance may the size of
an attached accessory dwelling unit exceed fifty (50) percent of the existing living area.
a. Standard Units. Accessory dwelling units shall not exceed seven hundred (700)
square feet, except as specified in subsections (b) (c) and (d) below.
b. Accessible Units. Units meeting the California Building Code requirements for
disabled access are permitted to have up to one thousand (1,000) eight hundred (800)
square feet of floor area.
c. RH and R-1 Lots Greater Than or Equal to ten thousand (10,000) Square Feet.
For lot sizes greater than or equal to ten thousand (10,000) square feet in the RH and
R-1 zoning districts, the maximum allowable floor area for an accessory dwelling unit
is nine hundred (900) square feet.
6. Definition of Floor Area. For the purposes of this article, floor area for an
accessory dwelling unit shall not include garages, carports, and covered porches.
D. Parking. No additional parking spaces are required for the accessory dwelling unit. If a
garage or carport is converted or demolished in conjunction with the construction of an
accessory dwelling unit, the required replacement spaces may be uncovered.
Replacement spaces shall be located on any paved area on the lot, including within any
setback. Tandem configuration is permitted.
E. Pervious Area in Front Yard. The front yard shall be subject to the minimum pervious
area and stormwater requirements of the underlying zoning district.
ATTY/RESO.0067/PC RESO RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF ZA ORD AMENDMENT ARTICLES 33, 36, 37 & 45
REV: 06-13-19 PR
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F. Architectural Standards. An accessory dwelling unit shall be generally architecturally
compatible with the architectural style and exterior paint and materials of the single-family
dwelling on the same lot.
G. Stormwater Treatment. Accessory dwelling units are subject to the requirements of
Section 32.12 (Stormwater Treatment), including creek protection and setbacks.
H. Passageway. A passageway is not required in conjunction with the construction of an
accessory dwelling unit, unless mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act or other
state or federal safety code or standard. A passageway is a pathway that is unobstructed
and clear to the sky that extends from the street to the door of the accessory dwelling unit.
I. Historic Preservation. Any accessory dwelling unit located in a historic district or on a
site with a historic landmark shall be subject to the requirements of Chapter 40 (Historic
Preservation) of the City Code.
37.4 - Application.
An accessory dwelling unit that includes a second-story element shall require approval of an
Architectural Permit in accordance with Article 45.
37.5 - Rental Only.
The accessory dwelling unit shall not be intended or offered for sale, nor sold, but may be
rented.
37.6 - Homeowner Occupancy.
A. Occupancy. The property owner shall live on-site in either the main unit or the
accessory dwelling unit.
B. Exception. The homeowner may live off-site and rent out both the main house and the
ADU if the homeowner has a medical condition that requires residency elsewhere or
accepts a job offer outside of the San Francisco Bay Area.
1. Process for Review. Applications for Exception to the Homeowner Occupancy
Requirement shall be filed with the Community Development Department by owner of
the property affected and shall be reviewed by the Planning Manager or his/her
designee. The application shall include pertinent information as may be required by the
Planning Manager or his/her designee that demonstrates conformance with the
exception criteria described in this subsection B.
2. Action. The Planning Manager may take the following actions within 45-days of
application submittal:
a. Request additional information.
b. Approve or deny the application.
c. A written decision will be provided to the applicant.
[Article 45, Section 45.2 is amended as follows]
Article 45 – ARCHITECTURAL PERMITS
45.2 - Applicability.
The following projects require an Architectural Permit:
[Subsections A-C are unchanged]
D. Additions on Sloping Lots. One-story new construction, additions, new two-story
accessory dwelling units or exterior modifications when the lot has a slope of fifteen (15)
ATTY/RESO.0067/PC RESO RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF ZA ORD AMENDMENT ARTICLES 33, 36, 37 & 45
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percent or greater and the total gross floor area is three thousand (3,000) square feet or
more. If the lot slope is thirty (30) percent or greater, an Architectural Permit is required for
changes of any size. These provisions apply to any single-family, duplex or two-story
accessory dwelling unit.
[Article 33, Section 33.11 is amended as follows]
Article 33 – NONCONFORMING LOTS, USES, STRUCTURES, AND PARKING
33.11 - Repair of Nonconforming Structures.
Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 33.10, any nonconforming structure may be
repaired and/or altered, provided that:
[Subsections A-C are unchanged]
D. Existing nonconforming accessory structures may be repaired, reconstructed, or
converted into accessory dwelling units, provided that there is no increase in the
nonconformity caused or created by such structure.
[Article 36, Section 36.5 is amended as follows]
Article 36 - EXTERIOR SITE IMPROVEMENTS
36.5 - Accessory Buildings.
The requirements of this section apply to all accessory buildings in any zoning district.
[Subsections A-G are unchanged]
H. Provisions for roof decks. Roof decks shall be prohibited on top of accessory
structures.

ATTY/RESO.0067/PC RESO RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF ZA ORD AMENDMENT ARTICLES 33, 36, 37 & 45
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Attachment 3

DETACHED ADU STANDARDS IN NEARBY CITIES
ADUs are a tool to promote incremental density within an existing neighborhood and are
permitted across California. Other nearby cities have implemented similar development
standards, which address issues pertaining to maximum allowable square feet, rear single-story
setbacks, second story maximum height, and privacy.
City

Square
Footage
Redwood
700
City
900
(Lot >
10k)
Menlo Park 640

Rear Setback
(1st Story)
10’

Height
(2nd story)
28’

Privacy Guidelines

2nd story is not permitted
1st story: 17’ w/daylight
plane

No

28’

Yes: No openings
within 10’ exterior

No

San Carlos

640

10’
5’
with
adjacent
owner’s
permission
5’

Belmont

800

5’

17’ flat roof
20’ pitched
24’ if meets zoning setbacks

None

San Mateo

640

Exempt
for
rear 1/3 of the
lot otherwise
same
as
zoning

24’ (grade to plate height)
w/ 32’ to ridge with daylight
plane
(Ministerial)

Yes: Offset windows
from neighbor’s
windows to
maximize privacy

Millbrae

None

No

Palo Alto

State
None
Law
1,200 or
50%
900
6’

2nd story is not permitted.
1st story: 17’

Yes: Window and
door placement

Daly City

1,200

10’

2nd story is not permitted.
1-story: 15’

No

South S.F.

900 sf

5’

20’

No
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City

Rear Setback
(1st Story)
Same
as
underlying
zoning
5’

Height
(2nd story)
24’
(Ministerial)

Burlingame 640

Unclear

2nd story not permitted.
1-story: 14’

Mountain
View

700

10’

Sunnyvale

700

10’

28 ft. maximum building No
height and 22 ft. at top of
wall plate
Not explicitly permitted
No
st
1 story: 15’ w/o use permit

Los Altos

1,200

Same
zoning

Santa Clara

1,200

5’

Portola
Valley
Los Gatos

Square
Footage
1,200

Attachment 3

1,200

Privacy Guidelines
No

Same as underlying zoning. No
Allowed if an existing two
story is on site.

as Same as zoning: 27’
Allow above garage
2nd story not permitted
1st story: 14’

No

No
Yes: Enclosed stairs,
window and balcony
restrictions.
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CD-Raisa Sanchez
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CD-Diana ODell
Tuesday, June 11, 2019 10:07 AM
CD-Apollo Rojas; CD-Lindy Chan; CD-Steven Turner; CD-William Chui
FW: In-law units: Critical to RWC Social Fabric

FYI, Apollo, please include in the comments with the report.

From: Jeremy Smith
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 10:05 AM
To: Council‐Diane Howard <DHoward@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Alicia Aguirre <aaguirre@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐
Janet Borgens <jborgens@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Giselle Hale <ghale@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Shelly Masur
<smasur@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Diana Reddy <dreddy@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Ian Bain
<ibain@redwoodcity.org>
Cc: CD‐Diana ODell <dodell@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: In‐law units: Critical to RWC Social Fabric

Dear Council & Planning Staff,
My name is Jeremy Smith, I am proud Redwood City Resident (and have been for 24 years), Sequoia HS Alum,
community volunteer, and Stanford graduate student working on sea level rise adaptation in San Mateo County.
When I was 6 years old, my dad, a contractor, built an ADU on our property to house my widowed Nona. She
raised me and my sister growing up and let my parents work to help get our family through hard times. When I
was 10, my aunt, struggling with mental health issues and the recession moved in to the ADU with my Nona so
that our family could help support her through her time of need. Now that my Nona has passed and aunt moved
to Oregon (due to rising housing costs), my parents now rent the ADU to help pay for my sister's college
tuition.
Without that ADU, my family would be in much a worse place economically and socially and likely would
not even be Redwood City. As much as people make them out to be "airbnbs" for "greedy developers" that is
not the case. They are critical to the social fabric of this city.
When people (and the city) try to limit the size and height of ADUs they mean to restrict them being built. And
for what? Views, "privacy", and "neighborhood character." Let's take views and privacy as a valid externality
and compare them to another externality: car exhaust blown in my face while biking to school and the risk of
being killed in a collision.
One set of externalities is clearly more damaging to Redwood City residents and yet little action is done to
regulate the extent of car emissions and bike safety while a whole team is working to limit the "character
of single family neighborhoods."
This effort is in my opinion an environmental and social justice issue and I consider it imperative that we make
it easier (not harder) for families to strengthen the social fabric of this community.
If you've read this far, thank you. I'd like to end by saying that young people like me who grew up in Redwood
City who have a sense of pride for RWC and make it their life's work to try and improve our community are
being pushed out by making it harder to find affordable housing even if that means living in our parent's garage
1
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with our fiancée. So if the city would like young, socially-minded, energetic, people like me to stay (which I
hope it would), I beg you to consider how to keep evolving the city as an inclusive, walkable, bikeable,
and livable place.
Sincerely,
Jeremy Smith

2
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CD-Raisa Sanchez
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CD-Steven Turner
Thursday, May 30, 2019 9:56 AM
CD-Diana ODell; CD-Apollo Rojas
FW: Not in my back yard. And not in yours either.

STEVEN TURNER
Acting Community Development Director
City of Redwood City
Phone: (650) 780‐5934

From: MGR‐Melissa Stevenson Diaz
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 9:10 AM
To: CD‐Steven Turner <sturner@redwoodcity.org>; MGR‐Alex Khojikian <akhojikian@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Fwd: Not in my back yard. And not in yours either.

FYI Melissa
Begin forwarded message:
From: Isabella Chu
Date: May 29, 2019 at 6:21:47 PM PDT
To: RWC Council <council@redwoodcity.org>
Cc: CD-Diana ODell <dodell@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Not in my back yard. And not in yours either.
Dear City Council,
Per usual, there is a plot afoot to limit, constrict, shrink and block housing-for-other-people. This
time from the lovely neighborhood of Mt Carmel where the average list price on Zillow is $1.8
million dollars and the equity gain in the last five years alone is ~$800K. Several residents feel
that having to look at a dwelling that fails to delight them and/or isn't just exactly like their own,
or very nearly so, is a great injustice. So much so that they are demanding a moratorium on
second story ADUs city-wide.
I'm not sure why people in houses worth nearly $2M close to jobs, transit and amenities in a
lovely neighborhood want to block an affordable, infill housing choice for others city-wide. The
selfishness of this position blows my mind. They have everything and are trying to block others
from having even the smallest piece of these privileges. This is the text-book definition of
NIMBYism. "Not in my back yard." Though I guess technically their position is "And not in
yours either." Even if you want it. Even if it's across town. Even if you want to provide a friend
or a neighbor a safe, affordable, high quality place to live.
1
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Please do not cave into these voices. The housing shortage in California is a humanitarian crisis.
Allowing their neighbor or someone across town to house someone in their garage costs a
homeowner nothing. We need more places to live. Now. The proposed ban on second story
ADUs is doubling down on the policies that have created the housing crisis.
Warm regards,
Bella

2
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CD-Raisa Sanchez
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

CD-Diana ODell
Tuesday, May 28, 2019 12:33 PM
CD-Lindy Chan; CD-Apollo Rojas
FW: Planning Commission Meeting
Other city's language re height and setbacks_planes.xlsx

FYI

From: E.M. Wilkinson
Sent: Sunday, May 26, 2019 4:21 PM
To: Contact‐Rick Hunter <rick.hunter@comcast.net>; CD‐Diana ODell <dodell@redwoodcity.org>; Contact‐Kevin
Bondonno <kevin@bondonno.org>
Cc: GRP‐Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Re: Planning Commission Meeting
Dear Commissioners Hunter and Bondonno, and Ms. O'Dell,
Attached please find the research I obtained from concerned neighbors and referenced in my public comment concerning
ADU limits at last week's planning hearing. Citation information is included. As you'll see, it appears that setting height
limits on ADUs is the norm and not the exception among the twelve cities studied.
Also, you were right to point out that I was mistaken when I asserted that city staff had not researched other local cities
ordinances: I had not seen Attachment 2 of the report at that time and apologize for seeming to impugn staff efforts. In
fact I was referring to the long period of time that has elapsed since the spring of 2017 ADU hearings held by your
commission where staff were originally asked to provide this information. Moreover, having now scrutinized Attachment 2,
it seems to list a select slice of cities whose rules support the staff's recommendation, and was therefore neither balanced
nor representative enough, in my opinion, of the trend among Peninsula cities to impose more restrictive height rules on
ADUs.
When you review the speadsheet, I hope you'll also note that there are other cities that require new structures to be
consistent with existing structures on the property. Codifying this into our city ordinance would deter situations that we are
confronted with by 230 Iris, where having a 24' ADU tower would be totally incongruous with the ranch-style single story of
the main house.
Please let me know if you have any further questions. I look forward to the next hearing on FAR and ADU rules and
appreciate your commission's responsiveness to the community regarding these concerns.
Respectfully,
Ellen Wilkinson
On Wednesday, May 22, 2019, 8:30:02 PM PDT, Rick Hunter <rick.hunter@comcast.net> wrote:
Dear Ellen,
I am on the Planning Commission, and I want to thank you for your letter and for your testimony last night. Listening to
your testimony, I was interested in your listing of other cities and their second story ADU limits and rules. If you are
willing, I would like to encourage you to send the results of your research to the Planning Commission and to the City's
Planning Department to help us prepare for our June 18 meeting. I recommend you send it to Acting Planning Manager
Diana O'Dell at dodell@redwoodcity.org.
In your letter to the Commission, I noticed that you believed that our city staff had not done basic research on other local
cities. In Attachment 2 to the Staff Report, the city staff did present their research other local cities. But since you
researched additional cities, I am sure the staff would welcome your information.
1
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Thank you again for your participation.
Best regards,
Rick Hunter

2
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CD-Raisa Sanchez
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CD-Diana ODell
Wednesday, June 12, 2019 8:12 AM
CD-Steven Turner; CD-Lindy Chan; CD-Apollo Rojas
FW: Public comment for planning commission and city council re ADU amendments

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: BCC‐Kevin Bondonno
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 7:40 PM
To: Andrew Farthing
Cc: CD‐Diana ODell <dodell@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Diane Howard <DHoward@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Re: Public comment for planning commission and city council re ADU amendments
Mr. Farthing,
On behalf of the Planning Commission I am acknowledging receipt of your email. Thank you for sending us your
comments.
Kevin Bondonno, Chairman
Planning Commission

> On Jun 11, 2019, at 7:17 PM, Andrew Farthing <amfarthing@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> Ms. O'Dell,
>
> Although I don't have as much time as Kris Johnson to attend planning commission meetings, I write to note my strong
opposition to any moratorium on ADU construction/approvals. I also oppose any limitations on garage/ADU height other
than that the garage/ADU be shorter than the primary residence.
>
> A moratorium on second‐story ADU construction/approvals would violate state law. The City Attorney has repeatedly,
both this year and previously, provided the opinion that state law requires cities to permit second‐story ADUs. Nothing
in that regard has changed. That should end the matter.
>
> As to height limitations, an arbitrary cap of 17' as proposed by some members of the Planning Commission is
detrimental. It will result in two‐story ADUs that are literal boxes. The public comments on this subject at the May 21
Planning Commission meeting were focused against the idea of second‐story ADUs. But the state has made that water
under the bridge. More nuanced ways to address concerns over shadows and privacy exist. Concerns over daylight
planes and privacy can and should be addressed through more tailored regulation rather than an arbitrary height limit
that stunts architectural choice and will result in ugly, less useful housing, especially on the variety of lots and
topographies that exist within the city.
>
> Please provide a copy of my remarks to both the Planning Commission and the City Council, as I believe Mr. Johnson
intends to ask the City Council for the moratorium described above. Indeed, he did so in a NextDoor post several weeks
ago that solicited signatures, but when the comments on the post began trending against his position‐‐that is, in favor of
second‐story ADUs, he immediately deleted the post. Since it was his post, I have no way to retrieve it or the comments
1
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in opposition to a moratorium. Nonetheless, the Planning Commission and the City Council should both be under no
illusions regarding the difference of opinion amongst their constituents on this issue.
>
> Mr. Johnson may have organized a small group of vocal opponents to increased density and housing, but their views
are NIMBYish and not reflective of those of the fuller community.
>
> Regards,
> Andrew Farthing
> 208 Lowell St
> Redwood City, CA 94062

2
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

CD-Diana ODell
CD-Lindy Chan; CD-Apollo Rojas; CD-William Chui
FW: FAR and ADUs
Friday, May 24, 2019 10:54:36 AM

FYI

From: Rachel Holt
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 10:36 AM
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: FAR and ADUs

Chair Bondonno and Planning CommissionersThank you for the time, attention and thoughtful discussion in which you engaged on Tuesday
night. I have had some time to digest your comments and questions, as well as some of the
very moving public comment by many of my neighbors and I have a few followup thoughts
that I would like you to consider.
Regarding the "remedy" of filing an appeal. I want to further flesh out that process, so that
you really understand how broken our system is, and why I remain convinced that the majority
of this community has no idea about how to oppose development that is in conflict with
existing neighborhood character. First, there is the very broken system of "notice". The only
neighbors that are put on notice that an application has even been submitted for
review/approval to the planning department are the immediate adjacent neighbors and the 3
neighbors across the street. That is it. If you live in a neighborhood that seems to be in the
cross hairs of developers, and you don't happen to live right next door to the potential project,
this is what the appeals process will look like for you: you must consistently troll Building
eye (the city's online notification of applications for building permits), the HRAC agenda (for
requests for complete tear downs or major additions to homes 1940 or older) and watch every
listing and recently sold home in that neighborhood. And then you have to find out who the
assigned planner is for that project and repeatedly email that person to stay on top of the status
of the application, and then timely file the appeal within 15 days of the project being
approved, at the bargain basement price of $640. I know this from personal experience. Most
of my neighborhood has been asleep at the wheel (myself included) as homes (some
gorgeously maintained, historic, STARTER homes) have been torn down, replaced by 3,000
sq ft plus sized homes and sold for 3 million dollars. As I told you Tuesday night, the turning
point in my neighborhood really was when Jeff Ira, former Mayor and clearly well informed
on how to fight City Hall, filed an appeal on an approved building permit on Iris- right next
door to him. Since then, I have heard over and over again from my neighbors things like "I
didn't know I could file an appeal", "I didn't think there was anything I could do because the
city told me it complied with code", "I don't want to start a war with my neighbor", and most
disheartening "I am sad to see the destruction of everything that attracted me to this
neighborhood".
The appeals process does not work. It is broken in so many ways and, to be even remotely
effective requires neighbors to spend countless hours being watchdogs. Which brings me to
the other neighborhoods throughout this city. You might think this is a "Mt Carmel" issue,
because we seem to be the squeakiest wheels. This goes hand in hand with a broken appeals
process. It is happening all across this city. I have seen it in Woodside Plaza. Friendly Acres
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is at serious risk as Facebook and Google continue to grow just over our southern border and
offer HUGE housing stipends to it's employees who live within .5 miles of their offices.
Central, Palm Park, Eagle Hill. They are all at risk. And in Mt Carmel we are sitting ducks.
Relying on you and City Council to save this neighborhood.
I appreciate the desire of the commission to get this right. I am deeply thankful for the
expertise that Commissioner Shoe adds to the commission and his desire to do it right the first
time and not have to go back and fix it. I ask that you understand the frustration of the
community knowing that with respect to ADUs many of the concerns that were raised
Tuesday night were the same concerns raised by this commission two years ago and were told
by staff that they would study, analyze and compare with other cities to address serious
massing, privacy, light, air and character issues. Instead they recommended adopting the same
height limit for an ADU over a detached garage as is allowable for a two story house. What?!
We do need to get this right, but we need to do it quickly as the current ordinance is tearing
this neighborhood apart.
I look forward to the next meeting in June. I am very hopeful for the changes you will
recommend re: ADUs and I am very hopeful that you will recommend a hardcap FAR of .40
or .45.
Thank you for time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Rachel Holt
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CD-Raisa Sanchez
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CD-Diana ODell
Monday, June 3, 2019 10:29 AM
CD-Apollo Rojas; CD-William Chui; CD-Lindy Chan
FW: Feedback from 5/21 meeting on ADU and FAR

This can go in the public correspondence section of the June 18 staff reports.

From: Kris Johnson
Sent: Monday, June 03, 2019 10:11 AM
To: GRP‐Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Cc: CD‐Steven Turner <sturner@redwoodcity.org>; ATTY‐Prasanna Rasiah <prasiah@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Ian Bain
<ibain@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Diane Howard <DHoward@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Feedback from 5/21 meeting on ADU and FAR
Dear Planning Commission,
Thank you for your time and deliberation on these two complicated issues. Even with the criticality of getting
this situation addressed quickly, I fully support sending these items back to staff for more data points, analysis,
and deliberation. In the meantime, I echo Rachel Holt’s recurrent call for a moratorium (or interim ordinance)
calling for the immediate halt to 2nd-story ADUs above garages while we hash out this policy over the next few
months. To be very clear, I am not asking for a halt to all ADUs. Rather, I am asking for the temporary halt on
2nd-story ADUs above garages new and incomplete applications until the updated ordinance gets
approved.
Some of you expressed serious concerns back in 2017 about the new and rushed ADU policy. City staff made
promises that never materialized re: addressing these concerns. In this void, plans that push boundaries to the
max and lead to neighborhood strife continue to pour in. Just last week, another neighbor who lives adjacent to
the approved ADU at 208 Lowell (see attached image) expressed to me how irate she is, feeling that our City
is turning a blind eye to its residents. A series of key questions came up from this devastated resident:





Why is it up to residents to fight 1:1 with their neighbors?
How are residents supposed to keep current on technical building codes and arcane regulations?
Why does Redwood City continue to allow projects that aren’t allowed in most cities on the Peninsula?

Following are a few of my concerns, questions, and suggestions that have arisen from the meeting on 5/21:
PROCESS

1. I would hope we can agree that both FAR and ADU would have been better served by an extensive
study session (or two) prior to last week’s Planning Commission (PC) meeting. An ordinary PC meeting
should not be the vehicle to create a policy on the fly even if it is interim ordinance (as is the case with
FAR). Given the complexities of the two issues and the implications for every Redwood City resident,
did staff truly believe we were going to (or should) hammer this out in one PC meeting? It was a tall ask
of the engaged public who want to keep involved to slog through a 4.5-hour meeting.
a. Why we didn’t have a study session for these two issues? Was it to save time or to short-circuit
the process? I recognize the necessity for expediency, but we would be better served by an
1
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interim ordinance that gets it right the first time. This is why some of us have been asking for a
moratorium on 2nd-story ADUs.
b. These new ADU and FAR ordinances will set a new bar and be extremely difficult to modify,
thus the importance of not rushing forward now without sufficient due diligence. And all the more
reason for an immediate, interim ordinance on 2nd-story ADUs above garages

2.
Despite claims to the contrary during the PC meeting on May 21, our appeal process is broken,
inadequate and expensive. Furthermore, it simply doesn’t address the need for increased community
engagement and transparency. No other city on the Peninsula has an appeal fee as high as ours. Why is that?
a. Our notification process is anemic at best and requires residents to be watchdogs by constantly
checking the difficult to use Building Eye program and/or constantly peppering staff for information.
b. Also, it’s incredibly cumbersome and inconvenient to require residents to trudge down to City
Hall during limited business hours to take pictures of plans with their cell phones in order to get
the documentation of projects that are of concern. Given the torrent of development projects in
our community, why are we not digitizing these plans (as suggested by Commissioner Shoe)?
c. The ongoing problems with the appeal process are long-standing and well-documented. I
personally have had multiple conversations with Steven Turner on the subject, yet most of the
concerns have gone unaddressed. Appeals should not have to substitute for reasonable, smart
regulations and guidelines that are applied objectively and transparently.
d. Any suggestion last week that our appeals process provides an adequate safety net for
residents is categorically untrue. We can and must do better.

3.
For anyone who believes this is solely a Mt Carmel issue, they are mistaken. It is happening in other
neighborhoods as well. The reason you are hearing more from Mt Carmel is that it’s the only neighborhoods
where developers can scrape historic homes and then sell the 4,000 sq ft replacements for over $3M.
a. Yes, Mt Carmel’s proximity to downtown and transit, its inherent appeal, the aging small housing
stock and ability to command virtually any price, make developer-driven projects for profit in this
neighborhood appealing. Why should it surprise anyone that developers are overly attracted to
the incredibly profitable development environment that is occurring in a charming
neighborhood?
b. This neighborhood happens to be represented by a couple of vocal residents who have spent
vast amounts of time being voluntary advocates for neighborhood concerns. That is why you are
hearing more from Mt Carmel. Given the personal and financial toll, including public
disparagement, long hours and the ridiculously frustrating appeal process, is it any wonder that
you aren’t hearing from more residents and from more neighborhoods? Please put to rest any
suggestions that this is just a Mt Carmel problem. It’s a city-wide problem that is a byproduct of
a crude, rushed ADU ordinance and a non-existent but long overdue FAR policy.

FAR

4.
How did the conversation switch from a .40 or .45 FAR (as recommended by Council on 11/19/18) to
the suggested .50 FAR detailed in the staff report and proposed by staff? I rewatched the Council video and
there was not a single mention of a .50 FAR by Council or by our City Manager at the time, Aaron Aknin. If this
was an honest mistake by staff, then so be it. But I hope you can understand why the public might have
legitimate concerns when a staff report and recommendation doesn’t mirror the Council’s direction. Why did it
take an inquisitive Planning Commissioner to point out this inconsistency at the meeting last week? And why
are we even contemplating a .50 FAR when that doesn’t reflect the direction given by Council?

2
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5.
Can we evaluate a hard cap of .40 and let developers apply for proposed projects that exceed the cap if
they have an exceptional design or other benefits? A hard cap with a discretionary exception would put the
time and financial burden on developers -- where it belongs. There could be legitimate situations where
exceeding the cap makes sense but let’s have the developer bear that cost via the Planning Commission.

6.
I fully support the PC recommendation for more than two years of data. We should not be basing an
interim FAR recommendation on the excessive development we have experienced the last two years where we
saw a pronounced increase in developers taking advantage of our permissive zoning in our neighborhoods. I
also fully support the Commission’s decision to not consider a “soft-cap threshold” but request an interim hardcap instead.

ADU

7.
Why didn’t staff provide mock-ups (see attached) similar to what Commissioner Shoe hand-sketched,
showing renderings of the different heights of ADUs? I found these drawings incredibly illuminating and I’m
wondering why staff couldn’t provide 2D or 3D drawings so the Commission and the public could actually see a
visual of what they were recommending?
a. In this same vein, why aren’t we also seeing renderings of what the FAR recommendations
would look like on different sized lots? Surely we have Planning staff with CAD expertise or
available through an approved consultant who could assist with this. Perhaps staff could
produce visual images of 4-5 recent applications for the next discussion on June 18?

8.
Given the emotional testimony from the public last week, I hope everyone understands why 28-ft tall,
700 sq ft ADUs (the equivalent of an average 3-car garage) on top of a detached garage just a few feet from
the property line are so problematic. Perhaps we should consider a change to the ordinance where we allow
700 sq ft for ground floor ADUs (see attached proposed ADU) but limit ADUs above a garage to only 350 sq ft?
That would provide yet another significant incentive for the production of one-story ADUs.

9.
I see no justification for allowing external staircases and balconies on 2nd-story ADUs given the privacy
concerns. The elimination of these two items could also have positive impacts on overall massing. Please see
the attached proposed ADU that does not have an exterior staircase nor a balcony. It can be done.

10.
Can we consider having a policy where a one-story ADU doesn't count towards FAR but a two-story
does? Once again, this could be a creative way to encourage the production of one-story ADUs while reducing
impacts on neighbors.

11.
Given the unique impacts and design requirements for ADUs, have we considered creating “Findings”
that are specific to ADUs similar to what San Carlos does (see attached)? Given that there is an application
3
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with findings (the Architectural Permit) for ADUs above garages, can we have specific criteria and findings
regarding privacy and neighbor impacts for that type of AP?

12.
Given their expertise, why hasn’t our Architectural Advisory Committee (AAC) been involved in this
process?

13.
Finally, I have uploaded the PC video to YouTube for convenient viewing if you need to rewatch the
staff report, public comment or review the staff commitments from that evening.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JWIpNORKIIA&t=12269s

Thank you for your ongoing commitment to our City and your consideration of these matters.
Regards,
Kris Johnson

4
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CD-Raisa Sanchez
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

CD-Steven Turner
Monday, June 10, 2019 6:22 PM
Craig Johnson; GRP-Planning Commissioners
CD-Apollo Rojas
RE: ADU ordinance update questions

Thanks for your email Mr. Johnson. ADUs that are attached to the main home have to comply with setbacks, lot
coverage, and height standards for the underlying zone district. If a garage is converted to an ADU, replacement parking
must be provided, but those replacement spaces do not have to be covered or enclosed. You may have already seen this
handout, but if not it does provide helpful information about the current rules:
https://www.redwoodcity.org/home/showdocument?id=11179
We'll take your other ADU ordinance suggestions into account as we prepare for the June 18 Planning Commission
meeting, where ADU ordinance adjustments will be considered.
Thanks,
STEVEN TURNER
Acting Community Development Director
City of Redwood City
Phone: (650) 780‐5934

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Craig Johnson
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2019 4:27 PM
To: GRP‐Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: ADU ordinance update questions
Hello,
I'm planning the addition of an ADU and would like to ask a few questions.
Reading over the staff report for the ordinance update the ordinance seems to apply only to detached ADU's is that
correct?
I would like to build a single story attached ADU that would extend into the backyard but I'm limited by the 20ft rear
setback and it would be helpful to have the same setback rules for both attached and detached ADUs, or possibly some
decrease in the 20ft setback for attached ADUs.
Also I'm wondering if the requirement for covered parking for one car could be eliminated if the property has sufficient
off street parking for 2 to 4 cars.
With a 20ft rear setback I would need to convert some of the garage for the ADU which I suppose would require an
addition of covered parking. In the report I don't see a mention of replacement covered parking needed when a
detached garage is replaced by an ADU.
Thanks,
Craig Johnson
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PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

June 18, 2019

Subject: Interim Floor Area Ratio Ordinance (FAR) for Single-Family Homes
CEQA: Exempt per CEQA Guidelines
§15061 (b) (3)
Planner: William Chui
Associate Planner
wchui@redwoodcity.org
(650) 780-5916

Reason for the public hearing: In response to concerns about single-family home projects and neighborhood
compatibility, the City Council directed staff to study immediate, short-term, and long-term tools for residential
development projects. An interim Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Ordinance can be a short-term tool while the longterm single-family residential design guidelines are developed. Planning Commission recommendation is
required for all amendments to the Zoning Ordinance.
Planning staff presented a soft-cap/threshold FAR to the Planning Commission on May 21, 2019, and was
directed to provide additional data as well as analysis on hard-cap FAR options.
Key Considerations: Existing lot size and home size data and hard-cap FAR options
Public Notice: On May 10, 2019, notice of the first public hearing was published on the City’s website, published
in the San Mateo Daily Journal, posted on Redwood City Voice, and shared with all interested parties. The
Planning Commission continued the public hearing to June 18, 2019 and an additional notice was posted on the
City’s website and social media outlets. The City has received written comment on this topic which is attached
to this staff report.
Staff Recommendation:
Adopt Resolution No. 19-08 recommending that the City Council approve an FAR hard-cap option
for single-family homes as part of adding Article 48 (Interim Floor Area Ratio), and amending
various additional Articles of the Zoning Ordinance.
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BACKGROUND
The City Council directed staff to prepare an Interim Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Ordinance for single-family
homes in Redwood City. On May 21, 2019, the Planning Commission (PC) reviewed a draft Interim Floor
Area Ratio Ordinance proposal that would establish a FAR threshold of 0.50. Projects that were under 0.50
would be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator at a staff level, while larger projects would be reviewed by
the Planning Commission and be subject to an additional set of findings. The PC continued the discussion,
and directed staff to provide additional data and analysis including:









Lot and home size information for single-family home parcels in Redwood City
Architectural permit data by neighborhood
Hard-cap and sliding scale FAR scenarios
Flexibility for unique lots
Codifying guiding principles
Effective date of FAR Ordinance
Evaluating past Architectural Permit applications with different FAR scenarios
Information on past appeals

ANALYSIS
Staff previously provided analysis for Architectural Permits (AP) submitted from the beginning of 2017 to
the end of 2018. That data is available in the May 21, 2019 staff report. The following information responds
to the Planning Commission’s request for additional data and hard-cap options.
Additional Data
TABLE 1 – 2017-2018 ARCHITECTUAL PERMITS BY NEIGHBORHOOD
Neighborhood
Projects Average Lot Size Average Home Size Average FAR
Redwood Oaks
8
5,759 sq. ft.
3,160 sq. ft.
0.56
Stambaugh-Heller
3
3,133 sq. ft.
1,442 sq. ft.
0.56
Friendly Acres
2
6,250 sq. ft.
3,329 sq. ft.
0.54
Redwood Village
1
6,100 sq. ft.
3,221 sq. ft.
0.53
Roosevelt
8
6,059 sq. ft.
2,975 sq. ft.
0.52
Redwood Shores
7
6,415 sq. ft.
3,107 sq. ft.
0.49
Woodside Plaza
6
7,498 sq. ft.
3,502 sq. ft.
0.47
Palm
1
6,550 sq. ft.
2,955 sq. ft.
0.45
Eagle Hill
9
6,753 sq. ft.
2,917 sq. ft.
0.44
Edgewood Park
6
9,285 sq. ft.
3,443 sq. ft.
0.43
Central
5
4,976 sq. ft.
2,070 sq. ft.
0.42
Mt. Carmel
21
7,035 sq. ft.
2,931 sq. ft.
0.42
Canyon
5
9,210 sq. ft.
3,692 sq. ft.
0.40
Centennial
2
5,058 sq. ft.
2,005 sq. ft.
0.40
Farm Hill
14
13,051 sq. ft.
3,589 sq. ft.
0.32
ALL PROJECTS
98
6,687 sq. ft.
2,956 sq. ft.
0.46
Sorted by highest FAR to lowest
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Table 1 categorizes the previously presented AP data from 2017-2018 by neighborhood. In total, there were
98 projects with an average FAR range of 0.32 at the lowest to 0.56 at the highest. Table 1 also shows the
strong relationship between lot size and FAR. While the approved homes in the Farm Hill neighborhood had
the lowest average FAR, the average home size was over 600 sq. ft. more than average home size in rest of
the city. Similarly in Stambaugh-Heller, the average FAR was tied for highest but the average home size was
less than half of the average. The Mt. Carmel neighborhood had the most number of APs in the last two
years, however the average home size was close to the average for the rest of the City and its average FAR
was below average compared to the rest of the City.
FIGURE 1 – PROPOSED HOME FAR BY NEIGHBORHOOD (APs FROM 2017-2018)
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In addition, Table 1 also provides the average lot size for the projects in the last two years at approximately
6,687 sq. ft. and the average house size which was slightly below 3,000 sq. ft. The square footage in this
calculation includes attached garages, the first floor, and the second floor while excluding detached
structures and basements. The intent is to focus on portions of the residential structure that contribute to
massing as it’s viewed from the street. Detached structures are typically located towards the rear of lots
and do not visually impact the neighborhood streetscape. Similarly, basements are below grade and do not
contribute to the perception of size.
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TABLE 2 – LOT SIZE BY NEIGHBORHOOD (SQ. FT.)
Neighborhood
Average Median Mode
Canyon
10,743
9,122
9,918
Edgewood Park
10,627
8,999
9,100
Farmhill
9,666
7,869
7,700
Eagle Hill
7,519
7,010
9,100
Woodside Plaza
7,100
6,613
6,045
Mt. Carmel
6,909
6,552
9,100
Friendly Acres
6,617
6,237
7,231
Roosevelt
6,386
6,203
5,486
Redwood Oaks
5,808
5,470
4,838
Central
5,705
5,544
2,339
Centennial
5,319
5,038
5,398
Redwood Shores
5,279
4,850
6,500
Redwood Village
5,212
5,072
5,000
Palm
5,087
5,705
2,347
Stambaugh-Heller
4,946
4,977
5,007
ALL NEIGHBORHOODS
6,862
6,371
6,500
Sorted by highest average lot size to lowest
Table 2 provides average lot size information for single-family homes by neighborhood. The lot size
information was obtained from Redwood City’s GIS parcel data in June 2019 and is categorized by average,
median, and mode. Table 2 also compiled the lot size information for the entire City which shows that
average, median, and mode for single-family home lots are in the 6,000 – 7,000 sq. ft. range. The lot size
information also showed that approximately 21% of single-family lots in Redwood City are under 5,000 sq.
ft., while 9% are over 10,000 sq. ft. The majority of single-family home properties are between 5,000 sq. ft.
and 10,000 sq. ft., however the data would indicate that 21% of lots are under 5,000 sq. ft. and flexibility in
any FAR standard could be helpful to assist already constrained smaller lots.
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TABLE 3 – AVERAGE FAR BY NEIGHBORHOOD
Neighborhood
Average Lot Size Average FAR Average Home Size
Redwood Shores
5,279 sq. ft.
0.42
2,209 sq. ft.
Palm
5,087 sq. ft.
0.41
1,464 sq. ft.
Redwood Oaks
5,808 sq. ft.
0.38
1,723 sq. ft.
Mt. Carmel
6,909 sq. ft.
0.29
1,758 sq. ft.
Stambaugh-Heller
4,946 sq. ft.
0.26
1,243 sq. ft.
Edgewood Park
10,627 sq. ft.
0.25
2,302 sq. ft.
Central
5,705 sq. ft.
0.24
1,271 sq. ft.
Eagle Hill
7,519 sq. ft.
0.24
1,676 sq. ft.
Roosevelt
6,386 sq. ft.
0.24
1,442 sq. ft.
Farmhill
9,666 sq. ft.
0.23
2,207 sq. ft.
Woodside Plaza
7,100 sq. ft.
0.23
1,590 sq. ft.
Canyon
10,743 sq. ft.
0.23
2,095 sq. ft.
Redwood Village
5,212 sq. ft.
0.23
1,176 sq. ft.
Centennial
5,319 sq. ft.
0.22
1,148 sq. ft.
Friendly Acres
6,617 sq. ft.
0.21
1,337 sq. ft.
ALL NEIGHBORHOODS
6,862 sq. ft.
0.27
1,657 sq. ft.
Sorted by highest FAR to lowest
Table 3 shows the existing home sizes in Redwood City by neighborhood through average FAR and average
home size. The square footage data was obtained from the San Mateo County Assessor’s office, and is
approximately two years old. The square footage information typically does not include garages which the
City would count toward FAR if it is an attached garage. The data is mainly used by the County for tax
purposes, and may not be completely accurate. Staff has encountered validity issues in the past, however
this is the most up to date, comprehensive City-wide data available at this moment.
The data above also indicates that 83% of City’s single-family homes are under a 0.40 FAR while 86% of
homes are less than a 0.45 FAR. Average home size in Redwood City is also approximately 1,600 sq. ft.
FAR Calculation
Before discussing different FAR options, staff recommends including exceptions to what’s included in the
calculation of floor area. These exceptions are consistent to the recommendations presented at the May
21, 2019 Planning Commission meeting:




Basements that are fully below grade
Detached structures including Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Architectural features as described in Article 32.3 E (e.g. bay windows, unenclosed decks, balconies,
etc.)

Basements and detached structures do not contribute to the massing from the streetscape. Detached
structures are typically located in the rear of the lot, while basements that are fully below grade are also
not visible so neither would visually impact the neighborhood streetscape or contribute to the perception
of size. In addition, if exempted from FAR, detached garages would be incentivized to promote
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neighborhood compatibility and ADUs for additional housing units. The same would be true of architectural
features, which should be encouraged as part of the design of a home for architectural interest, articulation,
and neighborhood compatibility.
Hard-Cap Options
At the May 21, 2019 PC meeting, staff presented a FAR threshold or “soft-cap” approach where projects
that exceed 0.50 would require PC review and be subject to additional findings. The PC requested that staff
provide additional analysis on a hard-cap FAR options including a sliding scale FAR based on lot size. A hardcap FAR would set a maximum ratio or home size based on lot size which could not be exceeded through
any process.
Staff is presenting for PC consideration three different options for a hard-cap FAR. All of the following
options present a maximum for home size, however there are multiple ways that a hard-cap can be utilized:



Option 1: Hard-cap FAR of 0.45 for all single-family homes in Redwood City.
Option 2: Sliding scale FAR based on lot area with highest FAR for smaller lots, and smallest FAR for
larger lots.
Lot Size
Max. FAR
Less than 5,000 sq. ft.
0.55
5,000 – 5,999 sq. ft.
0.50
6,000 – 7,5000 sq. ft.
0.45
7,501 – 10,000 sq. ft.
0.40
Greaterthan 10,0000 sq. ft.
0.35



Option 3: Maximum 3,000 sq. ft. home size, or 0.40 of lot size whichever is greater.

Table 4 shows the maximum home sizes that would be allowed utilizing each option, and Figure 2 visualizes
each scenario.
TABLE 4 - FAR SCENARIOS
Lot size
Hard-cap Sliding scale Max. Sq. ft.*
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
3,000 sq. ft.
1,350
1,650
3,000
4,000 sq. ft.
1,800
2,200
3,000
4,500 sq. ft.
2,025
2,475
3,000
4,999 sq. ft.
2,249
2,749
3,000
5,000 sq. ft.
2,250
2,500
3,000
5,500 sq. ft.
2,475
2,750
3,000
6,000 sq. ft.
2,700
2,700
3,000
6,500 sq. ft.
2,925
2,925
3,000
7,000 sq. ft.
3,150
3,150
3,000
8,000 sq. ft.
3,600
3,200
3,200
9,0000 sq. ft.
4,050
3,600
3,600
10,000 sq. ft.
4,500
3,500
4,000
*While 3,000 sq. ft. is the maximum allowed, other development standards and lot constraints including
lot coverage, lot width, setbacks, second story setbacks, etc. would also limit home size.
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FIGURE 2 – FAR SCENARIOS
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Hard-cap Option 1



Sliding scale Option 2

Max. Sq. ft.* Option 3

Option 1: Hard-cap of 0.45 - Staff considered both a hard-cap ratio of 0.40 and a 0.45 FAR, and
chose 0.45 in the example presented above. Lot coverage is currently regulated with a maximum of
0.40 allowed in three of the six residential zoning districts, and 0.60 in the other two residential
zoning districts. For that reason, 0.40 could be considered too low. An existing home that is at 0.40
lot coverage would have no ability to expand either on the ground floor or a second story. In
addition, the 0.45 FAR would be consistent with the average FAR for projects within the last two
years reflecting current trends as shown in Table 1. A hard-cap of 0.45 would also create fewer nonconforming structures in the City, as discussed in the next paragraph and in the Hard-cap FAR
Tradeoffs section.
There are additional considerations for a hard-cap FAR standard. The AP data from the last two
years indicates that over 61% of projects were over 0.40 FAR, while 46% of the projects in the last
2 years would have been over a 0.45 FAR. Those projects would not have been approved with a
hard-cap FAR in place, and the significant majority (97%) of these projects did not have
neighborhood opposition nor concerns over size or compatibility that were reported to the City
through an appeal. In addition, a hard-cap approach with one ratio for the entire City is not flexible,
does not account for unique lots, and would severely restrict a smaller lot from doing an addition
or new home. The hard-cap could also make existing homes non-conforming including 17%
(approximately 2,245 homes) with a hard-cap 0.40 FAR, and 14% (approximately 1,804) of homes
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would become non-conforming with a hard-cap of 0.45. A non-conforming structure would have no
ability to add even a small addition.


Option 2: Sliding scale hard-cap FAR based on lot area – This approach is based on lot area, and
provides some flexibility for unique situations and smaller lots. A higher FAR would be allowed for
smaller lots and as lot size increases, the maximum FAR decreases accordingly. The ranges provided
for Option 2 reflect that the majority of lots are in the 5,000-10,000 sq. ft. range with maximum
FARs between 0.40 and 0.50. A sliding scale hard-cap FAR would provide lots within 5,000 – 10,000
sq. ft. range to have homes close to the 3,000 sq. ft. trend shown in Table 1.
While smaller lots may have the highest FAR, these lots would still be limited by their lot width,
setbacks, lot coverage, and second story setbacks and may not be able to achieve the maximum sq.
ft. allowances. The sliding scale approach does have drawbacks, mainly that the cut-offs for different
percentages could be perceived as arbitrary and that it creates situations where a lot at 4,999 sq.
ft. would be able to have a larger home than a lot that is 5,000 sq. ft. (example shown in Table 4).



Option 3 – Maximum home size of 3,000 sq. ft. or 0.40, whichever is greater – This hard-cap
approach utilizes both a maximum house size of 3,000 sq. ft. and a 0.40 ratio, whichever is larger.
This approach utilizes a maximum of 3,000 sq. ft. to reflect current trends of average house size
shown in Table 1. It provides both flexibility for smaller lots and larger lots. In many cases, smaller
lots would not be able to meet the maximum home size allowances due to constraints with lot
width, setbacks, lot coverage, and second story setbacks, however allowing up to 3,000 sq. ft. would
provide the ability to achieve reasonable size homes for otherwise constrained lots. For a larger lot,
the 0.40 ratio would be utilized starting for lots greater than around 8,000 sq. ft. and would help
provide flexibility to develop a larger home on a larger lot where it may be appropriate.

Hard-cap FAR Tradeoffs
There are tradeoffs for each option. Hard caps create clear expectations for applicants and neighbors, and
reduce additional City review process associated with a soft cap approach. However, it is a fairly blunt
instrument to impose on a City made up of a wide variety of neighborhood types and lot sizes. For example,
hard cap FARs would have disproportionately large impacts on Redwood Shores and Palm, as those
neighborhoods are already built with some of the higher FARs in the City. Few homes in Redwood Shores
would be able to do any addition with a 40% hard cap. Canyon and Edgewood would be least affected due
to the already large lot sizes.
Overall, the existing square footage data indicates that approximately 2,245 homes could become nonconforming with a hard-cap 0.40 FAR, and approximately 1,804 homes could become non-conforming with
a hard-cap of 0.45. Non-conforming structures would not have any ability to do any project even for small
additions like a bathroom, extending a bedroom, or extending a kitchen. Many homeowners with growing
families have been able to do small additions, to address their family’s needs. With a hard cap, there would
be no flexibility for even minor additions that pose no impact to neighborhood compatibility.
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The Planning Commission may be interested in allowing small additions exceeding these FARs to address
the lack of flexibility. This strategy would be considered a soft cap approach. Exceptions could be carved out
for additions of a limited size, or percentage of the home. However, staff has noted that this could
encourage homeowners to build a larger house in “phases”, with the original size meeting the hard cap, and
then an additional room or two added six months or a year after the initial approval. There would also need
to be some consideration about whether this addition could be allowed on the second floor. So, while a soft
cap with exceptions could be a method of adding flexibility, it also adds some implementation challenges
that would eliminate the benefit of clarity that a hard cap provides.
Date Effective
As proposed, the effective date of the Interim FAR Ordinance would be 30 days after the City Council adopts
the Ordinance. The City can only apply those rules that exist at the time a project is considered by the
approval body. It is not possible to apply these regulations retroactively from Council adoption and
ordinance effectiveness.
Guiding Principles
The Planning Commission suggested that the guiding principles on neighborhood compatibility be codified.
These principles were adopted by the City Council and provide direction and clarity on Architectural Permit
Finding C which is already codified in Article 45 of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff has been applying these
principals to residential developments since adoption and found that they provide a good tool for
communicating how the City evaluates neighborhood compatibility to make the required findings. Staff is
not recommending that the Guiding Principles be codified at this time. There will be an opportunity to
provide design clarity considerations including utilizing language from the guiding principles in the
Residential Design Guidelines.
Appeal Process
The Planning Commission also requested information on appeals, such as cost, process, and public input on
this process. In the last five years, the City has received three appeals for single-family home projects. Two
of the appeals occurred in the Mt. Carmel neighborhood for new two-story homes. The PC upheld the appeal
in both cases and overturned the Zoning Administrator approval of the projects. The third appeal occurred
in the Farm Hill neighborhood due to view impact concerns on a sloping lot for a second story addition. The
PC denied the appeal and upheld the approval in this instance. In addition to the referenced appeals, the
PC also recently reviewed and denied a new two-story home in the Mt. Carmel neighborhood. This project
was brought to the PC because of the historical component of the existing home.
The City’s appeal fee is relative to project fees. For applications fees that are less than $4,500, the appeal
fee is $640. For projects that are $4,500 or more, the appeal fee is $2,668. For an AP application, the appeal
fee would be $640. The appeal fees were updated and approved by the City Council as part of an overall fee
update for the Community Development Department, Fire Department, and Police Department on May 8,
2017. The updated fees were analyzed, and based on the amount of staff time required to process the
requests. Appeal fees are heavily subsidized for AP appeals as the amount of staff time that is required to
process is significantly more than the flat fee.
The amount of feedback City staff has received on the appeal fee and process isn’t quantifiable, however
there have been complaints that the fee is too high, that the option to appeal was not known, and that the
entitlement and appeal process was too lengthy. For APs, staff requires that the applicant notify
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immediately adjacent neighbors, neighbors across the street, and neighbors that are behind the property.
Effective immediately, staff will send a copy of the Zoning Administrator’s decision, including instructions
for filing an appeal to the immediately adjacent neighbors in order to improve awareness of the decision
and appeal process.
NEXT STEPS
Upon recommendation from the Planning Commission, the City Council will conduct a public hearing to
consider and potentially adopt the Interim FAR Ordinance, tentatively scheduled for July 22, 2019.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The proposed Interim Floor Area Ratio Ordinance is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) per CEQA Guidelines 15061 (b) (3). This activity is covered by the common sense exemption that
CEQA only applies to projects which have the potential for causing significant effect on the environment
and where 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 activity is not subject to CEQA. It can be seen with certainty that
this project does not have the potential to create a significant impact. Topics evaluated by CEQA include:
Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Biological,
Cultural and Mineral Resources, Geology, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality,
Land Use and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services and Recreation, Transportation and
Traffic, and Utilities and Service Systems. The project is an ordinance that will only add an additional
objective standard for reviewing single-family homes. Single-family homes are permitted uses in Residential
Zoning Districts within Redwood City, and would still be subject to an Architectural Permit application that
would have its own CEQA review as part of the project.
ALTERNATIVES


Alternative 1: The Planning Commission may modify any of the hard-cap FAR options presented in
this staff report.



Alternative 2: The Planning Commission may modify or adopt Staff’s recommended soft-cap
threshold approach described in Resolution No. 19-07 (Attachment 2) that was presented on May
21, 2019.



Alternative 3: The Planning Commission may recommend that the City does not move forward with
an Interim FAR Ordinance and that the current objective development standards, AP Findings, and
the Guiding Principles for Neighborhood Compatibility are adequate.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Resolution No. 19-08 with hard-cap FAR options
2. Resolution No. 19-07 with original soft-cap recommendation
3. Public Comment
4. Architectural Permit data from 2017-2018
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LINKS TO RELATED DOCUMENTS
1. Staff Report of May 21, 2019

REPORT PREPARED BY:
William Chui, Associate Planner
APPROVED BY:
Lindy Chan, Principal Planner
Diana O’Dell, Acting Planning Manager
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RESOLUTION NO.19-08
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING NEW ZONING ORDINANCE ARTICLE 48
(INTERIM FLOOR AREA RATIO FOR SINGLE FAMILY HOMES) AND
AMENDING ARTICLES 2 (DEFINTIONS), 5 (RESIDENTIAL – HILLSIDE
AND RESIDENTIAL – SINGLE FAMILY), 6 (RESIDENTIAL – DUPLEX), 8
(RESIDENTIAL – LOW DENSITY), 9 (RESIDENTIAL – MEDIUM DENSITY),
10 (RESIDENTIAL – HIGH DENSITY), 53 (MIXED-USE CORRIDOR), 54
(MIXED-USE NEIGHBORHOOD), AND 55 (MIXED-USE LIVE/WORK)
WHEREAS, the City of Redwood City (“City”) controls the discretionary review of
certain single-family home development projects in part through the issuance of
Architectural Permits, pursuant to Article 45 of the Zoning Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, decisions regarding an Architectural Permit are based upon meeting
the required development standards, as well as findings in Section 45.4; and
WHEREAS, on July 23, 2018, the City Council held a study session to consider
the Architectural Permit process for single-family homes and discussed additional tools
and development regulations that would help new two-story homes and substantial
remodels address neighborhood compatibility; and
WHEREAS, on November 19, 2018, the City Council held a study session
regarding a proposed neighborhood compatibility and design review process for secondstory additions and two-story single-family homes. The City Council also directed staff to
prepare an Interim Floor Area Ratio (FAR) ordinance for consideration as an additional
tool for reviewing single-family home design; and
WHEREAS, on December 3, 2018, the City Council adopted a resolution
establishing residential development guiding principles to be used when evaluating one
of the Architectural Permit findings related to neighborhood compatibility; and
WHEREAS, on May 21, 2019, the Planning Commission reviewed an Interim Floor
Area Ratio (FAR) ordinance at a public hearing. The ordinance included a threshold
approach where projects over 0.50 FAR would require Planning Commission review and

ATTY/RESO.0066/PC RESO FAR RESOLUTION
REV: 06-13-19 PR

Page 1 of 11
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approval. The Planning Commission continued the public hearing to June 18, 2019 in
order to review additional data and analysis; and
WHEREAS, on June 18, 2019, the Planning Commission reviewed three different
hard-cap options for an Interim Floor Area Ratio (FAR) ordinance at a public hearing.
Staff has also prepared amendments to Zoning Ordinance Articles 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 48,
53, 54, and 55. These revisions are collectively referred to as the “Zoning Ordinance
Amendments”; and
WHEREAS, on June 18, 2019, the Planning Commission

conducted a duly

noticed public hearing, in accordance with all applicable requirements of the State
Planning and Zoning Law, the Redwood City Code, and the Redwood City Zoning
Ordinance,

to consider the Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and received and

considered oral and written reports; and
WHEREAS, the proposed FAR ordinance will be in effect on a temporary basis, in
that it is intended to be repealed within two years from the date of adoption or in
conjunction with the adoption of residential design guidelines, whichever comes first; and
WHEREAS, at the public hearing the Planning Commission considered the staff
reports, oral and written, and testimony and materials presented by all those wishing to
be heard on the Zoning Ordinance Amendments; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the
exemption determination under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) prior
to taking any approval actions on this Resolution and recommends approval of such
exemption.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY DOES RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. The recitals set forth above are true and correct, and are hereby
incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth in their entirety.
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Section 2. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed Zoning
Ordinance Amendments are in the public interest.
Section 3.

The proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments have been reviewed

with respect to applicability of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and the
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et seq.).
The project is exempt from CEQA as it can be seen with certainty that there is no impact
on the environment. (See CEQA Guidelines 15061 (b) (3)) as described in the staff report.
Section 4.

The Planning Commission of the City of Redwood City hereby

recommends that the City Council adopt an ordinance approving the Zoning Ordinance
Amendments as shown in Exhibit A, , are attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference, by adding text shown in underline (example) and deleting text shown in
strikeout (example). Wording in brackets ([example]) is informational only and is not to
be included in the published ordinance.
Section 5.

This Resolution is effective upon its adoption.
*
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EXHIBIT A
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
[Article 2 (Definitions), Section 2.2 is amended as follows]
2.2 - Definitions.
Floor Area, Gross
[Subsections A-D remain unchanged]
E. For the purpose of determining gross floor area for Single-Family Dwellings, see
Article 48, Interim Floor Area Ratio Ordinance).
[All other definitions remain unchanged]
[Article 5 (Residential – Hillside and Residential – Single-Family), Section 5.5 is amended
as follows]
5.5 – Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratio.
A. Total lot coverage is limited to forty (40) percent of the lot area. Not more than fifty
(50) percent of the required rear yard shall be covered by any combination of
accessory buildings or an accessory dwelling unit subject to Section 36.5
(Accessory Buildings) and Article 37 (Accessory Dwelling [Units]).
B. Total Floor Area Ratio for single-family dwellings is limited to
[Option 1] 45 percent.
[Option 2]
Lot Size
Less than 5,000 sq. ft.
5,000 – 5,999 sq. ft.
6,000 – 7,5000 sq. ft.
7,501 – 10,000 sq. ft.
Greater than 10,0000 sq. ft.

Max. FAR
55 percent
50 percent
45 percent
40 percent
35 percent

[Option 3] Maximum dwelling size of 3,000 sq. ft. or 40 percent, whichever is
greater.
[All Options] See Article 48 (Interim Floor Area Ratio) for methods of calculations
and exceptions.
[All other sections remain unchanged]
[Article 6 (Residential – Duplex), Section 6.8 is amended as follows]
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6.8 – Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratio.
A. Not more than forty (40) percent of the lot shall be covered by buildings.
B. Total Floor Area Ratio for single-family dwellings is limited to
[Option 1] 45 percent.
[Option 2]
Lot Size
Less than 5,000 sq. ft.
5,000 – 5,999 sq. ft.
6,000 – 7,5000 sq. ft.
7,501 – 10,000 sq. ft.
Greater than 10,0000 sq. ft.

Max. FAR
55 percent
50 percent
45 percent
40 percent
35 percent

[Option 3] Maximum dwelling size of 3,000 sq. ft. or 40 percent, whichever is
greater.
[All Options] See Article 48 (Interim Floor Area Ratio) for methods of calculations
and exceptions.
[All other sections remain unchanged]
[Article 8 (Multi-Family – Low Density), Section 8.8 is amended as follows]
8.8 – Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratio.
A. Not more than sixty (60) percent of the lot shall be covered by buildings.
B. Total Floor Area Ratio for single-family dwellings is limited to
[Option 1] 45 percent.
[Option 2]
Lot Size
Less than 5,000 sq. ft.
5,000 – 5,999 sq. ft.
6,000 – 7,5000 sq. ft.
7,501 – 10,000 sq. ft.
Greater than 10,0000 sq. ft.

Max. FAR
55 percent
50 percent
45 percent
40 percent
35 percent

[Option 3] Maximum dwelling size of 3,000 sq. ft. or 40 percent, whichever is
greater.
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[All Options] See Article 48 (Interim Floor Area Ratio) for methods of calculations
and exceptions.
[All other sections remain unchanged]
[Article 9 (Multi-Family – Medium Density), Section 9.8 is amended as follows]
9.8 – Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratio.
A. Not more than sixty (60) percent of the lot shall be covered by buildings.
B. Total Floor Area Ratio for single-family dwellings is limited to
[Option 1] 45 percent.
[Option 2]
Lot Size
Less than 5,000 sq. ft.
5,000 – 5,999 sq. ft.
6,000 – 7,5000 sq. ft.
7,501 – 10,000 sq. ft.
Greater than 10,0000 sq. ft.

Max. FAR
55 percent
50 percent
45 percent
40 percent
35 percent

[Option 3] Maximum dwelling size of 3,000 sq. ft. or 40 percent, whichever is
greater.
[All Options] See Article 48 (Interim Floor Area Ratio) for methods of calculations
and exceptions.
[All other sections remain unchanged]
[Article 10 (Residential – High Density), Section 10.8 is amended as follows]
10.8 – Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratio.
A. Not more than sixty (60) percent of the lot shall be covered by buildings.
B. Total Floor Area Ratio for single-family dwellings is limited to
[Option 1] 45 percent.
[Option 2]
Lot Size
Less than 5,000 sq. ft.
5,000 – 5,999 sq. ft.
6,000 – 7,5000 sq. ft.
7,501 – 10,000 sq. ft.
ATTY/RESO.0066/PC RESO FAR RESOLUTION
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Greater than 10,0000 sq. ft.

35 percent

[Option 3] Maximum dwelling size of 3,000 sq. ft. or 40 percent, whichever is
greater.
[All Options] See Article 48 (Interim Floor Area Ratio) for methods of calculations
and exceptions.
[All other sections remain unchanged]
[New Article 48 is added to read as follows]
Article 48
Interim Floor Area Ratio for Single-Family Homes
Sections
48.1
48.2
48.3
48.4

Purpose
Applicability
Definitions
Floor Area Ratio

48.1 – Purpose.
The intent of this Article is to establish an additional development standard, Floor
Area Ratio, for the review of single-family dwellings. This Article will be in effect on a
temporary basis, and is intended to be repealed within two years from the date of adoption
or in conjunction with the adoption of Residential Design Guidelines, whichever comes
first.
48.2

– Applicability.

This Article shall apply to all single-family dwellings in any zoning district, including
single-family dwellings with an accessory dwelling unit, except for building permits and
Architectural Permits applications submitted prior to the adoption of the ordinance
approving Article 48.
48.3 – Definitions.
For the purposes of this Article, the following words and phrases shall have the
following meanings:
A. “Gross Floor Area” means the total covered area of all floors of a single-family
dwelling which includes attached garages, measured to the outside of stud
walls except as described below:
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1.
2.
3.

Basements that are fully below grade; and
Detached structures including: Accessory Buildings and Accessory
Dwelling Units; and
Features as described in Section 32.3 E (Architectural Features).

48.4 – Floor Area Ratio.
[For the purposes of this section, several options are presented. Planning
Commission may select or modify one of the options, and the resolution will be amended
to remove the unselected options.]
[Option 1 Percentage -] Total Floor Area Ratio for single-family dwellings shall be
limited to forty-five (45) percent for all single-family dwellings.
[Option 2 Sliding Scale -] Total Floor Area Ratio shall be limited to the following
formula based on lot size:
Lot Size
Less than 5,000 sq. ft.
5,000 – 5,999 sq. ft.
6,000 – 7,5000 sq. ft.
7,501 – 10,000 sq. ft.
Greater than 10,0000 sq. ft.

Maximum FAR
55 percent
50 percent
45 percent
40 percent
35 percent

[Option 3 Minimum Floor Area and Percentage -] Total Floor Area Ratio for
single family dwellings shall be limited to a maximum of 3,000 square feet, or forty (40)
percent of lot area, whichever is larger.
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Table 53-3: Height, Density, and Intensity Development Standards

Development
Standards

MUC-ECR

MUC-VB

MUC-RC

MUC-SB

MUC-GB

Maximum Height Residential Use (Max)

4 stories/50 ft.

4 stories/50 ft.

4 stories/50 ft.

4 stories/50 ft.

4 stories/50 ft.

Maximum Height Commercial Use

4 stories/60 ft.

4 stories/60 ft.

4 stories/60 ft.

4 stories/60 ft.

4 stories/60 ft.

Maximum Height Bonus Height (Max)

6 stories/85 ft.

6 stories/85 ft.

6 stories/85 ft.

6 stories/85 ft.

6 stories/85 ft.

53.7.B.3

Minimum Height - All
Uses

2 stories/20 ft.

2 stories/20 ft.

2 stories/20 ft.

2 stories/20 ft.

2 stories/20 ft.

53.7.B.2

Maximum Density Residential Only

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

Maximum Density Mixed-Use

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

60 du/ac

Maximum FAR Commercial Only

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

Maximum FAR Mixed-Use

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

Maximum FAR –
Single-Family
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[Article 54 (Mixed-Use Neighborhood), Table 54-3 is amended as follows]

Development Standards

MUN

Specific Regulations

Maximum Height - Residential Only

3 stories/40 ft.

Maximum Height - Commercial Use Only

2 stories/35 ft.

Maximum Height – Mixed-Use*

4 stories/50 ft.

Section 54.7.B, D

Minimum Height - All Uses

2 stories/20 ft.

Section 54.7.C

Maximum Density - Residential Only

40 du/ac

Maximum Density - Mixed-Use

40 du/ac

Maximum FAR - Commercial Only

0.6

Maximum FAR - Mixed-Use*

0.8

FAR applicable to commercial use only. Section 54.7.E

Maximum FAR – Mixed-use/Public
Amenity Bonus FAR*

1.0

FAR applicable to commercial use only. Section 54.7.E
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MUN

Development Standards
Maximum FAR – Single-Family Dwellings

Specific Regulations
See Article 48 (Interim FAR Ordinance)

After approval, a mixed-use building shall not be converted to an entirely residential or entirely commercial use.

[Article 55 (Mixed-Use Live/Work), Table 55-3 is amended as follows]

Development
Standards

MUN

Maximum Height

3 stories/40 ft.

Maximum Density

20 du/ac

Maximum FAR

Specific Regulations

Live/Work developments shall be subject to both maximum density and
maximum FAR requirements.

2.0

Maximum FAR –
Single-Family
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RESOLUTION NO.19-07
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING NEW ZONING ORDINANCE ARTICLE 48
(INTERIM FLOOR AREA RATIO FOR SINGLE FAMILY HOMES) AND
AMENDING ARTICLES 2 (DEFINTIONS) AND 41 (COMMON
PROCEDURES)
WHEREAS, the City of Redwood City (“City”) controls the discretionary review of
certain single-family home development projects in part through the issuance of
Architectural Permits, pursuant to Article 45 of the Zoning Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, decisions regarding an Architectural Permit are based upon meeting
the required development standards, as well as findings in Section 45.4; and
WHEREAS, on July 23, 2018, the City Council held a study session to consider
the Architectural Permit process for single-family homes and discussed additional tools
and development regulations that would help new two-story homes and substantial
remodels address neighborhood compatibility; and
WHEREAS, on November 19, 2018, the City Council held a study session
regarding a proposed neighborhood compatibility and design review process for secondstory additions and two-story single-family homes; and
WHEREAS, on December 3, 2018, the City Council adopted a resolution
establishing residential development guiding principles to be used when evaluating one
of the Architectural Permit findings related to neighborhood compatibility; and
WHEREAS, November 19, 2018, the City Council directed staff to prepare an
Interim Floor Area Ratio (FAR) ordinance for consideration as an additional tool for
reviewing single-family home design. Staff has also prepared amendments to Zoning
Ordinance Articles 2 (Definitions) and 41 (Common Procedures). These revisions are
collectively referred to as the “Zoning Ordinance Amendments”; and
WHEREAS, the proposed FAR ordinance will be in effect on a temporary basis,
and is intended to be repealed within two years from the date of adoption or in conjunction
with the adoption of residential design guidelines, whichever comes first; and
WHEREAS, on May 21, 2019, the Planning Commission conducted a duly
noticed public hearing, in accordance with all applicable requirements of the State
Planning and Zoning Law, the Redwood City Code, and the Redwood City Zoning
Ordinance, to consider the Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and received and
considered oral and written reports; and
WHEREAS, at the public hearing the Planning Commission considered the staff
reports, oral and written, and testimony and materials presented by all those wishing to
be heard on the Zoning Ordinance Amendments; and
Page 1 of 5
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the
exemption determination under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) prior
to taking any approval actions on this Resolution and recommends approval of such
exemption.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY DOES RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. The recitals set forth above are true and correct, and are hereby
incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth in their entirety.
Section 2. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the proposed Zoning
Ordinance Amendments are in the public interest.
Section 3. The proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments have been reviewed
with respect to applicability of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and the
State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000 et
seq.). The project is exempt from CEQA as it can be seen with certainty that there is no
impact on the environment. (See CEQA Guidelines 15061 (b) (3)) as described in the
staff report.
Section 4. The Planning Commission of the City of Redwood City hereby
recommends that the City Council adopt an ordinance approving the Zoning Ordinance
Amendments as shown in Exhibit A, , are attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference, by adding text shown in underline (example) and deleting text shown in
strikeout (example). Wording in brackets ([example]) is informational only and is not to
be included in the published ordinance.
Section 5.

This Resolution is effective upon its adoption.
*

*

*
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EXHIBIT A
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
[New Article 48 is added to read as follows]
Article 48
Interim Floor Area Ratio for Single-Family Homes
Sections
48.1
48.2
48.3
48.4

Purpose
Applicability
Definitions
Planning Commission Review and Additional Findings

48.1 – Purpose.
The intent of this Article is to establish an additional development standard, Floor
Area Ratio, for the review of single-family dwellings. This Article will be in effect on a
temporary basis, and is intended to be repealed within two years from the date of adoption
or in conjunction with the adoption of Residential Design Guidelines, whichever comes
first. This Article does not render existing homes that exceed the Floor Area Ratio review
threshold in Section 48.4 non-conforming.
48.2 – Applicability.
This Article shall apply to all Architectural Permit applications for single-family
dwellings in any zoning district, including single-family dwellings with an accessory
dwelling unit, except as described below:
A. Ground floor additions; or
B. New single-family dwellings or additions built on a lot that is less than 5,000
square feet; or
C. Applications for Architectural Permits submitted prior to the adoption of the
ordinance approving Article 48; or
D. Second story additions of one hundred (100) square feet or less.
48.3 – Definitions.
For the purposes of this Article, the following words and phrases shall have the
following meanings:
A. “Gross Floor Area” means the total covered area of all floors of a single-family
dwelling which includes attached garages, measured to the outside of stud
walls except as described below:
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1.
2.
3.

Basements; and
Detached structures including: Accessory Buildings and Accessory
Dwelling Units; and
Features as described in Section 32.3 E (Architectural Features).

48.4 – Planning Commission Review and Additional Findings.
Architectural Permit applications for single-family dwellings exceeding a 50
percent Floor Area Ratio shall require a public hearing before the Planning Commission.
Decisions on such Architectural Permit applications shall be based on the findings in
Section 45.4 (Findings) and, if applicable, Section 45.5 (Additional Findings for Sloping
Lots), in addition to the findings set forth below:
A. Contextual Setbacks. The project will utilize setbacks that are generally similar
to structures that front the same street, in order to be compatible with the
neighborhood context, and which may include larger than required setbacks.
B. Garages. The proposed garage placement will be generally similar to the
pattern common along the same street, including location and setbacks.
C. Massing. The project massing within the frontage will be compatible with the
neighborhood context of structures along the same street, which may include:
additional second story front setbacks, defined front entries which do not
exceed the first floor eave height, and similar roof pitch, slope orientation, and
floor-to-ceiling heights as adjacent homes.

[Article 2, Section 2.2 is amended as follows]
2.2 - Definitions.
Floor Area, Gross
[Subsections A-D remain unchanged]
E. For the purpose of determining gross floor area for Single-Family Dwellings, see
Article 48, Interim Floor Area Ratio Ordinance).
[All other definitions remain unchanged]
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[Article 41, Section 41.4 is amended as follows]
41.4 - Review Authorities for All Permits.
[Subsection A remains unchanged]
B. Planning Commission Review. In addition to reviewing applications as
required in the Zoning Ordinance and Municipal Code, Planning Commission review is
also required in the following circumstances:
1. Environmental Review. Planning Commission shall review all applications
requiring a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
2. New Construction Exceeding Three (3) Stories or Thirty-Five (35) Feet.
Planning Commission shall review all applications involving new building
construction or building additions exceeding three (3) stories or thirty-five
(35) feet in height.
3. Referral. Planning Commission shall review applications that have been
referred by the Zoning Administrator, or appealed or called up to the
Planning Commission as provided for in Section 41.7 (Appeals)
and 41.8 (Call Ups).
4. Architectural Permits. Architectural Permit applications that exceed a fifty
(50) percent Floor Area Ratio as described in Article 48 (Interim Floor Area
Ratio for Single-Family Homes).
[Subsections C-D remain unchanged]
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CD-William Chui
From:
Sent:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Thursday, June 06, 2019 8:49 AM
FW: Feedback from 5/21 meeting on ADU and FAR

From: Kris Johnson
Sent: Monday, June 03, 2019 10:11 AM
To: GRP‐Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Cc: CD‐Steven Turner <sturner@redwoodcity.org>; ATTY‐Prasanna Rasiah <prasiah@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Ian Bain
<ibain@redwoodcity.org>; Council‐Diane Howard <DHoward@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: Feedback from 5/21 meeting on ADU and FAR
Dear Planning Commission,
Thank you for your time and deliberation on these two complicated issues. Even with the criticality of getting
this situation addressed quickly, I fully support sending these items back to staff for more data points, analysis,
and deliberation. In the meantime, I echo Rachel Holt’s recurrent call for a moratorium (or interim ordinance)
calling for the immediate halt to 2nd-story ADUs above garages while we hash out this policy over the next few
months. To be very clear, I am not asking for a halt to all ADUs. Rather, I am asking for the temporary halt on
2nd-story ADUs above garages new and incomplete applications until the updated ordinance gets
approved.
Some of you expressed serious concerns back in 2017 about the new and rushed ADU policy. City staff made
promises that never materialized re: addressing these concerns. In this void, plans that push boundaries to the
max and lead to neighborhood strife continue to pour in. Just last week, another neighbor who lives adjacent to
the approved ADU at 208 Lowell (see attached image) expressed to me how irate she is, feeling that our City
is turning a blind eye to its residents. A series of key questions came up from this devastated resident:





Why is it up to residents to fight 1:1 with their neighbors?
How are residents supposed to keep current on technical building codes and arcane regulations?
Why does Redwood City continue to allow projects that aren’t allowed in most cities on the Peninsula?

Following are a few of my concerns, questions, and suggestions that have arisen from the meeting on 5/21:
PROCESS

1. I would hope we can agree that both FAR and ADU would have been better served by an extensive
study session (or two) prior to last week’s Planning Commission (PC) meeting. An ordinary PC meeting
should not be the vehicle to create a policy on the fly even if it is interim ordinance (as is the case with
FAR). Given the complexities of the two issues and the implications for every Redwood City resident,
did staff truly believe we were going to (or should) hammer this out in one PC meeting? It was a tall ask
of the engaged public who want to keep involved to slog through a 4.5-hour meeting.
a. Why we didn’t have a study session for these two issues? Was it to save time or to short-circuit
the process? I recognize the necessity for expediency, but we would be better served by an
interim ordinance that gets it right the first time. This is why some of us have been asking for a
moratorium on 2nd-story ADUs.
1
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b. These new ADU and FAR ordinances will set a new bar and be extremely difficult to modify,
thus the importance of not rushing forward now without sufficient due diligence. And all the more
reason for an immediate, interim ordinance on 2nd-story ADUs above garages

2.
Despite claims to the contrary during the PC meeting on May 21, our appeal process is broken,
inadequate and expensive. Furthermore, it simply doesn’t address the need for increased community
engagement and transparency. No other city on the Peninsula has an appeal fee as high as ours. Why is that?
a. Our notification process is anemic at best and requires residents to be watchdogs by constantly
checking the difficult to use Building Eye program and/or constantly peppering staff for information.
b. Also, it’s incredibly cumbersome and inconvenient to require residents to trudge down to City
Hall during limited business hours to take pictures of plans with their cell phones in order to get
the documentation of projects that are of concern. Given the torrent of development projects in
our community, why are we not digitizing these plans (as suggested by Commissioner Shoe)?
c. The ongoing problems with the appeal process are long-standing and well-documented. I
personally have had multiple conversations with Steven Turner on the subject, yet most of the
concerns have gone unaddressed. Appeals should not have to substitute for reasonable, smart
regulations and guidelines that are applied objectively and transparently.
d. Any suggestion last week that our appeals process provides an adequate safety net for
residents is categorically untrue. We can and must do better.

3.
For anyone who believes this is solely a Mt Carmel issue, they are mistaken. It is happening in other
neighborhoods as well. The reason you are hearing more from Mt Carmel is that it’s the only neighborhoods
where developers can scrape historic homes and then sell the 4,000 sq ft replacements for over $3M.
a. Yes, Mt Carmel’s proximity to downtown and transit, its inherent appeal, the aging small housing
stock and ability to command virtually any price, make developer-driven projects for profit in this
neighborhood appealing. Why should it surprise anyone that developers are overly attracted to
the incredibly profitable development environment that is occurring in a charming
neighborhood?
b. This neighborhood happens to be represented by a couple of vocal residents who have spent
vast amounts of time being voluntary advocates for neighborhood concerns. That is why you are
hearing more from Mt Carmel. Given the personal and financial toll, including public
disparagement, long hours and the ridiculously frustrating appeal process, is it any wonder that
you aren’t hearing from more residents and from more neighborhoods? Please put to rest any
suggestions that this is just a Mt Carmel problem. It’s a city-wide problem that is a byproduct of
a crude, rushed ADU ordinance and a non-existent but long overdue FAR policy.

FAR

4.
How did the conversation switch from a .40 or .45 FAR (as recommended by Council on 11/19/18) to
the suggested .50 FAR detailed in the staff report and proposed by staff? I rewatched the Council video and
there was not a single mention of a .50 FAR by Council or by our City Manager at the time, Aaron Aknin. If this
was an honest mistake by staff, then so be it. But I hope you can understand why the public might have
legitimate concerns when a staff report and recommendation doesn’t mirror the Council’s direction. Why did it
take an inquisitive Planning Commissioner to point out this inconsistency at the meeting last week? And why
are we even contemplating a .50 FAR when that doesn’t reflect the direction given by Council?

2
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5.
Can we evaluate a hard cap of .40 and let developers apply for proposed projects that exceed the cap if
they have an exceptional design or other benefits? A hard cap with a discretionary exception would put the
time and financial burden on developers -- where it belongs. There could be legitimate situations where
exceeding the cap makes sense but let’s have the developer bear that cost via the Planning Commission.

I fully support the PC recommendation for more than two years of data. We should not be basing an
6.
interim FAR recommendation on the excessive development we have experienced the last two years where we
saw a pronounced increase in developers taking advantage of our permissive zoning in our neighborhoods. I
also fully support the Commission’s decision to not consider a “soft-cap threshold” but request an interim hardcap instead.

ADU

7.
Why didn’t staff provide mock-ups (see attached) similar to what Commissioner Shoe hand-sketched,
showing renderings of the different heights of ADUs? I found these drawings incredibly illuminating and I’m
wondering why staff couldn’t provide 2D or 3D drawings so the Commission and the public could actually see a
visual of what they were recommending?
a. In this same vein, why aren’t we also seeing renderings of what the FAR recommendations
would look like on different sized lots? Surely we have Planning staff with CAD expertise or
available through an approved consultant who could assist with this. Perhaps staff could
produce visual images of 4-5 recent applications for the next discussion on June 18?

8.
Given the emotional testimony from the public last week, I hope everyone understands why 28-ft tall,
700 sq ft ADUs (the equivalent of an average 3-car garage) on top of a detached garage just a few feet from
the property line are so problematic. Perhaps we should consider a change to the ordinance where we allow
700 sq ft for ground floor ADUs (see attached proposed ADU) but limit ADUs above a garage to only 350 sq ft?
That would provide yet another significant incentive for the production of one-story ADUs.

9.
I see no justification for allowing external staircases and balconies on 2nd-story ADUs given the privacy
concerns. The elimination of these two items could also have positive impacts on overall massing. Please see
the attached proposed ADU that does not have an exterior staircase nor a balcony. It can be done.

10.
Can we consider having a policy where a one-story ADU doesn't count towards FAR but a two-story
does? Once again, this could be a creative way to encourage the production of one-story ADUs while reducing
impacts on neighbors.

11.
Given the unique impacts and design requirements for ADUs, have we considered creating “Findings”
that are specific to ADUs similar to what San Carlos does (see attached)? Given that there is an application
with findings (the Architectural Permit) for ADUs above garages, can we have specific criteria and findings
regarding privacy and neighbor impacts for that type of AP?
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12.
Given their expertise, why hasn’t our Architectural Advisory Committee (AAC) been involved in this
process?

13.
Finally, I have uploaded the PC video to YouTube for convenient viewing if you need to rewatch the
staff report, public comment or review the staff commitments from that evening.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JWIpNORKIIA&t=12269s

Thank you for your ongoing commitment to our City and your consideration of these matters.
Regards,
Kris Johnson
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CD-William Chui
From:
Sent:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Thursday, June 06, 2019 12:54 PM
FW: FAR and ADUs

From: Christian Brockman
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 6:11 PM
To: GRP‐Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: FAR and ADUs

Hi,
I read with great interest a story in the Daily Journal regarding proposed floor to area restrictions and
restrictions on accessory dwelling units.
My wife, my young daughter, and I recently moved to Redwood City from Bethesda and would like to make
RWC our permanent home. The bay area, including RWC suffers from incredibly inflated house prices,
including, because of unnecessary restrictions on housing. The commission should seek to ease restrictions to
welcome more families - which include grandparents - to the area. As such, the commission should be strongly
against FAR and any restrictions on ADUs. Indeed, the commission should be seeking to reduce those
regulations wherever possible. Take a page from Minneapolis - seek to eliminate single family housing as a
zone and allow more ability to build. This will help ensure a thriving RWC for years to come.
Christian Brockman
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CD-William Chui
From:
Sent:
Subject:

CD-William Chui
Thursday, June 06, 2019 12:54 PM
FW: FAR and ADUs

From: Rachel Holt
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 10:36 AM
To: GRP‐Planning Commissioners <PC@redwoodcity.org>
Subject: FAR and ADUs

Chair Bondonno and Planning CommissionersThank you for the time, attention and thoughtful discussion in which you engaged on Tuesday night. I have had
some time to digest your comments and questions, as well as some of the very moving public comment by
many of my neighbors and I have a few followup thoughts that I would like you to consider.
Regarding the "remedy" of filing an appeal. I want to further flesh out that process, so that you really
understand how broken our system is, and why I remain convinced that the majority of this community has no
idea about how to oppose development that is in conflict with existing neighborhood character. First, there is
the very broken system of "notice". The only neighbors that are put on notice that an application has even been
submitted for review/approval to the planning department are the immediate adjacent neighbors and the 3
neighbors across the street. That is it. If you live in a neighborhood that seems to be in the cross hairs of
developers, and you don't happen to live right next door to the potential project, this is what the appeals process
will look like for you: you must consistently troll Building eye (the city's online notification of applications for
building permits), the HRAC agenda (for requests for complete tear downs or major additions to homes 1940 or
older) and watch every listing and recently sold home in that neighborhood. And then you have to find out who
the assigned planner is for that project and repeatedly email that person to stay on top of the status of the
application, and then timely file the appeal within 15 days of the project being approved, at the bargain
basement price of $640. I know this from personal experience. Most of my neighborhood has been asleep at
the wheel (myself included) as homes (some gorgeously maintained, historic, STARTER homes) have been torn
down, replaced by 3,000 sq ft plus sized homes and sold for 3 million dollars. As I told you Tuesday night, the
turning point in my neighborhood really was when Jeff Ira, former Mayor and clearly well informed on how to
fight City Hall, filed an appeal on an approved building permit on Iris- right next door to him. Since then, I
have heard over and over again from my neighbors things like "I didn't know I could file an appeal", "I didn't
think there was anything I could do because the city told me it complied with code", "I don't want to start a war
with my neighbor", and most disheartening "I am sad to see the destruction of everything that attracted me to
this neighborhood".
The appeals process does not work. It is broken in so many ways and, to be even remotely effective requires
neighbors to spend countless hours being watchdogs. Which brings me to the other neighborhoods throughout
this city. You might think this is a "Mt Carmel" issue, because we seem to be the squeakiest wheels. This goes
hand in hand with a broken appeals process. It is happening all across this city. I have seen it in Woodside
Plaza. Friendly Acres is at serious risk as Facebook and Google continue to grow just over our southern border
and offer HUGE housing stipends to it's employees who live within .5 miles of their offices. Central, Palm
Park, Eagle Hill. They are all at risk. And in Mt Carmel we are sitting ducks. Relying on you and City Council
to save this neighborhood.
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I appreciate the desire of the commission to get this right. I am deeply thankful for the expertise that
Commissioner Shoe adds to the commission and his desire to do it right the first time and not have to go back
and fix it. I ask that you understand the frustration of the community knowing that with respect to ADUs many
of the concerns that were raised Tuesday night were the same concerns raised by this commission two years ago
and were told by staff that they would study, analyze and compare with other cities to address serious massing,
privacy, light, air and character issues. Instead they recommended adopting the same height limit for an ADU
over a detached garage as is allowable for a two story house. What?! We do need to get this right, but we need
to do it quickly as the current ordinance is tearing this neighborhood apart.
I look forward to the next meeting in June. I am very hopeful for the changes you will recommend re: ADUs
and I am very hopeful that you will recommend a hardcap FAR of .40 or .45.
Thank you for time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Rachel Holt
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ATTACHMENT 4 – ARCHITECTUAL PERMIT DATA (SQ. FT.) FROM 2017-2018

6,000

Square Footage of House

5,000

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

0

Date Submitted from 2017-2018

86

