REPORT TO MAYOR AND COUNCIL NO:  08-251

Council Meeting: August 19, 2008

SUBJECT: 2007-0764 - Consideration of Changes to Single-Family
Home Development Standards and Accessory Utility
Building Standards (Study Issue)

REPORT IN BRIEF

This study issue arose from two concerns expressed by residents: large single-
family homes which conform to all City zoning standards but may not be in
character with the surrounding neighborhood, and tall sheds which are visible
from the public street. To determine the extent of the concern and identify
potential tools to address the issues, staff conducted public outreach and
reviewed City standards in Sunnyvale and other neighboring jurisdictions.

Staff identified the following as the community’s primary issues related to
single-family home development standards: compatibility with surrounding
development, the need to encourage property improvements, the 20% addition
rule for Design Reviews, public notification for new and remodeled homes, and
appeal rights. For accessory utility buildings, the community’s primary issues
were the many types of structures included in the definition of accessory utility
buildings; the size, height, and location of these structures; and their visibility
from the public street.

Staff has developed over 40 potential tools to address the above concerns.
Individual tools are analyzed in detail in Attachments H and M. The key
modifications recommended by staff are identified below. Attachments I and N
provide a complete list of staff’s recommendations for each issue.

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Reduce the gross floor area threshold for requiring public hearing review
Modify the Single-Family Home Design Techniques

Modify the application requirements for Design Review

Expand the notification radius for Design Reviews requiring public notices
Allow appeal of all two-story homes by notified property owners

Expand the types of changes requiring Design Review to include any
significant exterior modification (windows, doors, roofs, entry features, etc.)

ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDING STANDARDS

e Establish five categories of “accessory structures” including detached
habitable spaces, detached permanent garages and carports, accessory
utility buildings, open garden features, and open play equipment
Establish separate requirements for each type of accessory structure

e Reduce the permitted height of accessory structures
Modify the setbacks and permit process for accessory structures

Issued by the City Manager



BACKGROUND

On December 15, 2006, the City Council considered a potential Study Issue on
Single-Family Home Development Standards including a review of the
standards for accessory utility buildings (CDD-47). This study ranked number
four on the Community Development Department Study Calendar for 2007.

The Single-Family Home Development Standards study issue arose from two
concerns expressed by residents: new or modified single-family homes which
conform to all City zoning standards but may not be in character with the
surrounding neighborhood, and tall sheds which are visible from the public
street. The purpose of this study is to determine the extent of the concern and
identify possible tools to address issues associated with new and expanded
homes and the size and placement of accessory utility buildings such as sheds.

The two issues of single-family home development standards and accessory
utility building standards are largely unrelated, although they both pertain to
single-family properties. For the sake of clarity, this report addresses the two
issues separately.

Policy Background: Single-Family Home Development Standards

The City has been addressing design issues since 1990, when the City Council
approved the Community Design Sub-Element. In 1992, the City Council
adopted the City-Wide Design Guidelines and created a formal Design Review
process to implement the goals and policies of the Community-Design Sub-
Element. Prior to 1992, only dimensional zoning criteria such as height and
setbacks were reviewed. In 2000, the City Council initiated a Study Issue to
consider specific design and development standards for single-family homes
(RTC# 00-387). That study resulted in the City’s existing policies and standards
for single-family development, including the current Design Review
requirements, thresholds for public hearing, notification procedures, and
appeal rights. That study also established a new single-story combining zoning
district and directed staff to prepare the Single-Family Home Design
Techniques, a set of design guidelines for new and remodeled single-family
homes. The Single-Family Home Design Techniques were adopted by the City
Council in December of 2002 (RTC# 02-496) and took effect on January 13,
2003. These guidelines direct staff, the Planning Commission, the City Council,
and property owners (and their designers) in addressing issues of height, bulk,
architecture, and neighborhood compatibility. These are the same issues
addressed by Architectural Review Boards in other cities.

Policy Background: Accessory Utility Building Standards

The City has been regulating accessory utility buildings in single-family zoning
districts since 1985 (Ordinance #2160-85). At that time, a single accessory
utility building could be constructed on a residential lot without permits,
provided it did not exceed 30 square feet in area, was fully screened from view,
and did not have electrical power service, heating, or cooling. Staff-level
permits were required for larger accessory utility buildings up to 400 square
feet in area, as well as to allow multiple accessory utility buildings on a single
lot. Use Permits with a public hearing were required for accessory utility



buildings greater than 400 square feet in area. In 1991, the City Council
approved several modifications to these standards (Ordinances #2359-91 and
#2379-91), including establishing a detailed definition of accessory utility
buildings. In 1999, the City Council revised the regulations to be generally the
same as what is in use today (Ordinance #2623-99). Accessory utility buildings
are divided into four categories: buildings attached to the house, detached
buildings with an area of 120 square feet or less, detached buildings with an
area greater than 120 square feet but no more than 450 square feet, and
detached buildings with an area greater than 450 square feet. Minor
modifications to the Code were approved in 2000 to allow electrical service to
accessory utility buildings (Ordinance #2643-00) and to specify that garages
and carports are exempt from the prohibition against placing accessory utility
buildings between the face of a building and the street (Ordinance #2649-00).

EXISTING POLICY

General Plan Goals and Policies

Land Use and Transportation Element

Goal C1: Preserve and enhance an attractive community, with a positive image
and sense of place, that consists of distinctive neighborhoods, pockets of
interest, and human-scale development.

Policy C1.1: Recognize that the City is composed of residential, industrial
and commercial neighborhoods, each with its own individual character;
and allow change consistent with reinforcing positive neighborhood
values.

Goal C2: Ensure ownership and rental housing options in terms of style, size,
and density that are appropriate and contribute positively to the surrounding
area.

Policy C2.1: Provide land use categories for and maintenance of a variety
of residential densities to offer existing and future residents of all income
levels, age groups and special needs sufficient opportunities and choices
for locating in the community.

Action Statement C2.1.3: Promote the maintenance and
rehabilitation of existing housing.

Policy C2.3: Maintain lower density residential development areas where
feasible.

Action Statement C2.3.2: Promote and preserve single-family
detached housing where appropriate and in existing single-family
neighborhoods.

Goal N1: Preserve and enhance the quality character of Sunnyvale’s industrial,
commercial, and residential neighborhoods by promoting land use patterns
and related transportation opportunities that are supportive of the
neighborhood concept.



Policy N1.1: Protect the integrity of the City’s neighborhoods; whether
residential, industrial or commercial.

Policy N1.2: Require new development to be compatible with the
neighborhood, adjacent land uses, and the transportation system.

Action Statement NI1.2.1: Integrate new development and
redevelopment into existing neighborhoods.

Action Statement N1.2.2: Utilize adopted City design guidelines to
achieve compatible architecture and scale for renovation and new
development in Sunnyvale’s neighborhoods.

Policy N1.4: Preserve and enhance the high quality character of
residential neighborhoods.

Housing and Community Revitalization Sub-Element

Goal C: Ensure a high quality living and working environment

Policy C.7: Plan for the future impacts of Sunnyvale’s aging housing
supply.
Goal D: Maintain diversity in tenure, type, size, and location of housing to

permit a range of individual choices for all current residents and those
expected to become city residents.

Policy D.3: Encourage construction of units that meet the needs of large
families.

Action Statement D.3.a: Evaluate residential development in view of
the needs of families requiring three or more bedrooms and ask for
three or more bedrooms when the site is suitable.

Goal G: Provide equal opportunity for housing for all people regardless of their
ethnicity, race, religion, marital status, disability, gender, sexual orientation or
age.

Policy G.4: Assist people with disabilities to remain in their homes by
retrofitting residences for greater accessibility.

Community Design Sub-Element

Goal A: Promote Sunnyvale’s image by maintaining, enhancing, and creating
physical features which distinguish Sunnyvale from surrounding communities
and by preserving historic buildings, special districts and residential
neighborhoods which make the City unique.

Policy A.2: Ensure that new development is compatible with the
character of special districts and residential neighborhoods.

Action Statement A.2.b: Continue to maintain and develop zoning
standards which preserve the quality of residential neighborhoods.

Action Statement A.2.c: Continue to encourage infill development or
redevelopment which is compatible with the use, density, setbacks,
height and, where possible, the predominant building style and
size of the surrounding district or neighborhood.



Zoning Code Requirements

Single-Family Home Development Standards

The City has five zoning districts for single-family development (R-0, R-1, R-1.5,
R-1.7/PD, and R-2), each with specific regulations regarding permitted
setbacks, lot coverage, and Floor Area Ratio. The standards for R-O and R-1 are
very similar, differing only in side yard setbacks and minimum lot size. The R-
1.5 and R-1.7/PD Zoning Districts are intended for small-lot, small home
single-family development and include a maximum floor area ratio of 50%. The
R-2 Zoning District is intended for duplexes on smaller lots but has many
single-family homes, which are allowed by right on legal lots. The City’s current
development standards for single-family zoning districts are summarized in
Attachment E.

The Sunnyvale Municipal Code requires all new homes and all single-family
additions greater than 20% of the area of the existing house to be evaluated
through the Design Review process. Most Design Reviews are conducted at the
staff level without a public hearing. Planning Commission public hearings are
required for applications in the R-0, R-1, and R-2 Zoning Districts requesting a
Floor Area Ratio exceeding 45% or a gross floor area exceeding 4,050 square
feet (Major Design Reviews). A description of the process and timelines for
Administrative and Major Design Reviews is available in Attachment E.

Accessory Utility Building Standards
The Sunnyvale Municipal Code defines an accessory utility building as:

A detached, subordinate structure, with or without a foundation, the use
of which is incidental to that of the main building on the same lot or to
the use of the land, which is or has been designed for, devoted, or
intended for use as a garage, carport, workshop, greenhouse, gazebo,
animal shelter, playhouse, tool shed, storage shed, or other similar use
but does not include structures designed for, devoted to, or intended for
human occupancy. (SMC 19.12.020)

The size and location of accessory utility buildings are regulated by SMC
chapter 19.40. Staff applies this section to most types of accessory structures
including sheds, gazebos, greenhouses, playhouses, and detached garages and
carports, but not accessory living units as defined in 19.68.040. The City’s
current regulations divide accessory utility buildings into four categories based
on size and height, each with slightly different regulations. Accessory utility
buildings which meet all applicable standards do not require planning permits,
unless otherwise noted. The City’s current regulations related to accessory
utility buildings are summarized in Attachment K.

Permit requirements for accessory utility buildings vary. Smaller structures
generally do not require Planning permits, while slightly larger structures
require staff-level Miscellaneous Plan Permits. Use Permits with a public
hearing and/or Variances with a public hearing are required for the largest
structures. A description of the process and time lines for various accessory
utility buildings is available in Attachment K. Building permits are also
required for structures greater than 120 square feet in area.



DISCUSSION - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Introduction to Issue

Approximately 39% of the residential units in Sunnyvale are detached single-
family homes. More than 85% of these single-family homes are currently at
least 40 years old. As a result, there is increasing pressure on the existing
housing stock to be remodeled or reconstructed to meet current housing
preferences and design styles, as well as to increase property values. Housing
trends over the last 60 years appear to indicate a desire for larger homes.
Homeowners also desire contemporary design styles that are significantly
different than the prevailing styles of the 1950s and 1960s housing boom,
during which much of Sunnyvale’s existing single-family housing stock was
constructed (see Attachment D for details).

The high demand for renovated homes is seen in the increasing number of
Design Review applications received in recent years. In 1999 staff received
approximately 65 Design Reviews, while in 2007 staff received more than 150.
This number is expected to continue to increase as property values continue to
rise and the City’s housing stock ages. Current renovations and additions
typically include higher ceilings, taller rooflines, bolder entry features, and
larger second-story components. The demand for increased size and
contemporary architecture has resulted in concerns about the compatibility of
new and remodeled homes with existing homes in the surrounding
neighborhood. Although some residents of the City’s older housing units desire
remodeling, others wish to maintain the character of their neighborhoods by
retaining existing home size, scale, and mass.

The City’s design standards are used by staff to review projects and are also
used by homeowners, architects, and designers to develop plans for proposed
homes. These standards are based in both the Zoning Code and the Single-
Family Home Design Techniques. Concerns about the effect of new
construction and remodeling of homes on neighborhoods have increased the
interest in reviewing these standards and procedures to ensure that the City’s
design tools are effective and match the goals of the community.

Concerns

Listed below are several concerns related to zoning requirements, design
criteria, application materials, and the decision-making process for single-
family home development. Some of these concerns have become clear due to
Planning staff and homeowner experience with recent applications. Other
concerns arose from the public outreach held for this Study Issue. The
following are the primary concerns related to single-family home development:

Compatibility with Surrounding Neighborhood

The increased size and contemporary architecture of many new and remodeled
homes have raised concerns about compatibility with existing homes in the
surrounding neighborhood. Many newer homes may appear tall and bulky
compared to their older counterparts (see Attachment G for illustration). Floor
area, plate height, foundation height, and architectural style can all influence
the appearance of size and bulk. Some residents of older homes in the City



wish to maintain the existing character of their neighborhoods and are
concerned that newer, larger homes would negatively impact that character.

Encouraging Property Improvements

The City of Sunnyvale encourages rehabilitation of existing housing. Current
regulations are intended to simplify the process of improving properties by
reducing excessive restrictions or lengthy review processes which may
discourage homeowners from investing in improvements. The interest in
upgrading existing properties is likely to increase as Sunnyvale’s housing stock
ages. Requiring homeowners to match the size and style of older homes may
discourage them from making investments in remodeling. While some
neighborhoods have a higher expectation of preserving existing character, other
neighborhoods prefer to see reinvestment and change.

Improving ADA accessibility is also desirable for many homeowners as the
City’s population ages. These ADA improvements may conflict with established
zoning standards, and the City may require Variance applications to review
modified standards for the proposed improvements.

20% Rule for Design Review Authority

Under SMC 19.80.030, discretionary Design Review is required only for
projects which result in the addition of 20% or more to the gross floor area of
the existing home. Single-family home additions and modifications which do
not add 20% or more to the home are exempt from review and can apply for a
Building Permit without a separate Planning permit. This exemption does not
allow Planning staff to apply the Single-Family Home Design Techniques to
these projects. While this exemption is intended to provide permit streamlining
for minor modifications, there may be an unintended consequence of allowing
significant changes to the appearance of a home without any review of the
design. For example, under the current standards, a homeowner could add a
significant number of windows or doors, or modify the entryway to include a
tall entry arch, without triggering a Design Review requirement. Staff has
traditionally applied Design Review when there is a significant change in the
roof material or pitch of the roof, or where the height of the home is being
increased by raising the roof, as these changes affect 100% of the home.
However, this interpretation has been challenged by some property owners, as
the code language identifies the addition of floor area as the trigger for Design
Review.

Public Notification

Given increasing concerns about home size and neighborhood compatibility,
some residents have shown an interest in becoming more involved in the review
process for new and remodeled homes in their neighborhoods. Currently,
adjacent property owners are notified of Major Design Reviews requiring a
public hearing, as well as staff-level Design Reviews for two-story homes and
two-story additions. Public notification for other types of projects is not
currently provided, although some members of the community have expressed
interest in requiring a wider notification radius for proposed projects. From
2003 to 2004, the City provided wider notification for a broader range of single-
family projects; however, this process was costly, and few residents took



advantage of the notification to provide comments. Those who did comment
frequently appeared to be motivated by personal conflicts instead of specific
concerns regarding project design. As a result, the City Council opted to modify
the public notification requirements (RTCs #02-455 and 04-450).

Appeal Rights

Currently, staff-level Design Reviews may only be appealed by the applicant to
the Planning Commission, whose decision is final. Major Design Reviews
requiring Planning Commission review may be appealed to the City Council by
the applicant and by adjacent property owners, but not by other members of
the community.

Given current notification procedures, neighbors of a project may be notified of
the proposal and may provide comments, but may not be able to appeal the
decision. Several residents have complained of this situation. Staff considers
any public comments when reviewing these applications and requires
modifications to the design to resolve issues and concerns that are addressed
in the Single-Family Home Design Techniques (typically privacy and bulk
issues). The neighbor is not notified of these changes.

Options

Options to address the above concerns are numerous and varied. Listed below
are the key options staff has identified to address the community’s concerns.
These options were developed through research on the development process in
other cities, response from the public, and staff experiences. A detailed
description and analysis of each option is presented in Attachment H.

A. Height-Related Zoning Standards

1. Reduce overall height limit for homes
2. Add a height limit for one-story homes
3. Add height limits for wall plates and/or finished floors

B. Bulk-Related Zoning Standards
1. Adopt a “second-floor equivalent” for high-ceilings

2. Lower the FAR threshold for public hearing

3. Lower the gross floor area threshold for public hearing

C. Setback-Related Zoning Standards

1. Modify side yard setbacks for second stories

2. Adopt a “daylight plane” requirement
3. Modify setbacks to be based on lot size or lot width:



e Categories by width: e.g. less than 55 feet; 55 to 80 feet; greater than
80 feet

e Categories by lot area: e.g. less than 6,000 sq. ft.; 6,000 to 7,999 sq.
ft.; 8,000 to 9,999 sq. ft.; 10,000 sq. ft. or greater

e Proportional: percentage of lot width or lot size

D. Amend Single-Family Home Design Techniques to include quidelines for:

1. Height and design of one-story homes
Width of second story relative to width of first story
Wall plate heights and/or finished floor heights

“Shed roof” elements

a &> DN

Second-story windows

E. Additional Application Submittal Requirements

1. Require certified elevation data

2. Require “streetscape” elevations including adjacent properties
3. Require a property line survey
4

. Require street and sidewalk locations to be shown on plans

F. Modified Review Process

1. Require Design Review for any significant modification

G. Modified Neighbor Notification
1. Expanded notification
a) 100 feet
b) Entire block

c) Single-story Design Reviews

2. Post streetscape elevation on-site on larger notice boards
3. Post plans on City Web site

4. Require “story poles” for new homes and additions

H. Modified Appeal Rights
1. Allow appeal of all staff-level projects

a) By any party

b) By adjacent property owners only



2. Allow appeal of two-story homes
a) By any party

b) By adjacent property owners only

Findings from Neighboring Cities

Zoning and design review standards were reviewed for seven mnearby
jurisdictions. A comparison table is provided in Attachment F; however, direct
comparison of the various standards is not always possible due to the variety of
ways that cities and counties have chosen to regulate single-family homes.
Each of the tools and options discussed above are used in some form in one or
more of the communities (see Attachment F). In the past, Sunnyvale has tried
to balance simplicity of regulations with addressing unique circumstances.
Other communities may have stressed other priorities and design concerns.

DISCUSSION - ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDING STANDARDS

Introduction to Issue

The Sunnyvale Municipal Code defines an accessory utility building as a
detached subordinate structure which is not for human habitation. The
definition explicitly includes garages, carports, workshops, greenhouses,
gazebos, animal shelters, playhouses, and sheds (either stick-built or pre-
manufactured). The language also implicitly includes any non-habitable
accessory structure, including landscape features such as arbors and trellises.

In 2006 and 2007, staff received 17 Miscellaneous Plan Permit applications for
accessory utility buildings each year. In 2007, five of these were related to
Neighborhood Preservation enforcement actions. No Use Permit applications
were received for accessory utility buildings in 2007, but one Use Permit
application was processed in 2006. In 2006 and 2007, staff processed one
Variance application for accessory utility buildings in each year. Staff has
already received two Variance applications for accessory utility buildings in
2008 (a trapeze with a height of 25 feet, and a plant shade structure located in
the front yard).

The current zoning standards for accessory utility buildings were developed
with the goal of allowing utility structures which the community had already
acknowledged as acceptable. Changing community standards have resulted in
some residents calling for additional regulation. At the same time, other
residents are not aware that permits are required for many accessory utility
buildings. Community concerns about accessory utility buildings include size,
height, design, visibility from the street and neighboring properties, and the
types of uses being conducted in accessory buildings. There is also concern
that the current definition of accessory utility buildings is overly broad and is
challenging to understand and apply. Amendments to the Zoning Code would
be needed to address these issues.



Concerns

Listed below are several concerns related to accessory utility buildings,
including permit requirements, process, and visual impact. Some of these
concerns arose from Planning staff and homeowner experience with recent
applications. Others arose from the public outreach held for this Study Issue.

Types of Accessory Utility Buildings

The current definition of accessory utility buildings is very broad and
encompasses nearly all subordinate structures that are not intended for
human habitation, including large structures such as garages and carports
and small landscape features with no floor area such as trellises. It is
challenging to establish a single set of regulations to reasonably address all of
these structures. Staff has encountered unusual structures not listed in the
current definition of accessory utility buildings, such as plant shades, swing
sets, and trapezes. The existing accessory utility building requirements do not
clearly address these unusual structures.

Size, Height, and Location

The maximum permitted height for accessory utility buildings is 15 feet
(depending on location). This height limit was established in part to allow the
construction of garages and carports of a reasonable size. However, accessory
structures such as storage sheds with a height of 15 feet may have a negative
visual impact on the property and surrounding neighborhood. Setback
requirements for accessory utility buildings are generally the same as for main
structures in the Zoning District. However, accessory utility buildings which
are 6 feet 6 inches in height or less and 120 square feet in area or less do not
require any setback from property lines. Except for garages and carports,
accessory utility buildings may not be located between the face of the main
building and the street.

Visibility from the Public Street

Accessory utility buildings that are visible from the public street can have a
significant visual impact on the streetscape. This is especially true of accessory
utility buildings located on corner lots. The current regulations require
accessory utility buildings on corner lots to be screened to the highest point
only when they are 6 feet 6 inches in height or less and 120 square feet in area
or less. This is because such buildings do not require any setbacks. Current
regulations do not require larger and taller accessory utility buildings on corner
lots to be fully screened. Structures over 120 square feet in area must be
compatible in appearance with the main structure.

Options

Options to address the above concerns are numerous and varied. Listed below
are the key options staff has identified to address the community’s concerns.
These options were developed through research on the requirements in other
cities, response from the public, and staff experiences. A detailed description
and analysis of each option is presented in Attachment M.



. Modified Definitions

1. Identify several types of “accessory structures” in SMC 19.40

Detached habitable spaces including accessory living units
Detached permanent garages and carports

Non-habitable accessory utility buildings (sheds)

Open garden features (arbors, trellises)

Open play equipment (swing sets, trampolines)

0O00O0O0

. Height-Related Zoning Standards

1. Reduce height limit for accessory structures
2. Tailor height limit to available pre-fabricated sheds
3. Add a height limit for attached accessory utility buildings

. Setback-Related Zoning Standards

1. Increase setbacks for accessory structures
2. Require proportional rear setbacks tied to height

3. Require setbacks to be measured from location of roof peak, not wall

. Visibility-Related Zoning Standards

1. Require screening:
a) For all accessory structures
b) For reducible front yard of corner lot only
c) To prevent viewing from the street and from neighboring properties
d) To prevent viewing from the street only
2. Allow accessory structures between the side face of building and street if
fully screened

. Use-Related Zoning Standards

1. No human habitation of accessory structures except “detached habitable”

. Modified Permit Requirements

1. Require Planning permits for fewer or no accessory structures

2. Require Planning permits for all accessory structures

. Modified Neighbor Notification

1. Require public notification for all accessory structures

a) Adjacent property owners
b) Expanded area (100 feet)



2. Require public notification only for large/tall structures

a) Adjacent property owners
b) Expanded area (100 feet)

FISCAL IMPACT

The tables below contain the expected annual fiscal impacts as recommended
by staff and the Planning Commission. Fiscal impacts for many of the tools will
vary depending on the specific thresholds adopted by the City Council. In
addition, the fiscal impacts of each tool will vary based on the number of
applications received in a given year. Staff has prepared the attached estimates
based on the number of applications received in 2007; however, it is possible
the number of applications will increase as the City’s housing stock continues
to age and there is increasing pressure for redevelopment.

Table 1: Staff Recommendations

Personnel | Personnel | Materials | Consultant
Tool | Summary Hours Expenses | Expenses | Expenses Total

2nd Floor
B1 Equivalent 225 $15,300 $105 $15,405

Public Hearing
B3 | Threshold 75 $5,100 $35 $5,135
C3 | Setback - - $0
D1 | Height/Design 20 $1,360 $1,500 $2,860
D2 | Width $0
D3 | Wall Plates $0
D4 | Shed Roof $0
D5 | Windows $0
E1 | Elevation Data $0
E2 | Streetscape $0
E4 | Plan Location $0
F1 Design Review 100 $6,800 $6,800
G1 | Notification $450 $450
G2 | Notice Boards 60 $4,080 $4,080
H2 | Appeal 75 $5,100 $35 $5,135
12 | SMC 19.80 $0

Totals 555 $37,740 $625 $1,500 | $39,865




Table 2: Planning Commission Recommendations

Personnel | Personnel | Materials | Consultant
Tool | Summary Hours Expenses | Expenses | Expenses Total

2nd Floor
Bl | Equivalent 225 $15,300 $450 $15,750

Public Hearing
B3 | Threshold 75 $5,100 $750 $5,850
C3 | Setback - . $0
D1 | Height/Design 20 $1,360 $1,500 $2,860
D2 | Width $0
D3 | Wall Plates 30
D4 | Shed Roof $0
D5 | Windows $0
E1l Elevation Data $0
E2 | Streetscape $0
E4 | Plan Location $0
F1 | Design Review 100 $6,800 $6,800
G1 | Notification $900 $900
G2 | Notice Boards 60 $4,080 $4,080
H2 | Appeal 150 $10,200 $300 $10,500
12 SMC 19.80 $0

Totals 630 $42,840 $2,400 $1,500 | $46,740

Due to a calculation error, the fiscal impact for staff’'s recommendation was
incorrectly listed as $24,040 in the staff report presented to the Planning
Commission. The actual total annual cost for the staff recommendation
presented to the Planning Commission is $39,865 (see Table 1). The
modifications requested by the Planning Commission (described on page 15)
are estimated to increase the fiscal impact to a total cost of $46,740, as
indicated in Table 2 above.

The fiscal impact for staff’s recommendation on amending the Accessory Utility
Building Standards is unknown, as many types of accessory utility buildings
are currently exempt from permit requirements and are not tracked by staff.
However, the fiscal impact is estimated to be minimal.

Funding Source

Any action of the Council that results in increased staff hours or expenses
would require a budget modification, which would be brought to Council along
with an ordinance making the approved changes effective. The source for such



a budget modification would be the General Fund 20-Year Resource Allocation
Plan Reserve or increased fees, or a combination of the two.

According to section 7.1B.5 of the Fiscal Sub-Element of the General Plan:

e User fees should be used to recover the cost of services that benefit
specific segments of the community

e User fees should be established at a level which reflects the full cost of
providing those services

e The City Council may determine for any service whether a subsidy from
the General Fund is in the public interest

Certain planning permits require payment of a fee, which offsets the costs of
processing the application. The fees for most of the single-family home Design
Review and Miscellaneous Plan Permit reviews do not cover all the costs. Staff
is currently working on a fee study to determine costs of a variety of
development services (e.g. building, planning, and engineering). Adjustments to
fee levels will be considered when staff presents the findings to Council later
this fiscal year.

PUBLIC CONTACT

Staff conducted the public outreach process with three goals in mind: to inform
the community of the City’s current standards and review procedures, to
gather information on residents’ key concerns regarding single-family homes
and accessory utility buildings, and to get feedback on the potential tools
identified by staff.

A public outreach meeting was held on December 6, 2007. This meeting was
advertised in the Sun newspaper and on the City of Sunnyvale’s web site.
Written notification was sent to the City’s neighborhood associations as well as
to any residents who had requested individual notification through earlier
discussions with staff (including the proponents of the Study). Approximately
20 people attended the outreach meeting. Staff also received several e-mail
messages and phone calls. Below is a summary of the public input. Additional
information is available in Attachments O and Q.

Notice of the Negative Declaration and the public hearings for this project were
published in the Sun newspaper. Notification of the hearings was also
provided to the City’s neighborhood associations and to individuals who
attended the public outreach meeting. The staff report was posted on the City
of Sunnyvale's Web site and provided at the Reference Section of the City of
Sunnyvale Public Library. The Planning Commission Agenda was posted on
the City of Sunnyvale's Web site.

Single-Family Home Development Standards

A majority of the residents who provided comments had concerns about the
size of new homes and additions and the effect these large homes may have on



neighboring property owners’ quality of life. In general, comments focused on a
need for increased notification of neighbors and requiring public hearings for
more Design Review applications. New two-story homes and second-story
additions were the primary concern. Residents also expressed concerns about
side setbacks, plate heights, and the relationship of new and remodeled homes
to the existing context of the neighborhood. Some expressed frustration that
the City granted permits for developments they found to be out of character
with the surrounding neighborhood.

Accessory Utility Building Standards

In general, comments on accessory utility buildings focused on height and
visibility. Most of the residents who provided comments felt that the current
height limit of 15 feet for accessory utility buildings is too tall. Residents
suggested limiting height to a maximum of 10 feet. Several of the residents who
participated in the public outreach meeting noted that setbacks for accessory
utility buildings should vary based on height, and that buildings on corner lots
may need additional setbacks. Participants expressed surprise that detached
garages and carports, gazebos, arbors, and trellises are currently classified as
accessory utility buildings. Some stated that these structures require different
height and setback regulations than do sheds. One speaker stated that rear
setback requirements should be reduced, as Sunnyvale’s requirements are
more restrictive than those in other cities. Participants also noted that it is
difficult to find pre-manufactured sheds that meet the City’s requirements.

Staff Comment

The residents who attended the public outreach meeting and sent messages
generally felt the City’s regulations are not restrictive enough. However, staff
notes that there are also many residents who find the current regulations too
restrictive. When working with applicants at the One-Stop Permit Center, staff
frequently encounters residents who state that they should be able to construct
the home they desire on their property without restriction. Others complain
that the processing time for Design Review applications is too long or the
process is too difficult. Frequently, staff encounters applicants who do not
think permits should be required to install a pre-manufactured shed in their
yard. In fact, it appears many City residents are unaware that accessory utility
buildings require permits. Although none of these views were represented at
the public outreach meeting, it is important to note that not all residents
support making the regulations more restrictive.

Community participants in the outreach process clearly stated a desire for
increased neighborhood participation in the review of single-family
development. Incorporating additional community input is a departure from
previous City Council actions to streamline and simplify the development
review process. The staff recommendation attempts to balance these traditional
values with the newer values of community participation.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

A Negative Declaration has been prepared in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act provisions and City guidelines. The Negative




Declaration has been filed with the Santa Clara County Clerk-Recorder’s Office
for review and comment (see Attachment B).

PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

On July 14, 2008, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider
the proposed changes. The minutes of this hearing are provided in Attachment
P. Several members of the public spoke at the hearing. In general, the speakers
expressed support for increased regulation, particularly with regard to public
notification and hearing thresholds. However, one speaker supported reduced
regulation of accessory utility buildings, stating that Sunnyvale’s regulations
are already more restrictive than those in neighboring jurisdictions.

The Planning Commission requested changes to Attachments I and N to clarify
the proposed second-story combined side yard setbacks and to clarify which
proposed regulations are in addition to, not in lieu of, existing regulations.
(Staff recommends additional minor modifications to the setbacks for narrow
lots in the R-1 Zoning District — see Attachment I). The Planning Commission
recommended increasing the notification radius for two-story projects and
public hearing items to 200 feet rather than the 100-foot radius recommended
by staff. This change results in additional property owners gaining appeal
rights. The Planning Commission also requested an addition to the Single-
Family Home Design Techniques stating that roof-mounted solar additions are
encouraged on single-family homes. The Planning Commission did not modify
the staff recommendation for accessory utility building standards.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Adopt the Negative Declaration and direct staff to prepare an ordinance,
modify the Single-Family Home Design Techniques, modify application
submittal requirements and return with a budget modification for
approximately $46,740 to add appropriate funding to the Land Use Planning
Program 242 budget, consistent with the anticipated fiscal impact of the
tools selected by the Planning Commission. These changes, as detailed in
Attachments I and N, include:

Single-Family Home Development Standards (Attachment I)

a. Reduce the gross floor area threshold for requiring public hearing
review to 3600 s.f.

b. Modify the Single-Family Home Design Techniques to better address
issues of bulk

c. Modify the application requirements for Design Review to require
more information on the streetscape

d. Expand the notification radius for Design Reviews requiring public
notices to 200 feet

e. Allow appeal of all two-story homes by notified property owners

f. Expand the types of modifications requiring Design Review to also
include any significant exterior modification (windows, doors, roofs,
entry features, etc.)



Accessory Utility Building Standards (Attachment N)

g. Establish five categories of “accessory structures” including detached
habitable spaces, detached permanent garages and -carports,
accessory utility buildings, open garden features, and open play
equipment

h. Establish separate requirements for each type of accessory structure

i. Reduce the maximum height of accessory structures to 10 feet
without a Use Permit

j- Modify the setbacks and permit process for accessory structures to
clearly specify distance from property line based on size and height of
structure.

2. Adopt the Negative Declaration and modify the tools and budget
modification request included in Alternative 1.

3. Do not adopt the Negative Declaration and direct staff as to where additional
environmental analysis is required.

4. Make no changes to the current single-family home development standards
and accessory utility building standards.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends Alternative 1 to prepare zoning code modifications, new
single-family design techniques, and new application submittal requirements to
address issues of bulk, visibility and community notice/information with the
modifications recommended by the Planning Commission. The zoning code
modifications will require staff to also return with a budget modification
(approximately $46,740), which will cover the costs of additional staff time
needed to process new applications and address more issues when reviewing
single-family home construction and remodels. The funding source for the
budget modification is recommended to be the General Fund 20-year RAP.

On pages 8-10 and 12-13, staff presented several lists of options intended to
address the community’s concerns about single-family home development and
accessory utility buildings. Staff’s recommendation includes tools from each of
those lists. The recommended tools will modify the City’s Zoning Ordinance,
design guidelines, application requirements, and processes.

In evaluating potential regulations, staff considered the impact of each
regulation on process duration, difficulty, cost, and property rights. Staff’s
recommendation seeks to achieve a reasonable balance among community
values.

In general, the recommendations for single-family home development
standards strengthen the review process by allowing more public participation,
lowering thresholds for review, providing new definitions and requirements for
building forms, and addressing varying property sizes throughout the
community. Recommended changes include:

¢ Reduce the gross floor area threshold for requiring public hearing review
e Modify the Single-Family Home Design Techniques
e Modify the application requirements for Design Review



e Expand the notification radius for Design Reviews requiring public notices
Allow appeal of all two-story homes by notified property owners

e Expand the types of changes requiring Design Review to include any
significant exterior modification (windows, doors, roofs, entry features, etc.)

The changes recommended for accessory utility building standards are
generally intended to simplify the zoning requirements by differentiating
between types of accessory structures, and to address potential visual impacts
by modifying requirements for height, size, and setbacks. Recommended
changes include:

e Establish five categories of “accessory structures” including detached
habitable spaces, detached permanent garages and carports, accessory
utility buildings, open garden features, and open play equipment
Establish separate requirements for each type of accessory structure

¢ Reduce the maximum height of accessory structures
Modify the setbacks and permit process for accessory structures

Detailed lists of the modifications recommended by staff and the Planning
Commission are provided in Attachment I (single-family home development)
and Attachment N (accessory utility buildings). Staff believes the proposed
modifications will assist in addressing concerns about notification and
community participation without creating an overly burdensome review process
for applicants.

Reviewed by:

Hanson Hom, Director, Community Development Department
Reviewed by: Trudi Ryan, Planning Officer
Prepared by: Mariya Hodge, Assistant Planner

Approved by:

Amy Chan
City Manager
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Study Issue Paper

Negative Declaration

Mlustrated Glossary of Development Terms

Statistics on Single Family Home Development in Sunnyvale

Existing Single Family Development Standards in Sunnyvale

Summary of Single Family Development Standards in Neighboring Cities
[Mlustration of Impacts Related to Plate Heights and Raised Foundations
Analysis of Proposed Tools for Single-Family Home Development

Staff Recommendation for Single-Family Home Development Standards
Statistics on Accessory Utility Building Applications in Sunnyvale
Existing Accessory Utility Building Standards in Sunnyvale

Summary of Accessory Utility Building Standards in Neighboring Cities
Analysis of Proposed Tools for Accessory Utility Buildings

Staff Recommendation for Accessory Utility Buildings

Public Comments Received Prior to Planning Commission Hearing
Minutes of Planning Commission Hearing on July 14, 2008

Public Comments Received After Planning Commission Hearing



PAMS Study Issue

Proposed New Councll Study lssue

Number CDD-47

Status Pe_ndlng -

Calendar 2007' o

Year '

New ar New

Previous '

Title Single-family Home Development Standards
Lead ~ Community Development

Department

Element or  Land Use and Transportation Element and Community Design
SubElement . ' e

1. What are the key elements of the lssue? What preclpltated lt?

This issuie was precipitated by residents concemed with twc: prcjec:ts in their
neighborhood: a |large single-family home expansion and a shed built on a corner lot.
The concern is that although the projects tonform to City zoning standards It appears
that they are too large, the setbacks appear too small and the helght of the accessory
bullding appears too tall for the neighbarhoad. The lot for the remodeled home Is
much larger than the surrounding properties, enabling 2 larger home to be built. The
current zonlng regulations requirs a public hearing with the Planning Commission for
new and remodeled homes exceeding a fioor area ratio (FAR) of 45% or a gross floor
area of 4050 s.f. The study would examine the setback requirements—parhaps based
on property size and/or width—and would examine the thrasholds requiring & public
hearing (FAR and/or house slze). In addition, the heights of accessory structures will
te studied to deterrnine if modifications to the setback or hetght limits should be
impiemented o

In 2005-2006 staff conducted 147 Design Reviews that dld not require a public. i
hearing and 17 that were reviewed by the Plann]ng Commisslon (apprcxtmate!y 10%
of the tatal’ Design- Reviews) .

A related potential study-issue is CDD-24 (Setback Requlrements for Smaller Iots)
CDD-24 is narrower In focus in that it deals only with setback and only smaller lots.

This study couid Include the items discussed In CDD-24 with no change In the
estimated staff hours,

2. How does this relate to the General Plan or extstlng City Policy?
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Policy N1.1 Protect the integrity of the City's neIghborhoods whether residential,
: Industrial or commercial

Action Statement N'l 1. 5 Esteb[lsh and momtor standerds for community
appearancs and property maintenance. , =

Action Statement N1.2.2: Utilize adopted Clty design guidelines to achieve
" compatible architecture and scale for renovation and new development In
© Sunnyvale's neighborhoods.




PAMS Study Issue

ATTACHMENT_“A._. -

Page_ Z ot 3 -

COMMUNITY DESIGN SUB-ELEMENT

Policy A.2 Ensure that new developrnent is compatible with the character of
speclal districts and residential nelghborhoods,

Acifon Statement A.2a. Maintain design guidelines and polibies for new
construction in historie districts which define acceptable building styles, shapes,
rooflines, colors, matenals fenestration and setbacks and develop new guldelines
as needed.

Action Statement A.2b. Continue to maintain and develob zoning stand'ards which
preserve the quallly of residential nelghborhoods.

3. Origln of issue

Council Member(s)  Maylan
General Plan -
City Staff

Public o
Board or Commission none

4. Multiple Year Project‘? No  Planned Compiete Date 2007

5. Expected participation lnvolved In the study Issue process?

Does Cotincil need to apprave a workplan‘? No
. Does this issue rquire reviewbya } Yes _
e Eqard[Commiss_lon?_ T ] _ “ . BT e e e
If so, which? -
Planning Commission : .
Is a CouncH Study Sesslon anticipated‘? Na

What is the public participation process?

Specific butreach fo the nsighberhood that raised the concern and
general outreach to the enfire community with a serles of ;
‘mesetings to discuss issues and options. Normal public notification
and public hearing process.-

6. Costof Study

Operating Budget Program coverlng costs
242 Land Use Planning :

Prnject Budget covering cosis
Budget modification § amount needed for study
Explain below what the agiditional funding will be used for

7. Potential fiscal lmpéct to implement recommendations in the Study approved by Coungll

Capital ekpénditure ran.ge o - None \
Operating expenditure range - $500 - §50K
- New revenueslsav[ngs range . - ' T $500 - $50K

. Explain impact brisily
Changes In the thresholds to revlew single family home developments could result In mare



o PAMS Study Issue L S ATTACHMENT A
f.

Page 3

ftems being heard at public hearing, both Increasing operating costs and revenuss,

8. Recommendation for this calendar year

.Board or Commission ranked this
study Issue - of

Board or Commission ranking comments :
This issue was suggested after the Planning Commission made thair recommendations

to the City Council. _
Staff Recommendation None

If 'Far Study' or 'Against Study', explain
8, Estimated consultant hours for completion of the study issue
Managers . .
 Role Manager . Hours

Llead  Ryan, Trudl  MgrCY!: 40 MgrCY2: 0
' : StaffCY1: 250 StafCv2: 0

Interdep  Berry, Kathryn  Mar CY1: 10 MgrCY2: 0
RN ' Staif CY1: 0 Siafi CY2: 0

e

= Toi}-;i' Hours CY1: 300
Total Hours cY2: 0

Note I staff's racommendation Is 'For Study or 'Agalnst Study’, the Director should
note the relative importance of this Study to ather major projects that the Department
iz currently working on or that are soon to begin, and the impact on existing
services/priorities.

~ Revi

2 2 /7%

ﬁu@ﬁmment Director / _ Date
Appraved .
@’70‘/\@ Vel

Clty Manager Date

f
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME ~ AECEIVED Peel o 17
ECQ]ISJTN—?VFEEEE, ?:at:gﬂl\lm 94538 APR 2 2 e
1707} 944-8500 ]

PLANNING DIvISION

CEQA Filing Fee No Effect Determination Form

Applicant Name: City of Sunnyvale ‘ Date Submitted: March 31, 2008
Applicant Address: 456 W. Olive Avenue, Sunnyvale, CA 94088

Project Name: Consideration of Changes to Single-Family Home Deveiobfnent
Standards and Accessory Utility Bumldlng Standards
(Councll Study Issue)

CEQA Lead Agency: City of Sunnyvale
CEQA Document Type: Negative Declaration
‘SCH Number and/or local agency ID Number: N/A

Pro]ect Location: City-wide

Brief Project Description: In 2008, the City Council initiated a study on single-family - . ...
home development standards and accessory utility building standards. The purpose of . . .- ...
this study is fo address issues associated with:large home construction, and the size
and-placement of accessory utility buildings (i.e. sheds). The study proposes
modifications to the City's zoning ordinance as well as to its Slngle-Fam[Iy Home
Design Techniques.

Describe clearly why the project has no effect on fish and wildlife: ‘The proposed
modifications will affect permitted height, architectural compatlblllty with surroundings,
and the City's review process for single-family homes and sheds. The proposed
modifications do not rezone any properties or increase the permitted density or lot
coverage. No additional construction or other physical changes to the environment will
result. As a result, there is no possibility of an effect on fish or wildlife.

Determination: Based on a review of the Project as proposed, the Department of Fish
and Game has determined that for purposes of the assessment of CEQA filing fees
[F&G Code 711.4(c)] the project has no potential effect on fish, wildlife and habitat and
the project as described does not require payment of a CEQA filing fee. This
determination does not in any way imply that the project is exempt from CEQA and
does not determine the s:gnif cance of any potentla[ project eﬁects evaluated pursuant



ATTACHMENT_B__
Page 2 of |7-' s

L .y § T

‘Please retain this original determination for your records; you are reqwred to file a copy
of this determination with the County Clerk after your project is approved and at the
time of filing of the CEQA lead agency’s Notice of Determination (NOD). If you do not
file a copy of this determination with the County Clerk at the time of filing of the NGD,
the appropriate-CEQA filing fee will be due and payable _

Without a valid No Ef'fect Determination Form or proof of fee payment, the project will |
not be operative, vested, or final, and any local permits issued for the project will be
invalid, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 711.4(c)(3).

DFGApprovalBy:/%% - Date: __April 18, 2008

- Charles Armor '
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region




ATTACHMENT =B . - E=14710

s¥%  pLANNING DIVISION  -Fage. ﬁwmfm._‘_mwlf Eile Number: 2007-0764
CITY OF SUNNYVALE . : No. 08-06
P.O. BOX 3707

SUNNYVALE, CALIFORNIA 84088-3707

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
NEGATIVE DEGLARATION

This forrn [s provided as a notification of an Intent to adopt a Negative Declaration which has been
prepared in compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental. Quality Act of 1970, as
amended, and Resolution #193-86.

PROJEGT TITLE:

Consideration of changes to single-family home development standards and accessory utility building
standards (Councll Study Issue).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION (APN):

[n 2008, the City Council inltiated a study on single —family home c!eveloprnent standards and accessory
utility building standards, The purpose of this study s to address issues assoclated with large home
construction and the size and placement of accessory utility buildings such as sheds. The study
proposes madifications to the Clty’'s Zoning ordinance as well as to its Single-Family Home Design
Techniques. The Proposed madifications will affect ‘permitted height, architectural compatibility with
surrouncllngs and the City's review process. The proposed modifications do not re-zone any properties or

increase the permitted density or lot caverage. No additional construction or other physical changes to the
environment will result, .

' WHERE TO VIEW THIS DOCUMENT:

The Negative Declaration, its supporting doeumentation and detalls relating to the project are on file and
- avafiable for review and comment In the Office of the Secretary of the Planning Commission, City Hall, 456
West Olive Avenue, Sunnyvale.

. This Negative Declaration may be protested in writing by any person prior to 5:00 p.m. on Tuesciay,
June 24, 2008, Protest shall be flied in the Department of Community Development, 456 W. Olive
Avenue, Sunriyvale and shall include a written statement specifying anticipated environmental effects
which may be significant. A protest of a Negative Declaration will be considered by the adopting
autharity, whose action on the protest may be appealed.

HEARING INFORMATION;

A public hearing on the project Is scheduled for:

Monday, May 12, 2008 at 8:00 p.m. and Tuesday, June 24, 2008 at 7:00 p.m. In the Counci
Chambers, Clty Hall, 456 West Olive Avenue, Sunnyvale.

TOXIC SITE INFORMATION:

(No} listed toxic sites are present at the project location. L

Clreulated On April 17, 2008 : Signed:

Andrew Miner, Principal F’ianner



Environmental Checklis'ihfForm Page

Project Title | Consideration of changes to single-family

: home development standards and accessory
utility building standards {Council Study
Issue)

" Lead Agency Name and Address | City of Sunnyvale
P.O. Box 3707, Sunnyvale, CA 94088-3707

Contact Person | Mariya Hodge

Phone Number | 408-730-7659

Project Location | City-wide

Project Sponsor's Name | City of Sunnyvale

Address | 456 W. Olive Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94088

Zoning | R-0, R-1, R-1.5, R-1.7/PD, R-2

General Plan | Residential Low Densnty, Residential L.ow-
Medium Density

Other Public Agencies whose approval | None
"is required

Description of the Project: in 2008, the City Council initiated a study on single-family
home development standards and accessory utility building standards. The purpose of

~ this study s io address issues associated with large home construction and the size and

placement of accessory utility buildings such as sheds. The study proposes modifications
to the City's zoning ordinance as well as to its Single-Family Home Design Techniques.
The proposad modifications will affect permitted height, architectural compatibility with

“surroundings, and the City's review process. The proposed moediiications do not re-zone

any properties or increase the permitted density or lot coverage. No additional
construction or other physical changes to the environment will result.

Surrounding Uses and Setiing:

The study pertains to the City's five single-family zoning districts, which are R-0, R-1, R«
1.5, R-1.7/PD, and R-2. These zoning districts are located throughout the City. Uses in
these zoning districts are primarily low-density residential (single-family homes) and low-
medium density residential (including duplexes)

City oft Sunnyvale, Community Development Departmeant Page 1 of 14
PQ Box 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 94087
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the Information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each . .
question. A-"No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced Information sources
show that the tmpact simply does not apply to projects like the ane involved (e.g. the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact” answer should be explained where It is
based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose
sensitive receptors fo pollutanis, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2. A brief explanation Is required for all answers except "No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cltes in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact”’ answer Is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one Involved (e.g. the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A *No Impact” answer should.be explained where it is
based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose
sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

3. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as.well as an-
~ slte, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational Impacts.

4, Once the lead agency has determined that a.particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact Is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigatlon‘, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate If there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one
or more "Paientially Signlflcant Impact® entries when the determination is made, an EIR is
requlired.

- 8, "Negatlve Declaration: Patentially Signifi cant Uniess Mitigation Incorporated” applies whers
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant
Impact” to a "Less Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level
(mltigation measures from Section 17, "Earller Analysls,” may he cross-referenced).

8. Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tlering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an éffect has been adequately analyzed In an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15083 (c) (3) (d). In this case, a brief disclssion should identify the following:

7. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

8. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effécts from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed In an earlier document pursuant to applicable iegal
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis.

9. Mitigation Measures. For eifects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project

10. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checkiist references to information
sources for potential impacts (.9. general plans, zoning ardinances), Referencetoa
praviously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference io
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Chy of Sunnyvale, Cammunity Development Departmant . ) Page 2 of 14
PO Box 3707 .
Sunnyvale, CA 34087

&



Environmental Checklis: Form

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

ATTACHMENT B _

Fagewq_@m;;efe_ljl

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, Involving
at least one Impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact’ as Indicated by the checklist on the

following pages.

] Aesthetics - [ Hazards & Hazardous
. - Materials
] Agricultural Resources ] Hydrology/Water
. Quality
L] Alr Quality ] Land Uss/Planning
[] Biologlcal Resources .D Mineral Resources
[] Cultural Resources .~ * [1 'Noise
" [ Geology/Solls ‘ D Populatlon/Housing

DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this Initial evaluatlon

oo oon

Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Trafiic
Utilities/Service
Systems

- Mandatory Findings of
Significance

| find that the proposad project COULD NOT have a slgniﬁcant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE -

DECLARATICN will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed prnjact cduld have a slgnfﬁbant effact an the environment, thers will not be H
a significant effect In this case hecause revislons in the project have been made by or agreed to by the

project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be preparad.

1 find that the proposed project MAY Have a gignificant effect on the environment, and an . D

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ls required.

|find that the proposed project MAY have a “potantial significant impact” or "potentially significant unless
mitigated" Impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequatsly analyzed In an sarller
document pursuant to applicable Jegal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measuras
based on the earlier analysis as described an attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT REPORT

Is required, but It must analyze only the effects that remaln to be adc!ressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have heen aveided or miigated pursuant to that earlier EIR ar
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revislons or mitigation measures that are Imposed upon the

proposed project, nothing further is required.

i

%/KA@%{—Q March 31, 2008
Signaturs /7 "“’O Date
Martya Hodge City of Sunnyvale
Printed Name For (Lead Agancy)

City of Sunnyvals, Community Development Depariment
PO Box 3707
Sunnyvals, CA 94087

Page 3of 14
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Potentially
Significant.
Impact

Less than
Sig. With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No Impact

Source

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a.

Have a substantial adverse sffecton a
sc;anic vista?

12,17

Substantlally demags scenic resources,
Including, but not Iimited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historie bulidings within
a state scenlc highway? :

X X

2,17

. Su'bstanﬂaily degrade the existing visual
- character or quality of the site and Its

surroundings? -

X

2,17

v - Create a new source of substantlal light or

glare which would adversely afisct day or

- nlghttime views In the area?

O O OO

I

O O 0

X

2,17

2. AIR QUALITY: Where avallable, the
_signiflcance criterla established by the
applicable alr quality management or alr
poilution control district may be refied upon o
- make the following determinations, Wouid the
- project!’

&

Confliet with or obstruct Implementatlon of -
- the applicable alr guality plan?

Vlolate any alr quality standard or

- contribute substantially to an exlsting.or.....
" projected alr quallty violation.

Ot

L] O

L] [

X1 X

Result In a cumulatively considerable neat

Increass af any oriterla pollutant for which
the project reglon js non-attainment under
an appllcable federal or state ambient alr

quallty standard (Including releasing

- smisslons which exceed quantitative

thresholds for ozone precursars)?

[]

[

[]

Expose senslilve recaptors to substantial
poilutant concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantlal number of people?

][]

][]

O C

X X

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:

a.

Have a substantlal adverse effect, sither
directly ar through habitat modifications, on
any specles [dentlfled as a candidats,
sensitive, or spaclal staius species in local
or reglonal plans, policles, or regulations,
or by the Callfornia Departmsnt of Fish arid
Gams or U. 8. Fish and Wiidlife Sarvice?

X

1

Clty of Sunnyvale, Community Development Dapariment -
PC Box 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 94087

Page 4 of 14
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Environmental Checklist Form

b. Hava a substantially adverse impact on any |-
riparian habltat or ather sensltive natural
communilty Ideniified In lacal or regional
plans, policies, regulations, or by the
Callfarnla Depariment of Flsh and Game ar-
U.8 Wildlife Sarvice?.

111

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
{including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrolagical Interruption, or other
fmesns?

111

d, Interfera substantially with the movement of
any resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native residant
migratory wildlife corridars, or impeds the

‘use of native wildlife nursery sites?

111

e. Confllet with any loca! policies or
ordinances protecting blologleal resources,
sUch as a tree presarvation pollcy or
ardinanca?

O

=

TR

f.  Confilct with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Consarvation Plan, Natural
Canservation Community Plan, other -
approved lacal, reglonal, or state habliat
conservation plan?

111

4, CULTURAL RESOURCES, Would the project:

a, Cause a substantial adverse change In the
significance of a historical rasource as
defined In Section 15064.57

b. Cause a substantial adverse changse in the
o significance of an archaeological resources
pursuant to Sectlon 15084.5

m : .

111

o, Directly or indirectly destroy 2 unique
paleontologlcal resource or site ar unfque
geologle featura?

11

d. Disturb any human remains, including
those Interred outside of formal
cemeterias? -

0O o O

L] 0 LF O

X

111

5. LAND USE AND PLANNING Whould the
project:

a. Physlcally divide an astablished
community?

111

b. Conflict with an applicable iand usa plan,
policy or regulation of an agency with
jurisdlctlon aver the project (including, but
not limlted to the genaral plan, specliic
plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avolding or mitigating an environmental

min

L) [

X X

111

Cliy of Sunnyvale, Communiiy Development Departmenit

PO Box 3707
Sunnyvals, CA 94087

Page 5 of 14



Environmental Checklist Form

(]

fmnid

JEES
=3
==

affect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat N 17
conservatlon plan or naiural communites D D D
conservation plan?

8. MINERAL RESQURGCES. Would the project _

a. Result In the loss of avaliability of a known 18
mineral resource that would be of value to _ D |:l D :
the raglon and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of avallabllity of a.locaily- . 18
Important mineral resource recovery site [:I D D
delineated on a local general plan, specliic _
plan or other land use plan? - - -

7. NOISE. Would the project rasult In:

a8, Exposure of parsons to or generation of N 18

- noise levels in excass of standards D D D M e
established in the local general plan or TR S
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of :
other agsncies? -

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of w18
excessive groundborne vibration or D D D -
groundbarne nolse lavels?

c. - A substantial permanent increass In - |18
ambient nolse levals In the project vicinity D D |:|
abova levels existing without the project? N D

d. A substantially temporary or periodic : : 18
Increase in amblent noisa levels in the I———l D D IZ .
project vicinity above [evels existing without )
the project? .

8. POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the

— Tpord T T

a. Induce substantial population growth In an '
area, elther directly (for exampls, by D D D %
proposing new homes and businesses) or -
Indiractly {for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructurs)? .

b. Displace substantlal numbers of existing M
housing, nacassitating the construction of D I:I D E
replacement housing elsewhara?

¢. Displace substantial numbers of people, 1M1
necessitating the construction of D D D
replacement housing elsewhera?

8. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the praject result

In substantial adverse physicat impadts

assaoclated with the provision of new or

physically alterad government facilities, need far

new or physieally altered government faciliiles,

the construction of which could cause

significant environmental Impacts, n arder to

maintaln acceptabls servics ratlos, response

times or other periormance objectives for any of

Clty of Sunnyvale, Community Deveispmant Department Page & of 14

PO Box 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 84087



Environmental Checklié:f Form

the publlz services:

a. Schools?

111

b, Police protection?

111

c:: Flre protection?

1M1

d.  Parks? -

111

e. Other services?

< <] X K] X

111

10. MANDATORYfINPINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a, Does the profect have the patentlal to

degrade the quality of the environment,
“substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or

wildlife specles, cause a fish ar wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant ar
anima] cnmmun[ty. reduce the number or
rastrict the range of a rars or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important
axamples of the major perlods of California
history or prehistary?

NI

O |OOojoo

NN

X

111

b. Doss the project have impacts that are

individually limited, but cumulatively
- considerable? ("Cumulatively

cansiderable™ means that the Incremental
effects of 2 project are considerable when
viewed In-connection with the sfiects of the
past projects, the effects of other currant
projects, and the sffects of probable future
projects)?,

111

c. Doas the project have environmantal
sffects which will cause substantial adverse
effacts on human beings, elther direclly or
Indirectly? '

X

111

11, GEQLOGY AND SOILS, Would the project:.

a. Expose peopls or siructures to potentlal
substantlal adversa effects, Including the
risk of loss, injury or death involving:

L]

[]

]

X

UMGC, NEC

UBGC, UPC,

I} -Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
a3 delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Divistan of Mines and Geulogy Speclal
Pulilication 42.

[]

[]

[]

X

UMC, NEG

UBC, UPC,

Clty of Sunnyvale, Community Development Departmeni
PQ Bax 3707

Sunnyvale, CA 94087
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Environmental Checklist Form - E~ 1 47 1 0

I} Strong selsmic ground shaking? |:| D D H?ﬂ% L:IFILZ%
i) Selsmic-related ground failure, : LIBG, UPC,
including liquefaction? - D D |:| UMC, NEC
v} Landslides? D ]:I l:l _ BE% LI{I];%
MC,
b, Resultin substantial soll ércslon or the loss UBC, UPC,
of topsoll? ’ D D D UMGC, NEC
c. Be located on a geologie unit or soll that Is UBC, UPC,
unstable, or that would becomea unstzble I:-I D III UMC, NEC
as a result of the praject, and potentially
result in on- or off-site [andslide, lateral
spraading, subsidence, liqusfaction or
collapsa?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as definad In _ -UBC, UPC,
- Tabls 18-2-B of the Uniform Building Code D I:I UMG, NEC
(1994), creating substantial rlsks to Itfs or
property? /
8. Have solls Incapabie of adequatsly ﬁ UBG, UPC,
supporting the use of septic tanks or UMC, NEC

alternative waste water dlsposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste watar?

72 UTIOTIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would

the project:

- & Exceed wastewater treatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Watar Quality
Control Board?

20, 111

L]
7
[]

b. Requira or result in construction of new
water or wastewater freatment facllities or
. expanslon of existing facllities, the
construction of which could cause
slanificant anvironmental effacts?

[]
L]
[]

. 20, 111

c. Require or result in the construction of new 20, 111
storm water drainage facilities or expansion D D D ‘X]
of existing facilitias, the canstruction of

which could cause signlificant
enviranmental sffacts?

d. Have sufficlent water supplles avallable to D E 20, 111
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or axpanded
antilements nesdad?

&. Result in a detarmination by the 20,111
wastewater treatment provider which D D EI IX]
services ar may serve the project
detarmined that It has adequata capacity to
serve the project's projected demand In

addition to the provider's existing

Chyor Sunnyvais, Community Develnpmsnt Department Page 8 of 14
PO Box 3707 :
Sunnyvaie, CA 84087
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: - +Page

S W_l_l,w |

commitments?

f.  Be served by a landiill with sufficient D
permitted dapaciiy to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal neads?

L]
.D
X

S

g. Comply with faderal, stats, and local 22
+  statues and regulations related to solld

wasie?

L]
[ ]
=

13. TRANSPORTATIONITRAFFIC Wouid the
project:

a, Cause an Increase in the traffic which [s D 111
substantial In ralation to the existing traffic

load and capacity of the street systam (l.e.,

result In a substantial Incraase in elther the

number of vehicle trips, the voluma to

‘capacity ratlo on roads, or congestion at

intersections)?

[ ]
sl
X

b. Exceed, sither individually or cumulatively,
a lavel of service standard established by
the county congestion managemeant
agency for designated roads or highways?

111

[]
X

c. Resultn a change In alr fraffic pattems,
including either an Increase In trafiic levels
ar a change in locatlon that results In
substantlal safety risks?

111

X

d. Substantially incraase hazards to a design
feature (s.g., sharp curves ar dangerous
intsrsections) or Incompatibie uses {8.g.
farm equipmeant)?

11

X

e. Result In lnadequaie smergency access? 111

i, Resultin inadequate parking capagcity? 111

g. Comflict with adopted policies or programs
suppariing alternative transportatlon (2.g.,
- bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

12

oo o o O

D DD D D |
O D 'f-lg: I:J"

X1 <] X

14, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. |
Would the project? . ‘ !

g, Create a slgnificant hazard to the public or
the enviranment through the routine
transport, use or disposal of hazardous
materials?

UFC, UBC,
SVMC

[
[
X

b. Create a slgnificant hazard to the public or
the anviranment through reasonably _
forasesable upset and accidant conditions
Involving the likely release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

UFC, UBC,
SVMC

L]
X

G, Ernit hazardous emissians or handle UFC, UBC,
hazardous or acutely hazardous matarials, D D D E] sVMC-

substances, or waste within ene-gquarter

City of Sunnyvale, Communlty stalupment Departmant Page 2 of 14
PO Box 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 94087
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of - - l7

mile of an exiting or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is Included on a N UFC, UBC,
list of hazardous materials sites complled D D D M SVMC

pursuant to Government Code Section
65982.5 and, as a result would [t create a
significant hazard to the public or tha

" environment? . :

e. For 2 project located within an alrport land : UFEC, UBG,
use plan or, where such a plan has not - D : D D % SVMC
been adopted, within two miles of a publlc '
alrport or publle use alrpart, would the

- project result In a safety hazard for peapls
reslding or working In the project area?

fFor a project within the vicinity of a private UFG, UBC,
" alrstrip, would the project result In a saisty l-——! EI D SVYMC
hazard for psoples reslding or warking In the
. project area? ‘ _ N . .

- g. Impalr implamentation of, or physically R : ‘ UFC, UBC,
interfere with an adopted emergency D D : SVMC
rasponse plan or emergency evacuation _
plan? 7 I

h. Exposs paople or structures fo a significant UFC, UBC,
risk of loss, Injury or death invalving D D D SVMC

willdland fires, Including where wildlands
ara adjacant to urbanized areas or where
rasidences are intermixed with wildlands

15. RECREATION

a. Would the project increase the use of co
axisting neighbarhoad or reglonal parks or --|-— |:I e Elm '-'——I:I- =
other recreational facilittes such that ‘

substantial physical deterloration of the
faciiity would occur or be accelarated?

b. Doas the project Include racreational ' N 13
faclitties or require the construction or D |:l : |:| M
expansion of recreational facilities which

might have an adverse physical effect on”
the enviroanment?

18. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining
whether Impacts 1o agricultural resources ars -
slgnificant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer ko the Callfornla Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Madel (1997)
praparad by the Callfornia Department af
Conservation as an optional model ta use n
assessing lmpacts an agriculture and farmland.
Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland 2,11
or Farmiand of Statewlds Importance D D D @
- {Farmland), as shown on the maps :
prepared pursuant to the Farmiand

Mapping and Monitorlng Program aof the.
Callfomia Resources Agency 1o non-

Clty of Sunnyvale, Community Developmant Despartment Paga 10 of 14
PO Sox 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 84087
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A’ITAC?MENT' B -
[

Fage

agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Willlamson Act contract?

2,1

¢. Involve other changes In the existing
enviranment which, due ta their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agriculiural use

mjin}

oo

K] I

2, 111

-17. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would
the project:

a. Violate any water quallty standards or
wasis discharge requirements?

24, 87

b. Substantlally degrade groundwater
supplies or intarfers substantially with
groundwater racharge such that there
would be a net deficlt In agulfer volume or
a lowering of the lacal groundwater table
lavel{s.g., the production rate of pre-
exlsting nearby wells would drop to a leval
which would not support existing land uses
or planned uses for whlch permits have
bsen granted)?

L] L]

L] L

0

X X

25

c. Substantially alter the existing dralnage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the altsratlon of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial eroslon or siltation on-
or off-slte?

]

24

d. Substantlally alter the existing drainage
- - pattern of the site or area, Including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream ar river, or substantially increasze
the rats or surface runoif In & manner
which would result in flooding on- or off
site?

<

24

8. Creats or contributa runeff which would
exceed the capachy of existing or pianned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additlonal sources of poiluted

" runeff?

5

[]

[

5

24

1. Otherwise substantially degrade water
guality?

124

g. Place housing within a 100-year floodplaln,
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
oiher flood hazard defineation map?

> X

111

h.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would Impeds or redirect
flood flows?

X

56

I, Expose peopls or structures to 2 significant
risk of loss, Injury or death involving
flooding, Including fleoding as a result of

1 O 0O &l

O o OO

I I Y A

X

56

Clty of Sunnyvale, Community Davelopmant Department
PO Bax 3707
Sunnyvale, CA 94087
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the faliure of a laves or dam?

i ]nung!atldn by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? | . D l:] D 24

Mariya Hodge ‘ ' . . 3/31/2008

Completed By : Date
Clty of Sunnyvals, Community Development Department ' Page 12 of 14
PO Box 3707

Sunnyvale, CA 94087



Environrental Checklist Form™:"

E- 14?

ﬂﬁCHWtNﬂjﬂi;:

Clty of Sunnyvale General Plan:

SgePNPORLN

Map
Alr Quall’cy Sub-Element
Comenunity Deslgn Sub-Element
Communlty Partlsipation Sub-Element -
Cultural Arts Sub-Element
Executive Summary
Fire Services Sub-Element .
Fiscal Sub-Element
Heritage Preservation Sub-Elemant
Housing & Community Revitalization Sub-
Element .
Land Use & Transportation Sub-Element
Law Enforcemant Sub-Element
Legislative Management Sub-Elament
Library Sub-Element
Nalse Sub-Element

. Opsn Space Sub-Element.

. Recreation Sub-Element

. Safety & Selsmic Safety Sub-Element

. Banitary Sewer Systsm Sub-Element

. Boclo-Economic Sub-Element

. Soild Waste Management Sub-Element
. Suppart Services Sub-Element

. Surface Run-off Sub-Element

Water Resources Sub-Element

Clty of Sunnyvale Municipal Code:

Chapier 10

Zoning Map

Chapter 19.42. Operating Standards

Chaptar 19,28, Downtown Specliic Plan District
Chapter 19.18. Residentlal Zoning Districts

Chapter 19.20, Commercial Zoning Districts

Chapter 18,22, Industrial Zoning Districts
Chapter 18.24, Office Zoning Districts
Chapter 19.26. Combining Zoning Districts
Chapter 19.28. Downtown Specific Plan
Chapter 19.46, Off-Street Parking & Loading
Chaptsr 19.58. Solar Access

Chapter 19,66, Affordable Houslng
Chapter 19.72. Converslon of Mobile Home
Parks to Other Uses

Chapter 19.24, Tree Praservation

Chapter 18,98, Heritage Preservation

Speciﬂc Plans

43.
44,
45,
48.
47.

El Camino Real Precise Plan
Lockheed Site Master Use Permit
Moffett Fleld Comprehensive Use Plan
101 & Lawrence Sitg Specific Plan
Southern Pacific Corridor Plan

Environmental impact Reports

48,
44,

50,
1.

Futures Study Environmental Impact Report
Lockheed Site Master Use Permlt Environmenta
Impact Report

Tasman Corricor LRT Environmental lmpact
Siudy (supplemental)

Kaiser Permanents Medical Center Replacement
Canter Environmental Impact Report (Clty of

Santa Clara)

52, Downtown Development Program Environmental
Impact Report .

53. Caribbean-Moffett Park Environmenta! Impact
" Report

54,  Southern Pacilc Corridor Plan Environmental
Impact Report

Maps

55. Clty of Sunnyvale Aerial Maps

56, Flood Insurance Rate Maps {(FEMA)

57, Santa Clara County Assessors Parcel

58. Utillty Maps (50 scals)

Lists/Inventorles

59, Sunnyvale Cultural Resourcas Inventory List

80, Heritage Landmark Deslgnation List -

. 81,  Santa Clara County Heritage Resource Inventory

82. Hazardous Wasts & Substances Sitss List (State

© of California)
List of Known Contaminants In Sunnyvale

" 83,

Legislation/Acts/Bills/Codes

84. Subdivision.Map Act :

85, Uniform Fire Cods, Including amendments per
SMC adaption

68. National Fire Code (Natlonal Flre Protection

" Assoclation)

67. Title 19 Callfarnla Administrative Cadse

68. Californla Assembly BIll 2185/2187 (Waters Blll)

89. . California Assembly Bill 3777 {La Follette BIll)

70. Superfund Amendments & Reauthor]zatiun Act
{SARA) Title flI_

Transportation

71." -Californla Depariment of Transportation Highway
Deslgn Manual

72.  California Department of Transportation Traffic
Manual

73. Callfornia Department of Transportatlun Standard
Plan

74.  California Department UfTranspnrtatlon
Standard Specification

73.  Institute of Transportation Engineers - Trip
Generatlon

76, Insthute of Transportation Engineers
Transportation and Traiflc Engineering

. Handbook

77. U.S, Dept. of Transportation Federal Highway
Admin. Manual on Uniform Trafiic Contral
Devicss for Straet and Highways

78. California Vehlcle Code

79. Traffic Engineering Theory & Practice by L. J.
Pegnataro

BO. Santa Clara County Cangestlon Management
Program and Technlcal Guidelines

B1.. Santa Clara County Transportetion Agency Short
Range Transit Flan

82. Santa Clara Counfy Transportation Plan

83. Traffic Volums Studies, Clty of Sunnyvals Public

. Cliy of Sunnyvala Community Development Deparrment
PO Box 3707 :
Sunnyvale, CA 4087

Page 13 of 14
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E-1471

jA ACHMtNT 5 =

works Department of Traiilc Engineering Division
84, Banta Clara County Sub-Reglonal Deficiency
, Plan .
85. Bicycle Plan

Public Works

88. Standard Specifications and Detalis of the
Department of Public Works

87. Storm Draln Master Plan

B8, Sanltary Sewer Mastsr Pian

B8, Water Master Plan

90. Solld Waste Management Plan of Santa Clara
County -

81. Geotechnlcal Investigation Reparts

92. - Enginesring Divislon Project Flles

93. Subdivision and Parcel Map Flles

Miscellaneous

94, Fleld inspection

895, Environmental Information Form

96. " Annual Summary of Gnntalnmant Excesses
{BAAQMD)

87,  Currant Alr Quality Data

88. - Chemlcal Emergency Preparednass Program
{ERA) Interim Document In 19857)

99, Assoclation of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
Populzation Projections

100. Bay Area Clean Air Plan
101, Clty-wide Design Guidelines
102, Industriai Dasign Gu]delines

Bullding Safety

103, Uniform Bullding Cods, Volume 1, (Including the
Califarnia Bullding Code Volume 1)

104, Unlform Bullding Code, Vo]urne 2, {including the
Callfornia Buflding Cods, Volume 2)

105. Unlform Piumbing Code, (1ncludlng the California
Plumbing Coda)

108, Unlform Mechanical Code, (Including the
Californla Mechanlesl Cods)

107. Mational Electrical Code (Including Callfornia
Electrical Code)

108. Title 16 of tha Sunnyvale Municipal Code

Additional References

109, USFWS/CA Dept. FAG Spaclal Status Lists
110. Project Trafflc impact Analysis

111. Project Description

112. Project Development Plans

113. Santa Clara County Alrport Land Usa Plan
114, Federal Avlation Adminlstration

Cilly of Sunnyvala Community Development Department
PC Baox 3707

Sunnyvale, CA 94087
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Attachment C
Page 1 of 6

GLOSSARY OF DEVELOPMENT TERMS

This report uses a number of development and construction terms which
may not be familiar to all readers. Brief definitions and illustrations are
provided below.

Arbor: An open frame or lattice structure used in
yards and gardens to provide shade and support
vines. Arbors are typically less than 50% covered.
Some are small and intended as decorative
landscape features. Others are larger and extend
over seating areas or spas. Arbors are sometimes
known as “pergolas.” (See illustration at right.)

Carport: A roofed, open-sided structure where automobiles are parked
and stored. While a carport may have one or more walls, it is not fully
enclosed like a garage.

Ceiling height: The distance between the finished floor of a room and
the overhead upper surface of the room. Where flat ceilings are used
directly on top of the wall plate, ceiling height and plate height are the
same. Where cathedral ceilings are used, ceiling height may exceed plate
height by taking advantage of unused space between the wall plate and
the roof form. (See ‘Floors, Ceilings, and Plates’ illustration on page 6.)

Daylight plane: A “daylight plane” requirement is an alternate method
of calculating setbacks. Rather than establishing a specific number of
feet required for side setbacks, the daylight plane requirement creates a
three-dimensional building envelop in which all structures must fit. To
calculate the daylight plane, a line is drawn towards the center of the lot
from each property line sloping up at a designated angle. The goal of the
daylight plane is to relate setbacks to height and provide substantial
light and air between buildings while allowing for flexibility in design.
(See illustration below.)

_________ Maximum building
height

— Daylight plane
height

BUILDAELE AREA

......... Setback line

[ = Property line

Daylight Plane
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Elevation drawing: A drawing or plan showing a two-dimensional side
view of the exterior of a building. Separate elevations are provided for
each building side. (See illustration below.)

Elevation Drawing

Finished floor: The floor structure of a home has several layers,
including a structural sub-floor. The finished floor is the top of the
uppermost flooring layer. Finished floor levels vary depending on the
foundation type and individual home design, generally ranging from 4
inches above grade to 3 feet above grade. Typically, homes on a slab
foundation have lower finished floors than homes on a raised foundation,
but levels can vary dramatically from one home to the next. (See ‘Floors,
Ceilings, and Plates’ illustration on page 6.)

Floor area, gross: Commonly known as “square footage,” gross floor area
is the total size of a home in square feet. Gross floor area for single-
family residential uses in Sunnyvale is measured from the outside of the
exterior walls, and includes garage areas. Basements are not included in
gross floor area provided they extend no more than two feet above grade.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR): The relationship between the gross floor area of
a home and the size of the lot on which the home is located. In
Sunnyvale, FAR is expressed as a percentage. For example, a 3,000
square foot home on a 6,000 square foot lot would have a Floor Area
Ratio of 50% (3,000 + 6,000 = 0.5).

Front yard: See “reducible front yard” and “required front yard.”

Garage: A fully-enclosed building or portion of a
building where automobiles are parked and stored.

Gazebo: A small structure, usually roofed but open
sided, which is used in yards or gardens for outdoor
seating. Gazebos are also known as “pavilions.” They
are typically more than 50% covered. (See
illustration at right).

Gazebho
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Grade: The height or level of the earth on a property. Grade may be
measured relative to sea-level (as elevation) or relative to another site-
specific level such as the top of the adjacent public street curb.

Gross floor area: See “floor area, gross.”

Lot coverage: Commonly known as the “building footprint,” lot coverage
is the portion of a lot’s area which is covered by buildings. In Sunnyvale,
sheds and other detached structures count toward lot coverage, while
paved areas which are not part of a structure (such as driveways) do not
count toward lot coverage. Lot coverage and FAR are the same for a one-
story home (since all of the home’s floor area sits on the ground floor),
but are not the same for a two-story home. For example, if a 6,000
square foot lot has a two-story home with a floor area of 3,000 square
feet, where 1,500 square feet is on each level, the lot coverage would be
25% (1,500 + 6,000 = 0.25).

Notice board: A notice posted on a site to inform the public of a
proposed development. In Sunnyvale, notice boards are attached to a
wooden stake driven into the ground at the front of a lot near the street.
A rigid poster material is attached to the stake including a copy of the
public notice related to the development application.

Pavilion: See “gazebo.”

Pergola: See “arbor.”

Perspective drawing: A drawing or
plan showing a three-dimensional
view of the exterior of a building.
Perspectives may show a building
from any angle, but are frequently
prepared to show a building from
the viewing angle of a pedestrian.
(See illustration at right.)

Perspective Drawing

Plate height: The distance between the finished floor of a home and the
top of the wall plate. Plate height may differ from interior ceiling height,
as cathedral ceilings can be used to create higher ceilings in the space
between the wall plate and the roof form. As a result, plate height is more
likely than ceiling height to correctly approximate exterior wall height
and visual impacts. See “ceiling height,” “finished floor,” and “wall
plate.” (See ‘Floors, Ceilings, and Plates’ illustration on page 6.)
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Rear yard: A yard extending
across the full width of the lot at
the rear, directly opposite the
required front yard. (See ‘Yards’
illustration at right.)

Reducible front yard: On corner
lots there are two front yards. The
reducible  front yard, often
considered by residents to be a
side yard, is located along the
wider street frontage. (See ‘Yards’
illustration at right.)

STREET

Fdewatk and parkway stRp

Required front yard: A yard
extending across the full width of
the lot at the front (along the
street). On corner lots, the STREET
required front yard is located
along the narrower of the two
street frontages. (See ‘Yards’
illustration at right.)

Yards

Roof pitch: The slope of a roof’s surface, which is generally expressed in
inches of vertical “rise” per 12 inches of horizontal distance (or “run”).
Roof pitches are written as 3/12 or 4/12, for example, and are spoken as
“four twelve” or “four in
twelve.” The typical roof pitch
for Ranch-style homes in 5
Sunnyvale is 4/12. Many of
the City’s older homes such as ” =

Eichlers have lower roof V/ ¢ /[
pitches such as 1/12 and
2/12. (See illustration at Roof Pitches
right.)

1z

Shed, pre-manufactured: A detached structure used for storage which
is purchased in a completed state where no assembly or little assembly is
required prior to installation. Pre-manufactured sheds are readily
available at hardware and garden stores. They are typically constructed
of metal or plastic, are relatively inexpensive, and come in a variety of
sizes and shapes.
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Shed, stick-built: A detached structure used for storage which is
individually constructed and assembled for a specific lot rather than
purchased in a pre-manufactured state. “Stick-built” sheds are typically
constructed of wood.

Shed roof form: Typical residential roof forms have a peak at the center
of the structure and slope downwards toward the sides of the structure.
However, a “shed” roof form continues to slope upward as it approaches
the side of the structure. This roof form results in a roof peak located at
the side of the structure rather than in the center, and results in a taller
wall on one side. (See illustration.)

Shed Roof Form

Side yard: A yard which is not a front or rear yard and extends between
the front and rear of a property along the sides. Note that the wider street
frontage on a corner lot is the reducible front yard, not a side yard. See
“reducible front yard.” Required side yard depths for single-family
properties vary by Zoning District. (See ‘Yards’ illustration on page 4.)

Streetscape elevation: An elevation drawing that shows the front of a
proposed home as well as the existing home on either side, including
relative heights, roof levels, and foundation levels. (See illustration
below.)

i | =
e e I e el e Tt e e it

Streetscape Elevation
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Story poles: “Story poles” are a temporary structure intended to show a
full-sized model of a proposed home in its actual location on the
property. Wooden poles are installed to outline the building’s corners and
roof peaks. Plastic snow fencing is typically required to be attached to the
poles to run along roof ridges and mimic walls. Story pole requirements
are common in cities where residents are concerned with viewsheds.
They are less common in urban settings.

Trellis: A lattice for supporting vines or other plants. A trellis is typically
a flat structure without any floor area or covering. (See illustration
below.)

Trellises

Wall plate: The wall plate is a horizontal beam at the top of a wall upon
which the roof rafters rest. See “plate height.” (See ‘Floors, Ceilings, and
Plates’ illustration below.)

Celiling Height

Plate Height

Finished Floor Height

|_|J: Crawl Space

Floors, Ceilings, and Plates
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SUNNYVALE HOUSING STATISTICS

Number and Type of Existing Dwelling Units in Sunnyvale (2007)
Percent of
Unit Count Total
Ownership Opportunity 30,814 56%
Single-family Detached (Includes Accessory Living Units) 21,274 39%
Single-Family Attached (Townhomes and Condos) 5,613 10%
Mobile homes 3,927 7%
Rental Housing 24,327 44%
Duplexes 1,598 3%
Three or more units (All Apartments Including Mixed Use) 21,480 39%
Specialty Housing (includes Senior Housing) 1,249 2%
Total Dwelling units: 55,141

Existing Sunnyvale Housing Stock (2007): Year Built
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Year Built

Housing Units Aged 40 Years or Older in 2008: 85.4%
Housing Units Aged 50 Years or Older in 2008: 52.1 %
Housing Units Aged 60 Years or Older in 2008: 7.5%
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TRENDS IN DESIGN AND HOUSE SIZE

1890-1930s - Single story homes with garages in the rear. Victorian,
Spanish Mission, and Craftsman style bungalows. Typical size is less than
1,200 sq. ft.

1940s-1950s — Wartime style housing. Single-story, typically with flat roofs.
This time period includes early Eichler styles and houses such as those built
in Victory Village and Lakewood Village. Typically under 1,200 sq. ft. in size.
1960s - Ranch style homes, mainly single-story but with some two-story
designs. Average size is increased to approximately 1,500 to 1,700 sq. ft.
1970s and 1980s — There is no distinctive architectural style for these
decades. More new two-story homes and second-story additions are being
built than in previous decades. Typical size is 1,800 to 2,500 sq. ft., plus
numerous homes over 3,000 sq. ft.

1990s and 2000s — Trend towards major reconstruction of houses.
Transitioning neighborhoods of homes built in the 40s and 50s see a higher
percentage of reconstruction in styles significantly different than what was
previously existing. Average home size of new construction and
reconstruction is approximately 2,500 to 3,000 sq. ft. More new homes have
3-car garages during this period.

SUNNYVALE DESIGN REVIEW STATISTICS

Design Review Applications Filed 2000-2007
Year Total Administrative Major (PC Hearing) % Major
2000 110 110 0 0.0%
2001 109 108 1 0.9%
2002 142 134 8 5.6%
2003 134 126 8 6.0%
2004 148 130 18 12.2%
2005 165 153 12 7.3%
2006 144 128 16 11.1%
2007 153 139 14 9.2%




Gross Floor Area Requested - 2007

(based on 147 applications)

Floor Area Range

% of Applications

2,600 sq. ft. or less

2,601 to 2,800 sq.
2,801 to 3,000 sq.
3,001 to 3,200 sq.
3,201 to 3,400 sq.
3,401 to 3,600 sq.
3,601 to 3,800 sq.
3,801 to 4,050 sq.
4,051 sq. ft. or more

AVERAGE FLOOR AREA = 2,533

ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.

55.6%
13.9%
10.4%
4.9%
6.3%
4.2%
0.0%
3.5%
1.4%

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Requested - 2007

(based on 147 applications)

FAR Range % of Applications
25 or less: 8.3%
Over 25 - 30: 13.9%
Over 30 - 35: 21.5%
Over 35 - 40: 25.7%
Over 40 - 45: 20.8%
Over 45 - 50: 2.1%
Over 50 - 55: 4.9%
Over 55 - 60: 2.1%
Over 60: 0.7%

AVERAGE FAR = 37%

Attachment D
Page 3 of 3
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EXISTING SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

R-0 R-1 R-1.5 R-1.7 /PD R-2
2,600 - 4,000
Min. Lot Area 6,000 sq. ft. 8,000 sq. ft. 4,200 sq. ft. sq. ft. (min. 8,000 sq. ft.
area 2 acres)
7 dwelling
Max. Density units per acre | 7 du/ac. 10 du/ac. 14 du/ac. 12 du/ac.
(du/ac.)
1st Story Front | o¢’ 20’ 20° 20’ 20°
Setback
2nd Story Front | o5 25’ 20° 20’ 25’
Setback
1st Story Side 4’ min. 6’ min. 4’ min. 4’ min. ! 4’ min.
Setback 12’ total 15’ total 12’ total 12’ total 12’ total
2nd Story Side | 7’ min. 9’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min.
Setback 18’ total 21’ total 18’ total 18’ total 18’ total
Rear Setback 2 | 20’ 20’ 20’ 20’ 20’
Max. Height 30’ 30’ 30’3 30’ 30’
Max. Lot 45% - 1 story | 45% - 1 story | 40% 40% 40%
Coverage 40% - 2 story | 40% - 2 story 0
None (over None (over None (over
45% requires | 45% requires o o 45% requires
Max. FAR public public 50% S0% public
hearing) hearing) hearing)
. . No min. — as
Min. Lot Width | 57 76’ 42’ determined by | 76’

(Interior)

SDP

1 When the R-1.7/PD district was established in 1991, one 4-foot side yard was required (no
combined requirement). This provision was modified in 1999 when the Zoning Code was
restructured; the Planning Commission commented that they preferred a more restrictive
standard with the ability to grant deviations using the Special Development Permit process.

2 All residential Zoning Districts allow a one-story encroachment into the rear setback (up to
10 feet), provided the area of encroachment is less than 25% of the required rear yard area.

3 Walls facing side yards limited to 12’ height when located within 12’ of property lines.

Second-story wall height limited to 21’ exclusive of roof structure.
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EXISTING DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Major Design Review (Planning Commission Hearing)

e New single-family homes or additions in the R-0, R-1, or R-2 Zoning
Districts resulting in a gross floor area greater than 4,050 square feet;

e New single-family homes or additions in the R-0, R-1, or R-2 Zoning
Districts resulting in a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) greater than 45%;

e Note: A Special Development Permit with public hearing is required
for all new homes and significant modifications located in the R-
1.7/PD Zoning District and any other Planned Development (PD).

Processing time: 6 to 8 weeks (longer if the applicant requests more time
to address staff comments).

Public Notification: Published in the newspaper, posted on the site, and
mailed to adjacent property owners and residents.

Public Hearing: Planning Commission

Appeal Rights: Applicants or adjacent property owners may appeal to the
City Council.

Administrative Design Review (Staff-Level Review)
e New single-family homes which do not require a Major Design Review.

e Single-family home additions which do not require a Major Design
Review but result in the addition of 20% or more to the gross floor
area of the existing home.

Processing time: Staff responds with the first set of comments in 10
working days. Total processing time varies based on the number of
issues and the applicant’s response to staff feedback.

Public Notification: None for new single-story homes or single-story
additions. For new two-story homes or second-story additions,
notification is mailed to adjacent property owners and residents.

Public Hearing: None

Appeal Rights: Applicants may appeal to the Planning Commission. The
Planning Commission’s decision is final.

No Design Review Required

e All other single-family home modifications resulting in less than 20%
addition to the existing floor area. This may include modifications to
the front facade such as new entries, windows, or doors.

Under SMC 19.80.030, these projects are exempt from Design Review
Planning staff does not have any authority to review design or require
modifications for aesthetic purposes. If no Design Review is required,
applicants may proceed directly to the Building Permit process.
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ANALYSIS OF TOOLS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT

A. Height-Related Zoning Standards

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Potential Tool:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Reduced overall height limit

Reduce the overall permitted height of homes from the current 30 feet
as measured from the top of the nearest public curb; one option is a
28-foot limit.

Could reduce visual impacts by reducing permitted heights.

May be overly restrictive, particularly for lots with grades significantly
higher than the top of curb. Could result in complicated or awkward
roof designs or increase the number of Variance applications. Would
create legal non-conforming homes (number not known).

This tool limits the permitted height of homes, which may affect
property valuation. It does not impact the review process, so no
additional fiscal impact to the City is expected.

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Potential Tool:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Height limit for one-story homes

Limit the height of one-story homes as measured from the top of the
nearest public curb. Except for the Single Story combining district
(which has a height limit of 17 feet) there is currently no separate
height limit for one-story homes. A height limit of 17 feet for single-
story remodels and new single-story homes would be consistent with
the Single Story combining district. However, staff notes that this
height limit is a challenge with most architectural styles other than low
roof-pitch designs such as Eichler homes. Establishing a single-story
height limit which differs from the Single Story combining district limit,
such as 20 feet, is an option. Alternatively, the Single-family Design
Techniques could be modified to recommending a 20-foot maximum
height for one-story homes (see tool D.1 below).

Recognizes that a tall one-story home can have similar visual impacts
as a two-story home yet is not required to meet two-story setback
requirements. Addresses compatibility in height when shorter homes
are adjacent.

May be seen as unfairly restricting one-story homes relative to two-
story homes; may encourage construction of two-story homes to gain
additional permitted height.

This tool limits the permitted height of homes, which may affect
property valuation. It does not impact the review process, so no
additional fiscal impact to the City is expected.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Height limits for wall plates and/or finished floors

Limit the height of walls as measured from the finished floor to the top
of plate. One option is to establish a 9 or 10-foot maximum plate
height.

Limit finished floor height related to grade, curb, or the finished floors
of adjacent properties. One option is to establish a finished floor height
limit of 3 feet above the top of the nearest public curb.

Recognizes that raised foundations, high finished floors, and high
plates can result in taller homes which may be out of scale with
surrounding development.

Higher plates and raised foundations are considered to be high-quality
features which are desired by many homeowners. Prohibiting them
may discourage reinvestment in existing homes. Limiting finished floor
heights may also increase the need for Variances for homes located in
flood plain areas, where higher finished floors are needed.

This tool limits the plate and foundation heights, which may affect
property valuation. Limiting finished floor heights has the potential to
increase the number of Variance applications received, which would
result in a fiscal impact to the City. However, the number of additional
Variance applications is not known.

B. Bulk-Related Zoning Standards

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. “Second-floor equivalent” for high ceilings ***

Adopt a “second floor equivalent,” which requires certain high-ceiling
areas to be counted as additional floor area. For example, a 100-square
foot area with a ceiling height over 10 feet may count as 200 square
feet.

Recognizes that higher ceilings can have an impact on bulk.

May discourage vaulted ceilings and other high-ceiling areas which
homeowners find desirable.

This tool could limit high ceilings, which may affect property valuation.
It may result in more homes exceeding the threshold for Planning
Commission Design Review, thus increasing hours needed to process
applications. Staff does not currently track ceiling heights. However,
staff estimates that approximately 15 additional Design Reviews per
year would require public hearings as a result of this regulation
(assuming current hearing thresholds and application volumes),
resulting in an increase of approximately 225 staff hours ($15,300) and
$105 in materials costs per year to process applications.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Lower public hearing threshold - FAR

Reduce the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) threshold for public hearing, which
is currently 45%. One option is a 40% FAR threshold.

Provides neighbor notification and allows for public comments and
appeals on additional projects.

Public hearings require additional staff time and affect Planning
Commission agendas;

Increases the processing time and difficulty for some applicants.

This tool is estimated to result in public hearings for approximately 30
additional projects per year. The additional staff time required to
implement this tool is estimated at 450 hours ($30,600). Assuming
current notification procedures remain in place, the additional
masgerials costs for public notification related to this tool are estimated
at $210.

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Lower public hearing threshold - gross floor area ***

Reduce the gross floor area threshold for public hearing, which is
currently at 4,050 square feet (which is 45% of a 9,000 square foot lot).
One option is 3,600 square feet (45% of an 8,000 square foot lot).

Provides neighbor notification and allows for public comments and
appeals on additional projects

Public hearings require additional staff time and affect Planning
Commission agendas;

Increases the processing time and difficulty for some applicants.

This tool is estimated to result in public hearings for approximately 5
additional projects per year. The additional staff time required to
implement this tool is estimated at 75 hours ($5,100). Assuming
current notification procedures remain in place, the additional
mas“;erials costs for public notification related to this tool are estimated
at $35.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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C. Setback-Related Zoning Standards

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Second-story setbacks

Increase the required front and side yard setbacks for second-story
elements. Does not modify the required setbacks for first stories of two-
story homes. One option is to require that the combined side yard
setback be increased, which would still allow one side of the home to
be built straight up; another option is to require an additional setback
for each side of a second story regardless of the first floor setback
(“wedding cake” style).

May reduce bulk of second stories;

Provides more space between neighbors and two-story elements.

The first option does not require a difference in setback between first
and second stories, therefore it may not prevent tall two-story walls;
May limit reasonable second-story floor plans with either option, but
particularly with the second option requiring a “wedding cake” design.

This tool limits the size of the second floor and therefore the total size
of the home on the lot, which may affect property valuation. It does not
impact the review process, so no additional fiscal impact to the City is
expected.

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. “Daylight plane” requirement

Adopt a “daylight plane” requirement as an alternate method of
calculating setbacks. Daylight planes require that a line be drawn
towards the center of a lot from each property line sloping up at a
designated angle. A proposed home must fit within the three-
dimensional building envelope formed by these angles.

Limits development to an acceptable 3-D building envelope with the
goal of tying setbacks to height and providing substantial light and air
between buildings;

May provide more flexibility in design than typical method of setback
calculation.

More difficult for residents to understand and for staff to administer;

May not provide significant benefits over the existing method of
calculating setbacks.

This tool results in an alternate method of calculating setbacks. It does
not impact the review process, but may require additional staff time to
explain, calculate and review compliance with the daylight plan. The
number of additional required staff hours is unknown.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Setbacks related to lot size or width ***

Establish side yard setbacks related to the size or width of the lot
rather than to the Zoning District. Options include:

» Categories by width

= Categories by lot size

» Proportional (% of width or size—e.g. based on width: 7% first
floor, 21% total)

» Establishing limited exceptions for certain lot sizes or widths
(such as very small or very large lots)

EXAMPLES
Based on width Based on lot size Limited Exceptions
1st floor Setback
4 min / 10 total <52 ft <5,700 s.f. Lots < 5,700 s.f.

4 min / 12 total >52 ft to 70 ft >5,700 to 7,200 s.f.  --
(current R-0 standard)

6 min / 15 total >70 ft. >7,200 to 10,000 s.f. --
(current R-1 standard)

6 min / 18 total >80 ft. > 10,000 s.f. Lots >10,000 s.f.

Recognizes that larger lots may require larger side setbacks to avoid
the appearance of a wide home dominating the lot. Also recognizes that
small and narrow lots face design challenges, particularly with side
setbacks, which may result in narrow homes with garages dominating
the front elevation.

This tool would result in more restrictive requirements for large lots,
and nonconforming setbacks would be created on larger properties.
This method of calculating setbacks could also be more difficult for
residents to understand.

This tool results in an alternate method of calculating setbacks. It may
increase or decrease the required setbacks for some lots, which may
affect property valuation. It could reduce Variance applications for
narrow/small lots. However, it could also increase Variance
applications for wide/large lots. Additional fiscal impact to the City is
possible, depending on the increase or decrease in Variances.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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D. Single-Family Home Design Techniques

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Height and design of one-story homes ***

Develop detailed design guidelines specifically related to the height and
design of one-story homes. Current design guidelines focus more
extensively on the impacts of two-story homes and additions. This tool
could also include a recommended height for one-story homes (see tool
A.2, which evaluates a zoning code change in height).

Recognizes that a tall one-story home could have the same visual
impact as a two-story home yet is not thoroughly addressed by the
currently adopted Design Techniques.

Significant additions to the Design Techniques require additional staff
time and the assistance of an architectural consultant.

All tools listed in this section require revisions to the Single-Family
Home Design Techniques, which must be presented to the Planning
Commission and City Council for approval. This tool is expected to
require an additional 20 hours of staff time ($1,360) and 10 hours of
consultant time ($1,500).

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Width of second story relative to first story ***

Adopt a design guideline recommending the width of a second story
relative to width of the first story. For example, the width of a second
story in any dimension may not be more than 80% the width of the
corresponding first story.

Reduces bulk of second stories by reducing likelihood of tall two-story
walls;

Allows some first and second floor walls to be aligned to provide more
flexibility for applicants.

May limit reasonable second-story floor plans; may limit opportunities
for certain architectural styles.

This tool requires a revision to the Single-Family Home Design
Techniques as proposed in tool D.1 above. The expected fiscal impact
to the City is analyzed in D.1.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Wall plate heights and/or finished floor heights ***

Adopt design guidelines to encourage lower wall plates and lower
finished floors, as well as to encourage applicants to maintain a
reasonable relationship between their plate heights and finished floor
heights and those of adjacent homes.

Recognizes that tall walls and ceilings impact the appearance of overall
height as well as bulk;

Recognizes that raised foundations and high finished floors can result
in homes which are out of scale with surrounding development.

High wall plates and raised foundations are desired by many
homeowners and are difficult to discourage;

Applicants may need to submit information on the height of
neighboring homes’ wall plates and finished floors to assist staff in
evaluating compliance with the guideline, which could be overly
burdensome.

This tool requires a revision to the Single-Family Home Design
Techniques as proposed in tool D.1 above. The expected fiscal impact
to the City is analyzed in D.1.

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

4. “Shed roof” elements ***

Adopt design guidelines discouraging the use of “shed roof” elements
on single-family homes and establishing additional recommended
setbacks for shed roof elements.

Recognizes that shed roof forms may result in tall walls facing property
lines, which increase the appearance of height and bulk;

Recognizes that shed roof designs are often incompatible with
surrounding rooflines.

Limits opportunities for contemporary architecture.

This tool requires a revision to the Single-Family Home Design
Techniques as proposed in tool D.1 above. The expected fiscal impact
to the City is analyzed in D.1.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

5. Second-story windows ***

Strengthen the language of the existing Design Techniques regarding
rear and side second-story windows not needed for egress. All such
windows would be required to be high-sill or frosted.

Provides additional privacy for neighbors adjacent to new two-story
homes and two-story additions.

May be overly restrictive and inflexible. Many applicants may desire
larger windows in second-floor rooms.

This tool requires a revision to the Single-Family Home Design
Techniques as proposed in tool D.1 above. The expected fiscal impact
to the City is analyzed in D.1.

E. Additional Application Submittal Requirements

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Potential Tool:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Certified elevation data ***

Require certified elevation data to be submitted with all Design Review
applications to clearly indicate the elevation of the nearest public curb
and the proposed elevation of the first floor and roof peak of the
structure.

Prevents applicants from intentionally or unintentionally providing
incorrect information about grade and height.

Requires applicants to provide additional information, which may
increase the cost and difficulty of projects.

This tool requires applicants to provide additional information with
Design Review applications. It may simplify planning review and
building inspections. No significant fiscal impact to the City is
expected.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. “Streetscape” elevations ***

Require all Design Review applicants to provide a streetscape elevation
showing the front of their home and the homes on either side,
including relative building heights and foundation levels.

Provides clearer visual information for neighbors and decision-makers
reviewing plans to assist them in visualizing the proposed home in
context.

Requires applicants to provide additional information, which increases
the cost and difficulty of projects.

This tool requires applicants to provide additional information with
Design Review applications. It may simplify planning review. No
significant fiscal impact to the City is expected.

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Property line survey

Require all Design Review applicants to provide an official property line
survey to clearly establish the proposed setbacks.

Prevents applicants from providing incorrect information about
property lines. Applicants generally assume fences indicate property
lines, but this is not always the case.

Significantly increases costs and project time lines, as property line
surveys are expensive and may be difficult to obtain.

This tool requires applicants to provide additional information with
Design Review applications. It may simplify planning review and
building inspection. No significant fiscal impact to the City is expected.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

4. Street and sidewalk locations on plans ***

Require all Design Review applications to show streets and sidewalks
on plans, not just lot lines, to clearly establish the location of property
lines relative to the curb.

Prevents applicants from intentionally or unintentionally providing
incorrect information about property lines.

Requires applicants to provide additional information, which may
slightly increase costs and difficulty of projects.

This tool requires applicants to provide additional information with
Design Review applications. It may simplify planning review and
building inspection. No significant fiscal impact to the City is expected.

F. More Inclusive Review Process

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Design Review for any significant modification ***

Require Design Review for any significant exterior modification which
changes the exterior appearance of the home, including but not limited
to: exterior materials; the number, placement, or design of windows
and doors; and the height, pitch, or material of the roof.

Allows staff to conduct Administrative (staff-level) Design Reviews for
exterior changes that may have a significant visual impact but do not
add 20% to the floor area. These modifications are currently exempt
from review. To be most effective, clear standards of significance are
needed to guide the public and staff. Many of these Design Reviews can
be handled over the counter, causing no delay to applicants.

Significant visual impact is subjective, therefore this tool has the
potential to create uncertainty regarding whether a project requires
Design Review;

Lack of a clear guideline regarding which applications require Design
Review has the potential to frustrate applicant’s expectations regarding
process and time line.

This tool will result in additional Design Review applications and will
therefore require additional staff time. Staff does not currently track
modifications that do not require Design Review, therefore the number
of applications that will result is unknown. Staff estimates that many
of the more modest exterior changes can be handled during the
building permit review at the One-Stop counter. Significant exterior
changes may number over 10 per year. Each additional Design Review
application would require about 10 staff hours. The estimated fiscal
impact is approximately $6,800 per year.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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G. Modified Neighbor Notification

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Expanded notification ***

Expands the public notification requirements for Design Reviews.
Options include:

= Notify a 100-foot, 200-foot, or other radius from subject property lines
= Notify the entire block on which the home is located
* Add notification for single-story staff-level Design Reviews.

Provides notification to a broader area and/or for a larger number of
applications to allow for additional public comments and participation
on proposed single-family development.

Requires increased staff time and materials costs;

Increases processing time and has the potential to reduce projects
eligible for popular “One-Stop” permitting service;

Notification without appeal rights may be perceived as having limited
effectiveness.

The fiscal impact of this tool depends on the noticing option selected.
The annual fiscal impacts of several key options are presented below.

e 100-foot radius for public-hearing and two-story items only (approximately
30 applications per year):
* Negligible addition to staff hours; $450 in materials

e 200-foot radius for public-hearing and two-story items only (approximately
30 applications per year) (ADDED BY PLANNING COMMISSION):
* Negligible addition to staff hours; $900 in materials

e Notify entire block for public-hearing and two-story items only
(approximately 30 applications per year):
* Negligible addition to staff hours; $900 in materials

e Adjacent notification for all Design Reviews (approximately 150
applications per year which also includes one-story additions and homes):
* 120 staff hours ($8,160) plus $1,050 in materials

e 100-foot radius for all Design Reviews (approximately 150 applications per
year):
* 120 staff hours ($8,160) plus $2,250 in materials

e Block notification for all Design Reviews (approximately 150 applications
per year):
* 120 staff hours ($8,160) plus $4,500 in materials

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Notice boards with streetscape elevation ***

Require larger notice boards including a streetscape elevation to be
posted on the site for all Design Reviews requiring public notification.

Provides clear visual information for neighbors passing by the subject
site and allows them to view the proposed changes without visiting the
City’s offices during business hours.

Requires applicants to provide additional information, which increases
the cost and difficulty of projects;

May require increased staff time and materials if notices are posted by
staff.

This tool requires applicants to provide additional information with
Design Review applications. It also requires staff to prepare and post
larger and more complex notices. This will result in additional staff
hours and materials costs which will vary depending on the size and
design of notice board selected. Staff estimates 2 additional hours per
permit. Given current notification procedures, the estimated number of
affected permits would be approximately 30, resulting in an additional
fiscal impact of $4,080.

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Plans posted on City Web site

Post proposed plans on the City’s Web site for all Design Reviews
requiring public notification.

Facilitates easy review of plans by neighbors without visiting the City’s
offices during business hours.

Requires significant additional staff time for posting and web site
management;

Requires applicants to provide electronic copies of all materials which
may increase costs and difficulty of projects.

Planning staff does not currently have the ability to post large
documents on the City’s Web site. This tool would require the
Information Technology Division to significantly increase the Web space
devoted to the Planning Division. In addition to any time and costs
needed for IT to provide additional space, this tool would require an
estimated 300 hours of additional Planning staff time per year
($20,400).

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

4. “Story poles”

Require the construction of “story poles,” which include a basic wood
framing of the proposed home or addition to show its height, bulk, and
location.

Provides clear visual information for neighbors to assist them in
visualizing the proposed home in context.

Significantly increases costs and project time lines for applicants;
Requires increased staff time to inspect installed poles for compliance;

Story poles are temporary structures that are unattractive and may
pose a hazard to residents and neighbors.

The fiscal impacts of this tool vary depending on the types of
applications required to construct story poles. Assuming only proposed
two-story homes are required to construct story poles, this tool is
expected to require an additional 60 hours of staff time per year
($4,080) to advise applicants on the requirement and inspect poles for
compliance with plans.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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H. Modified Appeal Rights

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Appeal of all staff-level projects

Expand appeal rights to allow appeal of staff-level Design Reviews by
non-applicants. Options including allowing appeal by any party,
allowing appeal by adjacent property owners only, allowing a single
level of appeal to the Planning Commission, or allowing two levels of
appeal to both the Planning Commission and the City Council.

Provides neighbors and/or other members of the public with appeal
rights for all Design Reviews.

Appeal rights without notification have little benefit. Additional
notification would be needed to inform neighbors of all projects and
their appeal rights;

Public hearings for appeals demand additional staff time and affect
Commission and Council agendas;

Single-family appeals can be motivated by personal issues unrelated to
project design, therefore appeal rights may not contribute significantly
to improving design.

The fiscal impact of this tool varies depending on the option selected.
Assuming two levels of appeal are permitted and given current
application volumes, this tool has the potential to result in up to 278
additional public hearings per year. This would require up to 4,170
hours of additional staff time ($283,560) and up to $1,946 in additional
materials costs. If notification is provided for all Design Review
applications to establish appeal rights, additional fiscal impacts will
result as described in section G.1 above.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Appeal of two-story homes only ***

Allow appeal of staff-level Design Reviews by non-applicants only for
new two-story homes and second-story additions. Options including
allowing appeal by any party, allowing appeal by adjacent property
owners only, allowing appeal by all property owners within the
notification radius, allowing a single level of appeal to the Planning
Commission, or allowing two levels of appeal to both the Planning
Commission and the City Council.

Provides neighbors and/or other members of the public with appeal
rights for two-story Design Reviews, which are the most likely to cause
concern,;

Notification of adjacent property owners is already provided for these
applications, making it easy for staff to add information on appeal
rights.

Public hearings for appeals demand additional staff time and affect
Commission and Council agendas;

Single-family appeals can be motivated by personal issues unrelated to
project design, therefore appeal rights may not contribute significantly
to improving design.

The fiscal impact of this tool varies depending on the option selected.
Assuming two levels of appeal are permitted for adjacent property
owners and given current application volumes, this tool has the
potential to result in up to 60 additional public hearings per year if
every project were appealed to the maximum extent. This could require
up to 900 hours of additional staff time ($61,200) and $420 in
additional materials costs. Staff estimates this tool is most likely to
result in approximately 5 additional public hearings per year, requiring
75 hours of additional staff time ($5,100) and $35 in additional
materials costs per year. If notification were expanded beyond the
current “adjacent” standard and all notified property owners were
allowed to appeal, fiscal impacts of this tool would increase
accordingly.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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I. Miscellaneous Code Modifications

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Potential Tool:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Define “adjacent” properties

Add a definition of “adjacent” properties to SMC 19.80 for the purpose
of establishing the appropriate radius for project notification and
appeal rights.

Several residents have raised questions about what counts as an
adjacent property for notification purposes, especially with regards to
properties located across the street. This tool would provide a clear
definition in the Code.

None anticipated. Definition is not necessary if the Council opts for a
different notification radius other than adjacent.

This tool provides additional clarification in the language of the Zoning
Code; no additional fiscal impact to the City is expected.

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Potential Tool:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Reference Design Technique in SMC 19.80 ***

Modify SMC 19.80.020 and 19.80.050 to include reference to the
Single-Family Home Design Techniques. The Single-Family Design
Techniques are considered a sub-set of the City-wide Design
Guidelines, which are currently referenced.

The current language would clearly state that any sub-set of the City-
wide Design Guidelines including Single-Family Home Design
Techniques will be used, as appropriate, for design review.

None anticipated.

This tool clarifies the current code language. No additional fiscal
impact to the City is expected.

Note: The combined annual fiscal impact of the tools recommended by staff is estimated to
be $39,865 assuming current application volumes and procedures. The modifications
recommended by the Planning Commission (including 200-foot notification for some Design
Review applications) result in a minor increase in fiscal impact for many of the tools
presented. The annual fiscal impact of the recommended tools as modified by the Planning
Commission is estimated to be $46,740.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION (AS MODIFIED BY PLANNING COMMISSION)?

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME DEVELOPMENT

The modifications recommended by staff are listed below. All

of the

recommendations apply to the R-O, R-1, R-1.5, R-1.7/PD, and R-2 Zoning

Districts unless otherwise stated. Text

in italics represents modifications

recommended by the Planning Commission.

BULK AND SETBACKS

Current Standard

Proposed Standard

Planning Commission hearing
required for homes with a gross floor
area exceeding 4,050 square feet in
the R-0, R-1, and R-2 Zoning Districts.

Planning Commission hearing
required for homes with a gross floor
area exceeding 3,600 square feet in
the R-0, R-1, and R-2 Zoning Districts.

The combined side yard setback
requirements in each single-family
Zoning District are the same for lots of
all sizes and widths.

Increase the combined side yard
setback requirement to 18 feet on the
first story and 24 feet on the second
story for lots having a width greater
than 80 feet in the R-0, R-1, and R-2
(single-family homes only) Zoning
Districts. See page 5.

Reduce the combined side setback
requirement to 10 feet on the first
story and 16 feet on the second story
for lots having a width less than 55
feet in the R-0 and R-2 (single family
homes only) Zoning Districts.

Reduce the combined side setback
requirement to 12 feet on the first
story and 18 feet on the second story
for lots having a width less than 55
feet in the R-1 Zoning District. See
page 5.

A 20-foot front yard setback and a 20-
foot rear yard setback are required for
single-lot development in all single-
family Zoning Districts.

No change is recommended to the front
yard or rear yard setbacks for single-
family Zoning Districts (see table on

page 5).




Attachment I
Page 2 of 5

Two-story elements require an
additional 5-foot front setback in the
R-0, R-1, and R-2 Zoning Districts.
Two-story elements require an
additional 6 feet of combined side yard
setback in all single-family Zoning
Districts.

In addition to the minimum setbacks
required by the Zoning Code, adopt a
Design Technique recommending the
width of a second story not exceed
80% of the width of the first story.

Each building story counts only once
toward the calculation of gross floor
area, regardless of ceiling height.

Any area with a ceiling height
exceeding 10 feet would be counted
twice for the purpose of calculating
floor area.

The Single-Family Home Design
Techniques focus primarily on
regulating the bulk of two-story
homes.

Work with an architectural consultant
to establish clearer Design Techniques
for one-story homes.

HEIGHT

Current Standard

Proposed Standard

Maximum building height of 30 feet
for structures in single-family Zoning
Districts.

Adopt a Design Technique
recommending a maximum height of
20 feet for single-story homes.

No limit on height of wall plates.

Adopt a Design Technique
recommending a maximum wall plate
height of 9 feet.

No limit on height of finished floors
relative to grade.

Adopt a Design Technique
recommending finished floor heights
not exceed 3 feet above the top of the
adjacent public curb, except as
otherwise required to meet Building
Code requirements.

No limit on height of exterior walls;
“shed roof” elements permitted.

Adopt a Design Technique
discouraging the use of shed roof
elements on single-family homes and
recommending additional setbacks for
shed roof elements.
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SOLAR ADDITIONS

Current Standard

Proposed Standard

The Single-Family Home Design
Techniques do not reference solar
additions.

Adopt a Design Technique stating:
“Roof-mounted solar installations are
encouraged on single-family homes,
and Design Review should not
discourage these installations.”

APPLICATION SUBMITTAL

Current Requirement

Proposed Requirement

Elevations are required for Design
Review applications showing the
subject home (existing and proposed)
but not adjacent properties.

Require streetscape elevations
(existing and proposed) for all Design
Review applications showing the front
of the subject home and one home on
each side.

Elevation data is not required on plans
submitted for Design Review.

Require certified elevation data on all
plans submitted for Design Review

Plans submitted for Design Review
must show property lines and
improvements on the subject property.

In addition to property lines, require
all plans submitted for Design Review
to show street and sidewalk locations.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

Current Procedure

Proposed Procedure

Design Reviews for new one-story
homes and single-story additions
require no public notification.

No change recommended.

Design Reviews for new two-story
homes, second-story additions, single-
family homes over the FAR threshold,
and single-family homes over the
gross floor area threshold require
mailed notification to owners of
adjacent properties.

Design Reviews for new two-story
homes, second-story additions, single-
family homes over the FAR threshold,
and single-family homes over the
gross floor area threshold require
mailed notification to owners of
properties located within 400 200 feet
of the subject property.
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Design Reviews for new two-story
homes and second-story additions
require a posted notification on the
property including a brief description
of the project.

Design Reviews for new two-story
homes, second-story additions, single-
family homes over the FAR threshold,
and single-family homes over the
gross floor area threshold require a
larger notice board to be posted on the
property including a proposed
streetscape elevation.

APPEALS

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

Design Reviews for single-story
projects which do not require a public
hearing may be appealed by the
applicant only.

No change recommended.

Design Reviews for two-story projects
which do not require a public hearing
may be appealed by the applicant
only.

Design Reviews for two-story projects
which do not require a public hearing
can be appealed by the applicant or by
the owner of any property within the
notification radius (200 feet
recommended by Planning
Commission).

Design Reviews for projects which
require a public hearing may be
appealed by the applicant or by the
owner of an adjacent property.

No change recommended.

REVIEW PROCESS

Current Standard

Proposed Standard

Design Review is required only for new
homes and for additions which
increase the gross floor area of the
existing home by 20% or more.

In addition to the 20% standard
currently in place, require a Design
Review for any significant modification
which changes the exterior
appearance of the home, including but
not limited to: exterior materials; the
number, placement, or design of
windows and doors; and the height,
pitch, or material of the roof.
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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

R-0 R-1 R-1.5 R-1.7/PD | R-2
2,600 -
Min. Lot Area 6,000 sq. ft. | 8,000 sq. ft. ?’200 Sq- | 4,000 sq. ft. | g 559 gq. ft.
t. (min. area 2
acres)
7 dwelling
Max. Density units per acre | 7 du/ac. 10 du/ac. | 14 du/ac. 12 du/ac.
(du/ac.)
1st Story Front , , , ’ )
Setback 20 20 20 20 20
2nd Story Front , , , , ,
Setback 25 25 20 20 25
1st Story | Lot width | 4’ min. 6’ min. 4’ min. 4’ min. 4’ min.
Side <55’ 10’ total 12’ total 12’ total 12’ total 10’ total
Setback f;g,wzdfih 4’ min. 6’ min. 4’ min. 4’ min. 4’ min.
< $0° an 12’ total 15’ total 12’ total 12’ total 12’ total
Lot width | 4’ min. 6’ min. 4’ min. 4’ min. 4’ min.
>80’ 18’ total 18’ total 12’ total 18’ total 18’ total
Lot width | 7’ min. 9’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min.
2nd Story zjf’ — 16’ total 18’ total 18’ total 18’ total 16’ total
Side >55’w¢:nd 7’ min. 9’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min.
Setback < . 18’ total 21’ total 18’ total 18’ total 18’ total
Lot width | 7’ min. 9’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min. 7’ min.
>80’ 24’ total 24’ total 18’ total 18’ total 24’ total
Rear Setback 1 20° 20° 20° 20° 20°
Max. Height 30’ 30’ 30’2 30’ 30’
45% - 1 story | 45% - 1 story | 40% 40% o
Max. Lot Coverage 40% - 2 story | 40% - 2 story 40%
None (over None (over None (over
0, 1 0] 1 0] 1
Max. FAR 45% requires 45% requires | oo, 50% 45% requires
public public public
hearing) hearing) hearing)
q q No min. — as
%l:tle fl‘z:) AL 57’ 76’ 42’ determined | 76’
by SDP

1All residential Zoning Districts allow a one-story encroachment into the rear setback (up to
10 feet), provided the area of encroachment is less than 25% of the required rear yard area.

2 Walls facing side yards limited to 12’ height when located within 12’ of property lines.

Second-story wall height limited to 21’ exclusive of roof structure.
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SUNNYVALE ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDING STATISTICS

Complaints and Permits Related to Accessory Utility Buildings

2005 2006 2007 2008 YTD
(as of 5/1/08)
Complaints received by
Neighborhood Preservation
Program 28 32 51 21
Miscellaneous Plan Permits
received by Planning 8 17 17 6
Use Permits received by
Planning 0 1 0 1

Variances received by
Planning
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EXISTING ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDING STANDARDS

ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS ATTACHED TO THE HOUSE

Height, Size & Location Requirements Exceptions
3’ side setback. None
AUB length cannot exceed 20% of the length of the wall
. of the principal structure to which it is attached. No Variance
" Sideyard more than one AUB per side yard.
Must meet lot coverage, rear yard coverage, and rear
. MPP
yard encroachment requirements.
Must meet side and rear setbacks for the Zoning .
. Variance
District.
Must meet lot coverage (45%) and rear yard
" Rearyard encroachment (25%) requirements. MPP
The floor area of the AUB must not exceed 20% of the
- MPP
floor area of the existing house.
= Frontyard Use Permit required (except for permanent garages None
and carports, which may be permitted by MPP).
DETACHED ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS
Height, Size & Location Requirements Exceptions
2’ setback from any other building. None
* Rear or side yard No setbacks required unless the AUB contains pool or
. < Cft i spa equipment, in which case the setback Variance
. ;162'60"s q {;t fnh(il‘ea requirements for the Zoning District must be met.
n helg If located on a corner lot and adjacent to the street Variance
side, must be screened to the highest point.
Must meet lot coverage (45%) and rear yard MPP
encroachment (25%) requirements.
= Rear or side vard 10’ rear yard setback. MPP
. <120 .y Must meet side setback requirements for the Zoning Variance
= "‘S_'q'ft'_m area District.
= >66"in height Must meet lot coverage (45%) and rear yard
- MPP
encroachment (25%) requirements.
15’ maximum height. Variance
10’ rear yard setback. Variance
* Rear or side yard 1]\3/[.1,13‘[. meet side setback requirements for the Zoning Variance
= >120sq.ft. and istrict.
<450 sq. ft. in area Must meet rear yard encroachment (25%) requirement. | Variance
15’ maximum height. Variance
- Recfr or side yard Use Permit required. None
= Asingle AUB or total
of all AUBs is > 450 The total floor area of all AUBs on the site must not .
, Variance
sq. ft. in area exceed 800 sq. ft.
Use Permit required (except for permanent garages
* Frontyard and carports, which may be permitted by MPP). None

General regulations related to all accessory utility buildings are located in SMC
section 19.4.020.
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EXISTING DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Use Permit Required (Administrative Public Hearing)

e Any accessory utility building located between the face of the main
building and the street, except permanent garages and carports;

¢ A single accessory utility buildings exceeding 450 square feet in area,
or a lot on which the total of all accessory utility buildings exceeds
450 square feet in area.

The Use Permit process typically takes 6 to 8 weeks. Notice of the public
hearing is published in the newspaper and posted on the site, and
written notification is mailed to adjacent property owners and residents.
A staff report is prepared including staff's recommendation. The
Administrative Hearing Officer considers the application at a public
hearing, during which testimony is taken from staff, the applicant, and
members of the public. The applicant or any member of the public may
appeal the Hearing Officer’s decision to the Planning Commission.

Variance Required (Administrative Public Hearing)
e Any accessory utility building exceeding 15 feet in height;

e Accessory utility buildings which do not meet the side setback, rear
yard encroachment, screening, or other zoning regulations identified
in the table above.

The Variance process is similar to the Use Permit process as described
above.

Miscellaneous Plan Permit Required (Staff-Level Review)

e Accessory utility buildings in the side or rear yard which do not meet
rear setbacks, lot coverage, or other zoning regulations identified in
the table above.

The MPP process typically takes 10 working days to respond with the
first set of comments. The total processing time varies based on the
number of issues and the applicant’s response to staff feedback. The
applicant or any member of the public may appeal the staff decision to
the Planning Commission to be considered at a public hearing. However,
no public notification is required for staff-level permits for accessory
utility buildings, so members of the public are not likely to be aware of
their appeal rights.

No Planning Permit Required

e Accessory utility buildings meeting all requirements as listed in the
table above.

If no Planning permit is required, applicants may proceed directly to the
Building permit process.
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ANALYSIS OF TOOLS FOR ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS

A. Modified Definitions

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Identify different types of “accessory structures” ***

Reorganize SMC chapter 19.40 as “accessory structures” with 5
different categories of structures, each having its own requirements:

= Detached habitable spaces including accessory living units

= Detached permanent garages and carports

= Non-habitable accessory utility buildings (sheds and other roofed
structures)

= Open garden features (arbors, gazebos, trellises)

= Open play equipment (swing sets, trampolines)

Creating multiple categories of structures may help clarify the
regulations and increase the chance of appropriately addressing all
proposals;

Detached parking structures may be better suited to the regulations for
main structures, and removing them from the definition allows the
height of accessory utility buildings to be reduced without presenting a
hardship;

Many landscape features such as trellises have no floor area and less
visual impact and may be unfairly restricted by the current
regulations.

Creating multiple categories of accessory structures could result in
overly complex regulations which are even more difficult to understand
and administer.

This tool revises the definition of accessory utility buildings. If
regulations increase in complexity, additional staff time may be
required to interpret and explain the regulations. If regulations
decrease in complexity or become easier to understand and administer,
staff time savings may result.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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B. Height-Related Zoning Standards

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Reduced height limit ***

Reduce total permitted height of accessory utility buildings. One option
is to reduce from 15 to 10 feet. Another option is to establish a height
threshold (such as 10 feet) above which a Use Permit is required.

Reduces visual impact of accessory utility buildings;
Many members of the community have stated that 15 feet is too tall.

Decreasing the permitted height for an accessory utility building that
meets all setbacks may be overly restrictive when a main building with
a height of 30 feet could be placed in the same location. Creates an
unknown number of legal non-conforming buildings. Reducing height
of all structures currently covered by the accessory utility building
regulations may include play structures with vertical features above 10
feet.

This tool decreases the permitted height of accessory utility buildings.
It does not impact the review process. If a height threshold is
established, additional Use Permit applications may be received at a
cost of approximately 15 staff hours per application.

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Height limit based on pre-fabricated sheds

Tailor height limits for accessory utility buildings to the heights of
readily-available pre-manufactured sheds, most of which exceed 7 feet
in height.

Very few accessory utility buildings are custom-built today — most are
pre-fabricated. Sizes and heights have increased over time, and it is
now difficult to find pre-manufactured accessory utility buildings which
are 6 ft. 6 inches or shorter (the City’s height limit for many exempt
sheds).

Basing regulations on availability of a commercial product rather than
on standards acceptable to the community may be considered
arbitrary.

This tool modifies the permitted height and size of accessory utility
buildings. It does not impact the review process, so no additional fiscal
impact to the City is expected.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Apply a height limit to attached accessory utility buildings ***

Establish a height limit for attached accessory utility buildings. One
option is to keep the height requirement the same as for attached
sheds. Another option is a height beneath the eave of the main building
to which the accessory utility building is adjacent or attached.

The structure of the current regulations has the unintended effect of
providing height limits for detached accessory utility buildings only.
The height of attached structures is not regulated.

Depending on the height limit established, it could become difficult to
integrate an attached accessory utility building into the existing
roofline.

This tool establishes a height limit for attached accessory utility
buildings. It does not impact the review process. However, if a heights
height threshold is established, additional Use Permit applications may
be received at a cost of approximately 15 staff hours per application.

C. Setback-Related Zoning Standards

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Modified side or rear setbacks ***

Increase or decrease required setbacks for accessory utility buildings.
Options include requiring utility buildings to meet the same setbacks
as main structures or establishing separate but increased setback
requirements.

Increased setbacks may reduce the visual impact of accessory utility
buildings by keeping them further from property lines.

Decreased setbacks may simplify the process for many residents and
reduce the number of accessory utility buildings needing permits.

Residents prefer to keep yard areas open by locating accessory utility
buildings along property lines rather than in the middle of the yard,
therefore increased setbacks may not be desirable.

Decreased setbacks may permit large or tall accessory utility buildings
to be located close to property lines, which may result in significant
visual impacts.

This tool modifies the required setbacks for accessory utility buildings.
Depending on the setbacks selected, the number of permit applications
for accessory utility buildings may increase or decrease. Minimal fiscal
impact to the City is expected.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Proportional rear setback based on height ***

Codify the current staff practice tying rear setback to height. Staff
generally asks for a 3-foot rear setback for each 1 foot of additional
height over 6 feet 6 inches, but has discretion on a case-by-case basis.
Options include varying rear setback by height for all shed types and
sizes, or for smaller sheds only.

Streamlines the permitting process by reducing discretion;

Gives residents clearer expectations regarding the setbacks that will be
required,;

Allows additional applications to take advantage of Planning permit
exemptions by meeting required setbacks.

Reducing discretion may result in standards that are overly inflexible.

This tool modifies the required setbacks for accessory utility buildings.
Given 2007 application volumes, this tool could result in approximately
8 fewer Miscellaneous Plan Permit applications for accessory utility
buildings per year. This could result in an annual savings of up to 40
staff hours ($2,720).

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

3. Measure setbacks from location of the roof peak

Measure accessory utility building setbacks from the location of the
roof peak, not from the outside walls, to ensure there is an adequate
setback for the tallest portion of the structure.

Recognizes that the tallest portion of the accessory utility building is
the portion with the greatest visual impact;

Addresses the issue of reverse-sloping “shed roofs” by requiring greater
setbacks.

Requires redefining setback measurements for one type of structure
only, which makes regulations increasingly complicated and confusing;

This method of measurement is more difficult for applicants to
correctly install and for the Neighborhood Preservation Program to
verify.

This tool modifies the method of measuring height for accessory utility
buildings. It does not impact the review process, so no additional fiscal
impact to the City is expected.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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D. Visibility-Related Zoning Standards

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Potential Tool:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Require screening ***

Require accessory utility buildings to be fully screened from public view
and/or from the view of neighboring properties. Options include
requiring screening of all accessory utility buildings, requiring
screening only of those buildings located on corner lots, screening from
both public streets and neighbors, or screening only from public
streets.

Reduces visibility of accessory utility buildings from the public street,
which is a concern expressed by some residents.

May reduce visibility of accessory utility buildings from adjacent
properties.

Requiring screening has the potential to encourage taller fences to meet
the screening requirement, which may have a greater impact on the
neighborhood than the accessory utility building.

This tool requires screening for certain accessory utility buildings. It
does not impact the review process, so no additional fiscal impact to
the City is expected.

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Potential Tool:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Accessory utility buildings on corner lots located between side
building face and street

Allow accessory utility buildings to be located between the side face of a
building and the public street on a corner lot if fully screened.

Current regulations prohibit accessory utility buildings in some
portions of the reducible front yard (between the face of the main
building and the street) but allow them in other portions of the
reducible yard where they may still be visible. Allowing them anywhere
in the reducible yard if screened more clearly addresses visual impacts.

May be less restrictive for owners of corner lots.

Permitting accessory utility buildings between the side face of the
building and the street without requiring screening could result in
negative visual impacts, while requiring screening could encourage
taller fences to meet the screening requirement.

This tool expands the permitted locations for accessory utility buildings
on corner lots. It does not impact the review process, so no additional
fiscal impact to the City is expected.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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E. Use-Related Zoning Standards

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. No human habitation of accessory utility buildings ***

Clarifies that human habitation is not permitted in accessory utility
buildings.

Assists in code enforcement cases to more clearly stating that it is not
permitted to have human habitation of sheds and garages, which
detracts from neighborhood character.

None anticipated.

This tool regulates the use of accessory utility buildings and other non-
habitable accessory structures on single-family properties. It has the
potential to result in a modest decrease hours needed for code
enforcement. No additional fiscal impact to the City is expected.

F. Modified Permit Requirements

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

Potential Tool:

1. Permits for all accessory structures

Require permits for all accessory structures to allow for staff review
and to establish broader appeal rights.

Allows staff to track all accessory utility buildings;
Establishes appeal rights for every accessory utility building.

Requires additional staff time;
Increases time, cost, and process difficulty for many applicants;

May be overly restrictive, particularly as it pertains to small accessory
structures such as dog houses and landscape features.

This tool is likely to require significant additional staff resources for
processing of permits. However, staff does not currently track the
number of accessory utility buildings not requiring permits, therefore
the specific fiscal impact of this tool is unknown. There may be
hundreds of structures meeting the current definition of accessory
utility building which are currently exempt from review each year.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Reduce staff discretion and eliminate or reduce permits for
accessory structures

Establish standards requiring less staff discretion by eliminating or
reducing permit requirements for accessory utility buildings

Decreases staff resources needed for permit processing and code
enforcement;

Decreases time and cost of permit process for applicants;

Creates clearer expectations for property owners.

Eliminating permit requirement for all accessory utility buildings may
result in structures with significant visual impacts;

Eliminating discretion may result in overly inflexible standards.

The fiscal impact of this tool depends on the standards adopted. If all
permit requirements for accessory utility buildings are eliminated, staff
is expected to receive approximately 15 to 20 fewer Miscellaneous Plan

Permit applications per year, resulting in an annual savings of up to
100 staff hours ($6,800).

G. Modified Neighbor Notification

Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

1. Notify neighbors of all accessory structure proposals

Require notification of adjacent neighbors for all accessory structures
requiring Planning permits. Options include notification before
approval of any structure to allow comments, or notification at the time
of approval to establish appeal rights.

Allows for public comments and participation for proposed accessory
structures;

Allows neighbors to exercise their appeal rights by informing them of
the project and appeal deadlines.

Requires additional staff time and materials for notification;
May increase the time required for approval of accessory structures;

Is likely to increase the number of appeals received, which will result in
additional staff time and costs.

Assuming an estimated 20 accessory utility building applications per
year, this tool could result in 20 staff hours ($1,360) and up to $300 in
materials costs per year. Up to 40 additional public hearings could be
required for appeals, which could result in up to 600 staff hours
($40,800) and up to $600 in materials costs.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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Potential Tool:

Description:

Benefits:

Drawbacks:

Fiscal Analysis:

2. Notify neighbors of large/tall accessory structures

Require notification of adjacent neighbors for large or tall accessory
structures. Height and floor area thresholds would be established for
notification. Options include notification before approval of any
structure to allow comments, or notification at the time of approval to
establish appeal rights.

Allows for public comments and participation for large or tall accessory
structures, which are the most likely to result in concerns;

Allows neighbors to exercise their appeal rights by informing them of
the project and appeal deadlines.

Requires additional staff time and materials for notification;

May increase the time required for approval of accessory utility
buildings;

Notification may increase the number of appeals received, resulting in
additional staff time and costs.

The fiscal impact of this tool varies depending on the height and floor
area thresholds established. The fiscal impact is likely to be less than
the impact described in G.1 above, but could still be significant
depending on the thresholds established for notification.

Note: The annual fiscal impact of the tools recommended by staff is unknown, as many
types of accessory utility buildings are currently exempt from permit requirements and are
not tracked. The recommended tools may reduce the number of permits processed resulting
in a cost savings, they may increase the number of permits processed resulting in
additional costs, or they may have no impact. If an increase or decrease in permits results,
staff estimates the fiscal impact to be minimal. The Planning Commission did not
recommend any changes to the list of tools recommended by staff.

*** Indicates tool is recommended by staff
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS
(No cHANGE BY PLANNING Commission): PROPOSED NEW REGULATIONS

19.40.010. Purpose.

The purpose of this chapter is to regulate and establish standards for accessory
structures, including accessory utility buildings, within R-0, R-1, R-1.5, R-
1.7/PD, and R-2 residential zones.

19.40.015. Definitions and types of accessory structures.

(a) Accessory structure. A subordinate structure, with or without a foundation,
the use of which is incidental to that of the main building or to the use of the
land on the same lot. Accessory structures are typically detached but may also
be attached to or immediately adjacent to the main structure. Types of
accessory structures include:

(1) Detached habitable space. An accessory structure which is detached
from the main structure and is designed for, devoted to, or intended for
human occupancy. Detached habitable spaces include accessory living
units as regulated in 19.68, as well as detached bedrooms.

(2) Detached permanent carport or garage. An accessory structure which is
detached from the main structure and is designed for, devoted to, or
intended for the storage of vehicles.

(3) Accessory utility building. An accessory structure, either attached or
detached, which is not designed for, devoted to, or intended for human
occupancy and is not a detached garage, detached carport, open garden
feature, or open play equipment. Accessory utility buildings include tool
sheds, storage sheds, workshops, greenhouses, animal shelters,
greenhouses, covered and/or enclosed gazebos, enclosed play houses, and
other similar uses.

(4) Open garden feature. An accessory structure which is unenclosed, is less
than 50% covered, and is primarily intended as a decorative garden feature.
Open garden features may include arbors, trellises, and some gazebos.
Garden features which are at least 50% covered are classified as accessory
utility buildings as defined in 19.40.015(a)(3).

(5) Open play equipment. An accessory structure which is unenclosed and is
primarily intended as a play area for children. Play equipment may include
swings, trampolines, and jungle gyms. Play houses and other enclosed play
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equipment are classified as accessory utility buildings as defined in
19.40.015(a)(3).

19.40.020. General requirements for accessory structures.

a) Except for pump, filtration or related mechanical equipment for a pool or
spa, no natural gas-fueled or electrical heating or air-conditioning apparatus,
pump or other mechanical equipment may be installed in any accessory
structure, except in detached habitable spaces;

(1) Accessory structures used to house pool or spa equipment must meet
the setback requirements of the zoning district in which the site is
located.

(b) The height of an accessory structure (except detached habitable spaces)
shall be determined by measuring the vertical distance from the average
finished grade within five feet of the accessory structure, or within five feet of
the main building, whichever is less, to the highest point of the accessory
structure. The height of detached habitable spaces shall be determined in the
same way as for main structures as set forth in 19.12.030.

(c) No accessory structure, regardless of size or location, may drain onto
adjacent property.

(d) No accessory structure shall be located within a public utility easement
unless it has a floor area of thirty square feet or less.

(e) Except for permanent garages, permanent carports, and open garden
features, no accessory structure shall be placed or maintained between the face
of any main building and any public street, unless otherwise approved by a use
permit. Open garden features located between the face of the main building
and the street require approval of a miscellaneous plan permit.

(f) All accessory structures greater than one hundred twenty square feet shall
be compatible in exterior appearance with the principal structure on the
premises. The director of community development is authorized to require such
modifications to the exterior of such a structure as are necessary to achieve a
compatible appearance.

(g) The area (square footage) of an accessory structure is determined by
measuring the floor area from the outside dimensions of the structure exclusive
of eaves, overhangs or other projections.
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(h) Accessory structures are counted toward permitted lot coverage and rear
yard coverage. No accessory structure shall cause lot coverage or rear yard
coverage to be exceeded unless otherwise approved by a use permit.

(i) Except for permanent garages, permanent carports, and open garden
features, no accessory structures shall be visible from any public street unless
otherwise approved by a miscellaneous plan permit.

(j) Except for attached accessory utility buildings as regulated in Table
19.40.050, accessory structures must maintain a minimum two-foot clearance
from any other building.

(k) Except for permanent garages, permanent carports, and detached habitable
spaces, no accessory structure may exceed 10 feet in height unless otherwise
approved by a use permit.

() Except for detached habitable spaces, no accessory structure may exceed
450 square feet in area, nor may the total of all accessory structures on a lot

exceed 450 square feet, unless otherwise approved by a use permit.

(m) No accessory structure may exceed 800 square feet in area, nor may the
total of all accessory structures on a lot exceed 800 square feet.

(n) Except for detached habitable spaces as defined in 19.40.050, no accessory
structure may be designed for, intended for, devoted to, or used for human
habitation.

19.40.030. Requirements for detached habitable spaces.

Detached habitable spaces may be constructed subject to the requirements in
Table 19.40.030.

Table 19.40.030

DETACHED HABITABLE SPACES

Height Side Setback Rear Setback Permit In Front of Main
Structure?

<7’ None None None Not permitted

>7’up to 8 Zoning District std. | Zoning District std. | None Not permitted

>8up to 9’ Zoning District std. | Zoning District std. | None Not permitted

>9’up to 10’ | Zoning District std. | Zoning District std. | None Not permitted

>10’ Zoning District std. | Zoning District std. | MPP Not permitted
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19.40.040. Requirements for detached garages and carports.

Detached garages and carports may be constructed subject to the requirements
in Table 19.40.040.

Table 19.40.040

DETACHED GARAGES AND CARPORTS

Height Side Setback Rear Setback Permit In Front of Main
Structure?

< One Story Zoning District std. | Zoning District std. | MPP Permitted

> One Story | Zoning District std. | Zoning District std. | Not permitted | N/A

19.40.050. Requirements for attached accessory utility buildings

Accessory utility buildings may be attached to or immediately adjacent to the
main structure subject to the requirements in Table 19.40.050, provided:

(1) There is no more than one accessory utility building per side yard;
(2) The length of the accessory utility building does not exceed twenty
percent of the length of the wall of the principal structure to which it is

attached (or immediately adjacent).

Table 19.40.050

ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS WHICH ARE ATTACHED TO OR IMMEDIATELY
ADJACENT TO THE MAIN STRUCTURE

Height Side Setback Rear Setback Permit In Front of Main
Structure?

<10’ 3 * Zoning District std. | None Use Permit

>10’ 3% Zoning District std. | Use Permit Use Permit

* The side setback may reduced to 2’ if a one-hour fire wall is provided on the side of the shed
closest to the side property line and a parapet wall is provided between the shed and the wall of
the main structure to which it is attached/ adjacent.

19.40.060. Requirements for detached accessory utility buildings.

Detached accessory utility buildings may be constructed subject to the
requirements in Tables 19.40.060(a) and 19.40.060(b).



Table 19.40.060(a)
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DETACHED ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS < 120 SQUARE FEET

Height Side Setback Rear Setback Permit In Front of Main
Structure?

<7’ None None None Use Permit

>7’up to 8 Zoning District std. | 4’ None Use Permit

>8up to 9’ Zoning District std. | 7’ None Use Permit

>9’up to 10’ | Zoning District std. | 10’ None Use Permit

>10’ Zoning District std. | 10’ Use Permit Use Permit

Table 19.40.060(b)
DETACHED ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS > 120 SQUARE FEET

Height Side Setback Rear Setback Permit In Front of Main
Structure?

<7’ Zoning District std. | Discretionary (MPP) | MPP Use Permit

>7’up to & Zoning District std. | 10’ MPP Use Permit

>8up to 9’ Zoning District std. | 10’ MPP Use Permit

>9’up to 10’ | Zoning District std. | 10’ MPP Use Permit

>10° Zoning District std. | 10’ Use Permit Use Permit

19.40.070. Requirements for open garden features.

Open garden features may be constructed subject to the requirements in Table

19.40.070.
Table 19.40.070
OPEN GARDEN FEATURES

Height Side Setback Rear Setback Permit In Front of Main
Structure?

<7’ None None None MPP

>7’up to 10’ | Zoning District std. | Discretionary (MPP) | MPP MPP

>10° Zoning District std. | 10’ Use Permit Use Permit
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Open play equipment may be constructed subject to the requirements in Table

19.40.080.
Table 19.40.080
OPEN PLAY EQUIPMENT
Height Side Setback Rear Setback Permit In Front of Main
Structure?
<7’ None None None Use Permit

>7’up to 10’ | Zoning District std. | Discretionary (MPP) | MPP

Use Permit

>10’ Zoning District std. | 10’ Use Permit

Use Permit
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDINGS:

COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED REGULATIONS

TYPES OF ACCESSORY STRUCTURES

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

Detached garages and carports are accessory
utility buildings with the same requirements as
sheds, except they may be located between the
face of a main building and the street without a
Use Permit.

Detached garages and carports must meet the
requirements for main structures in the Zoning
District.

Open garden structures such as arbors,
gazebos, and trellises are accessory utility
buildings with the same requirements as sheds.
They are not permitted between the face of a
main building and the street without a Use
Permit.

Garden structures which are unenclosed and
<50% covered are subject to separate regulations
as follows:

In front of main structure: MPP required

Side/rear:

<7’ tall = No permit required

>7’ tall and <10’ tall = MPP required, must meet
side/reducible setbacks

>10’ tall = Use Permit

Play equipment including swing sets and
trampolines are considered to be accessory
utility buildings with the same requirements as
sheds. They are not permitted between the face
of a main building and the street without a Use
Permit.

Play equipment which is unenclosed is subject
to separate regulations as follows:

In front of main structure: Use Permit

Side/rear:

<7’ tall = No permit required

>7’ tall and <10’ tall = MPP required, must meet
side/reducible setbacks

>10’ tall = Use Permit
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HEIGHT LIMIT

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

For detached accessory utility buildings:

Height <15’ = Permitted
Height >15’ = Variance required

For attached accessory utility buildings:
Same as for main structures in Zoning District

For attached and detached accessory structures,
not including permanent garages & carports:

Height <10’ = Permitted
Height >10’ = Use Permit required
Height >Zoning District limit = Variance

For permanent garages & carports:
Limited to one story.

SETBACKS AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS (Accessory Utility Buildings)

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

Accessory utility buildings having a floor area
<120 square feet:

Side or rear yards:

<6’6” tall = No permit required

>6’6” tall = Must meet side setback of Zoning
District. No permit required if meeting rear
setback, otherwise MPP required.

(No regulation established for accessory utility
buildings exactly equal to 6°6” tall).

Between face of building and street:
Use Permit required, except permanent garages
and carports which may be permitted by MPP.

Accessory utility buildings (not including
permanent garages and carports, open garden
structures, and open play equipment) having a
floor area <120 square feet:

In front of main structure:

Use Permit required

Side/rear:

<7’ tall = No permit required, no side/rear
setback required

Between 7’ and 10’ tall = No permit required,
must meet side setback of Zoning District, rear
setback varies with height.

>10’ tall = Use Permit required, must meet side
and rear setbacks of Zoning District.

Accessory utility buildings having a floor area
>120 square feet and <450 square feet:

Side or rear yards:
No permit required. Must meet side and rear
yard setbacks.

Between face of building and street:
Use Permit required, except permanent garages
and carports which may be permitted by MPP.

Accessory utility buildings (not including
permanent garages and carports, open garden
structures, and play equipment) having a floor
area >120 square feet and <450 square feet:

Side or rear yards:

<7’ tall = MPP required, must meet side setback
of Zoning District.

>7’ tall = MPP required, must meet side and rear
setbacks of Zoning District.

Between face of building and street:
Use Permit required
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Accessory utility buildings having a floor area
>450 square feet and <800 square feet, or where
the total area of all accessory utility buildings on
the site is >450 square feet and <800 square
feet:

Use Permit required.

Accessory structures having a floor area >450
square feet and <800 square feet, or where the
total area of all accessory structures on the site
is >450 square feet and <800 square feet:

Use Permit required.

Accessory utility buildings >800 square feet, or
where the total area of all accessory utility
buildings on the site is >800 square feet:

Not permitted

Accessory structures >800 square feet, or where
the total area of all accessory structures on the
site is >800 square feet:

Not permitted

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

Except for pump, filtration or related mechanical
equipment for a pool, or spa, no natural gas-
fueled or electrical heating or air-conditioning
apparatus, pump or other mechanical
equipment may be installed in an accessory
utility building.

Any accessory utility building containing pool or
spa equipment must meet all setbacks for the
Zoning District.

Except for pump, filtration or related mechanical
equipment for a pool or spa, no natural gas-
fueled or electrical heating or air-conditioning
apparatus, pump or other mechanical
equipment may be installed in any accessory
structure, except in detached habitable spaces:

(1) Accessory structures used to house pool
or spa equipment must meet the setback
requirements of the Zoning District in which the
site is located.

The height of an accessory utility building shall
be determined by measuring the vertical
distance from the average finished grade within
five feet of the accessory utility building, or
within five feet of the main building, whichever is
less, to the highest point of the accessory
building.

The height of an accessory structure (except
detached habitable spaces) shall be determined
by measuring the vertical distance from the
average finished grade within five feet of the
accessory structure, or within five feet of the
main building, whichever is less, to the highest
point of the accessory structure. The height of
detached habitable spaces shall be determined
in the same way as for main structures as set
forth in 19.12.030.

No accessory utility building, regardless of size
or location, may drain onto adjacent property.

No accessory structure, regardless of size or
location, may drain onto adjacent property.
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No accessory utility building shall be located
within a public utility easement unless it has a
floor area <30 square feet.

No accessory structure shall be located within a
public utility easement unless it has a floor area
<30 square feet.

Except for permanent garages or permanent
carports, no accessory utility building shall be
placed or maintained between the face of any
main building and any public street, unless
otherwise approved by a Use Permit.

Except for permanent garages, permanent
carports, and open garden features, no
accessory structure shall be placed or
maintained between the face of any main
building and any public street unless otherwise
approved by a Use Permit. Open garden features
located between the face of the main building
and the street require approval of a
Miscellaneous Plan Permit.

Accessory utility buildings may be visible from
the public street, except for accessory utility
buildings <120 square feet in area and <6’6” in
height, which require no Planning permit but
must be screened to the highest point if located
in the reducible front yard of a corner lot.

Except for permanent garages, permanent
carports, and open garden features, no
accessory structures shall be visible from any
public street unless otherwise approved by a
Miscellaneous Plan Permit

All accessory utility buildings >120 square feet
shall be compatible in exterior appearance with
the principal structure on the premises. The
Director of Community Development is
authorized to require such modifications to the
exterior of such a building as are necessary to
achieve a compatible appearance.

All accessory structures >120 square feet shall
be compatible in exterior appearance with the
principal structure on the premises. The
Director of Community Development is
authorized to require such modifications to the
exterior of such a structure as are necessary to
achieve a compatible appearance.

Any parcel with >450 square feet of gross floor
area devoted to accessory utility building use
shall provide and maintain on-site covered
parking for at least two automobiles.

Any parcel with >450 square feet of gross floor
area devoted to accessory structures shall
provide and maintain on-site covered parking for
at least two automobiles.

The area of an accessory utility building is
determined by measuring the gross floor area
exclusive of eaves, overhangs or other
projections.

The area of an accessory structure is determined
by measuring the gross floor area from the
outside dimensions of the structure exclusive of
eaves, overhangs or other projections.

Accessory utility buildings must meet lot
coverage requirements and rear yard
encroachment requirements unless otherwise
approved by an MPP.

Accessory structures must meet lot coverage
requirements and rear yard encroachment
requirements unless otherwise approved by a
Use Permit (eliminate MPP option).
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For accessory utility buildings <120 square feet,
a 2’ setback must be maintained between the
accessory utility building and any main
structure except as provided below:

Accessory utility buildings may be attached or
immediately adjacent to the main structure
provided there is no more than one shed per side
yard and the length of the shed is <20% of the
length of the wall to which it is attached or
adjacent.

All accessory structures must maintain a
minimum of a 2’ setback from any main
structure, except as provided below:

Accessory utility buildings may be attached or
immediately adjacent to the main structure
provided there is no more than one such
accessory utility building per side yard and the
length of the accessory utility building is <20%
of the length of the wall to which it is attached or
adjacent.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

Consistent with most types of MPPs, no public
notification is provided for MPPs for accessory
utility building applications. Use Permits and
Variances for accessory utility buildings require
public notification.

No change recommended.

APPEALS

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

Any member of the public may appeal an MPP
decision, including those for accessory utility
buildings (although no notification is provided).
Any member of the public may appeal a Use
Permit or Variance decision, including those for
accessory utility buildings.

No change recommended.

STRUCTURE OF ZONING CODE

Current Regulation

Proposed Regulation

Regulations are presented as text in paragraph
form.

Regulations shall be presented in tables to add
clarity.




Comments Received at Outreach Meeting

Single-Family Development Standards & Accessory Utility Buildings

December 6, 2007, 7:00 p.m.
Community Center Neighborhood Room

SINGLE-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

- Notification

o
o

Notification of projects is a very important issue for residents.
Adjacent property notification may be too limited. -Consider expanded
notification to entire block, several surrounding blocks, or 300’
Notification is mainly needed for 2-story homes.

Residents question what qualifies as an “adjacent” home for current
notification practices.

‘There is a need to get more people involved in outreach for study
4issues like this one. How can this be done?
Is there a better way to inform new and potential residents of the

rules and regulations regarding additions and new homes?
- = Should the County Assessor provide information on City
' requirements at the time of title transfer?

: - = Should the City provide information/handouts to real estate

- agents?
© = Should a regulations summary be provided in a “Welcome to
. Sunnyvale” packet?

Two-story homes

o]
o]
O

Two-story homes are the key concern when it comes to size/height.
Some are poorly designed which is their main problem.

Some are well-designed but are on lots too small for the size of the
home.

Consider requiring hearings for all two-story homes to give neighbors
more chance to participate.

Hearings on two-story homes are especially needed if located in

neighborhoods with predominantly singe-story homes.

Consider notifying residents within a mile of the proposed home or
anyone whose view of the hills may be obstructed by a two-story home
or addition.

Setbacks

Q

Suggestion to measure side setbacks from eave lines, not walls, to
prevent eaves from being too close to property lines.
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Height
o Higher plate heights are desired today and this is a concern.

Neighborhood Character and Compatlblhtv

o The nelghborhood context of the home should be key to evaluatlng
design and size.

o There is a need to look closely at adjacent homes.

o What can we do to address context in the code language?

o Design matters a great deal in makjng a larger home acceptable.

Size/ Floor Area Ratio

o Question about what other cities require. o

o Question about how basements are treated. Should they be counted
towards floor area?

o Suggestion to base the allowed FAR or total size on a percentage of
the size of neighboring homes (for’example, a new home or addition
cannot result in more than 125% of the average homc size or FAR in
the surrounding ne1ghborhood)

Individual property rights

o There is a perception that developers receive more favorable treatment
than single-family homeowners when it comes to Variances and
deviations from the code. Residents feel there is a need to balance the
rights of developers and md_lvlduals
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Comments Received at Outreach Meeting

- Single-Family Development Standards & Accessory Utility Buildings
December 6, 2007, 7:00 p.m.
Community Center Neighborhood Room

ACCESSORY UTILITY BUILDING STANDARDS

Height and Setback

o Outreach participants generally agree 15’ height limit is too tall,
except possibly for garages and carports.

o Other cities seem to have maximum heights of about 10’

o Consider reducing maximum height to less than 15’ at the property
line and increasing allowed height with setback

o If the shed height is lower, it is more acceptable to be closer to the
property line. Establish standards that vary maximum height with
setback.

o Corner lots should require additional setback for sheds in
rear /reducible yards that may be visible from the street.

o Suggestion that a height of 10’ at peak may be acceptable if located 5’
back from property line.

Design
o Design and context also matter for sheds.

o Suggestion to require Design Review of sheds with height over 10°.

Types of Accessory Utility Buildings

o Gazehos, arbors, and trellises are not the same as sheds and should
be exempted from this code section.

o Suggestion to create different standards for pre-built sheds versus
“stick-built.” It is difficult to find pre-built sheds that meet City
standards.




From: CARL SANDWICK:

To: <MHodge@c1.sunnyvale.ca.us>

Date: 12/12/2007 10:20 PM

Subject: Comments on Single Family Home Development Standards
CC: Tara Martin Milius

To whom it may concern,

The PDF presentation seem extremely general in specifics. In general guidelines, I supposé this would
be OK in the public comment section. But if I came up and said a building was just plain too tall, T |
expect I would be asked 'how tall is too tall?' I remember we said the same thing about a multi-unit
development across the street, and we were ignored. If the neighbors were ignored about something
across the street, I expect we would be 1gnored about our neighbors if they insisted on building a Mac
Mansion' next door. My memories of sitting in on the planning commission meetings left me with the
feeling on helplessness. The presentation seems nice, but I have feeling of sour grapes reading your
generalizations presented via Tara's neighborhood new lstter.

The generalizations for the small lot standards (pagé 3) look good in the first two statements. Setting a

- 'small lot standard' scares me as another tcol to be used by exploitative developers. The illustrated plat
mat leaves me with the impression that all the homes on that map should be common wall units. (45 foot
by 110 foot lots) To have common wall developments should require a home owners group to deal with
the issues of close living, This example looks bad as separate titled lots.

I would like more specifics on the section on 'Types of Accessory Utility Buildings', page 5. The last
words I remembered for the neighborhood preservation meeting only mentioned the 120 square foot
limit on sheds. Can one neighbor complain about (older) existing structures on someone else property?
In my case, I have no issues near me, but I am wondering for the sake of discussion.

Thanks for listening to me rant and rave. Yours,

Carl Sandwick

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mhodge\deal Settings\Temp\XPerpwise\d7605E98SU... 12/19/2007
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Marlya Hodge Requlrements for new homes

From: R

To: <mhodge@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us>
Date: 12/18/2007 4:26 PM

Subject: Requirements for new homes

I appreciate being able to express my concerns.

PLEASE stop allowing monster houses in our nelghborhoods One was built around the corner from
us on Helena, between Kamsack and Samedra, just recently. It is HUGE and completely stucco. It stands
out like a sore thumb and now blocks the light to its next door neighbor. There is NO yard left. This
house is extremely tall, it looks commercial. I understand they made a "mistake" in the house being
taller than the plans and the project was slowed down for approval. The project was approved and now
we are stuck with the eyesore forever, Why doesn't Sunnyvale stick with its own rules. It seems that if
you just build it then eventually the eity approvesit. I am disgusted. :

There was another one built years ago-on Wright between Homestead and Helena. All you see from
the street are the garages - YUCK! Again, it dwarfs the neighboring homes. It used to have a big tree in
" front which blocked it but the owner cut it down. Again, the rules are broken. You can cut the tree down
and not get caught or pay a fine. Send them to jail - that might stop the lawbreakers!!

Sunnyvale planners please wise up and look at places like Carmel where they save the trees and new
or remodels are in keeping with the character of the city.

The good news - some larger homes fit in beautifully. Look at the one on the 1000 block of Enderby.
Tt is set back from the street, has staggered levels ( not a block of stucco), a garden proportional to the
size of the house. It beautifies the neighborhood.

This is the only issue that would make us leave Sunnyvale after living here over 25 years. If a monster
goes in next-door or beside us; we will move!l-If you continue-like this, Sunnyvale will lose its charm. .
You cannot think only of this generation and their greed, you must consider future generations.

Thank you for reading this.
Pat and David Schaechter 1605 Honfleur Dr

More new features than ever. Check out the new AQL Mail!

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mhodge\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\d767F4CESU... 12/19/2007

L =)



ATTAGHMENT... O
Pags b ' Qf ;

T ‘t""‘—"*ﬂqr"-mmtxi

Public Comments Received
City of Sunnyvale Council Study Issue
Single-Family Home Development Standards

From: Mariya Hodge, Assistant Planner
Date: December 18, 2007

Staff received a phone call from Elizabeth Moran, who stated that she
lives in the San Miguel Neighborhood and received a copy of staiff’s
outreach presentation from her Neighborhood Associatien President.

Mrs. Moran stated that she agrees with the suggestions in the staff

presentation, and believes all of these measures should be taken,

including reducing permitted home sizes and he1ghts as well as

increasing notification. : T

~ Mrs. Moran stated that she believes neighbor notification of projects is
sadly lacking, and improving notification is the most mportant step the

City can take. SRR

She does not believe Web postings are very effective, smce many
residents, especially seniors, do not use the Web

She stated that placing advertisements in the Sun rewspaper is not very
effective, since not everyone receives this paper. She stated that the

entire San Miguel neighborhood has been dropped from Sun delivery,
and other neighborhoods have as well, Adding a second newspaper

might give better coverage to all neighborhoods.

Mrs. Moran believes mailings to neighbors are the best way to
accomplish notification, and she believes these should be increased. She
stated that she was shocked when only 15 nearby homes were notified of
the Taylor Woodrow project in their neighborhood, which would have a
widespread traffic impact on the whole area. More neighbors need to be
notified of all projects so they can participate in the process.

Comment 1
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Public Comments Received
City of Sunnyvale Council Study Issue
Single-Family Home Development Standards

‘From: Mariya Hodge, Assistant Planner
Date: May 23, 2008

Staff spoke at the One Stop Counter with a resident who stated he had
attended the outreach meeting in December. He was interested in
learning more about staff’'s recommendation, particularly with regard to
required setbacks for two-story homes. Staff outlined the proposed
recommendation briefly, informing the resident that staff is
recommending increasing the combined side setback requirement for
large/ wide lots.

The resident stated that he was d1sappou1ted by this news, as he does
not believe the reqmrements need to be more stringent. He stated the
following: ‘ e

¢ He is purchasing a 1arge lot in the City and was planning to build a
larger home there, but-increased side setback requirements would
seriously limit his desired floor plan;

« Although there are some larger lots in the City, these are
appropriate for 1arger homes, and additional setbacks beyond what
we currently require areh’t necessary;

» Requiring additional setbacks may depress property values,
prevent homes in Sunnyvale from selling as rapidly, and prevent
homes in Sunnyvale from being upgraded or improved.

e If homeowners are not able to build what they want because of
overly-stringent requirements, homeowners may move elsewhere
and turn their Sunnyvale propertles into rentals, which over time
could also cause a decline in Sunnyvale property values.

Comment 2
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Public Comments Received
City of Sunnyvale Council Study Issue
Single-Family Home Development Standards

From: Mariya Hodge, Assistant Planner
Date: May 27, 2008

Staff exchanged several messages with Paul Johnston, owner of The
Shed Shop on El Camino Real. Mr. Johnston stated that he attended the
outreach meeting in December and was interested in learning more
about staff’s recommendation. Staff outlined the proposed
recommendation briefly. Mr. Johnston stated the following in response:

e Code changes should be made that will allow homeowners to
install a shed that meets the required setbacks without obtaining a
permit;

¢ The current staff practice tying rear setback to height (3 feet of rear
setback required for each 1 foot in height above 6 feet 6 inches) to
be too restrictive;

»  While few cities if any allow a zero rear setback for sheds, most
permit small rear setbacks such as 3 or 5 feet. - A few have
requirements that tie rear setback to height, but typically use a 1

_ to 1 ratio as opposed to Sunnyvale’s 3 to 1 policy;

— e Sunnyvale should adopt a “middle ground” policy where sheds of
medium height (7 to 10 feet) may be permitted with small rear
setbacks;

¢ Santa Clara and Cupertino have reasonable code requirements
related to accessory structures, and similar codes would be
welcome in Sunnyvale.

Comment 3
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From: Tonyamaguchi

To: <MHodge@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us>

Date: 5/28/2008 10:21 PM :

Subject: Re: Council Study Issue: Single-Family Development Standards

Dear Mifaye,

Thank you for informing me about the City of Sunnyvale’s review of current home standards. I
feel the current home standards are a good balance between property owner’s righs and limiting the
“monster” home. I might be wrong, but I thought the current building standards were put in place in
response to past concerns about “monster” homes and I do not think further restrictions are necessary. I
am concerned that if more restrictive building standards are put in place, that Sunnyvale residual
property will be less desirable because people will hot be able to update or build new homes that they
desire. This will in turn lead to property values declining in Sunnyvale neighborhoods.

For those concerned about new construction fitting into the style or character of the
neighborhoods, restricting the size of the home will not necessarily address those issues. I caution the
City of Surmyvale is trying to dictate what is proper home style. As more limitations are put in place,
pretty soon the residual home will have no style or character at all.

Sincerely,

Ron Yamaguchi




(6/16/2008) Marlya Hodge - Re: Single family development standards

From: Tappan Merrick

To: Mariya Hadge <MHodge@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us>
ccC:
. Date: 6/14/2008 12:07 PM

Subject: Re: Single family development standards

Dear Mariya, : o

| have just returned from a three week vacation to find your June 3 e-mail to me. While | don't have
specific alternate suggestions, | do have a couple of general Issues which might still be Incorporated into
the single family development standards being proposed.

First, many of us have moved from different parts of the country where living space Is slgnificantly greater
than here in Sunnyvale. In the Midwest, South and East, basements and attics are typically not included in
square feet of living space, although, In reality they are belng used. The house | grew up In, an old
Victortan built in 1890, had two living floors, with about 3,000 square feet, plus a basement, plus an attic.
Total square feet was about 6,000. Qut here, when you get a 1,500 squars foot house, you get a 1,500
sqaure foot house. Thus, peaple that move out here have a greater expectation-for storage space than

we, now native Californians, do.- This might explain some-of the demand for garages as storage space,
while' we keep $50,000 to $100,000 worth of cars out on our driveways and parked on the strest.

What | am suggesting is that the City develop storage staridards for single family homes that are mare
realistic than any that currently exist. First, single story {or any story Homes, for that matter) homes should
‘provide sigificant storage space between the roof and the top living floor so that residents can store
holiday ornaments, old boaks, childrens' things, etc. without having to resort to storing in their garages.
These attic spaces should approach 6 feet high at thler peak, with pull down stairs, and a light. The attic
should be required to have at least one solar fan, if not two (at about $400 per fan). They should be buiit
with signifcantly sturdy materials to withstand the weight of stored materials. plus the weight of one grown
adult. Houses shauid also be built with a storage space located in the back yard to accommodate lawn
mowers and tools. _ e

Second, based upon my own personal experiences with my house, all electrical should be grounded. The
electrical panel should be large enough to not only meet the current needs of the house, but a 50%
increased need over the years as technologies change. A house wide surge protector should also be
added to the panel, to protect against loss of valuabe computer equipment. Electrical outlets should be on
the outside of each house, on each side, to better accommodate elecirical lawn mowers and gardening
equipment.

Thanks far listening.

Tap Merrick
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF JULY 14, 2008

2007-0764: Consideration of Changes to Single-Family Home Development
Standards and Accessory Utility Building Standards (Study Issue) MH

Mariya Hodge, Assistant Planner, presented the staff report. She said staff's
recommendations are provided in Aftachments | and N. She provided two
corrections referring to Attachment N, page 3, item |, and said the item should
include the phrase at the end of sentence "except detached habitable spaces.”
She also referred to Attachment N, page 10, the second row in the tableg, the
second column and said the text should be removed and replaced with the text,
“No change to current text”.

Comm. Hungerford referred to page 15 of the report and asked staff for
clarification on the Alternatives section. He referred to Alternative 1.a and
confirmed that the threshold of gross floor area that would trigger a public
hearing would be 3,600 square feet versus the current trigger of 4,500 square
feet. Ms. Hodge said the other current trigger is over 45% FAR and staff is not
recommending any change to the 45%. Comm. Hungerford said the report also
refers {0 a rule that if a single—family home addition proposal is 20% or more that
the expansion triggers a staff level review. Ms. Hodge confirmed that under the
current rules, any addition under 20% would not require review which has
resulted in some problems, i.e. windows, doors, entryways, rooflines, Ms. Hodge
said staff is recommending modification to the rules, referring to Attachment F,
which includes exterior modifications that would require a staff level Design
Review. She said it is possible to keep both the 20% expansion and also require
Design Review for significant exterior modifications. Comm. Hungerford
discussed the noticing of projecis and Ms. Hodge said staff is recommending an
increase in noticing to 100 fest from the current requirement of noticing just the
adjacent neighbors. Comm. Hungerford discussed with staif what the definition
of an accessory building would be, with staff referring to Attachment N, page 1,
item a.3. Comm. Hungerford asked about the proposed budget modification for
an annual modification of about $24,000 with Trudi Ryan, Planning Officer,
explaining that the monies would be used for the administration of the new code
provisions.

Comm. Klein referred to Attachment i, page 1, regarding setbacks and
discussed the proposed changes with staff. He said he is having some issues
with old and new code and some of the proposed modifications. Ms. Ryan said,
to summarize, staff is recommending modifications to side yard setbacks, no
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from the grade, with staff indicating that this would be inconsistent with the
current building code. Comm. McKenna commented that she thinks there is often
dynamic tension between existing homes and what someone wants their
remodel to be and there are positives in keeping with the character of a
neighborhood and also value in diversity. She commented that she thinks staff

did a great job putting the thoughts together for this report.

Vice Chair Chang referred to Attachment H, page 2, item B and discussed with
staff how the calculations are made for the second-floor equivalent for high
ceilings. Staff commented that high ceilings are desirable to residents, but can
increase bulk. The recommendation would result in double counting these areas
which may discourage vaulted ceilings. Ms. Hodge said this would be a zoning
standard and not a design technique. Vice Chair Chang and staff further
discussed this issue. '

Comm. Sulser discussed with staff that the recommendations and design

_standard's would result in additional Design Reviews each year. Ms. Ryan said

there would be additional public hearings and staff level Design Reviews. Ms.

- - Hodge further clarified that staff feels there would be about 10 additional public
== hearings and 10 to 20 additional staff level reviews per year.

" Comm. Hungerford referred to Attachment I, page 1, row three, regarding two-

story elements with staff confirming that column two would be added to the
current standards. Comm. Hungerford requested that a clarification be included
that the existing setbacks would be retained in addition to this new standard.
Staff noted that this would be a design technique, not a zoning standard, and
continued to explain how the current standard and proposed standard work.

Comm. Klein asked staff about further setbacks for hames with third stories. Ms.

Ryan said that currently third stories are not aillowed in the zoning districts being

discussed and are only allowed with a Special Development Permit. Comm.

Klein and staff discussed third stories and staff commented that if a design

technique were developed for third stories then the message to the pubiic would .
be that third stories are okay.

Chair Rowe opened the public hearing.

Deborah Marks, a resident of Sunnyvale, said she and others in the City have
been concermned  about large homes and large sheds being built in the
neighborhoods. She said she is giad this became a Study Issue and said she
had attended an Outreach Meeting for this issue. Ms. Marks said that at the
Outreach Meeting there had been discussion of possibly limiting the size of
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modifications to front or rear yard setbacks, modifications fo how floor area is
calculated, lowering the threshold for Planning Commission review, and
modifying the standards and process for Design Review. Comm. Klein said that
one of the things this proposal does is equate the R-0, R-1 and R-2 zoning
districts which are currently different from the side yard setback standpoint. Ms.
Hodge said the three mentioned zoning districts are considered to be the single-
family zoning districts. She said staff is not proposing to make the setbacks the
same or take away the differentiation between the three zones. She further
discussed the three zones and the items that are similar and those that are not. _
Ms. Ryan said the proposed changes to side setbacks will primarily affect the
very wide and the very narrow lots. Comm. Klein clarified with staff that the lots
that range from 55 feet wide to 80 feet wide should remain the same. Comm.
-Klein further discussed the lot widths with staff and the percentage of narrower or
wider lots in the City. Comm. Klein asked how the second story of a home would
play into these numbers. Ms. Ryan said that staff's suggestion would be a
proportional reduction for the second story as well, so if two feet are reduced on
the first story that there would also be a two foot reduction on- the second story,
and discussed additional examples with Comm. Klein. Comm. Klein referred to
Attachment N, page 7, and discussed height reqmrements for .accessory
structures. Comm. Klein asked if shed vendors provide and build sheds within
the local regulations with staff commenting that there may be a representative
that can address this question during the public hearing tonight.” " _

Comm. McKenna discussed with staff whether the 80% of the second story rule
has a positive impact on FAR. Ms. Hodge said the 80% could result in a
reduction of FAR in some cases. Comm. McKenna discussed with staff whether
basements are included in FAR calculations. Staff said thaf.the,basements are
not included in FAR unless a certain amount of the basement protrudes above
the grade and that This calclilation method is one way to discourage bigger
buildings above ground. Comm. McKenna asked if staff had reviewed the
shapes of roofs and how the shape might affect solar installations. Ms. Hodge
said that staff have not looked at roof pitch specific to solar installations as part
of this study, but added that staff feels that the flattening of roofs makes a design
look bulkier. Ms. Ryan said staff recently compieted a Solar Study lssue
regarding how to encourage the use of solar, and an ordinance to implement
those provisions. Comm. McKenna asked if requiring landscaping plans and their
implementation within a certain amount of time could be considered with home
additions. Ms. Ryan said that the Commission may want to revisit this issue, but
that the current code provisions are that the front yard needs to be neat and
clean and is not required to be landscaped. Comm. McKenna discussed
measuring building heights for accessory structures from the curb rather than
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houses to about 3,500 or 3,600 square feet and é-s“ked if {his could be
considered. Ms. Marks also requested that the recommended 100 feet for
noticing be changed to the whole block being notified.

Paul Johnston, President of the Shed Shop, said that one of the first things they
discuss with clients are the local regulations for the City they are building the
shed in. He said he is attending this public hearing to recommend several small
changes to the code. He said there are a couple of items in the proposed code
that most homeowners in Sunnyvale view as overly restrictive. Mr. Johnston
referred to Aftachment N, page 5, regarding the height and rear setback of
accessory structures. He said the current height limit is 15 feet and the proposed
height limit is being reduced to 10 feet. He referred to Attachment L which shows
the height limits in neighboring communities. He said he would like to request the
12 feet be considered as a maximum height. He also referred to Aitachment L
where the rear setbacks are addressed. He said he would recommend a 5 foot
rear setback instead of the 10 foot recommendation from staff. Comm. Klein
asked Mr. Johnston about what he provides to clients regarding local regulations.
Mr. Johnston said that he provides a full list of rules for each City. Comm. Klein
asked Mr. Johnston, as far as sales of sheds, what the normal height of a shed
is. Mr. Johnston said they sell Wood sheds and that the typical shed height is
eight to 11 feet tall. -

Eleanor Hanson, a resident, said that she thinks this report is a masterful piece
of work. She said she thinks this is one of the five most important Study Issues
that staff will work with in‘this decade. She said she thinks there should be more
public hearings on this issue. She said she would also like there to be extensive
outreach on this issue to the public. Ms. Hanson said there is a lot of interest in
this subject and the Outreach Meeting in December 2007 was very well
attended. She requested there be additional extensive outreach and that staff
and the Commission plan for ways to educate the public regarding changes.

Comm. Klein asked staff what the Commission would be ruling on tonight. Ms.
Ryan said the Commission should be making a recommendation that includes
direction, hopefully, for a new ordinance. She said, due to the complexity of the
issues, this public hearing and the City Council hearing of August 12, 2008 are
hearings for the concepts of the issue to be presented. She said, based on the
direction of these public hearings, there would probably be another set of public
hearings for the actual ordinance. She said it would be staff's intent to advertise
the public hearings, and have articles in the Quarterly Report and on the City's
website. Ms. Ryan commented about two points that came up from speakers.
Ms. Ryan said, regarding the height of sheds, that staff is not recommending a
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maximum of 10 feet, just a maximum of 10 feet without a Use Permit. She sald
that the Commissicn may feel that the maximum shed height without a Use
Permit may need to be different. Ms. Ryan clarified, regarding sizes of homes in
the neighborhood, that staff includes the square footage of the garage in the

calculation of the square footage of a home and not just the living area.

Comm. Hungerford clarified with staff that an accessory building over 10 feet
tall would require a Use Permit. Comm. Hungerford asked about Mr. Johnston's
request to reduce the rear setback from 10 to five feet and asked if a Variance
would be required to place a structure closer than 10 feet to the rear of the site.
Staff referred to Attachment N, page 5 and said there are some instances where
the rear setback is discretionary through a staff l[evel permit. In other instances,
it varies based on the height of the structure.

Arthur Schwartz a resident, commented that he thinks the rear setback from
- property lines for sheds, in some instances, should go to zero feet if the shed
does not. intrude on the neighbors. He said many residents have small
backyards. Mr. Schwartz also commented about solar systems, and that the way
the roof pitches and which way the collectors face. He said he feels that homes
- should be prepared to receive southfacing collectors. He said he thinks this is a
fine document.. .

Chair—ﬁow.e closed the public hearing.

Chair Rowe commented that there was a request from the public that site plans
be posted on the website. Ms. Hodge said that currently if a plan goes to a public
hearing then the plans are posted on the website. Ms. Hodge said she thinks the
request was for site plans where the public is notified of the plans, but there is
“not a public hearing, i.e. two-story homes. Ms.. Hodge said that currently
members of the public would need to come to City Hall to see these two-story
plans that do not go to public hearing. Chair Rowe sald she would like some
consideration o be given about the feasibility of posting these plans that do not
go to a public hearing. Chair Rowe referred to Attachment M, page 5, regarding
requiring screening and asked if staff considered other types of screening such
as landscaping. Ms. Hodge said that landscaping could be used and staff's
concern is that if a code requirement is put in requiring screening that applicant's
may use that as a justification for taller fences.

Comm. Hungerford moved to direct staff to prepare an ordinance to modify
the Single-Family Zoning Standards and Single-Family Design Techniques,
which includes the guidelines for accessory utility buildings in accordance
with the staff recommendations with several modifications. Comm. Klein
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seconded the motion. Comm. Hungerford said one modification would be
to expand the types of modifications requiring a Design Review, but also to
keep the 20% threshold. Comm. Hungerford said he agreed with public
speaker who requested that the notification radius for Design Reviews be
expanded. After discussion and recommendation from Comm. Klein the
modification would be to expand the notification radius for Design Reviews
requiring public notices to 200 feet. The fwo modifications were acceptab[e
to the maker and seconder of the motion.

Comm. Sulser proposed a Friendly Amendment requesting a maximum FAR for
the R-0 zoning district be set at 60% which he felt would help-with the decision
making process for Design Reviews. The Commission and staff discussed this
request which was initially accepted by the maker and the seconder of the
motion. Comm. McKenna said she feels that the 60% would then become the
celling and would result in applicants aiming for the 60% FAR:rather.than the
45% trigger for a public hearing. After further consideration the- maker of the
motion said he would not accept the Friendly Amendment.

Chair Rowe asked staff about the changes to the FAR in relation to-the size of
lot. Staff said the changes to small and large lots are only in the combined-side -
setbacks which would still result in a 45% hearing threshold regardless of the
zoning district or size of lot. - :

Comm. McKenna proposed a Friendly Amendment, that the Design
Reviews do not discourage solar. Ms. Ryan suggested that language could
be added to the design techniques that solar installations are encouraged
and Design Reviews should not discourage solar installations. The
Friendly Amendment was acceptable to the maker and seconder of motion.

Comm. Klein referred to Attachment |, page 1, item 3 regarding the current
and proposed standards for “Two-story elements”. He said he wanted to
make sure that the “Current Standard” language for this item carries over
to the “Proposed Standard” and is included with the “Adopt a Design
Technique” language. Comm. Klein discussed with staff first and second floor
setbacks. He proposed a Friendly Amendment, referring to Attachment |
page 1, item 4 that the language be clarified that the proportional changes
to the combined side setbacks for small and large lots apply to the second
story side setbacks as well as the first; and, referring to Attachment |, that
and item be added to clarify that the staff’s recommendation does not
propose changes to the front and rear setback requirements. The Friendly
Amendments were acceptable to the maker of the motion.
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Chair Rowe referred to Attachment N, page 3 regarding detached habitable
spaces and asked staff if someone would be able to construct a habitable space
that is between 7 and 8 feet in height. Staff said the minimum interior height for
habitable space is 7 feet and the overall height is measured from the adjacent
grade. Chair Rowe referred to Aftachment N, page 2, item g, regarding the
general requirements for accessory structures. Chair Rowe: proposed a Friendly
Amendment that would change the measuring of the fioor area from the outside
dimensions of the structure measuring from the walls, measuring from the full
width with the eaves being considered. Staff commented that the method of
measuring size in the building code and the zoning codé would then be different,
which could cause problems for structures near the 120 sqi&re foot trigger for
building permits. Ms. Ryan said the amendment could be made though it might
be confusing.- After further discussion no amendment was- requested

Comm. Hungerford commenied that he thought Comm McKennas previous
suggestion to require a landscaping plan was a good idea.-Comm. McKenna
said that she thinks a landscaping plan should be incorporated into the building
plans and that the landscaping plan would need to be completed within a
reasonable amount of time. .Ms. Ryan said since -there is currently no
landscaping requirement at all, she thinks that a landséaping plan wolld require -
another study and said if the majority of the Commissioners-agree that it may be
revisited as a Study Issue or be further discussed at a future-date.

Chair Rowe summarized the highlights of the motlon and the modn‘"cat:ons

Comm. Hungerford commented that this was a well Wr[tten report an important
issue, and a significant document, and with the modifications this is a
recommendation that the Commission can make to the City Council.

Comm. Klein said he would be supporting the motion. He said he applauds staff
for listing all of the potential tools and then going through the appropriate steps
on how each could be implemented. He said some of the issues seen by the
Planning Commission would be resolved with expanded noticing and educating
the community on changes in their neighborhoods. He said hopefully these
changes will simplify the Commission’s, staffs and the applicants’ lives by
resolving some of the issues that have previously come up.

Comm. Travis commended staff on the thoroughness of the report and said he
would be supporting the motion.
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Vice Chair Chang said he would be supporting motion and said he thinks this is
a very comprehensive report. He said the outreach to the community was very
important for receiving input towards this issue.

ACTION: Comm. Hungerford made a motion on 2007-0764 to recommend
that City Council direct staff to prepare an ordinance, modify the Single-
Family Home Design Techniques, modify application submittal
requirements and return with a budget modification for approximately $24,
040 (subject to change to address Planning Commission madifications) to
add appropriate funding to the Land Use Planning Program 242 budget,
consistent with the staff’s recommendations in Attachment | and N with the
following modifications: on page 4 of Attachment | , item 1, to clarify that a
Design Review will still be required for any addition which results in an
increase of 20% of the existing floor area, as well as for projects resulting
in a significant modification to the exterior appearance of the home; on
page 3 of Attachment | under “Public Notification,” item 2, to increase the
recommended notification radius to 200 feet for new two-story homes and
second-story additions; on page 3 of Attachment I, add a new
recommended Design Technique stating that “Roof-mounted solar
installations are encouraged on single-family homes, and Design Review
should not discourage these installations”; on page 1 of Attachment |, item

3, to clarify that the recommended Design Techniques on second story | . o

width is in addition to the required setbacks in the City’s zoning standards;
on page 1 of Attachment I, item 4, to clarify that the proportional changes
to the combined side setbacks for small and large lots apply to the second
story side setbacks as well as the first story side setbacks; and on page 1
of Attachment |, to add an item to clarify that the staff’'s recommendation
does not propose changes to the front and rear setback requnrements
Comm. Klein seconded. Motion carried unanimously, 7-0.

APPEAL OPTIONS: This recommendation will be forwarded to City Council
for consideration at the August 12, 2008 City Council Meeting.
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Mariya Hodge - RE: Rescheduled dates for Single-Family Development Standards -

s
L

From: "Paul Johnston" - ]Zecew ed\ AR &Pén Se .—]—D
To: "Mariya HOdgE" . "h/LQ 'P\O_V\V] it ODVVI WSS S

Date: 7/16/2008 9:42 AM .
YIrmEe dCd—\ ™\
Subject: RE: Rescheduled dates for Single-Family Development Standards vecommen o

Hello Mariya,

Thanks for letting me know the result; | know you are trying to be helpful, but we are very disappointed and
discouraged. Our most popular shed model will continue to be very difficult, if not impossible for Sunnyvale
residents to own. The photo below of a 10x12 shed in a neighboring city is 9 ft. 7 inches tall. It meets the local
cades, including a permit for the electrical. The customer uses the shed for her pottery. However, if her home
were in Sunnyvale, she would not be able to have such a shed because of the 10 ft. rear set-back; her yard is
not deep enough. This seems a shame; it's unfair to us and unfair to Sunnyvale residents who wish to own such
a shed,

Paul
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