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TOWN OF LOS GATOS 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

SEPTEMBER 09, 2026 
110 EAST MAIN STREET 

TOWN COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
7:00 PM 

Kendra Burch, Chair 
Jeffrey Barnett, Vice Chair 
Susan Burnett, Commissioner 
Adam Mayer, Commissioner 
Joe Sordi, Commissioner 
Rob Stump, Commissioner 
Emily Thomas, Commissioner 

 

IMPORTANT NOTICE 
This is a hybrid/in-person meeting and will be held in-person at the Town Council Chambers at 
110 E. Main Street and virtually through the Zoom webinar application (log-in information 
provided below). Members of the public may provide public comments for agenda items in-
person or virtually through the Zoom webinar by following the instructions at the end of this 
agenda.  The live stream of the meeting may be viewed on television and/or online 
at www.LosGatosCA.gov/TownYouTube.  
 

To watch and participate via Zoom, please go to:  
 

https://losgatosca-gov.zoom.us/j/88436489094?pwd=EsA5rW7LuC5mDayk1uQf1SJm1orUDw.1  
Enter Passcode: 011614 

 

MEETING CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

VERBAL COMMUNICATIONS (Members of the public are welcome to address the Planning 
Commission on any matter that is not listed on the agenda and is within the subject matter 
jurisdiction of the Commission. The law generally prohibits the Commission from discussing or 
taking action on such items. Town resources may not be used to facilitate audio or visual 
presentations. To ensure all agenda items are heard, this portion of the agenda is limited to 30 
minutes. In the event additional speakers were not heard during the initial Verbal 
Communications portion of the agenda, an additional Verbal Communications will be opened 
prior to adjournment. Each speaker is limited to no more than three (3) minutes or such time as 
authorized by the Chair.) 
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CONSENT ITEMS (Consent Items are considered routine Town business and may be approved by 
one motion. Any member of the Commission may remove an item from the Consent Items for 
comment and action. Members of the public may provide input on any or multiple Consent 
Item(s) when the Chair asks for public comments on the Consent Items. If you wish to comment, 
please follow the Participation Instructions located at the end of this agenda. If an item is 
removed, the Chair has the sole discretion to determine when the item will be heard. Each 
speaker is limited to no more than three (3) minutes or such time as authorized by the Chair.) 

1. Approve the Draft Minutes of the August 26, 2026, Planning Commission Meeting 
2. Forward a Recommendation to the Town Council on an Ordinance Amending Chapter 29 

(Zoning Regulations) of the Town Code for Senate Bill 9 (SB 9) Regarding Urban Lot Splits 
and Two-Unit Housing Developments in Response to Changes in State Law. The 
Proposed Amendments to the Town Code Are Not Considered a Project Under Section 
15378 of the California Environmental Quality Act, and in Accordance with Government 
Code Section 66411.7 (n) and 66452.21 (g), Senate Bill 9 Ordinances are Not a Project 
Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act. Town Code Amendment Application 
A-26-004. Project Location: Town Wide. Applicant: Town of Los Gatos. 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS (Presentations during the Public Hearings portion of the agenda by 
appellants and applicants, including any expert or consultant assisting with the presentation, 
shall be limited to a total of no more than five (5) minutes for all speakers. Appellants and 
applicants shall be provided no more than three (3) minutes to rebut at the end of the public 
hearing. Visual presentations that require the use of staff resources shall be limited to 
appellants and applicants. Members of the public testifying at public hearings shall be limited to 
no more than three (3) minutes, or such time as authorized by the Chair.) 

3. Consider an Appeal of a Community Development Director Decision to Approve a 
Request to Construct a Second-Story Addition to an Existing Single-Family Residence on 
Property Zoned R-1:8. Located at 16717 Chirco Drive. APN 424-20-014. Minor 
Residential Development Application MR-24-018. Categorically Exempt pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing Facilities. Property Owner: 
Deepak Gupta. Applicant: My Troung. Appellant: Zahra Hajihashemi. Project Planner: 
Maria Chavarin. 
 

REPORT FROM THE DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS / COMMISSION MATTERS 

ADJOURNMENT  (Planning Commission policy is to adjourn no later than 11:30 p.m. unless a 
majority of the Planning Commission votes for an extension of time.) 
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ADA NOTICE - In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you require special 
assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the Clerk’s Office at (408) 354-6834. 
Please notify the Clerk’s Office at least two (2) business days prior to the meeting so that 
reasonable arrangements can be made to ensure accessibility in compliance with 28 CFR 
§35.102-35.104  and related provisions. 

NOTICE REGARDING SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS - Materials related to an item on this agenda 
submitted to the Commission after initial distribution of the agenda packets are available for 
public inspection in the Clerk’s Office at Town Hall, 110 E. Main Street, Los Gatos and on the 
Town’s website at www.losgatosca.gov. Planning Commission agendas and related materials 
can be viewed online at https://losgatos-ca.municodemeetings.com/.  
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HOW TO PARTICIPATE 
The public is welcome to provide oral comments in real-time during the meeting in three ways: 

 Zoom webinar (Online): Join from a PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone or Android device: Please 
click this URL to join: https://losgatosca-
gov.zoom.us/j/88436489094?pwd=EsA5rW7LuC5mDayk1uQf1SJm1orUDw.1.   
Passcode: 011614. You can also type in 884 3648 9094 in the “Join a Meeting” page on 
the Zoom website at https://zoom.us/join and use passcode 011614. 

o When the Chair announces the item for which you wish to speak, click the “raise 
hand” feature in Zoom. If you are participating by phone on the Zoom app, press 
*9 on your telephone keypad to raise your hand.  

 Telephone: Please dial 855-758-1310 US Toll-free or 408-961-3927 US. (Webinar ID: 884 
3648 9094). If you are participating by calling in, press #2 on your telephone keypad to 
raise your hand. 

 In-Person: Please complete a “speaker’s card” located on the back of the Chamber 
benches and return it to the Vice Chair before the meeting or when the Chair announces 
the item for which you wish to speak. 
 

NOTES: (1) Comments will be limited to three (3) minutes or less at the Chair’s discretion. 
(2) If you are unable to participate in real-time, you may email planning@losgatosca.gov with 
the subject line “Public Comment Item #__” (insert the item number relevant to your 
comment). 
(3) Deadlines to submit written public comments are: 

 3:00 p.m. the Friday before the Planning Commission meeting for inclusion in the agenda 

packet. 

 3:00 p.m. the Tuesday before the Planning Commission meeting for inclusion in an 

addendum. 

 11:00 a.m. on the day of the Planning Commission meeting for inclusion in a desk item. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Planning Commission meetings are broadcast Live on KCAT, Channel 15 (on Comcast) on the 2nd and 4th Wednesdays at 7:00 p.m. 
Live and Archived Planning Commission meetings can be viewed by going to: 

www.LosGatosCA.gov/TownYouTube  
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110 E. Main Street Los Gatos, CA 95030 ● 408-354-6832 
www.losgatosca.gov 

 

TOWN OF LOS GATOS                                          

PLANNING COMMISSION 
REPORT 

MEETING DATE: 09/09/2026 

ITEM NO: 1 

 
   

DRAFT 
MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING  

AUGUST 26, 2026 
 
The Planning Commission of the Town of Los Gatos conducted a regular meeting in person and 
via teleconference.  
 
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:00 PM 
 
ROLL CALL  
Present: Chair Kendra Burch, Commissioner Susan Burnett, Commissioner Adam Mayer, 
Commissioner Joseph Sordi, and Commissioner Rob Stump. 
Absent: Vice Chair Jeffrey Barnett, and Commissioner Emily Thomas. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Commissioner Stump led the Pledge of Allegiance. The audience was invited to participate. 
 
VERBAL COMMUNICATIONS 
The following individuals spoke during Verbal Communications. 

1. Member of the Public 
2. Linda Swenberg 
 

CONSENT ITEMS (TO BE ACTED UPON BY A SINGLE MOTION)  
 

1. Approval of Minutes – May 21, 2026 Planning Commission Special Meeting  
2. Approval of Minutes – June 11, 2026 Planning Commission Special Meeting  
3. Approval of Minutes – June 24, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting  
4. Approval of Minutes – August 12, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting 
5. Forward a Recommendation to the Town Council on an ordinance Amending Chapter 29 

(Zoning Regulations) of the Town Code for Senate Bill 9 (SB 9) regarding urban lot splits 
and two-unit housing developments in response to changes in State law. The proposed 
amendments to the Town Code are not considered a project under Section 15378 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, and in accordance with Government Code Section 
66411.7(n) and 66452.21(g), Senate Bill 9 ordinances are not a project subject to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. Town Code Amendment Application A-26-004. 
Project Location: Town Wide. Applicant: Town of Los Gatos.  

 
The following individual spoke on this item: 

1. Brown 

Page 5



PAGE 2 OF 6 
MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF AUGUST 26, 2026 
 
 
MOTION: Motion by Commissioner Stump to approve adoption of the Consent 

Calendar. Seconded by Commissioner Sordi. 
 
VOTE: Motion passed unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

6. 193 Howes Drive 
Architecture and Site Application S-26-007  
APN 527-43-021 
Applicant: Laura Cuda  
Property Owner: Neeraj Goel  
Project Planner: Suray Nathan 
 
Consider a request for approval to construct a new second story addition to an existing 
single-family residence on nonconforming property zoned R-1:8. Categorically exempt 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing Facilities.  

 
Suray Nathan, Assistant Planner, presented the staff report. 
 
Planning Commission asked questions. 
 
Chair Burch Opened Public Comment.  
 
The following individuals spoke on this item: 

1. Tulika Garg (Applicant) 
2. James Woodard 
3. Tulika Garg (Applicant) 

 
Chair Burch closed Public Comment. 
 
(00:27:19) 
MOTION: Motion by Commissioner Sordi to approve an Architecture and Site 

Application for 193 Howes Drive. Seconded by Commissioner Mayer. 
 
Planning Commission discussed the item.  
 
Commissioner Burnett requested the motion be amended to encourage wooden garage 
doors.  
 
The Maker of the Motion accepted the amendment to the motion. 
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MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF AUGUST 26, 2026 
 
The Seconder of the Motion accepted the amendment to the motion  
 
Commissioner Mayer requested the motion be amended to encourage windows in garage 
doors. 
 
The Maker of the Motion accepted the amendment to the motion. 
 
The Maker of the Motion withdrew acceptance of the amendment to encourage wooden 
garage doors. 
 
The Seconder of the Motion accepted the withdrawal of acceptance of the amendment to 
encourage wooden garage doors.  
 
The Seconder of the Motion requested the motion be amended to work with staff to 
implement a design to prevent the light bleed from the garage door.  
 
The Maker of the Motion accepted the amendment to the motion. 
 
Planning Commission discussed the item.  
 
VOTE: Motion passed 3-2 with Commissioners Stump and Burnett dissenting. 
 

7. 695 Bicknell Road  
Minor Residential Application MR-26-001 
APN 407-03-006 
Applicant: James Heck 
Appellant: Dale Drumm 
Property Owners: Ronald C. Eddington Jr. and Marjorie Eddington  
Project Planner: Sean Mullin 
 
Consider an Appeal of the Community Development Director Decision to approve a 
request to construct a second story addition exceeding 100 square feet to an existing 
single-family residence on property zoned R-1:20:PD. Categorically exempt pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15301: Existing 
Facilities.  

 
Sean Mullin, Planning Manager, presented the staff report. 
 
Planning Commission asked questions. 
 
Chair Burch Opened Public Comment.  
The following individuals spoke on this item: 

1. Dale Drumm (Appellant) 
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MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF AUGUST 26, 2026 
 

2. James Heck (Applicant) 
3. Marjorie Eddington (Applicant)  
4. Dale Drumm (Appellant) 
5. Monique Drumm (Appellant) 

 
Chair Burch closed Public Comment. 
 
(01:02:50) 
MOTION: Motion by Commissioner Mayer to deny an Appeal of the Community 

Development Director’s decision to approve a request to construct a 
second story addition exceeding 100 square feet to an existing single-
family residence on property zoned R-1:20:PD. Seconded by 
Commissioner Burnett. 

 
Planning Commission discussed the item. 
 
VOTE: Motion passed unanimously. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS  
 

8. Discuss the Town Council’s direction on the workplan for the Historic Preservation 
Committee and the evaluation process used to determine the significance of pre-1941 
residences. The Planning Commission’s discussion in not considered a project under the 
adopted guidelines for the implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

 
Sean Mullin, Planning Manager, presented the staff report. 
 
Planning Commission asked questions. 
 
Chair Burch Opened Public Comment.  
 
The following individuals spoke on this item: 

1. David Zicovich 
2. Bess Wiersema 
3. Lee Fagot 

 
Chair Burch Closed Public Comment.  
 
Planning Commission asked questions.  
 
Planning Commission discussed the item.  
 
Chair Burch Re-Opened Public Comment.  
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MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF AUGUST 26, 2026 
 
 
The following individual spoke on this item: 

1. Lee Quintana 
 
Chair Burch Closed Public Comment. 
 
Planning Commission asked questions.  
 
Planning Commission discussed the item.  
 
REPORT FROM THE DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
 
Joel Paulson, Director of Community Development  

• The Town Council held a special meeting on August 11, 2026, and continued the 178 
Twin Oaks Drive project to a date uncertain.  

• The Town Council held a special meeting on August 18, 2026, and approved the 17489 
Oka Road project.  

• The West Valley Muslim Association appeal to the Town Council of its project at 16769 
Farley Road was continued to a date uncertain.  

 
SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS/COMMISSION MATTERS 

Historic Preservation Committee  
Commissioner Burnett 
- HPC met August 26, 2026: 

• Two items were not heard due to lack of a quorum.  
• A third item regarded removing an historic property from the Historic Inventory was 

heard. The HPC unanimously voted to remove the property from the Historic Inventory 
as it did not meet the five criteria.  

• A fourth item heard was a review for exterior modifications. 

Commission Matters 
Commissioner Stump 
- Asked the Director of Community Development if there was a possibility of the West Valley 

Muslim Association project at 16769 Farley being remanded back to the Planning 
Commission, and was told that is one of the options on the table.  
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MINUTES OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF AUGUST 26, 2026 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
The meeting adjourned at 9:29 p.m. 
 
This is to certify that the foregoing is a true 
and correct copy of the minutes of the 
August 26, 2026 meeting as approved by the 
Planning Commission. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
/s/ Vicki Blandin 
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PREPARED BY: Ryan Safty 
 Associate Planner 
  
Reviewed by: Planning Manager and Community Development Director  
 

  
110 E. Main Street Los Gatos, CA 95030 ● 408-354-6874 

www.losgatosca.gov 
 

TOWN OF LOS GATOS                                          
PLANNING COMMISSION  
REPORT  

MEETING DATE: 09/09/2026 

ITEM NO: 2 

 
   
 

DATE:   September 4, 2026 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Joel Paulson, Community Development Director 

SUBJECT: Forward a Recommendation to the Town Council on an Ordinance Amending 
Chapter 29 (Zoning Regulations) of the Town Code for Senate Bill 9 (SB 9) 
Regarding Urban Lot Splits and Two-Unit Housing Developments in Response 
to Changes in State Law. The Proposed Amendments to the Town Code Are 
Not Considered a Project Under Section 15378 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, and in Accordance with Government Code Section 
66411.7 (n) and 66452.21 (g), Senate Bill 9 Ordinances are Not a Project 
Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act. Town Code Amendment 
Application A-26-004. Project Location: Town Wide. Applicant: Town of Los 
Gatos. 
 

REMARKS:   
 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission continue this item to a date certain of October 14, 
2026, to allow staff additional time to prepare materials.  
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PREPARED BY: Maria Chavarin  
 Assistant Planner 
  
   

Reviewed by: Planning Manager and Community Development Director   
   
 

110 E. Main Street Los Gatos, CA 95030 ● (408) 354-6872 
www.losgatosca.gov 

TOWN OF LOS GATOS 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
REPORT 

MEETING DATE: 09/09/2026 

ITEM NO: 3 

 

DATE:   September 4, 2026 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Joel Paulson, Community Development Director 

SUBJECT: Consider an Appeal of a Community Development Director Decision to 
Approve a Request to Construct a Second-Story Addition to an Existing Single-
Family Residence on Property Zoned R-1:8. Located at 16717 Chirco Drive. 
APN 424-20-014. Minor Residential Development Application MR-24-018. 
Categorically Exempt pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, 
Section 15301: Existing Facilities. Property Owner: Deepak Gupta. Applicant: 
My Troung. Appellant: Zahra Hajihashemi. Project Planner: Maria Chavarin. 
 

RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Deny the appeal of a Community Development Director decision to approve a request to 
construct a second-story addition to an existing single-family residence on property zoned 
R-1:8, located at 16717 Chirco Drive. 
 
PROJECT DATA:   
 
General Plan Designation:   Low Density Residential 
Zoning Designation:  R-1:8, Single-Family Residential (8,000 square feet minimum) 
Applicable Plans & Standards:  General Plan, Residential Design Guidelines 
Parcel Size:   12,480 square feet  
Surrounding Area: 

 
 
 
 
 

 Existing Land Use General Plan Zoning 

North Residential Low Density Residential R-1:8 

South Residential Low Density Residential R-1:8 

East Residential Low Density Residential R-1:8 

East Residential Low Density Residential R-1:8 
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
DATE: September 4, 2026 
 

 

CEQA:   
 
The project is Categorically Exempt pursuant to the adopted Guidelines for the Implementation 
of the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing Facilities. 
  
FINDINGS:  
 
 The project is Categorically Exempt pursuant to the adopted Guidelines for the 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing 
Facilities. 

 The project meets the objective standards of Chapter 29 of the Town Code (Zoning 
Regulations). 

 The project is in compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines for single-family 
residences not located in the hillside area. 

 
ACTION: 
 
The decision of the Planning Commission is final unless appealed within ten days. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The subject property is located on the north side of Chirco Drive at the intersection of Corinne 
Drive (Exhibit 1). The property is 12,480 square feet and developed with an existing 3,312-
square foot, one-story residence and a 450-square foot detached garage. The immediate 
neighborhood contains one- and two-story residences.  
 
On December 9, 2024, the applicant submitted a Minor Residential Development application 
for the construction of a second-story addition to an existing single-family residence.  
 
On April 23, 2026, the project identification sign was installed and on June 10, 2026, the story 
poles were installed on the site. On June 17, 2026, the Town mailed the Notice of Pending 
Approval for the application to the surrounding property owners and occupants notifying them 
that it was the intent of the Town to approve the project on June 29, 2026, and providing them 
with appeal rights with a deadline of 4:00 p.m., Monday, July 9, 2026. On June 29, 2026, the 
Minor Residential application was approved.  
 
On July 1, 2026, the decision of the Community Development Director was appealed to the 
Planning Commission by Zahra Hajihashemi, who resides east of the subject property at 15603 
Benedict Lane (Exhibit 4). In their appeal, the appellant cites impacts related to privacy; 
shadow; height and mass; and reduced setbacks as reasons for their appeal.  
 
Pursuant to Section 29.20.480 (c) of the Town Code, any interested person, as defined in 
Section 29.10.020, will have ten (10) days from the date of approval to file a written notice of 
appeal to the Planning Commission with the Community Development Director. For residential 
projects, an interested person is defined as “a person or entity who owns property or resides 
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
DATE: September 4, 2026 
 

 

within 1,000 feet of a property for which a decision has been rendered and can demonstrate 
that their property will be injured by the decision.” The appellant meets the requirements.  
 
Pursuant to Town Code Section 29.20.265, the hearing for the appeal must be set for the first 
regular meeting of the Planning Commission more than five days after the date of filing the 
appeal. Due to legal noticing timelines, full agendas, and the public hearing recess in July, the 
appeal was originally scheduled for the first regular meeting available on August 12, 2026. 
Consideration of the appeal was then continued to the September 9, 2026, Planning 
Commission meeting to allow the property owner additional time to explore alternative design 
options for the proposed development. The Planning Commission may hear the matter and 
render a new decision on the matter. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
A. Location and Surrounding Neighborhood 

 
The subject property is located north side of Chirco Drive at the intersection of Corinne 
Drive (Exhibit 1). The immediate neighborhood contains one- and two-story residences. 

 
B. Project Summary 
 

The applicant is proposing to construct a new 307-square foot second-story addition and a 
679-square foot attached garage to an existing 3,312-square foot single-family residence 
(Exhibits 5 and 12). A total proposed square footage for the residence of 3,619 square feet 
and 679 square feet for the new garage. 

 
C. Zoning Compliance 

 
A single-family residence is permitted in the R-1:8 zone. The proposed residence is in 
compliance with the allowable floor area, building coverage, height, setbacks, and parking 
requirements.   
 

DISCUSSION: 
 
A. Minor Residential Development Analysis 

 
Town Code Section 29.20.480 (2)(a) requires approval of a Minor Residential Development 
application for new second-story additions to single-family dwellings. The applicant is 
proposing to construct a new 307-square foot second story addition and a 679-square foot 
attached garage to an existing 3,312-square foot single-family residence (Exhibits 5 and 12). 
The total proposed square footage for the residence is 3,619 square feet and 679 square 
feet for the new attached garage. 
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
DATE: September 4, 2026 
 

 

B. Building Design 
 
The Town’s Consulting Architect reviewed the project and provided recommendations 
regarding the building design (Exhibit 6). The Consulting Architect noted that the existing 
house is a very well-designed one-story Ranch style home with a floor plan and roof forms 
typical of the style. The Consulting Architect opined that the proposed garage and second-
floor bedroom addition are not consistent with several Residential Design Guidelines.   
 
The Consulting Architect provided five recommendations for further design refinement of 
the proposal: 

 
1. Eliminate the awkward angled garage volume on the front façade. 
2. Eliminate the awkward angled rear façade gable end. 
3. Redesign the addition building form to be more reflective of the existing house and the 

proposed architectural style. 
4. Eliminate the circular driveway and replace a significant amount of the hardscape 

driveway paving with landscaping.  
5. Select garage doors with solid panels and limited transparent glazing. 

 
The applicant revised the plans to address the Consulting Architect’s recommendations 
identified in the report (Exhibit 7). The plan changes are as follows:  

 
1. The angled garage volume remains, however, after consulting with planning staff the 

garage door was replaced with a window to propose a one-car garage on the front 
elevation.  

2. The angled rear façade was removed and redesigned with a square configuration. 
3. The addition building form remains. After consulting with Planning staff, the addition 

was redesigned to include an extended eave that helps reduce the massing between the 
first and second floors. The applicant also revised the gable details to align with the 

existing gable features of the residence 
4. The circular driveway was removed and replaced with a traditional driveway. 
5. The garage doors were revised with solid panels. 
 

C. Neighborhood Compatibility 
 
The immediate neighborhood is made up of one- and two-story single-family residences. 
Based on Town and County records, the residences in the immediate area range in size from 
1,050 square feet to 3,928 square feet. The floor area ratios range from 0.09 to 0.30. The 
proposed residence would be 3,619 square feet with a floor area ratio of 0.29. Pursuant to 
Town Code, the maximum allowable square footage for the 12,480-square foot lot is 3,619 
square feet. The following table reflects the current conditions of the immediate 
neighborhood:  
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
DATE: September 4, 2026 
 

 

 
 
The proposed residence would be the second largest in terms of floor area and FAR in the 
immediate neighborhood. The proposed residence would not be the tallest in the 
immediate neighborhood with the tallest home located at 16736 Chirco Drive.  

 
D. Appeal to Planning Commission 

 
On July 1, 2026, the decision of the Planning Director was appealed to the Planning 
Commission by a neighbor, Zahra Hajihashemi (Exhibit 4). The appellant included a letter 
with their appeal detailing concerns about privacy; shadow; height and mass; and reduced 
setbacks. 
 
On June 29, 2026, the applicant submitted a letter responding to the appellant’s concerns 
(Exhibit 8). 
 
On September 4, 2026, the appellant submitted an additional letter detailing concerns 
related to privacy; height and shadowing; and character and mass; and the applicant’s 
outreach efforts regarding the project (Exhibit 9). This letter also includes several 
suggestions for project revisions. 
 
The appellant’s reasons for their appeal, as provided in Exhibit 4, are presented below, 
followed by the staff’s analysis in italic font. The applicant’s response letter addressing each 
of the appellant’s concerns is attached as Exhibit 8. The appellant’s additional letter 
supporting their appeal is included as Exhibit 9. 
 
1. Privacy – New second-story windows overlooking my property. The project converts a 

single-story home into a two-story home, and that new second story is located on the 
east side of the house — the side directly facing my home, only eight feet from our 
shared property line. The east-facing second-story windows would look directly over the 
existing fence and into my rear yard and pool. In particular, my rear yard contains a 
swimming pool used by my family, and the elevated second-story windows would look 
directly down onto the pool and pool area — eliminating the privacy of an outdoor 
space my family uses and relies on. This is precisely the impact the Town’s design 
guidelines are meant to prevent. I request that the second-story windows facing my 
property and pool be removed, relocated, reduced in size, fitted with permanently 
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
DATE: September 4, 2026 
 

 

obscured (frosted) glazing, and/or raised to a minimum sill height of five feet, so they do 
not provide direct views into my home, yard, and pool. 

 
Staff’s Response: The Town Code does not offer privacy protection; however, the project 
was reviewed by the Town’s Consulting Architect for compliance with the adopted 
Residential Design Guidelines in terms of design within the immediate neighborhood, 
shadow impacts, including location of windows. Two second-story windows, each 
measuring three feet by four feet, are proposed along the right elevation facing the 
adjacent neighbors at 15603 and 15625 Benedict Lane. One of the two windows on the 
right elevation will need to meet the requirements for emergency egress pursuant to the 
Building Code. The property owner responded to the appellant and offered to 
compromise by using a window type that is frosted, etched, or permanently obscured 
glazing. No agreement was reached between the property owner and appellant. 

 
2. Shadowing, loss of sunlight, and an inadequate shadow study. The applicant submitted a 

shadow (solar) study on Sheets A.18–A.20, modeling December 21 and June 21 at 
several times of day. That study depicts only the building masses of the surrounding 
homes. It does not show my swimming pool, my mature trees, or my rear-yard 
landscaping, and therefore does not evaluate the project’s actual shadow impact on the 
features of my property that depend on sunlight. I do not believe it accurately 
represents the impact on my yard. Because my home lies to the east of the new second 
story — and the applicant has placed the new second-story mass on the east side of the 
house, closest to my property — the added height would cast afternoon shadows, and 
especially long, low-angle winter-afternoon shadows, eastward across my rear yard, 
pool, and trees (a conceptual illustration of this afternoon shadow is attached as Exhibit 
A). This matters for two specific reasons: (a) I rely on direct sunlight to warm my 
swimming pool, and shading the pool would reduce the water temperature and the 
months it is usable; and (b) sunlight is necessary to sustain my rear-yard landscaping and 
the mature trees in my back yard, which would decline if they are overshadowed by the 
new second story. I ask the Town to require an independent, verifiable plan-view 
shadow study, including the winter solstice, that specifically locates and evaluates the 
impact on my pool and my trees and landscaping, and to require that the second-story 
massing be revised to reduce shadowing on my property. 

 
Staff’s Response: The Town Code does not prohibit or limit additions due to casting 
shadows on an adjacent residence in the case where there are no existing solar panels 
being affected. The appellant’s residence does not currently include solar panels. The 
property owner responded to the appellant and provided an updated shadow study 
(Exhibit 10) that evaluates shadow impacts on the neighboring property throughout 
different times of the year.  

 
3. Height and mass. The existing house is a single story, approximately 21 feet, nine inches 

tall. The proposal raises the structure to a full second story at roughly 28 feet (Sheets 
A.00 and A.14). As shown on the applicant’s own Streetscape and Solar exhibits (Sheets 
A.05 and A.18–A.20), the homes immediately adjacent to the site are single-story and 
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
DATE: September 4, 2026 
 

 

substantially shorter — including my own home at 15603 Benedict Lane (single-story, 
approximately 15 feet) and the neighboring 15625 Benedict Lane (single-story, 
approximately 14 feet). The proposed structure would be among the tallest on the 
block, and its tallest new mass is placed directly along my property line. The added 
height and bulk would loom over my home and rear yard and feel out of scale with the 
immediate streetscape. I request that the second-story massing be reduced and stepped 
back from my property line. 

 
Staff’s Response: Staff reviewed the height and mass of the proposed residence against 
the immediate neighborhood. Staff found the property at 16763 Chirco Drive to be 
approximately 27 feet in height making this residence the tallest in the immediate 
neighborhood. The proposed addition would result in the second tallest at 26 feet, six 
and one-half inches. The applicant made modifications to the plans in efforts to comply 
with the recommendations of the Consulting Architect in terms of the design of the 
addition.  

 
4. Reduced side-yard setback and new attached garage. The plans reduce the side-yard 

setback from the existing 16 fee, six inches to eight feet, and add a new 679-square-foot 
attached garage along the east property line my home at 15603 Benedict Lane shares 
with the subject (Sheets A.00 and A.01). Even if eight feet meets the bare minimum, this 
change removes more than half of the existing separation between our structures, 
increasing the sense of enclosure and compounding the privacy and shadow impacts 
described above. I request that the existing greater setback be maintained, or that the 
garage be relocated or reduced in size and bulk. 
 
Staff’s Response: The property at 16717 Chirco Drive is zoned R-1:8 and the required side 
yard setback is eight feet. The proposed addition is located at the eight-foot side yard 
setback line, in compliance with the setback requirement.  

 
E. Parking 

 
Pursuant to Section 29.10.150 (c)(1) of the Town Code, a single-family residence requires 
two on-site parking spaces. The Town issued a Building Permit to demolish the existing 
detached two-car garage and construct a new detached accessory dwelling unit (ADU). 
Pursuant to Section 29.10.320 (f)(1)(h), when a garage is demolished in conjunction with the 
construction of an ADU, or converted to an ADU, any lost off-street parking spaces required 
for the primary dwelling shall not be required to be replaced. As part of the Minor 
Residential application, the applicant is proposing an attached one-car garage. 
 

F. Neighbor Outreach 
 
The applicant provided a summary of their efforts to communicate with their neighbors 
(Exhibit 10). In response, the applicant received letters of support for the project (Exhibit 
11). 
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
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G. CEQA Determination 
 

The project is Categorically Exempt pursuant to the adopted Guidelines for the 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing 
Facilities. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
 
Story poles and signage were installed on the site prior to the mailing of notices for the public 
hearing. Written notices of the Planning Commission public hearing were mailed to property 
owners and occupants within a radius of 300 feet of the subject property. At the time of 
publishing this report, no public comments have been received. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
A. Summary 
 

The Community Development Director’s decision to approve the request was appealed to 
the Planning Commission by a neighbor. The property owner and appellant met to discuss 
the identified concerns; however, the appellant remained unsatisfied and elected to 
proceed with the appeal. The proposed project complies with the Residential Design 
Guidelines and Town Code regulations. As proposed, the project would create a 3,619-
square-foot two-story residence including a 679-square foot attached garage.  
 

B. Recommendation 
 

For the reasons stated in this report, it is recommended that the Planning Commission deny 
the appeal of the Community Development Director's decision approving a request to 
construct a second-story addition to an existing single-family residence on property zoned 
R-1:8, located at 16717 Chirco Drive, by taking the following actions: 
 
1. Make the finding that the proposed project is Categorically Exempt, pursuant to the 

adopted Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, 
Section 15301: Existing Facilities (Exhibit 2); 

2. Make the finding that the project meets the objective standards of Chapter 29 of the 
Town Code (Zoning Regulations) (Exhibit 2); 

3. Make the finding that the project is in compliance with the Residential Design 
Guidelines for single-family homes not located in the hillside area (Exhibit 2);  

4. Approve Minor Residential Development application MR-24-018 with the conditions 
contained in Exhibit 3 and the development plans in Exhibit 12. 
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SUBJECT: 16717 Chirco Drive/MR-24-018 
DATE: September 4, 2026 
 

 

C. Alternatives 
 

Alternatively, the Commission can: 
 

1. Deny the appeal and approve the Minor Residential Development application with 
additional and/or modified conditions;  

1. Grant the appeal and deny the Minor Residential Development application; or 
2. Continue the matter to a date certain with specific direction. 

 
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
1. Location Map 
2. Required Findings  
3. Recommended Conditions of Approval  
4. Appeal of the Director of Community Development, received July 1, 2026 

5. Letter of Justification, received July 2, 2025 
6. Consulting Architect’s Report, dated January 23, 2025 
7. Applicant’s Response to the Consulting Architect’s Report, received April 29, 2026 
8. Applicant’s Response to Appeal, received June 29, 2026 
9. Appellant Letter, received September 4, 2026 
10. Applicant’s Neighborhood Outreach Efforts, received July 9, 2025 
11. Neighbor’s Letters of Support, received July 9, 2025 
12. Development Plans  
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Update Notes:
- Updated 12/20/17 to link to tlg-sql12 server data (sm)
- Updated 11/22/19 adding centerpoint guides, Buildings layer, and Project Site leader with label
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-Updated 4-23-26 to include sep. layers for Town and adjacent cities boundaries
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PLANNING COMMISSION – August 12, 2026 
REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR: 
 
16717 Chirco Drive 
Minor Residential Development Application MR-24-018 
 
Consider an Appeal of a Community Development Director Decision to Approve a 
Request to Construct a Second Story Addition to an Existing Single-Family Residence on 
Property Zoned R-1:8. Located at 16717 Chirco Drive. APN 424-20-014. Minor 
Residential Development Application MR-24-018. Categorically Exempt pursuant to the 
California Environmentally Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing Facilities. Property 
Owner: Deepak Gupta. Applicant: My Troung.  Appellant: Zahra Hajihashemi.  Project 
Planner: Maria Chavarin. 
 
 

FINDINGS 
 
Required finding for CEQA: 
 
■ The project is Categorically Exempt pursuant to the adopted Guidelines for the Implementation 

of the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing Facilities.   
 
Required compliance with the Zoning Regulations: 
 
■ The project meets the objective standards of Chapter 29 of the Town Code (Zoning Regulations).   
 
Required Compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines: 
 
■ The project is in compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines for single-family homes not 

located in the hillside area. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION – August 12, 2026 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
16717 Chirco Drive 
Minor Residential Application MR-24-018 
 
Consider an Appeal of a Community Development Director Decision to Approve a 
Request to Construct a Second-Story Addition to an Existing Single-Family Residence 
on Property Zoned R-1:8. Located at 16717 Chirco Drive. PN 424-20-014. Minor 
Residential Development Application MR-24-018. Categorically Exempt Pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act, Section 15301: Existing Facilities. 
Property Owner: Deepak Gupta. Applicant: My Truong. Project Planner: Maria 
Chavarin 
 
TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT: 

Planning Division     
1. APPROVAL: This application shall be completed in accordance with all of the conditions of 

approval and in substantial compliance with the approved plans. Any changes or 
modifications to the approved plans and/or business operation shall be approved by the 
Community Development Director, DRC or the Planning Commission depending on the 
scope of the changes. 

2. EXPIRATION: The approval will expire two years from the approval date pursuant to 
Section 29.20.320 of the Town Code, unless the approval has been vested. 

3. OUTDOOR LIGHTING:  Exterior lighting shall be kept to a minimum, and shall be down 
directed fixtures that will not reflect or encroach onto adjacent properties. No flood lights 
shall be used unless it can be demonstrated that they are needed for safety or security.   

4. TREE REMOVAL PERMIT: A Tree Removal Permit shall be obtained for any trees to be 
removed, prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit. 

5. EXISTING TREES: All existing trees shown on the plan and trees required to remain or to 
be planted are specific subjects of approval of this plan, and must remain on the site. 

6. TREE FENCING: Protective tree fencing and other protection measures shall be placed at 
the drip line of existing trees prior to issuance of demolition and building permits and shall 
remain through all phases of construction. Include a tree protection plan with the 
construction plans. 

7. TREE STAKING: All newly planted trees shall be double-staked using rubber tree ties. 
8. FRONT YARD LANDSCAPE: Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy the front yard 

must be landscaped.  
9. WATER EFFICIENCY LANDSCAPE ORDINANCE: The final landscape plan shall meet the 

Town of Los Gatos Water Conservation Ordinance or the State Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance, whichever is more restrictive. A review fee based on the current fee schedule 
adopted by the Town Council is required when working landscape and irrigation plans are 
submitted for review.  

10. STORY POLES/PROJECT IDENTIFICATION SIGNAGE: Story poles and/or project 

EXHIBIT 3 
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identification signage on the project site shall be removed within 30 days of approval of 
the Minor Residential Development application. 

11. TOWN INDEMNITY: Applicants are notified that Town Code Section 1.10.115 requires that 
any applicant who receives a permit or entitlement (“the Project”) from the Town shall 
defend (with counsel approved by Town), indemnify, and hold harmless the Town, its 
agents, officers, and employees from and against any claim, action, or proceeding 
(including without limitation any appeal or petition for review thereof) against the Town 
or its agents, officers or employees related to an approval of the Project, including 
without limitation any related application, permit, certification, condition, environmental 
determination, other approval, compliance or failure to comply with applicable laws and 
regulations, and/or processing methods (“Challenge”).  Town may (but is not obligated to) 
defend such Challenge as Town, in its sole discretion, determines appropriate, all at 
applicant’s sole cost and expense.   
 
Applicant shall bear any and all losses, damages, injuries, liabilities, costs and expenses 
(including, without limitation, staff time and in-house attorney’s fees on a fully-loaded 
basis, attorney’s fees for outside legal counsel, expert witness fees, court costs, and other 
litigation expenses) arising out of or related to any Challenge (“Costs”), whether incurred 
by Applicant, Town, or awarded to any third party, and shall pay to the Town upon 
demand any Costs incurred by the Town.  No modification of the Project, any application, 
permit certification, condition, environmental determination, other approval, change in 
applicable laws and regulations, or change in such Challenge as Town, in its sole 
discretion, determines appropriate, all the applicant’s sole cost and expense.  No 
modification of the Project, any application, permit certification, condition, environmental 
determination, other approval, change in applicable laws and regulations, or change in 
processing methods shall alter the applicant’s indemnity obligation.   

12. COMPLIANCE MEMORANDUM: A memorandum shall be prepared and submitted with the 
building plans detailing how the Conditions of Approval will be addressed.  

13. DEMOLITION AFFIDAVIT: Prior to issuance of a building permit, a demolition affidavit must 
be submitted and signed by the property owner, project architect, project engineer and 
contractor.  
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RE: 16717 Chirco Drive – Cover Letter for Letter of Justification 

Applicant: Deepak Gupta 
Prepared by: Bay Area Project Pro 

To: Town of Los Gatos Planning Division 

Date: July 2, 2025 

Dear Planning Division, 

On behalf of the applicant, Deepak Gupta, we respectfully submit this Letter of 
Justification in response to the Town’s comments and requests regarding the Minor 
Residential Application at 16717 Chirco Drive. The document addresses specific concerns 
raised in the First Comment Letter, including driveway and garage configuration, building 
height, total floor area, and consistency with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG). 

We understand the importance of preserving neighborhood character, ensuring visual 
balance, and minimizing mass and bulk. In this submission, we have outlined in detail the 
thoughtful and deliberate revisions made to the project, which reflect our sincere efforts to 
work collaboratively with Town staff. These revisions include significant reductions to 
second-story square footage, refinements to the garage configuration, major adjustments 
to the roof design, facade and landscaping, and sensitivity to height and privacy impacts. 

We believe the proposed design is contextually appropriate, functionally necessary, and 
aligned with both the intent and spirit of the RDG. Furthermore, the project reflects a long-
term investment in the community and a commitment to responsible development. 

We appreciate your continued review and consideration of this application. Please do not 
hesitate to contact us should you require any further clarification or documentation. 

Sincerely, 

Thanh Nguyen 
Bay Area Project Pro 
bayareaprojectpro@gmail.com 
(669) 667-9189

EXHIBIT 5
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSES TO GARAGE AND DRIVEWAY DESIGN 

Response: The following section addresses all instances in the Residential Design 
Guidelines (RDG) related to garage and driveway design. For clarity and 
completeness, each instance mentioning garages or driveways in the RDG is listed 
below, followed by our corresponding response. Our goal throughout has been to 
carefully and thoughtfully incorporate the RDG’s intent, while also accounting for 
the unique characteristics of our lot and the context of the immediate and broader 
neighborhoods. We believe the proposed design successfully minimizes the visual 
impact of the garage and driveway, maintains appropriate architectural balance, 
and enhances the streetscape in a manner consistent with both the letter and spirit 
of the RDG. 

  

Page 35



Page 4 of 45 

Page 11 – Avoid garages and carports that dominate a home’s street frontage. 

Response: We understand and appreciate the importance of ensuring that garages do not 
dominate the home's street presence, as emphasized in the guidelines. In our 
proposal, the existing home maintains a street frontage of 78.5 feet, while the 
proposed garage occupies an additional 22 feet of front facing street frontage and 
10 feet at an angle. The garage is placed off to the side instead of front and center. 
This proportion remains well within commonly accepted ratios in both the 
immediate and broader neighborhoods and ensures that the garage does not 
visually dominate the streetscape horizontally.  

One specific example of existing immediate neighborhood proportions is 16763 Chirco Dr 
which has a total parcel street frontage of 220 feet, circular driveway spanning 
approximately 135 feet (61%), and garage width approximately 52 feet (24%). A 
second example in the immediate neighborhood is 16755 Chirco Dr which has a 
street frontage of 177 feet (on Chirco Dr) and driveway (3 car) width of 38 feet (21%). 

In addition to the horizontal frontage, our proposed garage is also not vertically dominant; it 
is designed to match the existing house ceiling height and placed beneath a modest 
second-story addition, maintaining balanced and cohesive massing. Moreover, the 
garage itself has been carefully designed to be as compact as functionally possible 
for a three-car layout. While a typical three-car garage is approximately 600 square 
feet, our proposed design comes in at only 555 square feet, reflecting a deliberate 
effort to minimize mass and scale while still accommodating essential storage and 
vehicle needs. 

In accordance with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG), we are committed to 
minimizing any dominant features. Should additional measures be requested, we 
are prepared to incorporate trellises or similar architectural elements to further 
soften the garage’s presence. Other available strategies (per the RDG) include 
breaking up the driveway paving with landscaping and/or special paving 
materials, and utilizing individual garage doors to reduce the visual impact of a 
multi-car garage. 

Our current preference is to install two total garage doors — one double door and one 
single door — as we believe this configuration would blend more naturally into the 
house design and the character of the neighborhood. In our opinion, this would 
result in a more cohesive and aesthetically pleasing frontage than three single 
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doors. However, we are open to modifying the design to three single garage doors if 
preferred/required to do so in order to meet the town’s expectations. The 
predominant feature in the immediate and broader neighborhood is a single 
garage door that is double width.  
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Page 12 – Garages on lots between 5,000 and 30,000 square feet 
FAR = 0.10 – (A – 5)/25 × 0.07 

Response: The proposed design meets this Floor Area Ratio (FAR) requirement as outlined 
in the Residential Design Guidelines. The garage is appropriately scaled relative to 
the lot size and overall project, ensuring compliance with the applicable calculation 
for properties between 5,000 and 30,000 square feet. 
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Page 13 – Garages and paved driveways used for parking shall be similar to what is 
most common for other homes in the immediate neighborhood. 

Response: In surveying the immediate neighborhood (10 properties), the most common 
garage configuration is a single garage door that is double width located at, near, 
or slightly in front of the primary facade (8 properties) of the home. The second most 
common configuration is a three-car garage, with two properties (16763 Chirco Dr 
and 16755 Chirco Dr) featuring this design. One of the nearby properties, 16763 
Chirco Drive (similar street frontage of 220 feet), includes a large circular 
driveway that remains visually balanced and respectful of the Residential Design 
Guidelines. This is achieved through its placement at the far end of the parcel 
near the corner, rather than across the front of the main entry, helping to preserve 
the prominence of the home’s façade. In addition, the driveway is softened through 
strategic landscaping and the use of decorative paving materials. Our proposed 
design reflects these same thoughtful principles, and we are fully prepared to adopt 
similar measures to ensure architectural compatibility and streetscape harmony. 

That said, our property differs significantly from most others in the immediate 
neighborhood. We are located on a corner lot and benefit from a substantially wider 
street frontage (206.14 feet) compared to adjacent properties. These unique 
aspects of our lot require special consideration in the design of the driveway and 
garage placement. While the proposed layout may not exactly replicate others 
nearby, we believe it is more conservative and restrained in several key ways. 
The garage footprint is smaller than many three-car designs in the area, and the 
driveway coverage — especially following recent revisions — results in less overall 
hardscape than even our current configuration. We have also added substantial 
landscaping within and around the driveway layout to help soften the appearance 
and reinforce visual balance. Every effort has been made to ensure that the garage 
and driveway respect both the scale of our home and the streetscape, in keeping 
with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG). 

While the term “circular driveway” has been used to describe our proposal, it is important 
to clarify that the design is not a traditional circular driveway in the conventional 
sense. Instead, the layout is a functional and context-driven solution that enables 
practical and efficient access to both parking stalls in the garage—particularly 
critical given the angled orientation and depth required to accommodate full-size 
vehicles. The two curb cuts and internal turning space are not intended to create an 
ornamental loop, but rather to provide maneuverability, improve safety by 
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reducing the need to back into the street, and better serve the unique conditions 
of our lot. This configuration is simply a well-considered driveway design, not an 
attempt to add a gratuitous circular element, and is fully aligned with the goals of 
usability, proportion, and minimizing visual impact. 

As part of the design, we are proposing to convert our current three-car-wide driveway (with 
a single curb cut at 31 feet in width) into a “circular” driveway with two curb cuts 
each 16 feet wide, for a total of 32 feet. This change results in only a minimal 
increase in total curb cut footage. Importantly, it introduces a significant 
landscaped area within the center of the circular driveway along the street 
frontage, which provides screening and substantially reduces the visual dominance 
of the garage and driveway when viewed from the street, further enhancing 
compliance with the RDG objectives. 

The curb cut footage should also be considered within the context of our very wide corner 
lot, which has approximately 206 feet of total street frontage. Moving from a 31-foot 
single curb cut to a 32-foot split curb cut maintains a low percentage of street 
frontage dedicated to driveway access — a ratio that remains well within any 
standard or commonly accepted recommended design guidelines. In contrast, all 
10 other properties in the immediate neighborhood demonstrate a higher 
percentage of lot street frontage dedicated to driveway width than our proposed 
design. 

Regarding additional RDG-specific elements: 

• Only one property (15588 Corinne Drive) in the immediate neighborhood features 
trellises over the garage; however, this trellis is not well maintained. The wood 
appears weathered and rotted, and the lack of integrated landscaping diminishes its 
visual effectiveness. While we are open to installing a trellis if requested, we do not 
believe it is an ideal strategy for enhancing visual appeal. 

• While trellises are mentioned as a possible strategy in the Residential Design 
Guidelines, it is our opinion that in practice, trellises can sometimes increase visual 
prominence rather than soften it — particularly when they are not well maintained 
over time. In our observation of the immediate and broader neighborhood, trellises 
are not commonly used today and may represent a design approach that has in 
some ways become outdated. In some cases, deteriorating or neglected trellises 
have become visual eyesores or visual clutter rather than enhancements. For these 
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reasons, while we remain open to incorporating a trellis if requested by the Town, we 
respectfully believe that our current design strategies — including architectural 
detailing, proportional massing, and substantial landscaping — provide a more 
appropriate and enduring solution to minimize visual impact. 

• It is not common for properties in either the immediate or broader neighborhood to 
use landscaping specifically to break up garages, and it is rarely used for driveways. 
The few exceptions that do exist are observed only in the case of actual circular 
driveways.  

o Example #1: 16763 Chirco Drive features a tree and gravel/stone elements 
within its circular layout, though in our view, these features do not contribute 
to a particularly cohesive or appealing streetscape.  

o Example #2: 15515 Benedict Lane includes modest, conventional 
landscaping typical of standard residential design—functional, but not 
distinctive or intentionally used to visually soften or break up garage or 
driveway massing. 

o Example #3: 15471 Corinne Drive incorporates a palm tree and gravel—
again, not especially integrated or visually refined.  

While we remain open to incorporating landscaping if required, the 
neighborhood context does not support this as a common or effective strategy for 
breaking up garages, but we have taken this into account in the design of our own 
driveway pending final landscaping design and approval. Our parcel currently uses 3 
foot high boxwood hedges along the street which could be used within the 
landscaped area of the driveway. Alternatively, a dryscaped design similar to 
surrounding properties could be used.  
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Page 17 – 2.3.7 Minimize the mass of garages. 
If detached garages exist in the neighborhood, consider a detached garage at the 
rear of the lot to reduce the mass and scale of the house (see examples in Section 
2.4.1). 

Response: We have given careful consideration to minimizing the mass of the garage in our 
proposed design. The garage height is kept consistent with the existing home. 
Additionally, we have added living space above the garage, designed intentionally to 
blend with the home's primary architecture, rather than presenting the garage as a 
distinct or dominant structure. As stated above, the garage comes in at 555 SF 
instead of the typical 600. The new square footage is reduced from 634 in the 
previous application and reflects our ongoing efforts to thoughtfully balance 
functional needs with sensitivity to design guidelines and neighborhood context. 

Special attention has been given to the angled and articulated roof line design to further 
reduce the perceived mass. An additional small gable projection has been added 
over the third garage door, which visually breaks up the overall garage mass. It 
allows the garage appear more like a two-car garage instead of a three, Matching 
trim details around the garage doors, consistent with those used elsewhere on the 
house, add further architectural refinement and break up large surfaces that might 
otherwise appear monolithic. 

As mentioned previously, we have introduced significant landscaping and screening within 
the central area of the so-called “circular” driveway. This landscaped segment 
spans almost 26 linear feet along the street frontage. This newly introduced 
green space not only enhances the aesthetic appeal of the frontage but also 
contributes to a reduction in the visual dominance of paving and garage elements. 

While we carefully reviewed the option of a detached garage located at the rear of the lot, it 
ultimately proved to be incompatible with our overall site layout and the broader 
objectives of our proposal. We intend to construct an Accessory Dwelling Unit 
(ADU) under separate application in the area currently occupied by our detached 
garage, which would render that location unavailable for a new garage structure. 
Furthermore, our existing driveway of almost 150 feet length to the detached garage 
is impractical, poor use of land, and contributes to excessive parcel impervious 
hardscape. 
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Page 18 – 2.4.1 Locate garages to reinforce the predominant neighborhood pattern. 
Where garages near the front face of the houses are common, a similar location is 
acceptable, but the garage front should generally be set back from the front facade 
(See guidelines on page 25.) In neighborhoods with garages typically forward of the 
main house facade, the use of side-loaded garages is strongly encouraged. 

Response: This has largely been addressed in the sections above. In the immediate 
neighborhood, 8 out of 10 properties have garages located AT or NEAR the front 
facade of the house or AT the frontmost aspect of the structure. This establishes a 
clear predominant neighborhood pattern. 

In many cases, the garages are located to the side of the main living spaces, often in a two-
car back configuration as described in the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG). Our 
proposed design is fully consistent with this pattern, situating the garage in a 
manner that aligns with both the architectural form of the existing home and the 
neighborhood context. 

The RDG encourages consideration of side-loaded garages in neighborhoods where 
garages are typically located forward of the house; however, this recommendation is 
not applicable in our case. Given the prevailing neighborhood pattern, a front-facing 
garage is the appropriate and contextually compatible design solution. 
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Page 19 – 2.4.2 Minimize the impact of garage doors on the streetscape. 
Limit the use of three-car-wide garages to locations that are not visible from the 
street or adjoining houses. In neighborhoods where two-car-wide garages are 
common, a tandem garage may be considered for a third garage space. (Note: 
Tandem spaces do not count toward required parking.) 

Response: This topic has largely been addressed in the preceding sections. A tandem 
garage configuration is not feasible in our situation due to site layout. 

We have considered the Residential Design Guidelines’ recommendation to minimize the 
visibility of three-car-wide garages from the street and adjoining properties. In the 
current proposal, the garage doors are intentionally broken up into a two-car garage 
door and a separate single-car garage door. These are further visually separated and 
softened through multiple strategies: 

• Angling the front garage wall to reduce direct street-facing mass of the third garage. 

• Incorporating an additional gable projection (architectural feature) above the single-
car garage door, which allows it to blend with the existing architecture of the main 
home.  

• Introducing potential landscaping elements between the two garage doors, if 
needed. 

• Adding a trellis element, if desired by the Town, to further minimize massing. 

• Including significant (26 feet) landscaping within the “circular” driveway at the street 
frontage to soften and screen the view of the garage from the public realm. 

These combined strategies substantially reduce the perception of a wide, uninterrupted 
three-car garage facade and aim to create a visually attractive and acceptable 
streetscape. 
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Page 19 – 2.4.4 Limit the use of circular driveways. 
Circular driveways are discouraged because they increase the amount of paving in 
front setbacks. Circular driveways may be considered for larger estate lots with wide 
street frontages where the width of the total driveway footprint is less than 50 
percent of the parcel width. Where circular driveways are allowed, substantial 
landscaping should be provided along the street front, and special driveway paving 
materials and/or patterns should be provided. 

Response: As stated above, we have given careful consideration to the design of the 
proposed “circular” driveway. Our existing lot features a very large street frontage of 
over 206 feet, making it well suited to accommodate a “circular” driveway within the 
RDG guidelines. 

The proposed circular driveway not only maintains the current overall curb cut width — 
simply reconfigured into two separate curb cuts — but also provides necessary 
access to the three-car garage. Importantly, the single-car garage door maintains 
the existing driveway angulation, which is critical to achieving sufficient depth 
within the garage to park a full-sized SUV. We currently own both a Chevrolet 
Suburban and a Ford Expedition EL, and the enhanced depth achieved with the 
current driveway alignment is necessary to accommodate large vehicles of this size. 

Additionally, at 15.5%, the total driveway frontage remains far less than 50% of the parcel 
width, consistent with the RDG standard for circular driveways. Substantial 
landscaping is proposed within the center of the “circular” driveway to soften the 
visual impact along the street frontage. We are also agreeable to incorporating 
special driveway paving materials and/or patterns should the Town require it, in 
order to further enhance visual quality and compliance with the RDG. 

While not specifically described in the RDG, a circular driveway also contributes to 
improved traffic flow and safety from both vehicle ingress and egress perspectives. 
The design minimizes the need for reversing into the street, which is particularly 
important for larger vehicles like Chevrolet Suburban and Ford Expedition EL. This 
represents a direct and immediate enhancement of public safety. 

The circular driveway also reduces paving concentration. The current driveway is three cars 
wide; the proposed circular configuration spreads paving more gracefully across the 
frontage and reduces the visual impact of paved surfaces, especially considering 
the additional screening provided by new landscaping within the circular driveway. 
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Additionally, a circular driveway provides better access for emergency vehicles, which, 
while hopefully never needed, offers a secondary functional benefit to the property 
and the broader community. 

We believe that the proposed driveway is appropriate and proportional to our extra wide 
lot and does not create a sense of over-paving or disrupt the established 
neighborhood character. 

Finally, we would like to reiterate that we are committed to working collaboratively with the 
Town regarding the specific landscaping plan, including species, density, and 
placement, if they have any suggestions. 
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Page 19 – 2.4.5 Mitigate the impact of driveways on the streetscape. 
Limit the width of curb cuts to the minimum size needed to access the garage. This 
will reduce the amount of paving in the front setback, and preserve on-street parking 
spaces. Utilize modular paving materials or special patterns or colors to break up 
paved driveway areas in front setbacks. 

Response: We have carefully considered the design of the driveway to minimize its impact 
on the streetscape in accordance with the Residential Design Guidelines. Most of 
this has already been covered above. 

The current driveway is three cars wide with a single curb cut measuring 31 feet. The 
proposed circular driveway reconfigures the access into two curb cuts — each 16 
feet wide— for a total of 32 feet of curb cut. While this represents only 1 additional 
foot of total curb cut width compared to the existing condition, it remains extremely 
modest relative to the 206 feet of street frontage along our property. As a result, on-
street parking spaces are completely preserved, and the new layout does not 
realistically diminish street parking availability. 

Of note, property 16763 Chirco Drive provides a highly relevant neighborhood comparison, 
as it features a similar street frontage of 220 feet and incorporates a circular 
driveway and three car garage that is well blended into the character of the 
neighborhood. The design of 16763 Chirco Dr demonstrates how, when applied 
thoughtfully and in proportion to the scale of the lot, a circular driveway and three 
car garage can enhance both functionality and visual integration without appearing 
dominant or out of place. We believe this precedent further supports the 
appropriateness of our proposal given our own parcel’s wide frontage and careful 
design approach. 

At 15.5%, the resulting curb cut percentage is far below the RDG’s suggested threshold of 
50%, and importantly, maintains a lower curb cut-to-frontage ratio than the 10 
comparable properties surveyed in the immediate neighborhood, most of which 
have much lower street frontage but still standard driveway widths. 

The “circular” driveway layout not only preserves appropriate street frontage proportions 
but also improves traffic flow and vehicle safety by minimizing the need for reversing 
into the street. Additionally, it distributes the paving across the wide frontage, but 
with new additional screening, thereby reducing the visual impact compared to a 
single, wider curb cut. 
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Regarding paving materials, we are committed to softening the appearance of the driveway 
and enhancing its visual integration with the surrounding streetscape. To that end, 
we are prepared to incorporate special paving treatments, including the use of 
paving stones, modular materials, or subtle color and pattern variations. These 
enhancements will help reduce the visual dominance of the paved area and 
contribute to a more refined, contextually appropriate appearance. This approach is 
fully aligned with the Residential Design Guidelines, which encourage the use of 
such materials to break up expansive hardscaping and improve overall streetscape 
harmony. 
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Page 21 – Garages shall be subservient to entries and ground floor living spaces. 

Response: We have carefully designed the project to ensure that the garage remains 
visually and architecturally subservient to the entry and ground floor living spaces, 
in accordance with the Residential Design Guidelines. 

The garage is positioned off to the side of the main house structure, ensuring it does not 
compete visually with the primary entry or the main living spaces. The main 
entrance is strongly emphasized by prominent architectural features including a 
substantial stone chimney, a distinctive double dormer window above, and a bright 
red front door, all of which clearly draw attention to the primary entry point. These 
key visual cues are preserved and maintained in the current proposal. In addition, 
we are willing to add an illuminated house number sign near the front door to further 
accentuate and highlight the main entryway. 

The entry is further emphasized through design elements including prominent path stones, 
well-planned landscaping, and intentional lighting to guide the eye toward the front 
door. 

The main interior living spaces extend away from the garage area, reinforcing the 
architectural priority of the home’s active spaces over the garage. Through these 
combined strategies, the garage is respectfully subordinate to both the front entry 
and the primary living spaces, maintaining the intended visual hierarchy consistent 
with the RDG and enhancing the character of the property and surrounding 
neighborhood. 
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Page 25 – 3.4.1 Limit the prominence of garages. 
Avoid designs that allow the garage to dominate the street facade. Limit the garage 
width to a maximum of 50 percent of the total facade width. Set garages back from 
the front facade. Recess garage doors as much as possible from the garage facade. 
Consider adding trellises with landscaping over garage doors to soften their visual 
appearance. Integrate the garage into the house forms in a manner that de-
emphasizes the garage doors. 

Response: This guideline has been addressed extensively in the preceding sections. The 
garage has been integrated into the home’s design in a manner that ensures it does 
not dominate the street facade. The garage is positioned off to the side, its height 
remains consistent with the main house, and it is softened through architectural 
strategies including an additional articulation and angled front wall, a gable 
projection over the single-car door, matching stucco and trim detailing, and custom 
Craftsman-style wood doors. In addition, our three car garage design comes in at 
555 square feet which is less than the traditional 600 square feet. 

The primary home entry remains the visual focal point, enhanced by prominent features 
such as the stone chimney, four dormer windows including one double, path 
stones, landscaping, intentional lighting, and a proposed illuminated house number 
sign. Landscaping has been introduced within the driveway area, and we remain 
open to additional landscape enhancements or a trellis if requested by the Town. 

The proposed design maintains proportions well under the RDG’s suggested 50% facade 
width limit for garages and preserves the intended visual hierarchy, consistent with 
both the letter and spirit of the Residential Design Guidelines.  

• The existing main home is 78.5 feet across the façade. The proposed main garage 
façade (front facing double door) is 22 feet. This equates to 21.9% of the total 
façade width and approximately 10.6% of our total street frontage.  

• Including the third garage bay (angled and recessed) and single door increases the 
width of the proposed garage to 32 feet. This equates to 28.9% of the total façade 
width and approximately 15.5% of total parcel street frontage.  

One final point, in further demonstration of our commitment to working collaboratively with 
the Town and responding to concerns regarding mass and scale, we have reduced 
the size of the proposed garage from 634 square feet to 555 square feet. This 
reduction reflects our ongoing efforts to thoughtfully balance functional needs with 
sensitivity to design guidelines and neighborhood context.  
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Page 26 – 3.4.2 Minimize the visual impact of larger garages. 
Three-car garages may not be appropriate in most neighborhoods. Where larger 
garages are customary and appropriate, steps should still be taken to minimize their 
visual impact on the house and streetscape. Some techniques include: using side-
loaded or split-apart garages where possible, accommodating additional cars in 
tandem spaces, separating the garage doors, breaking up driveway paving with 
landscaping and/or special paving, and utilizing individual doors to reduce the visual 
impact of multi-car garages. Avoid wide driveways in favor of adding landscaping. 

Response: In the immediate neighborhood survey (10 properties), three-car garages are 
present in two cases and two-car garages with prominent front locations are the 
dominant pattern. Given the presence of multiple examples of three-car garages in 
the neighborhood, and our wide corner lot with over 206 feet of street frontage, we 
believe a three-car garage configuration is contextually appropriate for our site. 

Recognizing the importance of minimizing visual impact, we have incorporated several 
strategies as outlined in the RDG and as largely stated above: 

• The garage doors are separated into a two-car door and a single-car door rather than 
grouped into one large opening. We are open to using three single doors if needed. 

• The third garage wall is angled, with an additional gable projection over the single-
car garage, further breaking up the facade and visually softening the massing. 

• Substantial landscaping and screening is proposed within the circular driveway and 
adjacent areas to reduce paved area dominance and soften the streetscape view. 

• We are agreeable to incorporating modular paving materials, color variation, or 
special patterns to further reduce the appearance of continuous paved surfaces if 
requested by the Town. We also believe the current blacktop surface could be a 
more “plain” or blended aesthetic and result in less visual draw. 

• As discussed, tandem parking was not feasible on this site due to depth constraints, 
especially to accommodate large vehicles like a Chevrolet Suburban and Ford 
Expedition EL. A one car width garage door for a relatively larger house also seemed 
proportionally too small. 
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Page 26 – 3.4.3 Integrate garage doors into the design with appropriate details. Garage 
door windows and trim in this Los Gatos house are closely related to the rest of 
the façade. 
Windows in garage doors are encouraged. Wood doors are encouraged. Use wood 
trim similar to the house windows. 

Response: We have attempted to integrate the garage doors into the overall architectural 
design of the home in full alignment with the Residential Design Guidelines. 

The proposed garage doors will be wood doors featuring traditional Craftsman-style 
detailing, including panels and divided windows. The doors will match the current 
detached garage (see photo) and the main house, ensuring consistency and visual 
cohesion. Both the existing garage door and proposed new garage doors look nearly 
identical to the picture on the next page (taken from RDG page 26). 

 

They will be custom wood doors featuring panels and divided light windows, carefully 
designed to avoid the appearance of a blank or overly large garage facade. We would 
also like to clarify that the glass garage doors depicted in the 3D renderings 
submitted with our original proposal are not an accurate representation of the 
intended final design. The final garage doors will maintain a traditional Craftsman 
aesthetic consistent with the architecture of the home and the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Additionally, wood trim detailing around the garage doors will mirror the trim used around 
the home's windows, further reinforcing the integration of the garage into the overall 
facade rather than allowing it to read as a separate or dominant element. 
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We would also like to clarify that the glass garage doors depicted in the original 3D 
renderings are not an accurate representation of the intended final design. The 
actual doors will reflect the custom wood, panel, and window detailing described 
above, consistent with the Craftsman character of the home and surrounding 
neighborhood. 

We believe that use of natural materials, integrated architectural detailing, and consistent 
design is a more enduring and effective method for minimizing the visual impact of 
garages than relying on applied features such as trellises. 

 

The example provided in the RDG on Page 26 illustrates a home with an angled driveway 
and garage configuration on a traditional Craftsman home, demonstrating how 
thoughtful orientation can create visual harmony and a highly appealing streetscape while 
at the same time incorporate the unique features and constraints of a given parcel. 

In this context, we find it difficult to reconcile the suggestion (in the architectural review) 
that our own similarly considered and carefully developed design should be deemed 
“awkward.”   
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Page 34 – New outbuildings 
New outbuildings, such as garages, should be clearly subordinate to the main 
structure in massing, and should utilize forms, materials, and details which are 
similar to the main structure. Garages should generally be located to the rear of the 
lot behind the rear wall of the residence. One-car-wide access driveways should be 
utilized. 

Response: This section is not applicable to our proposal. The garage is an integrated part 
of the main home structure rather than a separate outbuilding.  

 

Page 41 – Historic Resources – 4.3 Alterations 

This section is not applicable. The subject property is not designated as a historic resource. 

 

Page 53 – Historic Resources – 4.8.15 Garages 

This section is not applicable. The subject property is not designated as a historic resource. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSES TO HEIGHT AND SQUARE FOOTAGE DESIGN 

 

Response to Item 11) Provide a Letter of Justification to address that the proposed 
second story addition may be the tallest in the immediate neighborhood. Town 
records for 15589 Benedict Lane are limited and without the height of the residence 
identified. However, this home appears to be two stories in the immediate 
neighborhood. Town records for 16736 Chirco Drive is another two-story home that is 
two-stories. Please discuss how the new addition will/will not result in the tallest and 
how the design addition is in keeping with the neighborhood. 

 

Response: This letter addresses the concern that the proposed second story addition may 
be the tallest structure in the immediate neighborhood. Town records for nearby 
properties are incomplete in some cases, and height data is not consistently 
available. To provide an accurate and objective assessment, we conducted direct 
field laser guided measurements. Each property was measured three times to 
minimize error; the average values are reported below. 

Measured Two-Story Properties in the Immediate Neighborhood: 

• 16700 Chirco Drive (across the street, diagonally left): 26 feet 

• 16736 Chirco Drive (across the street, diagonally right): 27 feet 

• 15589 Benedict Lane (adjacent): 25 feet 

• 16763 Chirco Drive (two homes away): 30 feet 

• To validate the accuracy of our method, we also measured our current residence at 
16717 Chirco Drive, which yielded a height of 20 feet. The known actual height of 
our home is 19' 10 1/4”, confirming a measurement accuracy greater than 99% 
with our measurement device. 

To further reduce perceived mass and height, we have integrated new matching bay 
windows into the second-story facade — a feature already present on the existing home on 
the first story. This provides architectural continuity while also breaking up the previously 
flat vertical plane of the upper facade. The bay window adds visual dimension and 
redirects eye focus to a mid-level elevation, helping to soften the overall scale of the 
addition. Rather than drawing attention to the roofline, the design now naturally 
emphasizes the bay window projections, aligning with the human scale and reducing the 
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visual impact of height from the street. Together, these modifications demonstrate our 
thoughtful approach and willingness to adapt the design in response to community and 
Town feedback. 

Before and After: 

 

 

 

In summary, the proposed second story addition has a maximum height of 26’ 9”, 
which places it squarely in the middle of the range of existing two-story homes in the 
immediate neighborhood and well under the town limit of 30 feet. In fact, it is the median 
value in this sample of two-story properties based on our measurements. While we believe 
the current height is both reasonable and contextually appropriate, we are willing to work 
collaboratively to find a solution that meets both design goals and community 
expectations.  
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Response to Item 12) Provide Letter of Justification to address that the proposed 
project will result in the largest in floor area. Please explain how the project is similar 
in mass, bulk and scale to the immediate neighborhood. Residences within the 
immediate neighborhood are below the proposed square footage. This project may not 
be able to be supported by staff and may be referred to the Planning Commission 
based on the proposed square footage. 

 

Response: We acknowledge that the proposed project will result in a total floor area larger 
than many (but not all) of the surrounding homes; however, we respectfully submit 
that increased square footage alone does not equate to disproportionate mass, 
bulk, or scale. The proposed design has been carefully developed to ensure that it 
remains contextually appropriate, visually balanced, and architecturally consistent 
with the character of the immediate neighborhood, in full alignment with the spirit of 
the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG). 

Several key points support this position: 

• Street Presence and Proportion: Despite the increase in total square footage, the 
home maintains a balanced and proportionate appearance from the street. The 
second story overall height of 26’ 9” remains consistent with or lower than other 
two-story homes in the neighborhood. It is the median height for two story homes. 
From a visual standpoint, the scale is proportional with the neighborhood. 

• Lot Size and Frontage: The proposed floor area is proportionally scaled to the 
width of the lot, which is significantly wider than all neighboring parcels. With over 
206 feet of street frontage, the home’s footprint is distributed in a way that avoids 
excessive horizontal bulk. 

• Articulation and Design Techniques: The design incorporates several strategies to 
break up visual massing, including stepped rooflines, angled garage walls, 
increased second-story setbacks from the front and side, varied elevations, and 
substantial landscaping. These elements ensure that the home does not appear 
bulky or monolithic despite the square footage. 

• Invisible Square Footage from the Street: A substantial portion of the floor area is 
located toward the rear of the home, minimizing its impact on the streetscape and 
ensuring compatibility with the immediate visual context. 

• Neighborhood Evolution: While existing homes may be smaller, the neighborhood 
is not static — nor should it be. The proposed design reflects an evolving standard of 
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living space for modern families, including multi-generational households. In our 
case, the home will accommodate five adults (two homeowners and our three 
elderly parents) and one child, plus the likely addition of a caregiver in the near 
future to assist with elder care. These living circumstances make efficient, well-
distributed space not only appropriate but necessary. We believe it is entirely 
possible to respect neighborhood character while allowing for thoughtful 
architectural evolution that supports modern family structures and enhances long-
term livability.  

• In addition, we would like to note that 16724 Chirco Drive, located directly across 
the street, has also submitted a development proposal to demolish the existing 
structure and construct a new primary residence of approximately 3,500 square 
feet, a 500 square foot garage, and a 1,200 square foot attached ADU. This 
proposed project reflects a similarly scaled evolution in neighborhood development 
and supports the notion that larger homes — when thoughtfully designed and site-
responsive — are becoming part of the natural progression of the area. Our proposal 
is consistent with this trajectory and remains within reasonable bounds of size and 
scale relative to emerging patterns in the immediate neighborhood. 

Importantly, we also note that several nearby homes either meet or exceed similar 
thresholds in total square footage: 

• 16763 Chirco Drive, directly in the immediate neighborhood, features 3,928 sq ft of 
living space, a 1,075 sq ft garage, and a total of 5,003 sq ft—which is 827 sq ft 
(19.8%) larger than our proposed design. 

• 15624 Benedict Lane has a total living area of 3,550 sq ft, which is only slightly 
smaller than our proposed 3,621 sq ft. 

• 16700 Chirco Drive, just across the street, includes 3,327 sq ft, also within close 
range of our proposal. 

Additionally, in response to staff concerns and as a demonstration of our willingness to 
work collaboratively: 

• We have reduced the second story from 563 sq ft to 309 sq ft. 

• We have reduced the proposed garage size from 634 sq ft to 555 sq ft. 

In summary, although the proposed project will have a higher total square footage than 
most (but not all) neighboring homes by a slight amount, we believe it is not 
disproportionate in massing, scale, or visual presence. We have also aimed to 
incorporate modern family needs, contemporary economic realities, and the 
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evolving character of the neighborhood. We respectfully request that the proposal 
be reviewed in light of its overall design integrity, lot context, and alignment with 
the spirit of the Residential Design Guidelines.  

Our intent throughout has been to create a home that is functional for a multi-generational 
family, thoughtfully scaled to the lot, and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding community. We remain open to collaborating with the Town to ensure 
the project satisfies both the technical requirements and the spirit of the Town’s 
design expectations. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSES TO ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BY CANNON DESIGN GROUP 

 

Page 4 – “Angled gable is awkward and not well integrated into the existing home.” 

Response: We fully agree with this observation. In response, we have eliminated the 
previously proposed angled gable roof from the rear of the second-story addition. This 
element, while initially intended to introduce architectural variation, was ultimately 
determined to be inconsistent with the clean, traditional lines of the existing home. 

The revised design replaces the angled gable with a more typical, traditionally oriented 
roof form that integrates better into the overall structure. The new roofline is consistent 
with the home's original massing and style, improving the architectural cohesion of the 
addition. It better reflects the Craftsman-inspired character of the home and ensures the 
second story does not appear disjointed or overly massive or overly complex. 

This adjustment contributes to the overall compatibility of the project with the Residential 
Design Guidelines, and reflects a meaningful improvement and demonstrates 
responsiveness to Town feedback and design integrity. 
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Page 4 – “Garage volume is awkward and not well integrated into the existing home.” 

Response: We respectfully disagree with this assessment. The proposed garage volume 
has been the result of extensive collaboration and careful planning by multiple 
stakeholders, including the homeowners, the father of the homeowner (a licensed civil 
engineer for 60 years), a family member who is a general contractor, and our architectural 
team. Collectively, several hundred hours have been dedicated to refining this design. The 
current configuration reflects the realistic constraints of the lot, including setback 
limitations, access angles, and the need to meet functional parking requirements. 

The proposed garage accommodates bicycle/motorcycle space as well as two parking 
spaces - one of which must be significantly extended in depth to house a Chevrolet 
Suburban (length 224.4 inches) or Ford Expedition EL (length 221.3 inches), both of which 
we own. These are vehicles used by our household, and their dimensions necessitate a 
longer stall that cannot be achieved with a standard design as proposed in the 
architectural review. While we acknowledge that the angled third garage door departs from 
traditional 90-degree geometry, it is functionally essential. Eliminating it for the sake of 
orthogonality would result in a major sacrifice: loss of valuable square footage and the 
removal of one full-sized vehicle space - an outcome that is disproportionate to the 
minimal potential design benefit. 

The applicants note with some concern that the architectural reviewer did not 
acknowledge the substantial reduction in garage square footage he tacitly made—from 
555 square feet to approximately 324 square feet. The reviewer’s suggestion to revise the 
design to a “traditional” two-car garage appears to be based on a conceptual sketch, 
possibly intended to depict a standard 20' x 20' configuration (400 square feet). However, 
when this configuration is translated into CAD software and integrated into the site 
constraints, the practical interior dimensions measure closer to 18' x 18', or 324 square 
feet (or smaller). This is significantly smaller than even a minimally compliant two-car 
garage per RDG standards, and we believe this important contextual detail warrants 
acknowledgment as part of the review. A 20x20 two car garage does not fit as he has 
suggested without encroaching on the side setback. 

In addition, to further preserve architectural clarity, the second story addition was 
intentionally designed not to extend over the angled third garage bay. This decision helps 
preserve the typical 90-degree facade line of the main house and avoids creating an 
awkward volume above the angled garage door. This design aspect enhances integration by 
reinforcing the primary mass of the home and ensuring that the angled garage reads as a 
complementary, not dominant, architectural feature. 
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Moreover, it is important to note that the existing home already incorporates multiple non-
orthogonal walls in a way that feels intentional and cohesive, giving the residence a sense 
of custom character and architectural interest. The proposed garage angle continues this 
established design language and does not appear as an anomaly when viewed in the 
context of the full structure. 

We also point to an example provided in the Residential Design Guidelines (Page 26) 
which features a home with a similarly angled garage. This example illustrates how 
thoughtful orientation - particularly when responding to lot constraints - can produce a 
visually appealing and contextually appropriate streetscape. Our proposal follows that 
spirit by embracing a design that works with the unique shape and limitations of the lot 
while still delivering strong architectural cohesion and proportionality.  
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Page 5 – “The amount of hardscape driveway paving is quite large.” 

Response: In response to this concern and in the interest of reducing hardscape coverage, 
we have revised the proposal to eliminate the existing driveway paving behind the proposed 
new garage, an area that would no longer be needed for vehicle access. This change results 
in a new reduction of approximately 991.32 square feet of hardscape driveway paving 
area in the new proposal compared to the existing condition. 

In reviewing aerial photographs of the other properties in the immediate neighborhood, we 
observed a wide range of driveway and hardscape conditions, including several properties 
with extensive paving and very limited pervious surface area remaining, including 16763 
Chirco Dr and 15561 Corinne Dr. 

Based on this visual survey, we believed our original proposal fell roughly in the middle of 
the range in terms of driveway coverage relative to lot size and configuration. In our revised 
design, we have made a point to maintain and add substantial pervious areas along the 
majority of the front of the lot adjacent to the street, as well as across the large side yard, 
the smaller side yard behind the new garage, and backyard, all of which help preserve the 
overall permeability and openness of the site. Nonetheless, in light of the feedback 
received, we have proactively revised the design to reduce total hardscape coverage, 
and we hope this adjustment will help fully address any remaining concerns regarding 
paving extent and site balance. 

We believe this revision demonstrates our commitment to addressing design feedback 
constructively while also improving the balance between built and landscaped areas on 
the property. 
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Page 5 – “Garage volume is awkward and not well integrated into the existing home.” 

Response: Please see our detailed response provided above in reference to the same 
comment. In summary, we believe the garage configuration is both functional and 
contextually appropriate given the site constraints and vehicle needs. The angled garage 
bay was a deliberate design choice, reflecting our attempt at a thoughtful coordination 
between architectural goals and real-world usability, and is consistent with elements 
already present in the existing home. We have also taken intentional steps — including 
limiting second-story massing over this area - to better integrate the garage with the overall 
structure and reduce its visual prominence. 

We would also like to note, on a personal level, that we genuinely believe this design looks 
better and more refined than a conventional three-car, straight-line garage. The slight angle 
adds dimension, visual interest, and character to the elevation, making the garage feel 
more intentionally sculpted than simply tacked on. 

Additionally, the third, single-bay garage door is clearly secondary to the primary two-car 
garage and is not intended for everyday vehicle use. As reflected in the revised design, it 
will primarily serve as a parking and storage space for a motorcycle, bicycles, or seasonal 
items. Alternatively, it would be the best space to accommodate one of our large SUVs 
(Chevrolet Suburban and Ford Expedition EL), which are used for family travel only 
seasonally — especially in the winter months.  
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Page 5 – “Circular driveway is not consistent with Residential Design Guideline 2.4.4.” 

Response: We respectfully acknowledge the Town’s concerns and refer to our detailed 
responses above under Items 3C and 3D, which directly address the intent, function, and 
form of the proposed driveway. While the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG) generally 
discourage circular driveways, we believe our proposal constitutes a well-reasoned design 
that aligns with the broader goals of the RDG, particularly given the specific characteristics 
of our parcel. 

The proposed design is not a “circular driveway” in the traditional sense, but rather a 
context-sensitive configuration that provides practical access to a two-car and single-car 
garage layout on an unusually wide corner lot. The increase in curb cut width is minimal—
just one foot—and the revised plan introduces over 25 linear feet of new landscaping 
within the driveway alone. This results in a net increase in screening of the driveway and 
meaningfully softens the overall visual presence of hardscape, particularly compared to 
the existing three-car-wide straight/open driveway. 

Functionally, this configuration significantly improves ingress and egress safety, especially 
for large vehicles like our Chevrolet Suburban and Ford Expedition EL. It reduces the need 
to reverse into the street, thereby enhancing visibility and safety. These practical safety 
benefits, while not explicitly addressed in RDG 2.4.4, are very much in the spirit of 
thoughtful and responsible neighborhood design. 

We remain open to working with the Town on any refinements that would further enhance 
visual integration, but we respectfully submit that this driveway configuration is both 
contextually appropriate and consistent with the intent of the RDG when viewed in the 
totality of the site’s layout, constraints, and architectural objectives. 
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Page 5 – “Garage doors appear to be metal with large amount of transparent glazing 
which would not be consistent with Residential Design Guideline 3.4.1.” 

Response: We agree with this observation. The original renderings included a generic 
garage door style that does not accurately reflect the intended final design. As described in 
our earlier responses, we have updated the proposal to include custom wood garage doors 
that are consistent with the existing architecture and Craftsman character of the home. 
These doors will feature raised panels and divided-light windows, matching the style and 
materials of the current detached garage and main residence, thereby ensuring alignment 
with Residential Design Guideline 3.4.1 and the overall visual continuity of the property. 
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Page 6 – “Organize garage and stair to be more reflective of the existing house and 
architectural style.” 

Response: We would like to clarify that there was an error on the originally submitted 
plans that showed only an exterior door accessing the stairwell. This was not intentional 
and does not reflect the intended design. The correct configuration (see plans) places the 
doorway to the stairwell directly in the existing interior entry foyer, ensuring a cohesive and 
practical connection between the second story bedroom space and the main home.  

The alternative design suggestion by the architectural reviewer carries forward the 
anomalous exterior door feature, and similarly misses the mark in terms of functionality, 
flow, and architectural integration. It disconnects the stairwell from the core circulation of 
the home and would result in an impractical separation between the second story living 
space and the main living space. We believe this comment may stem from a 
misunderstanding of the intended design (due to our error) and spatial relationships, and 
we hope this clarification resolves the concern.  

Our revised layout is corrected specifically to support a seamless internal doorway 
that maintains the usability, privacy, and comfort of the interior space of the home. 

Moreover, the stair placement allows us to preserve the extended length of the third 
garage stall, which is essential for accommodating our full-size vehicles (Chevrolet 
Suburban and Ford Expedition EL). Due to the layout of the existing home and the location 
of the foyer, the staircase can only be reasonably situated at the rear of the foyer and 
garage. As a direct result, the second-story square footage must also be concentrated 
toward the back of the proposed addition to maintain proper vertical alignment and 
functional interior flow. This configuration reflects both practical necessity and thoughtful 
integration with the existing floor plan. 

As a result, the proposed design now incorporates an “open to below” space on 
the second story, which brings natural light into the garage, enhances architectural 
cohesion along the front façade, and provides a fully integrated roof structure over the 
garage to minimize the risk of water intrusion. 

We carefully considered alternative options, including a flat roof or balcony over 
the front garage volume. However, these proved to be less compatible with the 
architectural language of the existing home, introduced greater potential for [inevitable] 
long-term water intrusion, and visually disrupted the continuity of the second story. 
Designs incorporating a gabled roof above the garage or a pony-walled balcony tend to 
obscure key second-story architectural elements and lead to disjointed visual lines 
between the garage level and the upper floor as well as with the original residence. 
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Ultimately, the current solution was selected for its visual integrity, functional benefit, 
and alignment with the design goals of a cohesive and high-quality addition. 

Several examples of Rejected Designs: 

Rejected Design #1: 

 

 

Rejected Design #2: 

  

 

Additionally, we anticipate little to no regular use of a front-facing balcony at that 
location, raising the concern that it could become a visual eyesore or attract clutter over 
time, which would detract from the overall aesthetic and streetscape. A front-facing 
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balcony is also fraught with safety concerns, especially with young children in the house. 
Given the tight dimensional constraints of the site and required setbacks, this configuration 
represents a careful balance of architectural alignment, functionality, and spatial 
efficiency. 

Should there be any remaining concerns, we respectfully request a more detailed 
and specific explanation of how the current stair design is seen as inconsistent with the 
architectural style of the existing home. The stair placement was intentionally designed to 
connect directly to the existing foyer, enabling a seamless internal transition between the 
new second story addition and the main living space.  

We welcome further clarification from staff if there are specific elements of the stair 
design that are of concern, but at this time we believe the current layout is appropriate, 
well-integrated, and responsive to the unique conditions of the property. 
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Page 6 – “Eliminate excess paving in favor of landscaping.” 

Response: This concern has been addressed in detail above, including a revision to the 
proposal that removes existing paving behind the garage, a net reduction of 991 SF 
hardscape on the property. The revised design also introduces new landscaping and 
driveway screening within the circular driveway at the street frontage, which helps soften 
the visual impact of the driveway/garage and contributes positively to the streetscape. In 
addition, the design maintains significant pervious areas along the front, side, and rear 
yards. Together, these revisions support the goals of the Residential Design Guidelines by 
reducing excess paving and reinforcing landscape integration. 
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APPLICANT’S SUMMARY REGARDING NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY 

Address Zoning Bldg 
SF 

Garage 
SF 

Total 
SF 

Site SF Bldg 
FAR 

Garage 
FAR 

No. of 
Stories 

15588 Corinne Dr R-1:8 2802 475 3277 9375 0.30 0.051 1 
15589 Benedict Ln 

• Height 25 feet 
R-1:8 2308 400 

estimated 
2708 9375 0.25 0.043 2 

15603 Benedict Ln R-1:8 1545 320 1865 9375 0.16 0.034 1 
15624 Benedict Ln R-1:8 3550 400 

estimated 
3950 16749 0.21 0.024 1 

15625 Benedict Ln R-1:8 1118 480 1598 9375 0.09 0.043 1 
16700 Chirco Dr 

• Height 26 feet  

R-1:8 3327 747 4074 12000 0.28 0.062 2 

16712 Chirco Dr R-1:8 2596 450 3046 12400 0.22 0.036 1 
16717 Chirco Dr (Existing) R-1:8 3042 413 3455 12480 0.24 0.033 1 
16717 Chirco Dr (Proposed) 

• Height 26.75 feet 
R-1:8 3621 555 4176 12480 0.29 0.044 2 

16724 Chirco Dr R-1:8 1050 360 1410 12000 0.09 0.030 1 
16736 Chirco Dr 

• Height 27 feet 
R-1:8 3045 355 3400 11250 0.26 0.040 2 

16748 Chirco Dr R-1:8 2777 360 3137 12000 0.23 0.030 1 
16755 Chirco Dr R-1:8 2052 994 3046 17524 0.12 0.057 1 
16763 Chirco Dr 

• Height 30 feet 
R-1:8 3928 1075 5003 16653 0.24 0.065 2 

16920 Farley Rd (Broader) R-1:8 4000 400 4400 40946 0.10 0.010 2 
16935 Frank Ave (Broader) R-1:8 3841 782 4623 14810 0.26 0.053 2 
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Neighborhood Compatibility Analysis for 16717 Chirco Drive 

The proposed development at 16717 Chirco Drive has been thoughtfully designed to blend 
into the established neighborhood character. This analysis demonstrates how the project 
aligns with surrounding properties through key comparisons and specific examples from 
both the immediate and broader neighborhood. 

 

Building Size 

The proposed building of 3,621 square feet sits comfortably within the neighborhood 
range, particularly when compared to properties in the immediate and broader vicinity. 

• Out of utmost respect for the Town’s feedback and with a genuine desire to work 
collaboratively through this process, we have made significant and thoughtful 
revisions to the proposed design. Most notably, we have reduced the size of the 
second story by nearly half - from 563 square feet to 309 square feet - a 
substantial concession intended to directly address concerns around mass and 
bulk. In addition, we have also changed the second-story windows and taken care to 
replicate the bay window element from the existing home’s kitchen and bonus 
rooms - further reinforcing architectural consistency and cohesion. This also draws 
the focus of human eyes from the street down from the roof line, reducing vertical 
height perception. 

• In further demonstration of our commitment to working collaboratively with the 
Town and responding to concerns regarding mass and scale, we have reduced the 
size of the proposed garage from 634 square feet to 555 square feet. This 
reduction reflects our ongoing efforts to thoughtfully balance functional needs with 
sensitivity to design guidelines and neighborhood context. 

• These changes represent not only a significant design adjustment, but also a clear 
reflection of our willingness to compromise and engage in good faith with the Town’s 
review process. We have worked diligently and thoughtfully to arrive at these 
softened revisions and sincerely appreciate the City’s time and consideration in 
reviewing them. 

 

Additional Immediate Neighborhood Comparisons: 

15588 Corinne Drive (immediate neighborhood): 

• Building: 3,277 SF 
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• FAR: 0.30 

• Our proposed FAR of 0.29 is comparable 

16700 Chirco Drive (diagonally across the street): 

• Building: 3,327 SF 

• Total with garage: 4,074 SF 

• FAR: 0.28 

• Our proposed FAR of 0.29 is comparable  

15624 Benedict Lane (immediate neighborhood): 

• Building: 3,550 SF is comparable in size 

• Only 1.9% smaller than the proposed 3,621 SF 

16763 Chirco Drive (immediate neighborhood): 

• This property is 19.8% larger than our proposed design  

• Building: 3,928 SF 

• Garage: 1,075 SF (largest in neighborhood) 

• Total: 5,003 SF 

• Our Total with garage: 3,621 + 555 = 4,176 SF 

 

Broader Neighborhood Comparisons: 

Looking at the broader area reveals additional comparable properties: 

16935 Frank Avenue: 

• Building: 3,841 SF 

• Large garage: 782 SF 

• Total: 4,623 SF 

• FAR: 0.26 (comparable to the proposed 0.29) 

• This property is 10.4 % larger than our proposed design  

16920 Farley Road: 
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• Building: 4,000 SF 

• This property is 10.5 % larger than our proposed design  

• Demonstrates that larger homes exist throughout the neighborhood 

 

Garage Comparisons: 

Our proposed garage (555 SF, FAR 0.044) is appropriate size and not the largest: 

• Immediate neighborhood 

o 16700 Chirco Drive garage is 747 SF, garage FAR 0.062 

o 16755 Chirco Drive garage is 994 SF, garage FAR 0.057 

o 16763 Chirco Drive garage is 1075 SF, garage FAR 0.065 

o 15588 Corinne Drive garage FAR is 0.051 

• Broader neighborhood 

o 16935 Frank Avenue garage is 782 SF, garage FAR 0.053 

 

Important Pattern Recognition 

As noted, all of these larger properties are disproportionate for their own respective 
immediate neighborhoods. They appear to be "sprinkled in at low frequency" throughout 
the broader area. This pattern is important to consider, because homes of the proposed 
size already exist in both immediate and broader neighborhoods, ie. our proposal is not an 
outlier. 

 

Summary with Local Context 

By the numbers: 

• Nearly identical FAR to 16700 Chirco (0.29 vs 0.28) 

• Comparable building size as 15624 Benedict (1.9% difference) 

• 16.3% smaller than 16763 Chirco Drive 

• Smaller than both broader neighborhood comparables 
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o 9.4% smaller than 16935 Frank Avenue 

o 9.5% smaller than 16920 Farley Road 

• Building size: 77th percentile (meaning 23% of homes are larger) 

• Total development: 69th percentile (meaning 31% of properties are larger) 

• Stays below 4 existing larger developments 

• Matches median garage size exactly and median second story height exactly 

• Preserves over 70% open space 

The proposed development is not introducing a new scale to the neighborhood - it fits 
within an established range that already exists both immediately adjacent and in the 
broader area. 

 

Addressing the Core Question: Neighborhood Fit 

The data demonstrate that: 

1. In the immediate neighborhood, there are near-twins in terms of FAR (16700 Chirco) 
and building size (15588 Corinne) 

2. The proposal is not the largest – there are both immediate neighborhood and 
broader neighborhood properties that exceed our proposed size 

3. The pattern of moderately larger homes "sprinkled" throughout is established - the 
proposal follows this existing pattern 

4. The proposal represents responsible development and efficient land use with 
comparison to both immediate and broader neighborhood context 

 

Conclusion 

The proposed 16717 Chirco Drive development is demonstrably within the established 
parameters of both the immediate and broader neighborhood. With nearly identical FAR to 
two immediate neighbors, comparable in building size as another immediate neighbor, and 
significantly smaller than the largest nearby property, the proposal represents a thoughtful 
addition that maintains neighborhood character while meeting modern housing needs. 
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The existence of these comparable properties - particularly in the immediate vicinity - 
provides precedent for the proposed development. The project is not setting a new 
standard but rather conforming to an existing pattern of appropriately-scaled homes that 
are already successfully integrated into the neighborhood fabric. 

 

A Note On Shadowing 

We have carefully evaluated the potential impact of the proposed second-story addition on 
neighboring properties and are confident that there will be no material loss of light, privacy, 
or view. The addition has been set back significantly from side property lines and is located 
on the parcel, so as to preserve generous spatial buffers between neighboring residences. 
In addition, the orientation and design avoid alignment with neighboring windows or 
outdoor gathering areas, and there are minimal second-story windows directly facing 
adjacent structure windows or private yard spaces, minimizing any privacy intrusion. 
Where second-story windows are present, they are thoughtfully placed or obscured to 
reduce potential sight lines. 

With regard to shadow impact, the new massing is limited as much as possible in scale 
and height (maximum 26' 9") and will cast zero new shadowing on adjacent structures, 
including during low-angle light conditions. Existing spatial separation, mature 
landscaping, and the orientation of the proposed addition further ensure that no 
measurable shadow encroachment will occur on neighboring structures or outdoor 
living areas. 

As a result, we believe the proposed design reflects responsible and neighbor-conscious 
development, consistent with the goals of the Residential Design Guidelines and with full 
respect for the privacy and daylight access of adjacent homes. 
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A FINAL PERSONAL NOTE 
 

Architectural Continuity & Enhancement 

The proposed design represents a thoughtful and architecturally cohesive evolution of the 
existing home, not a departure from it. Rather than a disjointed addition or mass of new 
square footage, the design embraces the established character of the residence and 
carefully builds upon it with complementary forms, materials, and proportions. The 
incorporation of familiar elements, including matching rooflines, bay windows, and 
restrained detailing,  ensures that the project maintains a strong sense of architectural 
continuity. 

At the same time, the design introduces a modern interpretation of traditional forms. For 
example, the updated massing, refined materials, and reoriented garage layout enhance 
the home’s curb appeal and functionality while remaining rooted in a timeless and 
respectful aesthetic. In this way, the home reflects both an appreciation for its 
architectural context and a forward-looking sensitivity to evolving family needs and design 
standards. 
 

Long-Term Neighborhood Compatibility 

This project is a long-term investment by a family intending to remain in the 
neighborhood, not a speculative development. As such, every aspect of the proposal has 
been approached with care and responsibility toward both the property and the 
surrounding community. The proposal does not attempt to maximize floor area 
indiscriminately but rather balances increased livability with site-appropriate design, 
careful modulation of bulk, and preservation (addition) of meaningful open space. 

The project also upholds the broader values of the Residential Design Guidelines, 
sensitivity to scale, neighborhood character, and environmental responsibility, even when 
we may respectfully differ from a particular reviewer’s interpretation. Our efforts to reduce 
visual massing, increase landscaping, minimize hardscape, and improve integration with 
the original structure underscore a deep commitment to good land use and design 
stewardship, preservation (addition) of open space, and long-term compatibility with 
the immediate neighborhood. 

Far from diminishing its context, the proposed home is designed to age gracefully, improve 
surrounding property values, and contribute positively to the evolving architectural fabric of 
the immediate and broader neighborhoods. 
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January 23, 2025

Ms. Maria Chavarin
Community Development Department
Town of Los Gatos
110 E. Main Street
Los Gatos, CA  95031

RE:	 16717 Chirco Drive

Dear Maria
I reviewed the drawings and evaluated the neighborhood context. My comments and recommendations on 
the design are as follows:

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
The site is located in an established neighborhood of one and two story homes with a range of traditional 
architectural styles. Photos of the site and its surrounding neighborhood are shown on the following page.

EXHIBIT 6
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16717 Chirco Drive
Design Review Comments
January 23, 2025    Page 2

House immediately across Chirco DriveTHE SITE

House to the immediate right on Chirco Drive House immediately across Chirco Drive
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16717 Chirco Drive
Design Review Comments
January 23, 2025    Page 3

PROPOSED PROJECT

Proposed Front Elevation

Proposed Rear Elevation

EXISTING FRONT SKETCH

PROPOSED FRONT SKETCH
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Design Review Comments
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ISSUES AND CONCERNS
The existing house is a very well designed one story Ranch Style home with floor plan and roof forms typical 
of the style - see existing house sketches below.

The proposed garage and second floor bedroom addition are not consistent with several Residential Design 
Guidelines.

1.	The addition is very awkward and not consistent with the Residential Design Guideline 3.1 Principles.

3.1 GENERAL BUILDING DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Design features, proportions and details shall be consistent with the architectural style selected.

Front and Right Side

Rear and Right Side
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2.	The proposed site development plan includes a circular driveway and a very large increase in hardscape 
driveway paving which would not be consistent with Residential Design Guideline 2.4.4.

2.4.4 Limit the use of circular driveways

• Circular driveways are discouraged because they increase the amount of paving in front setbacks.

3.	The sketch and elevations appear to show metal garage doors with large sections of transparent glazing 
which, in this neighborhood context, would not be consistent with Residential Design Guideline 3.4.1. 

	 3.4.1 Limit the prominence of garages

• Avoid designs that allow the garage to dominate the street facade.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1.	Eliminate the awkward angled garage volume on the front facade.

2.	Eliminate the awkward angled rear facade gable end.

3.	Redesign the addition building form to be more reflective of the existing house and the proposed archi-
tectural style.

4.	Eliminate the circular driveway and replace a siginifant amount of the hardscape driveway paving with 
landscaping.

5.	Select garage doors with solid panels and limited transparent glazing.
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Maria, please let me know if you have any questions or if there are any issues that I did not address.

Sincerely,
CANNON DESIGN GROUP

Larry L. Cannon
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RE: 16717 Chirco Drive - Response to Consulting Architect Recommendations 

Dear Planning Division, 

We respectfully submit the following responses to the architectural recommendations provided 

as part of the project review for 16717 Chirco Drive. We have carefully considered each 

recommendation and have made the following revisions. 

1. Eliminate the angled garage volume on the front façade

We evaluated the alternative concept proposed by Mr. Cannon and explored its feasibility within 

the constraints of the site and overall design objectives. When fully implemented into a CAD 

model, the configuration presented several challenges, including a reduction of the garage area 

from approximately 679 square feet to 324 square feet. This significantly limits functionality and 

intended use of the space. As discussed with Ms. Erin Walters and Mr. Sean Mullin during our 

Zoom meeting on December 17, 2025, the angled garage was developed for storage capacity 

while also complementing the triangular geometry of the lot and corresponding angled elements 

on the opposite side of the home, helping maintain overall architectural balance and symmetry. 

An interactive 3D rendering was presented during that meeting and subsequently shared via 

email with staff and the Director for further review. 

https://sketchfab.com/3d-models/25012-mdu-16717-chirco-46d195b409e54290b5cf2496a4c21eff 

Based on that discussion and follow-up communication, the angled garage door element has been 

removed as requested and replaced with a window to further simplify and refine the front façade. 

The final result of the revised design is two-car wide garage. This is consistent with the 

predominant pattern in the immediate neighborhood and was submitted in the “How to read your 

neighborhood” workbook from the Residential Design Guidelines. Our undertanding is that this 

design was deemed acceptable and no further revisions were requested. 

2. Eliminate the angled rear façade gable end

The rear angled façade has been removed and revised to a squared-off configuration in 

accordance with the recommendation from the consulting architect and planner. 

3. Redesign the addition building form to better reflect the existing house and architectural

style

Per discussions with Ms. Walters and Mr. Mullin, the design has been updated to incorporate 

architectural elements that more closely reflect the existing home. Specifically, an extended eave 

has been introduced between the first and second floors, and gable detailing has been added to 

mirror the character of the existing front elevation. 

4. Eliminate the circular driveway and reduce hardscape paving
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The circular driveway has been removed from the design. In addition, a substantial portion of 

hardscape located behind the proposed garage has been eliminated and replaced with 

landscaping. These changes result in a net reduction of 991 square feet of hardscape and net 

increase in landscaped area. 

5. Select garage doors with solid panels and limited glazing 

 

The revised design incorporates a solid panel garage door consistent with the architectural style 

of the existing home and garage. We believe it is now in compliance with this recommendation. 

We appreciate the Town’s continued guidance and collaboration throughout this process. We 

believe the revised design reflects a balance between functional requirements, site constraints, 

and adherence to the Residential Design Guidelines. We respectfully request your continued 

review and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Deepak Gupta 

16717 Chirco Drive 

Los Gatos, CA 95032 
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Response to Neighbor Concerns 
Prepared by Deepak Gupta and team, on June 26-28, 2026 

Submitted to Town of Los Gatos on June 29, 2026 

I. Introduction
We appreciate the Town forwarding the neighbor correspondence regarding the proposed 
project at 16717 Chirco Drive, and we also thank the adjacent property owner for taking the 
time to review the plans and provide written comments. We understand that changes to a 
neighboring property can raise important questions, particularly with respect to privacy.  

We have taken these concerns seriously and have tried to be fair and considerate in our 
responses below. Where feasible, suggested options for revision are presented below. At the 
same time, we also hope that both the subject neighbor and Town understand that there are 
constraints and we hope to be able to compromise a fair resolution where needed. 

We remain committed to working constructively with the Town and neighboring property 
owners to ensure the final project is fair, respectful, and contextually appropriate. 

EXHIBIT 8
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II. General Response 
We believe it is important to provide several overarching points regarding the proposed 
project and the review process to date. 

First, this project has undergone numerous significant revisions in response to Town 
feedback, consultant architectural review, neighbor feedback, and our own continued 
evaluation of neighborhood compatibility. These revisions have required substantial time 
and effort from multiple parties, including our design and architectural team, engineering 
consultants, contractors, surveyors, and family members. Reviews and revisions have also 
resulted in not-insignificant additional expenses; we mention this not as a complaint, but to 
emphasize that the current proposal reflects a long and careful process of refinement, not 
an inflexible design. 

Second, the proposed project complies with applicable zoning regulations and has been 
designed with careful attention to the intent of the Residential Design Guidelines. While 
compliance with zoning standards alone is not the only consideration, we believe the current 
design also addresses the broader RDG goals of neighborhood compatibility, proportionality 
and scale, appropriate architectural character, and sensitivity to adjacent properties. 

Third, every effort has been made to balance multiple competing considerations, including 
minimizing impact on the neighborhood, privacy, functionality of interior circulation, 
architectural quality, and the needs of a multigenerational household. We believe the 
revised proposal reflects this balance in a reasonable manner. 
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III. Response to Individual Concerns 

A. Privacy 

We understand and respect the neighbor’s concern regarding potential privacy impacts 
from the proposed second-story windows. The second-story windows have been reduced 
from earlier design iterations, reflecting our effort to balance architecture, natural light, and 
privacy considerations. The remaining windows provide natural light, ventilation, 
emergency egress, and visual articulation so the second-story façade does not appear as a 
solid blank wall. 

It should also be noted that the windows do not create direct overlook as suggested in the 
neighbor’s letter as the second story does not abut his property line. To the extent any 
angled or partial view toward the neighboring property may exist, we are willing to 
incorporate factory-finished frosted, etched, or otherwise permanently obscured 
glazing where appropriate to further reduce privacy concerns. However, complete removal 
of the windows, significant reduction in opening size, or raising sill heights beyond certain 
limits may not be feasible because bedroom windows must still satisfy applicable building 
code requirements for emergency egress. In the spirit of continued collaboration, we 
believe these revisions and proposed accommodations adequately protect neighboring 
privacy. 

It is also worth noting that the existing immediate neighborhood already includes second-
story windows at comparable or shorter distances to neighboring properties, as they 
cannot be completely avoided unless second stories are eliminated altogether. 
Nevertheless, we have taken care to avoid creating a direct overlook condition and remain 
willing to use obscured glazing, if required, where appropriate. 

B. Shadowing 

We have reviewed the neighbor’s concern regarding potential shadowing, particularly as it 
relates to the pool, trees, and landscaping. It should be noted that the neighbor’s concerns 
are not presented with any accompanying measurements, scientific data, or studies to 
support stated concerns. The neighbor has also requested an independent, verifiable 
shadow study in lieu of the submitted shadow study in our C3 submission. We take this 
concern seriously and have also reviewed the neighbor’s submitted conceptual illustration. 

Our submitted shadow study was prepared using a conventional shadow-analysis 
approach, evaluating the project during relevant daytime intervals (9:00am-3:00pm) and 
already includes both the winter solstice (A.18-A.19) and summer solstice (A.19-A.20). 
The winter solstice represents the lowest sun angle and therefore the most conservative 
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shadow condition, while the summer solstice represents the season when pool use, 
landscape growth, and sunlight exposure are typically most relevant. 

The neighbor’s conceptual exhibit was also reviewed and appears to depict a very long, 
low-angle shadow. However, the exhibit itself is labeled as conceptual and is not a scaled 
or surveyed shadow study so it is unclear exactly how to use this. From a geometric 
standpoint, an approximately 85-foot shadow from a 26.5-foot-tall structure would 
require a sun elevation angle of only 17.3 degrees above the horizon. This represents a 
very low-angle sun condition, typically associated with dusk rather than standard daytime 
conditions. It is not typical for shadowing during dusk to have material adverse impact, as 
it is brief and expected before sunset. The conceptual drawing is also inaccurate as it 
positions the subject neighbor directly east of the proposed second story which is not 
accurate. An accurate figure depicting the proposed configuration is included here with no 
immediate abutment along his property (15603 Benedict) line. 

 

Figure B0. The proposed second story (green star) does not immediately 
abut the subject neighbor’s property line (red star and red line). The 

correct direction between the two structures is Northeast (not East). 

In addition, the neighbor’s conceptual shadow exhibit appears to contain a directional 
inconsistency. The diagram depicts sunlight approaching from one direction while the 
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projected shadow appears to extend in a different direction. From a geometric standpoint, 
the direction of incoming sunlight and the direction of the resulting shadow should be 
aligned on the same axis. Because the exhibit does not appear to maintain that 
relationship, we understand this to be a conceptual illustration only, rather than a reliable 
or scaled representation of actual shadow impact. As our original shadow study does not 
correlate with the neighbor’s drawing and at the neighbor’s request, we performed a 
supplemental shadow study on June 26-28, 2026, focused solely on the relationship with 
the subject neighbor’s property. This supplemental study, similar to the original shadow 
study, does not correlate with the neighbor’s conceptual drawing and is discussed further 
below. 

In our supplemental focused study performed on June 26-28, 2026, portions of the 
neighboring pool were noted to experience significant shadowing from existing 
structures and/or existing mature trees during winter-afternoon conditions when pool 
use and solar warming are naturally not typical. The proposed addition was found to result 
in incremental shadowing during the late-day winter period, but that incremental effect 
appears minor, limited in duration (3:00pm-3:30pm), and generally comparable to existing 
shadow conditions. In particular, the incremental shadowing does not appear to affect the 
neighbor’s main residence and does not appear to create any new shadow whatsoever over 
the pool during the primary seasons of pool use. The concern that the project would 
materially reduce the usable pool season or significantly impair solar warming is not 
supported by the available objective analysis in both studies. See additional ATTACHED 
FIGURES B1-B18 for supplemental focused shadow study results. 

It is also important to distinguish between existing shadowing and shadowing caused by 
the proposed project. It should be noted that the neighbor’s own residence and own 
existing mature trees along the property line already contribute significant shade patterns 
to the neighbor’s rear yard and pool, and any fair analysis should separate those existing 
conditions from any additional shadow attributable solely to the proposed second-story 
addition.  

Based on the original shadow study and supplemental study, the available evidence does 
not suggest a significant shadow impact on the neighboring property caused by the new 
second story. During summer, when the swimming pool and landscaping are most 
dependent on sunlight, the sun is high in the sky (vertical light) and shadows cast by the 
proposed addition are correspondingly short. As a result, the proposed second-story 
addition does not affect sunlight access whatsoever to the neighbor’s pool, trees, or 
landscape health during the season when those features are most actively used and most 
dependent on direct sunlight. 
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During the winter solstice, there is incremental shadowing limited in both extent and 
duration which we believe is not a significant loss of sunlight to the neighbor’s rear yard. 
More specifically, there is partial pool shadowing about 30 minutes earlier, around 3:00pm, 
instead of 3:30pm. It should also be noted that during the winter solstice timepoint, there 
would be no leaves on the trees nor any expected watering of the landscape, and shadow 
onset 30 minutes earlier would not be expected to play a critical role in pool temperature 
nor landscape health. 

Please note that during both the summer and winter solstice, the neighbor’s own 
residence already overshadows the pool for most of the morning sunlight hours between 
8:00am and 11:30am, and this is the major source of pool shadowing with or without the 
proposed second story addition. 

In summary, while we understand the neighbor’s theoretical concern, and recognize that 
some low-angle winter-afternoon shadowing may occur 30 minutes earlier before sunset, 
the available objective evidence indicates that the shadow from the proposed addition is 
extremely minimal, seasonal, and not materially adverse. The submitted shadow study 
already includes winter and summer solstice conditions, and new supplemental study 
further supports the same conclusion as original submission that the project will not 
create additional significant shadowing over the neighbor’s pool, mature trees, 
landscaping, or main residence.  

Finally, we also respectfully request two more important points to be considered: 

• The subject neighbor’s trees along the rear property line contribute significant 
daytime shadowing to our proposed open yard and landscaping behind the new 
garage. We are accepting of this and respectfully request reciprocal consideration. 

• The neighborhood is a moderate density zone with side setbacks of 8 feet. It is not a 
rural or estate setting where very large separations between structures exist. There 
are numerous examples in the neighborhood where shadows affect neighbors to 
some degree and we respectfully request similar reasonable allowance. 

C. Height and Neighborhood Compatibility 

We understand the neighbor’s concern regarding the height and perceived mass of the 
proposed second-story addition. First, it is important to note that the proposed second 
story does not abut the neighbor’s property, and is actually situated approximately 85 feet 
away from his house, and adjacent to a different neighbor at 15625 Benedict Lane.  

Furthermore, our understanding is that neighborhood compatibility should be evaluated in 
the context of the “immediate neighborhood” as a whole, rather than by comparison only to 
one immediately adjacent property. The Residential Design Guidelines require submission 
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of a neighborhood analysis in their workbook, and our submitted design was prepared with 
that systematic framework in mind. 

As part of our review, we identified existing two-story homes in the immediate 
neighborhood with heights ranging from approximately 25’ to 30’. The proposed maximum 
height of our project was previously reduced to 26'6", which places it in the lower half of 
the observed range of two-story homes. Importantly, the proposed project would not be 
the tallest home in the immediate neighborhood.  

The current revised design also reflects substantial effort to reduce perceived mass and 
bulk. The proposed second-story floor area was previously reduced from 563 sf to 307 sf, a 
significant reduction that materially decreases the upper-level volume, and was carefully 
limited to the minimum area needed to meet the functional goals of the project while 
maintaining neighborhood compatibility. 

In addition, our neighborhood survey confirms that two-story homes are present and 
common in the immediate area at an incidence of ~40%. As such, the proposed addition 
does not introduce an unprecedented condition, nor does it create a height relationship 
outside the established range of nearby homes. 

In the spirit of compromise and good faith collaboration, one suggestion we have is to 
possibly consider changing the rear roofline from gable to hip. This would reduce the rear 
height (from 26’6” to 18’) that is diagonal and visible from the subject neighbor’s backyard. 
This is a proposed rear height reduction of ~33%. This would unfortunately disrupt the 
Craftsman architectural consistency at the rear façade that was required by the Town of 
Los Gatos during the review process, but would have a potential benefit of reduced height 
and mass at the rear closest to the subject neighbor. This would also push the maximum 
height of the roof ridge away from subject neighbor by 14’ 5” per his request. This would still 
be subject to design and engineering, and planning approval. This alternate design and 
engineering has been requested to assess feasibility, but due to the short notice, has not 
yet been completed. See preliminary 3D drawings (to scale) which are ATTACHED (C1-C8). 

A second last-minute alternative design is also preliminarily included in ATTACHED 
FIGURES C9-C14. This design has not yet been engineered or assessed for viability. 

Taken together, the neighborhood height data, reduced second-story square footage, and 
architectural flow demonstrate that the revised design is in many ways appropriately 
scaled and contextually compatible with the immediate neighborhood. TWO possible rear 
roofline/rear height revisions (reduction by 33%) are reluctantly presented above for 
consideration. 

Page 95



Page 8 of 10 

D. Garage and Setbacks 

We have reviewed the neighbor’s concern regarding the proposed garage location and side-
yard setback. The subject property has an unusual triangular lot configuration, and the 
existing home’s orientation creates no realistically feasible alternative option for 
locating a functional attached garage while maintaining appropriate circulation, 
access, and architectural integration. It should be noted that the proposed garage is 
nearly completely concealed by a fence between our properties, and as stated above, does 
not abut the subject neighbor’s property. 

The proposed garage has also been revised and reduced in size during the review process. 
It is not a maximal or excessive garage volume; rather, it has been carefully tailored/revised 
to meet functional needs while keeping scale and reducing impact. We have previously 
reduced garage square footage, eliminated hardscape behind the proposed garage, and 
replaced that area with increased open space and landscaping that does directly abut 
the subject neighbor’s property.  

Importantly, the proposed garage complies with the required side-yard setback. While the 
neighbor prefers the existing larger separation, the current proposal remains within the 
development standards applicable to the property. The design should therefore be 
evaluated based on whether it complies with the Town’s requirements and satisfies the 
intent of the Residential Design Guidelines, rather than whether it preserves an existing 
condition that exceeds the required setback. It should be noted that the proposed garage is 
approximately 85 feet away from the subject neighbor’s residence. This is almost the same 
distance between my front door and the neighbor across the street from me, yet we do not 
require increasing front setbacks to push houses farther apart across the street. The 
immediate neighborhood is a moderate-density single-family neighborhood, but it is not a 
rural or estate setting where very large separations between structures are expected. Many 
homes in the immediate neighborhood are located within standard code-compliant 
setback patterns, and the proposed garage similarly complies with the applicable side-
yard setback requirement. To require additional setback for our project would not be an 
established standard in our immediate neighborhood. 

Finally, it should be noted that in the spirit of good faith neighborly cooperation, we have 
tried to minimize the impact of an attached garage, and would expect some grace from 
neighbors to be able to make efficient use of our property to meet personal goals. For these 
reasons, maintaining the prior 16'6" setback or relocating the garage would be impractical 
and disproportionate to the concern raised. Such a change would require starting from 
scratch or project abandonment. While we respect the neighbor’s perspective, the 
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reasonable use and layout of the property must also be considered. We believe the revised 
garage location represents a practical, compliant, and context-sensitive solution. 

 

IV. Communication and Neighbor Outreach 
We have made multiple good-faith efforts to communicate directly and transparently with 
the adjacent property owner regarding the proposed project. Because the owner does not 
reside at the property and the home is currently tenant-occupied, there have been limited 
opportunities for informal, in-person discussion in the normal course of neighborhood 
interaction. 

Over the course of the project, we attempted to contact the owner several times to discuss 
the plans and address any concerns.  

1. July 1, 2025 – texted neighbor re: project, no response. 
2. July 2, 2025 – texted neighbor re: project, he requested speaking at a later date. 
3. July 7, 2025 – texted neighbor re: a different matter. My age 5 son hit a baseball over 

the fence into his backyard. No mention of wanting to discuss the project. 
4. Oct 21, 2025 – text and phone call with neighbor re: a different matter. Neighbor had 

listed his house for sale. No mention of wanting to discuss the project. 
5. June 13, 2026 - During a visit to the neighborhood, the neighbor notified me that he 

had seen the project sign on our property. Although we were away from the house at 
that moment, I called the neighbor and offered to return promptly in order to meet in 
person and discuss the project while he was nearby. Unfortunately, by the time we 
returned, he had left and requested to speak later by phone, which did not occur.  

6. June 28, 2026 – I emailed the neighbor to acknowledge receipt of his letter and 
intent to send him additional figures, information, and possible solutions to his 
concerns regarding our project. No response thus far from neighbor. 

We note this history not to criticize the neighbor, but to document that we have 
consistently attempted to be transparent and accessible. Our intent has always been to 
engage constructively and approach this project with the same consideration we have 
shown in our outreach to other neighbors, many of whom have met with us personally and 
provided feedback. Unfortunately, the neighbor has decided to wait until 1 business day 
before approval (June 29, 2026) to submit his objections, which was very alarming. This has 
resulted in significant short notice/overtime/hasty effort to consider possible revisions in 
design, concepts, and a de novo supplemental shadow study. Nonetheless, we remain 
fully willing to continue the dialogue and collaboration with this neighbor.  
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V. Overall Design Philosophy 
We believe it is important to explain the broader philosophy of the project. The proposed 
design was not an effort to maximize square footage without regard to context. Rather, it 
reflects an attempt to balance architectural quality, multigenerational family needs, 
preservation of open space, and respectful visual and neighborhood impacts. 

With the guidance and collaboration of the Town, we have studied nearby homes, lot 
configurations, building heights, garage placement, setbacks, and overall massing patterns 
to ensure the proposal remains contextually appropriate. We have met with multiple 
neighbors and incorporated feedback in the previous revisions. While the design cannot 
exactly replicate every neighboring condition, it has been revised/refined/reduced upwards 
of 50 times to achieve best fit within the immediate neighborhood. 

At the same time, the project must use available lot space and serve real functional needs 
for a multigenerational household. The design attempts to provide necessary space, 
parking, storage, and circulation in a manner that is efficient and respectful. We have also 
made a good-faith effort to preserve/increase open space, to use the lot responsibly, and 
avoid unnecessary overdevelopment that would negatively impact the neighborhood. 

 

VI. Conclusion 
We appreciate the neighbor taking the time to review the proposed project and express his 
concerns. We understand that changes to an adjacent property can raise important 
questions, and we have taken those concerns seriously. The letter above is an attempt to 
explain the reasons for many of the decisions made over the last 18+ months of design.  

Where feasible, we have also suggested possible revisions to accommodate the concerns 
brought forth by the subject neighbors. Overall, we maintain that the proposal remains 
consistent with applicable zoning standards and faithful to the intent of the Residential 
Design Guidelines, while also reflecting meaningful revisions made in good faith 
throughout the review process. 

We remain willing to continue working constructively with Town staff and neighboring 
property owners to address any reasonable remaining concerns and to ensure the final 
project is fair, respectful, and compatible with the neighborhood. 
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Front Elevation remains unchanged.

Figure C1. Above. Submitted design with rear gable roof.
Figure C2. Below. Rear roofline modified to hip instead of gable.
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Right Elevation 
Figure C3. Above. Submitted design with rear gable roof.
Figure C4. Below. Possible revision shows rear roof hip architecture instead 
of existing Craftsman/gable style. This results in a rear height reduction from 
26’6” to 18’. The maximum height of the roof is pushed forward, away from 
the subject neighbor, by 14’ 5” per neighbor’s request.
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Right-Rear Elevation
Figure C5. Above. Submitted design with rear gable roof.
Figure C6. Below. Possible revision shows rear roof hip architecture instead 
of existing Craftsman/gable style. This results in a rear height reduction from 
26’6” to 18’. The maximum height of the roof is pushed forward, away from 
the subject neighbor, by 14’ 5” per neighbor’s request.
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Rear Elevation
Figure C7. Above. Submitted design with rear gable roof.
Figure C8. Below. Possible revision shows rear roof hip architecture instead 
of existing Craftsman/gable style. This results in a rear height reduction from 
26’6” to 18’. The maximum height of the roof is pushed forward, away from 
the subject neighbor, by 14’ 5” per neighbor’s request.
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Second Possible Alternative

Figure C9-C14. A second possible alternative roof design is included to 
blend gable and hip styles to reduce rear height and still maintain some 
architectural consistency. Due to the short notice of this response, this 
conceptual design has not yet been fully designed or engineered to assess 
viability. Dormer windows would blend well with existing structure.
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Existing 9:00am

The neighbor’s pool is overshadowed by the neighbor’s own home (15603). 

Planned open space/landscaping on our property (16717) is overshadowed by 
the neighbor’s rear lot trees.

There is no shadowing of the neighbor’s (15603) lot by our property (16717).

Summer 
Solstice
Jun 21

Figure 
B1

The neighbor’s pool is overshadowed by the neighbor’s own home (15603). 

Planned open space/landscaping on our property (16717) is overshadowed by 
the neighbor’s rear lot trees.

There is no shadowing of the neighbor’s (15603) lot by our property (16717).

Winter 
Solstice
Dec 21

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B2

16717

16717

15603

15603
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Existing 3:00pm

There are no shadow concerns.

Our (16717) property has a short shadow that does not impact the neighbor’s 
(15603) property.

Summer 
Solstice
Jun 21

Figure 
B3

The existing shadow cast by our main home results in partial shadowing of the 
neighbor’s pool and trees during the late afternoon in winter only, when the 
trees have no leaves, and the pool is not actively warmed nor used. This is 
already existing.

Winter 
Solstice
Dec 21

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B4

16717

16717

15603

15603
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Existing 3:30pm

There are no shadow concerns.

Our (16717) property has a short shadow that does not impact the neighbor’s 
(15603) property.

Summer 
Solstice
Jun 21

Figure 
B5

The existing shadow cast by our main home results in partial shadowing of the 
neighbor’s pool and trees during the late afternoon in winter only, when the 
trees have no leaves, and the pool is not actively warmed nor used. This is 
already existing.

Winter 
Solstice
Dec 21

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B6

16717

16717

15603

15603EXISTING
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Project 9:00am

The proposed second story casts a shadow to the west and does not impact 
the neighbor’s property (pool, trees, landscaping, residence, etc.) whatsoever.

The neighbor’s pool is overshadowed by the neighbor’s own home (15603). 

Planned open space/landscaping on our property (16717) is overshadowed by 
the neighbor’s rear lot trees.

Summer 
Solstice
Jun 21

Figure 
B7

The proposed second story has shadow to the northwest and does not impact 
the neighbor’s property (pool, trees, landscaping, residence, etc.) whatsoever.

The neighbor’s pool is overshadowed by the neighbor’s own home (15603). 

Planned open space/landscaping on our property (16717) is overshadowed by 
the neighbor’s rear lot trees.

Winter 
Solstice
Dec 21

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B8

16717

16717

15603

15603
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Project 3:00pm

There are no shadow concerns.

Our (16717) property and second story have a short shadow that does not 
impact the neighbor’s (15603) property.

Summer 
Solstice
Jun 21

Figure 
B9

The existing shadow cast by our main home results in partial shadowing of the 
neighbor’s pool and trees. The second story adds incremental shadowing over 
the pool during the winter months only in the late afternoon.

This is during the winter only when the trees have no leaves, and the pool is not 
actively warmed or used. This is a combination of existing and new.

Winter 
Solstice
Dec 21

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B10

16717

16717

15603

15603EXISTING NEW
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Existing Shadow vs. New Shadow – June 21 (Summer Solstice), 9:00am

Our existing home casts a shadow to the west and has no impact on the 
neighbor.

Existing

Figure 
B11

The proposed second story casts a shadow to the west and has no impact on 
the neighbor.

New

Figure 
B12

16717

16717

15603

15603
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Existing Shadow vs. New Shadow – June 21 (Summer Solstice), 3:00pm

Our existing home casts a short shadow and has no impact on the neighbor.

Existing

Figure 
B13

The proposed second story casts a short shadow and has no impact on the 
neighbor.

New

Figure 
B14

16717

16717

15603

15603
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Existing Shadow vs. New Shadow – December 21 (Winter Solstice), 9:00am

Our existing home casts a shadow to the northwest and has no impact on the 
neighbor.

Existing

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B15

The proposed second story casts a shadow to the northwest and has no 
impact on the neighbor.

New

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B16

16717

16717

15603

15603
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Existing Shadow vs. New Shadow – December 21 (Winter Solstice), 3:00pm

The existing shadow cast by our main home results in partial shadowing of the 
neighbor’s pool and trees by 3:30pm. Sunset is at 4:52pm.

This is during the winter afternoon only when the trees have no leaves, and the 
pool is not actively warmed or used. This is already existing.

Existing

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B17

The existing shadow cast by our main home results in partial shadowing of the 
neighbor’s pool and trees. The second story adds incremental shadowing over 
the pool during the winter months only in the late afternoon by 3:00pm.

This is during the winter only when the trees have no leaves, and the pool is not 
actively warmed or used. This is a combination of existing and new.

New

Sunset 
4:52pm

Figure 
B18

16717
15603EXISTING

16717
15603EXISTING NEW
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Zahra Hajihashemi, and Moha Hajirostam 

Mailing Address: 

9/4/2026 

Town of Los Gatos Planning Commission 

c/o Community Development Department — Planning Division 

110 E. Main Street, Los Gatos, CA 95030 

Re:  Comments and objection regarding the proposed second-story addition at 16717 Chirco 
Drive (APN 424-20-014), Minor Residential Application MR-24-018 — from the adjacent 
property owner at 

Dear Chair and Members of the Planning Commission, 

As the property owners at , adjacent to 16717 Chirco Drive, we are writing 
to express our concerns regarding the proposed second-story addition at that address (MR-24-
018). We respectfully request that the Commission refrain from approving the project as 
currently designed until revisions are made to address these concerns. 

Our concerns and some suggestions are outlined below: 

A. Privacy: The proposed second story includes two windows on the east and southeast and
one window on the north elevations. These windows provide a direct line of sight into our
backyard and swimming pool. Given that our family frequently utilizes the pool and backyard,
these windows raise significant privacy concerns. (Figure 1)

B. Height and Shadowing: The proposed second story addition is among the taller structures in
the immediate neighborhood, and current shadow study exhibits do not clearly depict the true
effect on our property. Our backyard relies on direct sunlight to warm our pool and sustain the
trees and landscaping. The addition of the second story will increase the shadow cast over our
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backyard, particularly in fall and winter when sunlight is most crucial for maintaining the yard 
and pool’s warmth. This will restrict our use of the backyard and pool during those seasons. The 
residential design guidelines emphasize the significance of minimizing shadows. A 
comprehensive study that evaluates the shadow impact of both the planned ADU and the 
second story would provide a clearer understanding of the sunlight loss our property will 
experience once the entire project is completed. While a shadow study is not mandatory for 
the ADU, considering the impacts of both the ADU and the second story structures together 
would reveal the extent of sunlight loss. A redesign of the second floor would significantly 
reduce both shadows and privacy concerns. 

C. Character and Mass: A further concern is the character and mass of the second-story 
addition. This addition is completely out of character to the existing one-story house. It is not 
well integrated as the massing is completely lopsided. This goes against the residential design 
guidelines (Chapter 3). From our backyard perspective, it will appear as a substantial, 
uninterrupted two-story wall. The addition should be oriented along the length of the house, 
rather than the current perpendicular direction. Many of these points are highlighted in the 
peer architectural review conducted by Cannon Design Group (Figure 2). Additionally, in the 
town’s own review comments to the applicant (Figure 3), it is mentioned that the project 
exceeded the maximum allowable floor-area ratio (FAR) by 79 square feet. The applicant 
disputes this, so the FAR remains unresolved in the record.  

D. Suggestion #1 to reduce mass and address privacy concerns: To address both mass and 
privacy impacts, we identified an open area (area A in Figure 4) adjacent to the living area on 
the second floor (area B in Figure 4). The living area B could be constructed within area A, 
adjacent to the street-facing windows, thereby utilizing the street-facing windows and 
eliminating the necessity of having two windows facing our backyard (marked with red crosses 
in Figure 4). The third window can be eliminated by constructing a window on the west-facing 
wall (indicated by the green arrow in Figure 4). These modifications would address privacy 
concerns by eliminating the unwanted windows, while simultaneously reducing mass by 
eliminating the unoccupied area (area B). 

E. Suggestion #2: Another suggestion to address mass and privacy concerns is to construct the 
second story closer to the main house (Figure 5). For this option to be effective, it should be 
combined with relocating area B to area A, eliminating the side windows, and removing the 
additional space. This comprehensive approach would effectively address both the excessive 
mass and privacy issues. 

F. Suggestion #3: Figure 6 presents additional modifications that address our concerns without 
reducing the square footage. Please note that, all the above-mentioned suggestions are merely 
preliminary proposals to demonstrate that our concerns can be addressed with reasonable 
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modifications to the current plan. The precise changes and details should be determined and 
provided by the project owner. 

G. Notice of the second story: In the limited text-message communications we received from 
our neighbor regarding his project (Figure 7), the scope of the project was explicitly stated as 
the addition of an ADU for his parents. Notably, no mention was made of a second-story 
addition. We became aware of the second-story addition only when the story poles were 
erected and the town’s project sign was installed. This clarification serves to explain the timing 
of our comments. 

We respectfully request that the Commission refrain from approving the project as currently 
designed until revisions are made to address our concerns as outlined above. We have 
proposed several design modifications to demonstrate that addressing our concerns is feasible 
with making reasonable changes to the current design. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. We respectfully ask the commission to 
consider the concerns and suggestions described above and to notify us of any hearing or 
decision on this application and of the applicable comment and appeal periods, so that we may 
participate. We remain willing to work constructively with the Commission, Town staff, and the 
applicant toward a fair and reasonable resolution. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Zahra Hajihashemi 

Moha Hajirostam 

 

cc:  Maria Chavarin, Assistant Planner, Town of Los Gatos (mchavarin@losgatosca.gov) 
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Figure 1: Windows facing  Backyard, providing direct sight into the backyard 

and pool. 
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Figure 2: Findings by Cannon Design Group. 
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Figure 3: FAR exceeding the max allowed in town’s communication to the applicant. 
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Figure 4: Proposal to construct the living area in A and eliminate the side windows and area B. 
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Figure 5: Proposal to construct the second story unit adjacent to the existing house. 
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Figure 6: Design modifications to address mass, height and privacy concerns. 
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Page 1 of 3 – Introducing the Project to our Neighbors 

We used the table on Page 2 of Ms. Chavarin’s First Review Comments letter as a guide 

to help complete the task requested in General Comments #2. 

● Deepak Gupta and Carolyn Ngoc Nguyen
16717 Chirco Dr, Los Gatos, CA 95032-2531

We would like to clarify that while we have provided outreach information for all neighbors 
listed in the Town’s First Comment Letter, one of the 14 names included was our own (Deepak 
Gupta and Carolyn Nguyen, 16717 Chirco Drive). As such, we have included our information in 
the response table for completeness and consistency with the Town’s list. This means we were 
only provided contact details for 13 unique neighboring households. We want to ensure there is 
no misunderstanding — we have engaged all of the other neighbors listed and did not 
intentionally omit any outreach. 

● Mohammad Hajirostam and Zahra Hajihashemi

I met with “Mo” in 2024 (exact date not recalled) and briefly discussed our project. He seemed 
generally supportive of moving my elderly parents in with us. His property’s backyard borders 
our side yard where the proposed construction is anticipated. He did not raise any specific 
concerns during our conversation.  

Two additional separate attempts were made in June 2025 to meet with our neighbors and 
discuss the project. Unfortunately, they were not home during either visit, and we were unable 
to connect with them at that time. I then sent Mo a text message, and he responded saying he 
has been out of town and would be happy to meet with me upon his return. We remain 
committed to engaging with them and will continue to make further attempts. 

● Sandra L Scaletta, Trustee

Met on site with Ms. Scaletta and her sons in May 2024 to review the project in detail. They 
expressed support and appreciation for the opportunity to discuss the plans in person. 

● Occupant

Met on site with the occupant during a visit by the property owner, Ms. Scaletta, and her sons in 
May 2024 to discuss the project. They were informed of the proposal and expressed support. 

● Beverly K and Jeffrey Shih

We have met with the Shih family on several occasions to review the proposed project and 
share our plans. They expressed full support and enthusiasm. After reviewing images and details 
from the plan set, they found the design inspiring and mentioned it has motivated them to 
begin considering a future renovation project for their own home. 
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Page 2 of 3 – Introducing the Project to our Neighbors 

 
● Raman Bindlish and Nidhi Verma 

 

We met with these neighbors in June 2025 to discuss the project. They were fully supportive, 
offering comments such as, “Definitely no issue,” and “I don’t see the problem — you should be 
able to enjoy your property.” They expressed genuine enthusiasm about the prospect of our 
elderly parents moving in with us, noting that their own elderly parents also frequently visit and 
may relocate to the area in the future. They shared that the possibility of our families 
connecting over shared experiences was something they looked forward to. 

Please note that the address provided by the Town in the neighbor list appears to be incorrect; 
the accurate address is reflected in the entry below. 

● Occupant 
 

 
See previous entry for details of this interaction. There is no non-owner occupant at this 
address. 
 

● Bill Yu-Fan Chen, Trustee & et al 
 

 
Two separate attempts were made in June 2025 to meet with our neighbors and discuss the 
project. Unfortunately, they were not home during either visit, and we were unable to connect 
with them at that time. We remain committed to engaging with them and will continue to make 
further attempts. 
 

● Ebrahim and Tina F Hashemi, Trustees 
 

 
Two separate attempts were made in June 2025 to meet with our neighbors and discuss the 
project. Unfortunately, they were not home during either visit, and we were unable to connect 
with them at that time. We remain committed to engaging with them and will continue to make 
further attempts. 
 
Of note, my mother-in-law who stays with us most days visits with Ms. Tina multiple times 
weekly and has mentioned ongoing construction plans. There has been no mention of objection 
or questioning. We also share home grown garden fruits and vegetables with the Hashemi’s. 
 

● Occupant 
 

 
Two separate attempts were made in June 2025 to meet with our neighbors and discuss the 
project. Unfortunately, they were not home during either visit, and we were unable to connect 
with them at that time. We remain committed to engaging with them and will continue to make 
further attempts. 
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Page 3 of 3 – Introducing the Project to our Neighbors 

 
● Zahra Kassam and Omar Ali 

 
 
I introduced our project to our neighbors in June 2025. They appreciated the personal and direct 
communication and expressed full support. They conveyed their hope that the Town approves 
the proposal (and quickly) and wished us good luck in completing our plans successfully. 
 

● Occupant 
 

 
I met with the current occupant in June 2025. She and her teenage son are tenants at this 
address and confirmed they rent the property from the owners listed above. She expressed no 
objections to the project as described, but understandably recommended that I also speak 
directly with the property owners. Details of my attempt to contact the property owners are 
noted in the previous entry. 
 

● Jin Mo Sung, Trustee & et al 
 

 
Two separate attempts were made in June 2025 to meet with our neighbors and discuss the 
project. Unfortunately, they were not home during either visit, and we were unable to connect 
with them at that time. We remain committed to engaging with them and will continue to make 
further attempts. 
 

● Sharath Raghava and Smrithi S Konanur, Trustees 
 

 
I met with the neighbors in June 2025, and they were extremely supportive of the project. We 
had a warm and extended visit, even sharing a homemade snack together. Prior to this meeting, 
we had not been well acquainted, so it was a meaningful opportunity to connect. I also met 
their daughter and learned more about their family, including that both sets of their elderly 
parents either live on the premises or visit frequently. Like another supportive neighbor, they 
expressed enthusiasm about the possibility of my own elderly parents moving into the 
neighborhood. They noted that the seniors nearby would likely enjoy each other’s company and 
share common interests. Their comments included: “It is really nice to bring your parents, that 
makes sense, we have our parents here too.”, “We have no issue at all.”, “It’s no disruption to 
us.”, and “Please keep us posted on the progress of the project and the move date for your 
parents so we can all get together.” 
 

● Troy Z. Jaramillo Jr. and Jubie M. Jaramillo, Trustees 
 

 
Two separate attempts were made in June 2025 to meet with our neighbors and discuss the 
project. Unfortunately, they were not home during either visit, and we were unable to connect 
with them at that time. We remain committed to engaging with them and will continue to make 
further attempts. 
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