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See public meetings schedule on
this pages and check online for
agendas, meeting notes and
announcements

City of Orinda:
www.cityoforinda.org

Phone (925) 253-4200
Chamber of Commerce:
www.orindachamber.org

The Orinda Association:
www.orindaassociation.org

LAMORINDA WEEKLY

Orinda Public Meetings

City Council

Tuesday, Dec. 1, 7 p.m.
Regular Meeting

By Teleconference Only
Planning Commission
Tuesday, Dec. 8, 7 p.m.
By Teleconference Only

Finance Advisory Committee
Regular Meeting

Wednesday, Dec. 9, 6:30 p.m.
By Teleconference Only
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Appeal of memory care facility raises doubts;
proceedings continued to January

By Sora O'Doherty

Following an almost five-hour
hearing on Nov. 17 and citing
a lack of sufficient informa-
tion to rule on the appeal of
the approval of the memory
care facility planned for 1
Wilder Road, the Orinda City
Council requested that more
research be conducted by staff
into the legal issues raised by
the appellant, and continued
the hearing to Jan. 19.

The appeal has been
brought by the Wilder Owners
Association, represented by
attorney Shona Armstrong,
who gave a PowerPoint pre-
sentation to the council dur-
ing the meeting, which was
conducted on Zoom. Many
residents of Wilder also ad-
dressed the council, express-
ing near universal objections
to the proposed project. Al-
though many residents of
Orinda attended the planning
commission meeting to sup-
port the facility, no one spoke
in favor of the proposal on
appeal.

The planning commission
on July 14 approved the Coun-
tryhouse Memory Care pro-
ject, which consists of 38 as-
sisted living units in a one- to
two-story, 32,084-square-foot
congregate care facility. The
project is proposed to be built

Considerable risks with traffic/blind curve
illustrated in appeal presentation.

on a one-acre site at 1 Wilder
Road, located between High-
way 24 and the Wilder Subdi-
vision. The project would be
built by Agemark, of which
one of the co-founders is
Richard Weston, a longtime
Orinda resident who has
served on the Orinda Planning
Commission and was named
Orinda Citizen of the Year in
2012.

Several members of the
Wilder Owners Association
spoke in opposition to the
project, stating that a survey
of Wilder residents showed
that 95% oppose the proposed
development. Armstrong con-
firmed that more Wilder
homeowners voted on this is-
sue than on any previous HOA
election. Many Wilder resi-
dents argued that the project
would present traffic hazards,
would endanger Wilder resi-
dents in the event of an emer-
gency evacuation, and would
unfairly benefit from the ex-
tra taxes paid by Wilder resi-
dents in accordance with the
Development Agreement ne-
gotiated between the city of
Orinda and the Wilder devel-
opers.

Emotions ran high at the
hearing. Eric Egan com-
plained that Wilder residents
were being treated badly and
their concerns are being

scoffed at while there is “spe-
cial treatment of good old
boys.”

“If you don’t grant this
appeal,” he said, “it will be
considered pure corruption.”

Kathy Finch said Wilder
residents feel “beleaguered
and unheard by the city.” Sev-
eral speakers reported that
the proposed development is
larger than the three biggest
buildings at Wilder put to-
gether, the Art & Garden Cen-
ter, the Quarry House and the
Ranch House, and is approxi-
mately the size of Orinda
Safeway.

One of the main objec-
tions to the project, as set
forth in the appeal, is that
there is a conflict between
state and local law. Under the
Orinda municipal code, the
area is zoned PS, for public,
semi-public and utility district
developments. PS zoning al-
lows congregate care facilities
with a use permit. The defini-
tion of congregate care facility
requires that each unit in-
clude a kitchen. State law,
however, prohibits kitchens in
housing for dementia patients
and housing dementia pa-
tients is the sole purpose of
the memory care facility. The
developer, with the approval
of the planning commission,
argues that it is not in breach

of either law because each
unit will contain a kitchen,
but the kitchen will be locked,
inaccessible to the resident
and only accessible to staff
and guests. However, the ap-
pellant points out that the
Orinda law specifically de-
fines congregant care housing
as “small individual dwelling
units ... with a small kitchen
allowing for independent liv-
ing.” The appellant argues
that the project, as approved,
is inconsistent with PS zoning
and/or the California Building
Code and/or the California
Code of Regulations.

Another point raised by
the appellant that the city
council considered warranted
clarification is whether or not
the property benefits from the
Orinda geologic hazard abate-
ment district (Orinda GHAD)
or infrastructure that was de-
veloped to serve the Wilder
project and that is funded by a
Community Facilities District
(CFD). Armstrong argued that
allowing 1 Wilder to “piggy-
back on Wilder's CFD and
GHAD infrastructure jeopar-
dizes the validity of the GHAD
and CFD assessment author-
ity.” In Armstrong's presenta-
tion she pointed out that there
is considerable magnitude of
risk as there remains $21 mil-
lion outstanding on the bonds,
which requires nearly $33
million total debt service over
the next 17 years.

Armstrong also main-
tained that the development is
not a benefit to Orinda resi-
dents, but could provide some
of the wealthiest residents of
the entire Bay Area with lux-
ury class services at $12,000 a
month, while not helping sat-
isfy Orinda’s requirement for
affordable regional housing.
The attorney and the Wilder
residents present at the meet-
ing offered a plethora of rea-
sons why the city council
should grant the appellant’s
appeal and disallow the pro-
ject. The matter will be taken
up by the council again in
January, and a full hearing
will be allowed.
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Orinda garbage rates to increase by

nearly 7%
By Sora O’Doherty

An increase in fees for
garbage collection for Orinda
residents will include an in-
crease to the vehicle im-
pact/street maintenance
component charged by
Orinda to RecycleSmart,
which is passed on to rate
payers. The proposed in-
crease in Vehicle Impact Fees
will increase annual pave-
ment maintenance funding
available by an estimated
$117,882 to maintain public
streets.

The fee for garbage col-
lection will impact rate-
payers differently depending
on the size of the containers
they use, but will range from
about $3 to $6.46 per month,
with the majority of rate-
payers at the lower end of
the increase. For those with
a 20-gallon trash container,
the rates will increase from
$44.67 to $47.69 per month,
and for those with a 32-
gallon container, the rate will

go up from $51.05 to $54.50
per month. The large major-
ity of Orinda residents use
those two sized containers.
For the few who do use a 64-
gallon container, the rate will
go up $6.46, from $95.77 per
month to $102.23. Commer-
cial rates will also increase
by about $40 to $60 per
month.

The rate increase is for
trash collection; there is no
additional charge for recy-
cling pickup, although it is
the recycling portion of the
collection that accounts for
the increase, according to the
city council. This began in
2019 when China stopped re-
ceiving recycling materials
from the United States and,
as a result, local govern-
ments stopped receiving in-
come from the sale of recy-
cling.

In public comments on
the proposed fee hike,
Charles Porges complained,
“The most important issues
are always the last on the
agenda.” He explained his

position: “All of these funds
are for public road mainte-
nance. This is again hitting
private road residents with a
fee that they will get no ben-
efit from.” He urged the city
council to take steps to ad-
dress the inequity and allow
private roads to become
public. Porges asked the
council, “What are you going
to do?” Porges said that he
has provided the council
with a letter outlining the
steps he believes are neces-
sary, beginning with a study
of private road conditions.
The private roads supporter
said he was very disap-
pointed, after having given
the council seven action
items. Mayor Darlene Gee
responded that she realized
this is an important issue to
Porges and many others and
that the council is looking at
its upcoming agendas.

If the charges are ap-
proved by the Joint Powers
Authority, the rate increase
will take effect in March
2021.





