Council Agenda #
Meeting of April 28, 2009

CITY OF BELMONT

Staff Report

CONSIDERATION OF A RESOLUTION FOR AN EXCEPTION FROM THE REQUIREMENTS
TO INSTALL A SIDEWALK I'OR A THREE-L.OT SUBDIVISION A'l' 2007 BISIHOP ROAD -
APPLICATION NO. 2008-0075.

Honorable Mayor and Council Members:

Summary

The applicant requests an lixception from the requirement to install a sidewalk for an approved
three-lot subdivision locatced at 2007 Bishop Road (the old Agape Church site). The applicants
indicate that this particular ncighborhood of the San Juan 1lills area is low density and rural in
character, and already maintains an existing continuous standard sidewalk on the other side of the
strect that is sufficient for pedestrians usc. In addition, the applicant reasons that the installation of
the sidewalk would require approximately 545 cubic yards of additional grading for the construction
of a retaining wall, the removal of several mature trees and vegetation, and relocation of an exiting
firc hydrant and PG&E guy wirc.

The Department of Public Works requires the installation of sidewalk, curb and gutter for all
substantial projects (i.e., subdivisions, new home construction, cte.), but provides a departmental -
level exception for properties within the San Juan Hills Area that have frontage on a strect with a
greater than twenty percent cross slope.  Publie Works has determined that the cross slope of this
particular section ol roadway docs not meet the standard for a departmental-level exception;
Howevcr, it is within the City Council’s discretion to grant an cxception to the requirement for
sidewalk installation.

The Planning Commission revicwed the proposed exception request, and testimony from the project
applicant, ncighboring property owners, and a representative lrom the Department of Public Works
on October 7, 2008 (see attached 10/7/8 Staff Report and Mceting Minutes). The Commission
recommended (by a 7-0 vote) that the Council grant an Exccption to the requirements for sidewalk
installation for the three lots in this subdivision. Based on the analysis of the requested Exception,
staff recommends the Council adopt a Resolution approving the Iixception request.

Background

The project sitc was previously developed with a residence, church, and scveral accessory buildings,
which were constructed in the late 1960°s, and demolished in 2006.
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The Planning Commission approved a three-lot subdivision of the subject property in October of

2005. Conditions of approval for the subdivision required the installation of a full sidewalk, and
curb and guiter along the site’s frontage.

An application for Design Review for construction of a new home on 1ot 3 was submitted in
December of 2007, and was found by the Department of Public Works to be non-compliant with the
City’s sidewalk improvement standards (i.e., the scope of the project triggered installation of a {ull
sidewalk, curb and gutter and nonc were proposed). The applicant worked for several months with
Public Works, and surveyed the cross slope of the street to determine if the project could be exceepted
from the sidewalk installation requirement; when a roadway has morc than a 20% cross slope, a full
sidewalk, curb and putter can be climinated on one side. However, Public Works determined that the
roadway, at the time of its construction, had less than a 20% cross slope, so the exception would not

apply.

The applicant subscquently requested that the City Council determine if a sidewalk would be
appropriatc along the frontage for all three lots that were created as part of the subdivision. The
Planning Commission revicwed the exception request, and a Design Review application for
construction of a new single-family home on Lot 3 in October 2008. The Compnssion approved the
Destgn Review application, and recommended that the Counctl approve the exception request; a
condition of the Design Review approval requires that a final landscape plan return Lo the Planning
Commission after the Council makes a determination regarding sidewalk installation. The Planning
Commission Staff Report and Mceeting Minules are included as Attachments 11 and 111, respectively.

Discussion

The applicant requests an Hxception from the requirement to install a five-foot wide sidewalk for an
approved three-lot subdivision. Installation of a sidewalk would require a substantial amount of
grading and the construction of a retaining wall to stabilize the croding slope along the project site’s
frontage. Insicad, the applicant proposes fo install sedimentation controls (Jute netting and mulch)
and plant draught-lolerant native plantings 1o stabilize the slope along the site’s frontage. The
Dcpartment of Public Works has determined that a sidewalk at this location would not likely servc a
significant volume ol people. In addition, approval of the proposed Exception would reduce project
grading by approximately 400 to 545 cubic yards, save scveral mature trees, and prevent the
relocation of an exiting [ire hydrant and PG&E guy wirc. Staff belicves that approval of the
I:xeeption would be consistent with numerous General Plan and San Juan Hills Area Plan Goals and
Policies, as discussed below.

General Plan/Vision Statement

Granting the Exception would he consistent with the following, General Plan and San Juan 11ills Arca
Plan Goals and Policies:

Gengeral Plan
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General Plan Goal 10151 (Preserve, and, where needed, enhance the present character of
established residential areas), and Goal 1015.3 (Preserve significant open spaces, frees, views,
waterways, wildlife habitats. and other features, of the natural environment),

1016.4. The following standards shall apply to all new development:

o FErosion shall be minimized through such measures as runoff retention and re-vegetation.

o Grading and new impervious surfaces shall be kept to the minimum necessary to permif
development of land in « manner compaiible with its characteristics and designated use.

o Land, water and energy shall be used efficiently.

San Juan Hills Arca Plan

Goal 4 (Preserve Natural Resource)
Preserve vegetation and other natural resources in the San Juan 1illy Area.

Goal 5 (I’reserve Public Views)
Preserve public views into, within and from the San Juan arvea, particularly public views of natural
areas.

Policy 8 (Proiect Vegeration)

Ensure that development will: a). minimize the removal of vegetation, h). protect and restore
vegetation which stabilizes soils and reduces surface waier runoff, erosion and sedimentation, ¢).
profect historic and scenic frees, and d). provide revegetation of all significant tree cover, e).
promole the use of native trees and plants in new landscaping.

Policy 10 (Protect Wildlife Habiiat)
Protect wildlife habitatl by siting and designing new development to maintain portions of existing
habitats in undeveloped areas.

Policy 11 (Grading Design Standards)

Establish design standards for all grading, including grading for geologic mitigation and the
development of rouds and houses, to ensure that: a. changes from natural grade are minimized, b,
stabilization planfing for grading arcas is provided priov 1o the normal rainy season, and ¢.
standards fo minimize erosion from grading operations are developed, d) site preparation and
grading s harmonious with surrounding land.

Policy 13 (Protect Public Views)

a). Site und design new development and landscaping o protect public views, particularly from
Ralsion Avenue to Laurel Creck Canyon, Sugarloaf ana San I'rancisco Bay, b). Site and design
structures (o maximize public view preservation.

Analysis. The Ixception for sidewalk installation would preserve significant trees and public views,
and substantially reduce the overall cvading along the project site™s frontape. In addition, approval of
an Exception would avoid the construction of a retaining wall, minimizing erosion, preserving
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features of the natural environment and allowing stabilization of the slope with native, drought-
tolerant plant specics.

Fiscal Impact

None at this time.

Public Contact

No notice was required for this matler other than the posting of the agenda.
Recommendation

Stafl recommends (he City Council adopt a Resolution approving the Vixception for sidewalk
installation.

Altcrnatives

1. Take public testimony and continue the matter. directing any questions to staff for rescarch and
response. A staff report would be prepared for consideration at a future mecting,

2. Deny the requested Lixeeption.

3. Take no action.

Attachments

I. Resolution approving the Iixception for sidewalk installation.

1. October 7, 2008 Planning Commission staff report, adopted Resolutions, and attachments
(Council only)

113. Planning Commission Mecting Minutes, dated October 7, 2008

V. Project Plans and Matcrials (Council only)

Respectiully submitted,

L’

- L O re
Damon DiDonato farlos de Melo T 1dek Crist
Scnior Planner Community Development Director  City Manager
Staff Contacis:
Damon DiDonato (Carlos de Mclo
(650) 637-2908 (650) 595-7440

ddidonaio/w’belmont.gov cdemelof@belmont.gov
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RESOLUTION APPROVING THE
EXCEPTION FOR SIDEWALK
INSTALLATION



CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO.

RESQLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BELMONT
APPROVING AN EXCEPTION FOR THE INSTALLATION OF A SIDEWALK FOR A
THREE-LOT SUBDIVISION AT 2007 BISHOP ROAD
(APN: 043-010-240) (APPL. NO. 2008-0075)

WHEREAS, Richard Vapp, applicant, on behalf of Rancho Belmont, LLC, property owners,
requests an Exception to the requirements for the installation of a sidewalk {or a three-lot subdivision
located at 2007 Bishop Road (AP’N: 043-010-240); and,

WHEREAS, The Department of Public Works has dclermined that a sidewalk at this
location would not likely serve a significant volume of people, and approval of the proposed
Exception would reduce project grading by approximately 400 1o 545 cubic yards, save several
mature trees, and prevent the relocation of an exiting fire hydrant and PG&E guy wire; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that approval of the Iixception is consistent
with all relevant poals and policics of the General Plan and the San Juan 11ills Area Plan, as follows:

General Plan

General Plan Goal 10151 (Preserve, and, where necded, enhance the presemt character of

established residential arcas), and Goal 1015.3 (Preserve significant open spaces, trees, views,

waterways, wildlife habitats, and other features, of the natural environment).

1016.4. The following standards shall apply 10 all new development .

o Erosion shall be minimized through such measures as runoff retention and re-vegetation.

o Grading and new impervious surfaces shall be kept to the minimum necessary 1o permit
development of lund in a munner compatible with its characteristics and designated use.

o Land, water and energy shall be used efficiently.

San Juan 1lills Arca Plan

Goal 4 (Preserve Natural Resource)
Preserve vegetation and other natural resources in the San Juan Hills Area.

Goul 5 (Preserve Public Views)
Preserve public views info, within and from the San Juan area. particulurly public views of natural
areds.

Policy 8 (Prolect Vegetation)

Ensure that development will. a). minimize the removal of vegetation, h). protect and restore
vegetation which stabilizes soils and reduces surface water runoff, erosion and sedimentation, ¢).
profect historic and scenic trees, and dj. provide revegetation of all significant tree cover, ¢).
promote the use of native treey und plants in new landscaping.

Policy 10 (Protect Wildlife Habitat)
Protect wildlife habitat by siting and designing new development (o maintain portions of existing




habitats in undeveloped areas.

Policy 11 (Grading Design Standards)

Establish design standards for all grading, including grading for geologic mitigation and the
development of roads and houses, to ensure that: a. changes from natural grade are minimized, b.
stabilization planting for grading areas is provided prior fo the normal rainy season, and c.
standards 10 minimize erosion from grading operations arc developed, d) site preparation and
grading is harmonious with surrounding land.

Policy 13 (Protect Public Views)

a). Site and design new development and landscaping 1o profect public views, particularly from
Ralston Avenue to Laurel Creek Canyon, Sugarloaf and San I'rancisco Bay, b). Site and design
structures to maxiniize public view preservation.

The Exception for sidewaik installation would preserve significant trecs and public views, and
substantially reduce the overall grading along the project site’s frontagce. In addition, approval of an
Exception would avoid the construction of a retaining wall, minimizing crosion, preserving features
of the natural environment and allowing stabilization of the slope with native, drought-tolerant plant
species.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Belmont, reviewed the Exception
request and all public testimony, and recommended approval of the lixception for sidewalk
installation by a 7-0 vote; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby adopts the staff report dated April 28, 2009 and the
facts contained thercin as its own findings of facts; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council did hear and use their independent judgment and considered
all said reports, rccommendations and testimony hereinabove sct forth.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council hereby adopts a
Resolution approving an I:xception to the requirement to install a sidewalk for a three-lot
subdivision located at 2007 Bishop Road.



I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted by
the City Council of the City of Belmont at a regular meeting thereof held on April 28, 2009 by the
following vote:

AYES, COUNCIL.MEMBERS:

NOES, COUNCILMEMBERS:

ABSTAIN, COUNCILMEMBI:RS:

ABSENT, COUNCILMEMBLERS:

RECUSED, COUNCILMEMBERS:

MAYOR of the City of Belmont

ATTLEST:

CLERK of the City of Belmont
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PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
OCTOBER 7, 2008



MEETING OF October 7, 2008

AGENDA ITEM NO. 5A
Application [.D.:

Application Type:

2008-0075

Single Family Design Review

A L 0 RN A

CITY OF BELMONT

Location: 2007 Bishop Road

Applicant: Richard Tapp

Owncrs: Rancho Belmont, LL.C

APN: (043-010-240

Zoning; IHRO-1 Hillside Residential and Open Space - Unsubdivided

General Plan Designation: HROP — Hillside Residential Open Space

Iinvironmental Deternmnation: Categorically Exempt, Scction 15303,

Class 3(a)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant requests Single Iamily Design Review (SI'DR) approval 1o construct a new 4.490

square-foot single-family residence on a vacant 86,254 sq. 1. lot that is below the maximum
permitted 4,500 square fect for the site,

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planming Commission approve the Single Family Design Review subject
to the conditions of approval contained in the attached draft resolution’.

ZONING/GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION

The proposed single-family residence is a permitted usc in the HRO-1 (Iillside Residential and
Open Spacc) zoning district, and is conforming to the General I"lan Designation HROP - Residential
and Open Space.

PRIOR ACTIONS

The project site was previously developed with a 2,853 square residence and a 2,003 square foot

church. and scveral accessory hulldings, which were constructed in the late 1960°s. The church, the
residence, and the other struciures were demolished 1in 2006.

' Pleasc note: This recommendtation is madc in advance of public testimony or Commission discussion of the project. At
the public hearing, these two Tactors, in conjunction with the stafT analysis, will be considered by the Commission in
rendering a decision on the projeet.
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The subject property (Lot 3) was created by a three-lot subdivision, which was approved by the
Planning Commission in October of 2005 (see sheet A-1 for the approved subdivision plan). An
environmental review, Mitigated Negative Declaration, (MNI) condueted for the subdivision of the
property identificd portions ol the sitc thal may contain sensitive plant and animal specics. The
MND included mitigation mcasurcs that required additional surveys for nesting birds, prior to
development of the site. In addition, a maximum developablc area was established for the site
consisting of the previously disturbed/landscaped areas. The maximum developable area for 1.ot 3
is identified on the project’s site plan (Sheet A-2) as a setback line betwecn the previously disturbed
area and the undisturbed coastal scrub habitat.

The current application was submitted in December of 2007, and was found by the Department of
Public Works to be non-compliant with the City’s sidewalk improvement standards (i.c., the scope
of the project triggerced installation of a full sidewalk, curb and gutter and none were proposed). The
applicant worked for several months with Public Works. and surveyed the cross slope of the strect
to determine if the project coutd be exempted from the sidewalk installation requirement; when a
roadway has more than a 20% cross slope, a full sidewalk, curb and gutter can be eliminated on one
side. Howcver. Public Works dectermined that the roadway, at the time of its construction, had lcss
than a 20% cross slope, so the exemption would not apply.

The applicant has requested that the City Council decide il a sidewalk would be appropriate at this
location, both for the subject project site and the other two lots created as part of the subdivision.
Staff will prepare a report to the Council subsequent to the Planning Commission’s review of this
project. Stafl belicves that the project plans are sufficiently detailed Lo review the project and make
a determination on the SFDR findings as proposed, without a sidewalk. Should the Council require
a sidewalk, a final Jandscape plan would return 1o the Commission for review and approval with the
sidewalk inciuded.  Staff is requesting a recommendation {rom the Commission with respect Lo the
installation of the sidewalk. A dctailed discussion related to the installation of the sidewalk is
included on pages 19 through 20 of this report.

SITE CONDITIONS

The subject property has an average slope of 24.4 %, and 1s located on the northwest portion of
Bishop Road, along a loop created north of this roads and its intersection with Marsten and Roberts
Avenucs. The properly was previously developed with a church, a residence, scveral aceessory
buildings, and associated landscaping improvements that were constructed on a large, relatively flat,
knoll located adjacent to the site’s roadway frontage. A rolled curb and gravel driveway served as
access 10 the church and home. A steeply sloptng area to the northeast of the site was not
developed, and remains in its natural state.  The City Arborist has confirmed that there are
approximalcly 22 repulated trees on and adjacent to the project site that may be impacted by the
proposed project.

The property is bounded to the north by the vacant lots (zoned 1TRO-2) that have no road aceess, to
the west by vacant undeveloped property (Lots 1 and 2 of the three-lot subdivision), to the east by a
large. vacant lot zoned HRO-1, and single family homes, and 1o the south by single family homes

along Bishop Road. The surrounding single family neighborhood is developed with one and two-
story single-family homes with a mixturc of stucco and wood cxterior finishes.
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PROJECT ANALYSIS

'The applicant proposes to construct a Mediterranean-style, 4,490 square [ool single-family residence
on sitc. The home would consist of onc and two-story building clements with an altached garage,
arranged in a scmi-circular fashion. The project would consist of the following:

Floor Plans - I“irst I‘loor

The 3,670 sq. fL. first floor consists of a 3,107 sg. fi. residence, and an attached 563 sq. L. garage.
The first floor of the residence includes a master bedroom, walk-in closct, living room, dining area,
kitchen, family room, foyer, laundry, breakfast nook, study (or gucst bedroom), and one and one-
half bathrooms. An inlerior staircasc would provide access to the upper level. Four balconics would
exit 1o the rcar of the home. one patio would exit 1o the front of the home and one terrace would exit
1o the side of home. The interior floor to ceiling height of the Jirst Moor is proposed at ten feet in
living areas, nincleen feet in the Toyer, and five feet in the attic above the living room. Crawl space
under the housc ranpes from several inches to approximatcly five fect in height. A two-car garage
with an interior dimension of 21.57 by 23°, would be attached (o the home via a roofed breezcway.
The 20° long by 21.5 widc parking arca in front of the garage is adequate 1o park two additional
cars. An unroofed utility pad would be constructed adjacent to the garage in order to screen utility
meters. trash and recycling. A five-foot high stucco wall with a built-out base cap would surround
the pad.

I'loor Plans - Sccond Floor

The proposed second (loor includes two bedrooms, two full bathrooms, two closets, 4 counter and
stairs with the foyer open to below. A one-fool wide decorative “Julict”™ balcony is proposed al the
rear of the bedroom on the cast side of the home. The total proposed floor area for this level is
approximaltely 820 square fccl.

|

- ~ Dwelling Floor Area Summary .
Proposcd Square Footage Proposcd Modifications/Additions
Proposed: Fully complying (wo-car garage,
master bedroom, walk-in closet, living room,
First Level (Main Iloor) - 3.670 Sq. L. dining arca, kitchen, family room, foyer,
laundry, breakfast nook, study (or guest

| bedroom). and one and onc-half bathrooms,

Sccond Level - 820 Sq. Ft.

Proposed: T'wo bedrooms. two full
bathrooms, 1wo closets. a counter and stairs
with the foyer open to below,

Total for dwelling = 4,490 Sq. Ft.

lixtenor Design/Matcrials/Colors
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The proposed new Mediterrancan-style home would have a stucco exterior finish with stucco and
stone veneer basc, metal clad, wood windows with divided Lights, and a clay tile roof. Architectural
design details include:

= Decorative glass and wood cntrance door with wrought iron

=  Arched window openings with stucco sill trim

»  Half columns and a covered entrance area with stone column supports

v Stucco crown and band trim

*  Metal chimney cap, and copper, hall-round gutters

= A stone and tile wall fountain

» Painted wood pancl garage doors and a painted wood pergola on the front of the garage

= Decorative wrought iron hardware, wrought iron railings for cxterior decks, interlocking
driveway pavers, and a driveway fountain.

The proposcd exterior materials and color paletic would include:

Roof: Clay tile, “l'actory” (burnt orange-brown)

Stone Vencer Base: “Natural” (lan)

Stucco Base and (rim: “West Warwick” (golden wheat tan)
Exterior Walls: Stucco, “Great Gaucho” (dark mustard)
Wrought lron Railings and Ilardware: Black

Window Frame, Sash, Wood Eave and Trellis: “Mossy [og™ (pale green)
Tree Removal

The church, home and accessory structures have been removed from the property. ‘The site contains
numerous trees, of which 22 were tagged as rcgulated trecs and assesscd by the City Arborist (see
Attachment V Tor arborist report).

The applicant proposes removing live {5) regulated trees, as follows:

* Tree #81: Canary Island Pine, 'rotected Size.
* Tree #88: Dollar gum, Protected Size.

e Tree #108: Glossy Privetl, Non-Protecicd Size.
* Tree #109: Ncodar Cedar, Non-Protecied Sive,
* Tree #113: ltalian Stone Pine. Protecied Size,

In addition to thesc five trees, the City Arborist recommends removal of trec #60 which sustained
severe damage during the 1/4/08 storm (no fee required). The City Arbonst cautions that Tree #s
115, 92, 93, and 126 may be impacted by the proposed projeet, and makes recommendations for
modifications to the landscape plan and for the retention of these trees (see attached tree disposition
chart).
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Landscaping

The applicant has provided a landscape plan (Sheet L-1), and an irrigation plan (Sheet 1.-2). The
landscape plan proposes retaining, the large California native trees on sile, retaining the cxisting
vegetation at the front of the site for screening, and planting a wide varicty of trecs, shrubs, vines,
and groundcover. The plan includes the use of Californian native specics (oak trees. redwood trees,
Califorma Lilac, Manzanita, coyolic bush, California toyon, ctc.). The proposed plan includes the
following landscapc plantings and cxtcrior landscape featurcs for the site:

e Eight varietics of trees, for a total of 57 trees (51 of which arc 247 box size or greater)

o Twenty-four varietics of shrubs for a total of 378 shrubs

¢ Eight varictics of groundcovers

» Thirtcen varictics of vines

s A {ront cntrance two-lcvel water fountain

* A pervious cobble paver driveway leading to a motor court turn-around with a fountain at

the center

e Pervious patio areas to the rcar and sides of the home

s A gravel pathway around (he rear and sides of the homc that Icads to masonry tile benches, a
small fountain and a spa (associated garden retaining walls range from 18 inches to 4 feet in
height)

o A black ormmamental steel pate attached to cast stonc entry columns that would connecl 10 a
six-Toot high woodcen fence surrounding the property.

Grading

The site would he re-graded to accommodate the driveway with turn-around area and create a
relatively level footprint for the new housc. Approximaiely 845 cubic yards of cut and 845 cubic yards
of fill for a tolal grading of 1.690 cubic yards would be necessary to allow for the proposcd
construction.  Cut and DIl would be balanced on site with much of the excavated material being
spread out {rom the top of the knoll to crcate a more leve) building pad.



PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
RE: 2007 Bishop Road, PA#2008-0075
Oclober 7, 2008

Page 7

Hardscape

The following table lists hardscape clements on the property:

[ e e — — e p——— - —-—

e Area ~ Tally of hardscape per
Feature Arca (sq. ft.) y "] P
I 7 Percentage | feature(s) (%)
Residence/garape 3,670 4.25 4.25
Driveway” 5,125 5.94 10.19
Porches and Balconies 646 0.75 10.93
Terrace/pali02 2,870 3.33 14.27
Total 12,311 14.27 14.27
"Includes a l-‘run;iﬁg [ally of all features up to that point in the table.  The 'drivcwaiy;ipza-liu and terrace would be pavers
over a pervious substrale which wonid result in approximately 30% permeability. Reviscd caleulations would result in
|_approximatcely 8,314 sg 1l of hardscape or 9.64 % hardscape coverage. o 777 ]

As indicated in the fable above, the proposed project does not substantially add to the hardscape on
silc as a pereentage of lot arca, mainly duc to the proposed use of pavers over a permeable substrate
for construction of the driveway and patios arcas. In addition, staff is recommending a condition of
project approval. requiring the use of pavers over a permceablc substrate lor all patio, terrace and
driveway arcas.

Groundwork and Geotechnical Recommendations

The apphicant has submitted a Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Geoforensics, Inc., dated July
26, 2004, The report was peer-reviewed by the City’s Consulting Geologist, Cotton, Shires &
Associales, Inc.. in a letter dated January 18, 2008. A copy of the report and letter are included as
Attachments V1and V11

There are no known geological hazards in the immediate ncighborhood of the subjcet property; the
silc is designated as Sbr on the City’s Ground Movement Potential and Geologic Harzard Map
(development and road expansion permitied). The geotechnical report concluded that the proposed
residential development is constrained by existing fill materials and the susceptibility of the site to
strong seismic ground shaking. The City Geologist does not have feasibility objections to the
layout of the proposed site improvements, but does require that the projeet geotechnical consuhant
inspect current site conditions, and update recommended geotechnical design criteria prior to
issuance of grading or buikling permits,  Additionally, the consultant shall be required to map the
extent of existing D) material, characterize the depth and engineering properties of the fill and
recommend appropriale design measures to mitigate any adverse impacts on adjacent properties.
The City Geologisi has also provided recommendations for peotechnical review of final building
and grading plans and ficld inspections during construction. All of the City Geologist
recommendations have been included in the attached Conditions of Approval.
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PROJECT DATA
_Crmaﬁ_ 7: _l_r’_:_'p‘p(_nscd 7 ] Bequircd/Max. Allowed
Lot Size 1 _ 86,254 s.f. ) 85748
 Slope 24.4%  ONA ]
FAR N 0.0521 0.0522 (corresponds Lo 4,500 s.{. max)
Square Footage' 4,490 sq. fi. B - 4500sq. 1.
Parking T'wo-car garage (20° by 207) ‘T'wo-car parage (20° x 207)
. l'wouncovered ~_Twouncovered
 Setbacks:® |
Front o 7 694 fi. ) _ IR ERIT o
| Side (east) 1 %6 4 .
Side (west) - 41511, ~ o TR
Rear L 101.7 1 s -
Driveway lengih 20+ fi. 18 fi.
Height | 28 1. 2% 1.
| TThe maximum allowable Noor arca is 4,500 .\:(].- 1. on parcels 20,000 sg. 11. and lury_cl';_r'_l'_hc sellicks for the TIRO-1 District
arc provided in this table: the applicant’s project data summary includes scibacks identificd during the subdivision of the
property, and Lhe sile plan (Sheet A-2) delincates the maximuom developable area determined during the cnviconmental review
for the subdivision (all scibacks arc measured (o property lincs), o o L

GENERAL PLAN CONFORMANCE

The subject property is located in the HRO-1 (Hillside Residential and Open Space) zoning district.
According to Scction 4.7 of the City of Belmont Zoning Code, one-family residences arc permitted
m the HRO-1 District. The Belmont General Plan identifies (he tand use on the subject property as
Hillside Residential and Open Space (HROP).  According 1o the General Plan, low-density
residential development in the San Juan 1ills area is appropriatc only when it has been
demonstrated that salc devclopment can take place consistent with the policies of the Gencral 1lan
and thal adequalc access, utilitics, [ire services and other cssential services are available.  'The
properly is located within the purview of the San Juan Hills Arca Plan and 1s designated at Fhillside
Residential and Open Spacc (HROP).

The proposcd single-family residence is a permitted use within the Hillside Residential and Open
Space General Plan designation.  In addition, the project has reecived peotechnical clearance, and
Public Works and l'ire Department review, consistent with Goals 1015.6 (Ensure that residential
development accurs in areas of low-risk from geologic and hydrologic hazards, and ), and 10758
(Protect persons and property from unreasonable exposure fo natural hazards, such as floods. Jire,
unstable ground, erosion, and earthquakes). The project would also avoid steep slopes and sensitive
species on sile by adherenee to an cstablished buildable arca, and would replace the previous
institutional use with a residential use, consistent with General Plan Goal 10151 (Zreserve. and,
where needed, enhance the present character of established residential areas), and Goal 101353
(Preserve significant open spaces. Irees, views, waterways, wildlife habitals, und other features, of
the natural environment),
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General Plan Policics

1016.2. Intensity of the use of land as measured by such factors as parcel size, population density,
building coverage, exient of impervious surfaces, public service requirement parking
requirements, and Iraffic movements should be based on the following general principles:

v atensity of use of individual parcels and buildings should be governed by considerations of
existing development paiterns, water and air quality, accessibility, traffic generation,

arking, noise, fire safeny, drainage, natvral hazavds, resource conservation and aesthetics.
P ) el

o Iniensity of land use showld be regulated according to the availability of community
facilities and services.

1016.4. The following standards shall apply to all new development:

a. Sewage disposal shall be by sanitary sewers.

b. Storm drainage facilities shall be provided.

C. Frosion shall be minimized through such measures as runoff retention and
revegelation.

d Grading and new impervious surfaces shall be kept 1o the minimum necessary 1o

permit development of land in a manner compatible with its characteristics and
designated usc.

e. Land, water and energy shall he used efficiently.

f Structures shall be clustered, where possible, to maximize open space and minimize
costs of providing public services.

g Sufe wccess to the public road system of the commumity shall be provided.

h. Iire and police protection shall be adeguately provided.

i. Slopes exceeding 30 percent shall be avoided whenever possible.

The project has been designed 1o mect the above the development standards and the above
development standards are also addressed as standard conditions of project approval.  All utility
services will be provided 1o the site. The Belmont Police Department and the San Carlos-Belmont
Fire Department have reviewed the project and with their identified conditions of approval therc arc
adequate emcrgency services for the project. The project would balance prading on site and avoid
slopes in excess of 30%t through the cstablishment of a maximum building envelope. Impervious
surfaces would be 10% of the site arca. A geotechnical report is proposed as part of the project. The
City’s geotechnical consultant has peer revicwed the report and found that it adequatcly addresses
the conditions on the site.  Adherence lo crosion control mecasurcs would be required and
incorporatcd for the project as standard conditions of approval. As proposed and conditioned, safe
site access would be provided to the site, and traffic resulting from the new residential dwelling unit
would be less than the previous institutional use and consistent with the residential traffic in the
surrounding ncighborhood.
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SAN JUAN HHLL.S AREA PILAN

The subject property is located within the purview of the San Juan Ilills Arca Plan. Pertinent goals
and policies of the San Juan 11ills Plan include the following:

Geologic Marards

Goaal I (Geologie stubility)
Ensure a high level of geologic stability for building sites, struciures and infrastructure

Goal 2 (Information on Geologic Huzards)
Improve the Citv of Belmont decision making. process pertaining to geologic hazards in the San
Juan area.

Policy 1 (Adoption of Geologic Maps)

u Use the Ingineering Geologic Hap and Ground Movement Potential Map prepared by William
Cotton and Associates in April, 1985 as the official geologic maps of the City. These maps will be
used for the purpose of determining the relative geologic stability of land when reviewing
development upplications.

Policy 2 (Reguired Geotechnical Investigations)

Require the following geotechnical reports to accompany applications for development and
assessment districls: a. On slopes steeper than 10%, soil and foundation engineering invesiigation
by a registered civil engineer; b. On lands shown in Figure 4, except those stable areas categorized
as Shroor Sun, engineering peologic investigation by a certified engineering geologist. The
investigation shall evaluate the natural slope condifions and provide recommendations for
miligating and/or correcting any unstuble conditions thal will assure the safety of the proposed
development: (1) The city will develop standards for these reports: (2) The results of ithese
investigations will he reviewed and approved by a Geologist hired by the City; (3) The
recommendations for mitigation and/or correction will become conditions of approval

The applicant has submitted a Geotechnical Investigation, prepared by Geoforensigs, Inc., dated July
26, 2004. The report was peer-reviewed by the City’s Consulting Geologist, Cotton, Shires &
Associates, Inc. There arc no known geological hazards in the immediate neighborhood of the
subject property; the site ts designated as Sbr on the City’s Ground Movement Potential and
Geologic llazard Map (development and road expansion permitted). ‘The City Geologist docs not
have feasibility objections 1o the layout of the proposed site impravements, but does require that the
project  geotechnical consultant mspect current site conditions, and updatc rccommended
geotechnical design criteria prior (o issuance of grading or building permits. The City Geologist has
also provided rccommendations for geotechnical review of final building and grading plans and
field inspections during canstruction. All of the City Geologist recommendations have been
included in the attached Conditions of Approval.
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Natural Resources and Public Views

Preserve vegetation and other natural resources in the San Juan 1ills Area.

Goal 5 (Preserve Public Views)
Preserve public views into, within and from the San Juan area, particularly public views of natural
areds.

Policy 8 (Profect Vegetation)

Ensure that development will: w). minimize the removal of vegetation, b). profect and restore
vegetation which stabilizes soils and reduces surface water runoff, erosion and sedimentution, ).
protect historic and scenic trees, and d). provide revegetation of all significant tree cover, e).
promofe the use of native trees and plunts in new landscaping.

Policy 10 (Protect Wildlife Jlabitur)
Protect wildlife habitat by siting and designing new development to maintain portions of existing
habitats in undeveloped arcas.

Policy 11 (Grading Design Stundards)

Iistablish design standards for all grading, including grading for geologic mitigation and the
development of roads and houses, 1o ensure thal: a. changes from natural grade are minimized, b.
stubilization planting for grading areas is provided prior to the normal rainy season, and c.
standards (o minimize erosion from grading operations are developed, d) site preparation and
grading is harmaonious with surrounding land,

Policy 13 (Protect Public Views)

a). Site and design new development and landscaping 1o protect public views, particularly from
Ralston Avenue 10 Laurel Creek Canyon, Sugarloaf and San Irancisco Bay; b). Site and design
structures 10 maximize public view preservation.

As discussed, an environmental review, Mitigated Negative Declaration, (MND) conducted for the
subdivision of the property identilicd portions of the site that may contain scnsitive plant and animal
specics. The MND included mitigation measures that required additional surveys for nesting birds,
prior 1o devclopment of the site. In addition, a maximum developable arca was established for the
sitc consisting of the previously disturbed/landscaped arcas. ‘The maximum devclopable arca for
Lot 3 is identificd on the project’s site plan (Sheet A-2) as a sctback line between the previously
disturbed arca and the undisturbed coastal scrub habitat.

Thus, in order 1o protect sensitive habitat, the proposed home would be Tocated in the most visible
portion of the project site (on top of the knoll). However, retention of the Targe cxisting trees on
site, inclusion ol oak trees at the front and sides of the proposed residence would proteet public
views as scen [rom northeast and the southwest.  In addition. staff is rccommending conditions of
project approval requiring that a final landscape plan return to the Planning. Commission. The [inal
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plan would be required to delincate additional oak trees planted in an irrcgular patterns to the rear of
the home, 1o “fil] in the gaps” for the sereening vegetation for surrounding public vantage points
(i.e., the trails on Sugar .oal Mountain to the northeast of the site and Skymont Drive to the south
west)  The plan would also need to address the City Arborist’s recommendations for the retention
of cxisting mature trecs.

ZONING CONFORMANCE

The subject property is zoned Ilillside Residential and Open Space (HRO-1) District. Seetion 4.7.1
of the Zoning Ordinance indicalcs that Hillside areas of the Cily provide unique terrain featurcs and
add substantially to the character of the area, that the Jocation and visibility of development therein
wi]l affect the visual quality of the environment, and that hillside development should preserve the
natural terrain while providing a density of residential development compatible with the limitations
of slope on the development site. It is further noted that therc arc geologic and soils hazards i the
area, steep slopes, and inadequatce roadways making it necessary to reducc density in portions of the
San Juan llills Arca 1o protect the public safety and to reduce significant and cumulative traffic
impacts to the Ralston Avenue corridor.  The objectives of the 11RO rcgulations include
cncouraging minimal grading and the reduction of citizens' exposure to hazardous slopes.

The proposcd single-lamily residence 1s 10 conformance with the permitted uses sct out in Scetion
4.7.2 (a) Permitied Uses - 1IRO-1 District.

The proposcd home would meet all required setback, height, F'AR, and permitied usc regulations of
the HRO-1 Zoning District. Towever, the proposcd home would be constructed very close to the
height and [Toor arca limits of the ITRO-1 District (28 feet, and 1,500 sq. f1., respectively).  In order
to cnsure that the proposed home is fully compliant with the Zoning Ordinance requivements for
height and Noor arca, staff recommends the following conditions of project approval:

¢ Building plang shall be submitted that rellect that no part of the residence shall exceed the 28-
foot height limit as mcasurcd from the finished grade 1o the topmost pomt of the residence
immediatcly above. A California licensed surveyor or civil engincer shall provide a wet-
stamped certification that the home conforms with the 28-foot height limit prior to the roof
diaphragm inspection.

e A California licensed architect or civil engineer shall provide wet-stamped floor area
calculations for the entire residence with the building permit plans.  Said calculations shall
include “boxed out” arcas of the residence and shall refleet a residence that is not greater than
4,500 af gross square feet, A California licensed architect or civil engineer shall provide “as
built”™ drawings of the home with a caleulation of total floor area, prior to final building permit
inspection.

NEIGHBORHOOD OUTREACH

The applicant reports performing ncighborhood outreach as detailed in the Neighborhood Qutreach
Strategy attached to this report (sec Attachment 1V). In August and September 2008 the property
owncr sent a letters, projeet clevations, landscape, and grading plans to all residents within 300 Jeet
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of the subject property, The applicant described the project and invited neighbors 1o comment (o the
architect, engincer or owner.  The applicant reports that onc neighbor form 1910 Bishop Road
responded, indicating that he likes the design of the home and looks forward to its completion.
Subsequently, the applicant report receiving correspondence [rom downhill neighbors concerned
about the potential drainage impacts from development on Lots | and 2. The neighbor across the
streel also expressed concern about the potential for vegetation debris 10 blow across the street on
his property. The applicant has asked his civil engineer to respond to the concerns. A copy of the
applicant’s responsc will be provided to the Commission at the meeting. The applicant discussed
the debris issuc with the adjacent neighbor, assuring him that the landscaping on site would be
irrigated and well maintaincd, which assuaged his concerns.  Staff has not reecived any public
comments rcegarding this project as of the writing of this report. The applicant appears to have
achieved the outrcach strategy tasks.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE (CEQA)

The proposced new single-family home is categorically exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act by provision of Section 15303, Class 3 (a):

“One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. fn urbanized
areas, up to three single-family residences may be consiructed or converted under (his
exemption.”

The proposcd residence meets the above requirements for CEQA excemption.  Towever, as
previously discussed, the approved three-lot subdivision of the site was cvalualed as a project
pursuant to the California linvironmental Quality Act (CEQA). The environmental review for the
subdivision indicated that the proposed projeet could have a significant impact on biological
resources (potentially impact sensitive habitats and disturb nesting birds). Towever, the project was
maodified to include a maximum developable area in order 1o avoid sensitive habitats, and bird
surveys were required, prior to grading or construction on site.  These mitipation measures reduced
potential impacts on biological resources 1o a less-than-significant level. The mitigation measurcs
with respect 10 1ot 3 of the subdivision (subject property) arc as (ollows:

Mitigation V.3

There is a high potential for the occurrence of nesting passerines on site. which are regulated by the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the State Fish and Game Code. Construction or disturbances,
such as grading, trimming and removal of trees and shrubs shall be limited during the brecding
season of feebruary I 1o August 31, Prior to clearing or grading during the nesting season, a
survey 1o determine the presence of active nest sites for rapiors and passerines shall be conducted
hy a qualified biologist. I nesting passerines or raplors are obscerved, an appropriate buffer zone
shall be established around active nests in order fo prevent mortalily of young through nest
ahandonment.  The geomefry of the nesting bird buffer zone shall depend on the lines of sife,
exposure, and confext of the nest location.  The determination of the limits of grading or
construction near a nest shall be made by a biologist in the field  Removal of trees or shrubs
Supporiing nests of migratory hirds may proceed only afier a qualified biologist has determined that
the nest is no longer occupied.
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Mitigation JV.3

While no special status species are believed to occur within the buildable areas of the three lots, if
any grading ouiside of these areas were 1o occur, it could result in impacts (o sensitive specivs. If
grading or clearing are proposed oulside of the proposed building envelope and driveway. then
sensitive species surveys shall he conducted in accordance with the survey guidelines by California
Department of Fish and Game (CDIG), and ULS Fish and Wildlife Service. These protocol surveys
Jor special-status plants must be conducted during the season identified for the site in the hiological
report.  Project impacts shall he evaluaied bused upon the results of the surveys.

Mitization 1V.6

The special-staius species San I'rancisco dusky-footed woodral is presumed to occur on the subject
prop.rty, due to the presence of munerous stick nests. The locations of the stick nest are outside of
the proposed grading envelope.  Therefore, no impacis to this animal would occur.  flowever, if’
grading or filling would extend beyond the existing slope break in the north corner of Lot 3. the
Jfollowing measures are warranied:

o A ground survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist 10 locate and mark all woodrat stick
nest house in the proposed consiruction area.

o A marked woodrat houses shall he avoided during construction activitics.

s Any woodrat houses thar cannot be avoided shall be manually taken apart by « qualified
hiologist and any woodrats allowed to disperse 1o adjoining undisturbed habitat,

StalT is reccommending compliance with these mitigations mcasures through conditions of project
approval, which would prohibit grading outside of the established development area, and require
bird surveys prior to construction. grading or tree and shrub removal on site.

SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN REVIEW EVALUATION

The Belmont Zoning Ordinance cstablishes the following findings for review of single-family
residential projecets (Section 13A.5(A-H)). Lach finding is listed below with stalfs analysis of
whether this projcct meets cach finding in the affirmative.

A The buildings and structures shown on the site plan are located to be consistent with the
character of existing development on the site and in the neighhorhood, as defined; minimize
disruptions of existing public views; protect the profile of promineni ridgelines.

The proposcd two-story residence 18 required 1o be situated on the moderately sloped portion of the
Jot (the knoll), rather than the steeper. heavily vegetated portion of the lot where sensitive species
occur. However, retention of the large existing trees on site. inclusion ol oak trees at the front and
sides of the proposed residence. and conditions of project approval requiring additional oak trees
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planted in an irrcgular patiern to the rear of the home, would protect public views as seen from
surrounding public vantage points (i.c., trails to Sugar Loaf Mountain to the northeast of the sitc and
Skymont Drive 1o the south west).

The Meditcrrancan design of the home includes materials and colors (natural stone vencer, stucco,
and wood) that are consistent with the established character (carth toncs, wood and smooth stucco)
of other homes in the neighborhood (although staff is recommending a change in roof color [rom the
proposed burnt-orange-brown color to brown-tan in order to better relate to the natural colors of the
site). The structure has been designed with portions of the sccond level stepping in from the exterior
walls of the lower level, thus reducing any perceivable bulk. This structure would not disrupt public
views as asscssed from Bishop Road, due 1o existing and proposed vegetation, and an exiensive
{ront yard sctback (69 feet).

This finding can be madc in the aflirmative.

B The overall site and building plans achieve an accepiable balance among the following
factors:

(1) huilding bulk
(2) grading, including
(a) disturbed xurfuce area and
(h) total cubic yards, cut and fill
(3) hardscape, and
iree removi!

Building bulk

The proposcd new Mcditerrancan-style home would have a stucco exterior finish with stucco and
stonc venecer basce, metal clad, wood windows with divided lights, and a clay tile rool. Architcetural
desipn dctails include: decorative glass and wood entrance door with wrought iron, arched window
openings with stucco sill trim, and half columns, a covered entrance arca with stone column
supports. stucco crown and band trim, metal chimncey cap, copper, half-round gutiers, a stonc and
tile wall fountain. painted wood panc! garage doors, a painted wood perpola on the front ol the
garage, decorative wrought iron hardware, wrought iron railings for cxierior decks, interlocking
driveway pavers, and a driveway lountain.

The restdential structure has been designed with varying roof lines and building offsets that assist in
breaking the bulk and mass of the onc and two-story structure. Additionally, thc applicant has
designed the home such that cach building elevation incorporates varicd building plancs which add
additional depth and shadows. The architectural details, color and material variation and
ornamentation (i.c.. decorative columns, stone veneer, divided light windows, stucco crown and
band trim, stucco sill trim, cte.) would be consistent with the design of the home. and would also
serve 1o moderale the building bulk.
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Grading/Hardscapce

The site would be re-graded (0 accommodate the driveway with turn-around arca and create a
relatively level footprint for the new house. Approximately 845 cubic yards of cut and 845 cubic yards
of fill for a total grading of 1.690 cubic yards would bc nccessary (o allow for the proposed
construction.  Cut and fill would be balanced on site with much of the cxcavalcd material being
spread out from the top of the knoll to ercate a more level builldmg pad. A preliminary drainage and
grading plan has been prepared by the civil engineer. A vegetated drainage swale would remain on the
Jeft side of the lot and the substantially landscaped property will cnsure that storm water is treated on
site.

Property hardscapc featurcs include the footprint of the home, driveway, patios, terracc and
walkways. A majority of the remaining site would be landscaped with a varicty of native or drought
resistant shrubs. The proposed project does not substantially add to the hardscape on sile as a
percentage of lot arca (10%), mainly duc to the proposed usc of pavers over a permeable substratce
for construction of the large driveway and patios areas. A condition of project approval requires the
use of pavers over a permcable substrale for all patio, terrace and driveway areas. Therefore, as
proposed and conditioned, grading and hardscape elements are not excessive for development of a
new single family home and arc appropriate in the neighborhood context.

‘I'rce Removal

The site contains numcrous trees. of which 22 were tagged as rcgulated {rees and assessed by the
City Arhorist.  ‘The applicant proposcs removing five (5) rcgulated trees 1o allow for the
construction of the home and associated improvemients. In addition {o these five trees, the City
Arbornist recommends removal of tree #60 which sustained scvere damage during the 1/4/08 storm
(no fee required). Required mitigation plantings would be 18 trees (247 box), and the applicant
would be required (o pay tree-removal [ees into the City’s tree fund. The applicant proposcs to
replant 51 trees (247 box or greater), on site. The City Arborist cautions that Trec #s 115, 92, 93,
and 126 may be impacted by the proposed project, and makes recommendations for modifications to
the landscape plan lor the retention of these trees. The City Arborist recommendations have been
included as conditions of project approval. Therefore, as proposcd and conditioned, tree removal
and replanting would be consistent with the City’s Trec Ordinance.

All four factors (butlding bulk, grading, hardscape, and trce removal) appear to be appropriately
addressed in the building design to achicve a complementary balance for the project. This finding
can be made in the alfirmative.

C. All accessways shown on the xite plan and on the topographic map are arranged lo provide
safe vehicular and pedesivian access to all buildings and structures.

The proposed driveway has clear access to/from Bishop Road. ‘'I'his driveway has sufficient back-up
space (20 fcet within the property), and a vehicle turn-around is provided on site. This finding can
be made in the alfirmative.
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D. All proposed grading and site preparation have been adequately reviewed fo protect againsi
site stability and ground movement hazards, erosion and flooding potential, and habitat and
stream degradation.

To accommodate the new homu. the applicant is proposing approximately 845 cubic yards of
carthwork cut and 845 cubic yards of fill (balanced cut and fill on site). A [inal grading plan will be
reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department, prior 1o building permit issuance. The
City’s Consulting Geologist has provided several recommendations that have been included in the
Conditions of Approval. There are no known geological hazards in the immediate ncighborhood of
the subject property; the site is designated as Sbr on the City’s Ground Movement Potential and
Geologic Hazard Map (development and road expansion permitied).

The Projeet Sitc would be graded in compliance with the City’s grading ordinance and standard
conditions of approval 1o assurc that project construction and opcration do not result in off site soil
or waler erosion. Best Management Practices (BMP’s) are a standard condition of approval which
requircs that soil, gravel and water do not migrate off site and cause crosion. BMP’s require the use
of soil and water crosion controls. Controls such as waddles and storm water filtration prior to
water entering the storm drain system prevents sedimentation of the storm drain system and
watercourscs. Grading is limited (o the drier scason (April 15- November 14) which also scrves 1o
prevent erosion.

An environmental review, Mitigated Negative Declaration, (MND) conducted for the subdivision of
the property identified portions ol the sile that may contain sensitive plant and animal species. The
MND included mitigation mecasures that required additional surveys for nesting birds. prior to
development of the site.  In addition, a maximum developable area was cstablished for the site
consisting of the previously disturbed/landscaped arcas. Conditions of projeet approval require that
development occur in the established development area, and that bird surveys occur prior to
construction, grading, and/or irce removal. Thus as proposcd and conditioned, this finding can be
madec in the affirmative.

. All geeessory and support fearures, including driveway and parking surfuces, underfloor
areas, refaining walls, wtility services and other accessory structures are integrated info the
overall project design.

A driveway is proposed that would provide sale vehicular access to/from Bishop Road. The
proposed cxterior patio, decks and walkways are not excessive and are appropriately integrated into
the overall sitc design. Small retaining walls and garden walls (ranging [rom eighteen inches to four
fect in heipht) arc proposcd along the rear of the home that comply with height restrictions in the
Zoning Ordinance. This finding can be made in the affirmative.

F The landscape plan incorporates:

(1) Native plants appropriate (o the site's environmental sefting and microclimate, and
(2)  Appropriate landscape screening of accessory and support siructures. and
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(3} Replacement irees in sufficient quantiiy to comply with the siandards of Section 25
(Trees) of the Belmont City Code

The applicant has provided a landscape plan that proposes rctaining the large California native trees
on sile, retaining the existing vegetation at the front of the site for sereening, and planting a wide
variety of trces, shrubs, vines, and groundcover. The plan includes the use of numerous Californian
native specics (oak trees, redwood trecs, California Lilac, Manzanita, coyote bush, California toyon,
etc.). In addition, conditions oi project approval require that a final landscape plan return to the
Planning Commission, which delincates additional oak trecs planted in an irregular patterns to the
rear of the home, to “fill in the gaps” for the screening vegetation for surrounding public vantage
points (i.c., the trails on Sugar |.oal’ Mountain to the northcast of the site and Skymont Drive to the
south west) ‘I'he plan would also necd to address the City Arborist’s recommendations for the
retention of cxisting maturc trees. Staff would note that, as proposed and conditioned. the cxisting
and propesed landscaping would assist in mitigating the bulk of the proposed addition, and scrcen
and soften the home as seen from surrounding public vantage points. This finding can be made in
the affirmative.

G. Adequate measures have been developed for consiruction-related impacts, such as haul
routes, material storage, erosion control, tree protection, waste recycling and disposdal, and
other potential hazards.

Review of staging arcas, reeycling and disposal procedurcs and adequacy of erosion control
mecasurces would be reviewed by the Building Division as part of the structural plan check. The City
Arborist has revicwed construclion impacts 1o protected frees and yecommended specific tree
protection mcasurcs that also have been included as conditions of project approval. All construction
would be completed in compliance with the Uniform Butlding Code and NPDLS standards as
administered by the City of Belmont. Stafl beheves this finding can be made in the affirmative.

1 Structural encroachmeniy into the public right-of-way associated with the project comply
with the standards of Section 22, Article 1 (Encroachments) of the Belmont City Code.

The proposal includes no new structural cneroachments into the public right-of-way. Staff belicves
this finding can be madc in the alfirmative.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

Based on thc analysis and required findings, staff recommends approval of the Single-Family
Design Revicew application with the Conditions of Approval in Attachment 111,
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SIDEWALXK REVIEW

As discussed carlicr. the currem application was submitted in December ol 2007, and was found by
the Department of Public Works to be non-compliant with the City's sidewalk improvement
standards (i.c., the scope of the project triggered installation of a full sidewalk, curb and guticr and
nonc were proposcd). Public Works subsequently determined that the cross slope of the roadway
would not support an cxemption [rom the sidewalk standard at a departmental level. Thus, the
applicant has requested that the City Council decide if a sidewalk would be appropriate at this
location, both for the subjcet project site and the other two lots crealed as part of the subdivision.
Stafl believes that the projeet plans arc sufliciently detailed 10 review the project as proposed,
without a sidewalk. Should the Council require a sidewalk, a {inal landscape plan would return to
the Commission for review and approval with the sidewalk included.  Staff is requesting a
recommendation from the Commission with respect to the installation of the sidewalk.

Excmption Request

The applicant 1s requesting an exemption from the requirements to install a sidewalk. The applicant
has submittcd reasons (o justify the exemption, accompanicd by a hypothetical grading analysis for
the installation of the sidewalk (sce Attachment VI, The Department of Public Works has
provided a response to the applicant’s rcasons, which is included as Attachment 1X.

Applicant

In summary. the applicants indicate that this particular ncighborhood of the San Juan 1lills arca is
fow density and rural in characlcr, and that it already has an cxisting continuous standard sidewalk
on the other side of the street that is suflicient for the use of pedestrians. In addition, the applicant
reasons that the installation of the sidewalk would vequire approximately 545 cubic yards of
additional grading, the removal of several mature trecs and vegetation that would screcn the
proposed home. and relocation of an cxiting fire hydrant and PG&I: guy wire.

Public Works

Public Works indicates that the requirement for sidewalk installation is determined by the cross
slope of the roadway, and this particular section of roadway docs not mect the standard for an
excmption (i.c., it has less than 20% cross slope). Public Works acknowledges that a new sidewalk
in this location would not ltkely expericnee a high volumc of pedestrian traffic, but notes that the
subject area was substantially built-out in the 1970s with sidewalks fronting the majority of the
propertics. Public Works disputes the applicant’s opinion that approximately 550 cubic yards of
additional grading would be required if a sidewalk is installed.  Public Works estimates that
approximatcly 400 cubic yards of grading would be required to fix the croding, overly-steep, slope
along the property frontage, cven if no sidewalk were installed (the applicant has not included the
re-grading plan for the slope, which will be required to mitigate the cxiting erosion problem).
Public Works notes that the necessary grading would impact the existing vegetation, requiring much
of it to be removed 10 any event.
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City Arborist

Staff requested that the City Arborist review the proposed tree impacts of the applicant’s theorctical
sidewalk installation plan (sce Attachment X). The City Arborist concludes that grading would
negatively impact existing vegetation along Bishop Road. 1le notes most of the frontage is covered
with non-regulatcd trees or shrub specics, with the exception of a large redwood trec, a river red
gum tree. and a silver dollar gum cucalyptus tree.  In conclusion, the Arborist recommends removal
of most or all of the trees with replacement with new, draught-tolerant landscaping, whether a new
sidewalk 1s installed or not.

Planning Division

Installation of a sidewalk would partially fill in a gap and ultimately provide for more efficient
pedestrian movement along, BBishop Road. In addition, as noted above, the City Arbonst has
recommended removal of the vepetation along Bishop Road with replacement by draught-tolerant
species, whether a sidewalk is installed or not. However, 1t should be noted that the new sidewalk 1s
not expected 1o serve a significant volume of people. In addition, there arc General Plan and San
Juan 1lills Arca Plan policics that speak to minimizing prading, reducing trec removal, and
protecting public vicws (scc pages 8 through 11 of this report), and installation of a sidewalk would
requirc additional grading and removal ol exiting, mature, screening vegetation.

Stafl requests that the Planning Commission cvaluate the bencfits and impacts of the installation of
a new sidewalk along the subjcct portion of Bishop Road (Lots 1. 2, and 3) and provide a
recommendation 1o the City Council whether an exception should be granted.

ACTION ALTERNATIVES

1. Continue the application for redesign.

2. Deny the Single FFamily Design Review. The Commission will identily specific facts to support
a denial, and a resolution would be returned (o the Commission for Inal action.

ATTACHMENTS
. 500 fool radius map of projeet site (incorporated as Page 2 of reporl)
1] Resolution approving the Single Family Design Review

111. Conditions of Approval

V. Neighborhood Outrecach Materials

V. Arborist Report, dated January 15, 2008

V1. Geotechnical Investigation. prepared by Geoforensics. Inc., dated July 26, 2004.

VI Geotcchnical Peer Review. by Cotlon Shires & Associates Inc., dated January 18, 2008.
VIII.  Applicant’s sidewalk exemption request

IX.  Public Works responsc lo sidewalk exemption request

X, Arborist Report for sidewalk improvement

X1, Applicant’s plans, materials board, and photos (Commission only)
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Respectfully submitied,

Damon Dil)onato Carlos de Melo
Senior Planner Community Development Director

CC: Applicant/Owners



RESOLUTION NO. 2008-11

RESOLUTION OF THY PLANNING COMMISSION OI' THE CI'TY OF BELMONT
APPROVING A SINGLL FAMILY DESIGN REVIEW
FFOR PROPOSED 2007 BISHOP ROAD (AI'PL. NO. 2008-0075)

WIIERIEAS, Richard Tapp, applicant, on behall of Rancho lelmont, LLC, property
owners, request Single Tfamily Design Review approval 1o construct a new 4,490 square-foot
single family residence that is below the maximum permitted 4,500 square fect for this property
(APN: 043-010-240}; and,

WI1ERIAS, a public hearing was duly noticed, held, and closed on October 7, 2008; and,

WHIEREAS. the Planning Commission of the City of Belmont (inds the project to be
categorically exempt pursuant 1o the California Environmental Quality Act. Section 15303, Class
3 (a); and,

WIHIERIIAS, the Planning Commission hereby adopts the stall report dated October 7,
2008 and the Tacts contained therein as its own findings of facts; and,

WHIEREAS, the Planning. Commission finds the required Single 'amily Design Review
Findings, Scction 13A.5(A-11), arc madc in the affirmative as [ollows:

The Belmont Zoning Ordinance cstablishes the following findings for review of single-family
residential projeets (Section 13A.5(A-H)). Isach finding 15 listed below with stafl’s analysis of
whether this project mects cach linding in the affirmative.

A. The buildings and structures shown on the site plun are located to be consistent with the
character of existing development on the site and in the neighborhood, as defined;
minimize disruptions of exixting public views, protect the profile of prominent ridgelines.

The proposed two-story residence 18 required 1o be situated on the modcrately sloped portion of
the lot (the knoll), rather than the steeper, heavily vegetated portion of the lot where sensitive
species occur. However, retention of the large ¢xisting trees on site, inclusion of oak trees at the
front and sides of the proposed residence, and conditions of project approval requiring additional
oak trees planted in an wwrepular pattern 1o the rear of the home, would protect public views as
seen from surrounding public vantage points (i.e., trails to Sugar L.oal Mountain 1o the northeast
of the site and Skymont Drive to the south west).

The Mediterrancan design ol the home includes materials and colors (natural stonc venncr,
stucco, and wood) that are consistent with the establishcd character (carth toncs, wood and
smooth stuceo) of other homes in the neighborhood (and conditions are included requiring
revised roof color from the proposed burnt-orange-brown color (o brown-tan in order 1o betier
relate 10 the natural colors of the site). The structure has bueen designed with portions of the
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second level stepping in from the exterior walls of the lower level, thus reducing any perceivable
bulk. This strocture would not disrupt public views as assessed from Bishop Road, duc to

existing and proposed vepetation, and an extensive front yard sctback (69 feet). This finding is
affirmed.

B The overall site and building plans achieve an acceptable balunce amony the following
factors:

(1) huilding hulk

(2) grading, including
(a) disturbed surface area and
(h) total cubic yards, cut and fill
(3) hardscape, and (ree removal

Building bulk

The proposed new Mediterrancan-style home would have a stucco exterior finish with stucco and
stone vencer basc, metal clad. wood windows with divided lights, and a clay tile roof.
Architectural design details include: decorative glass and wood entrance door with wrought iron,
arched window opentngs with stucco sill trim, and half columins, a covered entrance arca with
stonc column supports. stucco crown and band trim, metal chimney cap, copper, half-round
gutters, a stone and tite wall fountain, painted wood panel garage doors, a painied wood pergola
on the front of the garage, decorative wrought iron hardware, wrought iron railings for exterior
decks, interlocking, driveway pavers, and a driveway fountain.

The residential structure has been designed with varying roof lincs and building offscts that assist
in breaking the bulk and mass of the one and two-story structure. Additionally, the applicant has
designed thc home such that cach building clevation incorporates varied building pltancs which
add additional depth and shadows. The architectural details, color and material variation and
ornamentation (i.c., decorative columns, stone veneer, divided light windows, stucco crown and
band trim. stucco sitl trim. ctc.) would be consistent with the design of the home, and would also
serve 1o moderate the building bulk.

Grading/Hardscape

The site would be re-graded 10 accommodate the driveway with turn-around arca and create a
relatively level footprint for the new house. Approximaltcly 845 cubic yards of cut and 845 cubic
yards of {ill for a total grading ol 1,600 cubic yards would be necessary (o allow for the proposed
construction. Cut and [ll would be balanced on site with much of the excavated material being
spread out from the top of the knoll 1o create a more level building pad. A preliminary drainage
and grading plan has been prepared by the civil engineer. A vegetated drainage swale would
remain on the left side of the lot and the substantially landscaped property will ensure that storm
waler is treated on site.
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Property hardscape featurcs include the footprint of the home, driveway, patios, tcrrace and
walkways. A majority of the remaining site would be landscaped with a variety of native or
drought resistant shrubs. The proposed project does not substantially add to the hardscape on site
as a percentage of lot arca (10%), mainly due to the proposed use of pavers over a permcable
substrate for construction of the large driveway and patios arcas. A condition of project approval
requires the use of pavers over a permeable substrate for all patio, terrace and driveway arcas.
Therefore, as proposed and conditioned, grading and hardscape clements are not excessive for
development of a new single family home and are appropriate in the neighborhood context.

Tree Removal

The sitc contains numerous trees, of which 22 were tagged as regulated trees and assessed by the
City Arbonst.  The applicant proposes removing five (5) regulaled trees to allow for the
construction of the home and associated improvements. In addition 1o these five trees, the City
Arborist rccommends removal of tree #60 which sustained severe damage during the 1/4/08
storm (no fee required).  Required mitigation plantings would be 18 trees (247 box), and the
applicant would be required to pay tree-removal fees into the City’s tree fund. The applicant
proposes 1o replant 51 trees (247 box or greater), on site.  The City Arborist cautions that Tree #is
115, 92, 93, and 126 may bc impacted by the proposed project, and makes recommendations for
modifications to the landscape plan for the retention of these trees. The City Arborist
recommendations have been included as conditions of project approval. Therefore, as proposcd
and conditioned, tree removal and replanting would be consistent with the City’s ‘T'reec Ordinance.

All four factors (building bulk. grading, hardscape, and trce removal) arc appropriately addressced
in the building design o achicve a complementary balance for the project. This finding is
affirmed.

C All accessways shown on the site plan and on the topographic map are arranged o
provide safe vehicular and pedestrian access to all buildings and siructures.

The proposed driveway has clcar access to/from Bishop Road. This driveway has sufficient
back-up space (20 feet within the property), and a vehicle turn-around is provided on site. ‘This
finding 1s aflirmed.

D. Al proposed grading und site preparation have heen adequately reviewed to protect
against sife stability and ground movement hazards, erosion and flooding potential, and
habitat and stream degradation.

To accommodate the new home, the applicant is proposing approximatcly 845 cubic vards of
carthwork cut and 845 cubic vards of fill (balanced cut and fill on site). A {inal grading plan will
be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department, prior to building permit issuvance,
The City’s Consulting Geologist has provided several recommendations that have been included
in the Conditions of Approval. There arc no known peological hazards in the immediate
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neighborhood of the subject property; the site is designated as Sbroon the City’s Ground
Movement Potential and Geolopic 1lazard Map (development and road cxpansion permitled).

The Project Site would be graded in compliance with the City’s grading ordinance and standard
conditions of approval 1o assurc that project construction and opcration do not result in off site
soil or water crosion. Besl Management Practices (BMPs) arc a standard condition of approval
which reguircs that soil, gravel and water do not migratc off site and cause erosion. BMI”’s
require the usc ol soil and water erosion controls. Controls such as waddics and storm water
filtration prior to waler entering, the storm drain system prevents sedimentation of the storm drain
system and watcrcourses. Grading is limited to the drier scason (April 15- November 14) which
also serves lo prevent erosion.

An environmental review, Mitigated Negative Declaration, (MND) conducted for the subdivision
of the properly identified portions of the sitc that may contain scnsitive plant and animal specics.
The MND included mitigation measurcs that required additional surveys for nesting birds, prior
to development of ihe site. In addition, a maximum developable area was cstablished for the site
consisting of the previously disturbed/landscaped areas. Conditions of project approval require
that development occur in the cstablished development area, and that bird surveys occur prior (0
construction, grading, and/or tree removal. Thus as proposcd and conditioned, this finding is
affirmed.

I All accessory and support features, including driveway and parking surfaces, underfloor
arcay, refaining walls, wility services and other accessory structures are infegrated into
the overall project design.

A driveway is proposed that would provide safe vehicular access ta/from Bishop Road. The
proposed cxterior patio, decks and walkways arc not excessive and arc appropriately integrated
into the overall site design. Small retaining walls and garden walls (ranging from cighteen inches
to four fcet in height) are proposced along the rear of the home that comply with hcight
restrictions in the Zoning Ordinance. This finding is affirmed.

F. The landscape plan incorporules:
(1) Native plants appropriate fo the site’s envirommental setting and microclimaie,
and
(2 Appropriate landscape screening of accessory and support structures, and
(3) Replacement trees in sufficient quantity to comply with the standards of Section

25 (Trees) of the Betmont City Code

The applicant has provided o landscape plan that proposes retaining the large California native
{rees on sile. retaining the existing vegetation at the front of the site for screening, and planting a
wide varicty of trees, shrubs. vines, and groundecover. The plan includes the use of numerous
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Californian native species (oak trees, redwood trees, California Lilac, Manzanita, coyote bush,
California toyon, ctc.). In addition, conditions of project approval require that a final landscape
plan rcturn to the Planning Commission, which delineatcs additional oak trees planted in an
irregular patterns 1o the rear ol the home, to “fill in the gaps” for the screening vegetation for
surrounding public vantage points (i.c., the trails on Sugar 1.oal Mountain to the northeast of the
site and Skymont Drive to the south west)  The plan would also need to address the City
Arborist’s rccommendations for the retention of existing mature trees.  Stafl would note that, as
proposed and conditioncd, the existing and proposed landscaping would assist in mitigating the
bulk of the proposcd addition, and screen and soften the home as seen [rom surrounding public
vantage points. This finding 1s aflirmed.

G. Adequate measures have been developed for construction-related impacts, such as haul
routes, material storage, erosion conirol, tree protection, waste recycling and disposal,
and other pofential hazards.

Review ol staping arcas, rceyveling and disposal procedures and adcquacy of erosion control
measures would be revicewed by the Building Division as part of the structural plan check. The
City Arborist has reviewed construction impacts to proteeted trees and recommended specilic
trec protection measurcs that also have been included as conditions of project approval. All
construction would be completed in compliance with the Uniform Bwlding Code and NPDIES
standards as administered by the City of Belmont. The Planning Commission belicves that this
finding is affirmcd.

Il Structural encroachments into the public righi-of-way associated with the project comply
with the standards of Section 22, Article ] (Encroachments) of the Belmont City Code.

The proposal includes no new structural cncroachments into the public nght-of-way.  The
Planning Commission belicves that this finding is affirmed.

WITEREAS, the Planning Commission did hear and use their independent judgment and
considered all said reports, recommendations and testimony hercinabove set forth.

NOW, THEREFORY, BE 1T RESOLVED that the Planning Commisston approves the
Single Family Design Review 1o construct a new 4,490 squarce-foot residence at 2007 Bishop
Road, subject 10 the attached conditions in Exhibit “A”.
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Passed and adopied at a regular meeting of the Plamning Commission of the City ol Belmont held

on October 7, 2008 by the following vote:

AYES,
COMMISSIONLRS
NOES,
COMMISSIONERS
ABSENT,
COMMISSIONERS
ABSTAIN,
COMMISSIONERS
RECUSED,
COMMISSIONERS

Carlos dc Mclo

Planning Commission Secrctlary

_Parsons, lrautschi, Horton, McKenzic, Mercer, Mayer & Reed

None.

None

Nonc

~Nonc




EXHIBIT “A™

CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL.
SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN REVIEW
2007 BISIHOP ROAD (APPL. NO.2008-0075)

COMPLY WITII THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS OF THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMIEENT DEPARTMIENT:

A.

The following conditions shall be shown on plans submitled for a building permit and/or
site development permit or otherwise met prior to issuance of the first building permit
(i.e., foundation permit) and shall be completed and/or installed prior to occupancy and
remain in place at all times that the use occupics thc premises cxcept as otherwise
specified 1 the conditions:

Planning Division

1.

Plans submitted for building permit and all construction shall conform (o the plans on [ile
in the Planning Division Tor Appl. No. 2008-0075, datc stamped October 1, 2008. 'The
Director of Community Development may approve minor modifications to the plans.

All construction and related activitics which require a City building permit shall be
allowed only during the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Iriday, and
10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. No construction activity or relaled activitics shall
be allowed outside of the aforementioned hours or on Sundays and the following
holidays: New Ycar’s Day, President’s Day, Mcemorial Day, 4th of July, Labor Day,
Thanksgiving 1Day and Christmas Day. All gasoline powered construction equipment
shall be equipped with an operating muffler or balThng system as originally provided by
the manulacturer, and no modification to these systems is permifted.

Prior to issuance of building permits, the property owners shall [ilc with the Dircetor of
Community Devclopment, on forms provided by the City, an acknowledgment that they
have rcad, understand and agrec to these conditions of approval.

In accordance with the Belmont Zoning Ordinance, the permit(s) granted by this approval
shall expire one (1) year from (he date of approval, with said approval datc indicated on
the accompanying Planning Commission resolution.  Any request for extension of the
expiration datc shall be made in accordance with the applicable provisions of the
Belmont Zoning Ordinance.

In the event that this approval 1s challenged by a third party, the property owners and all
assignees will be responsible for defending against this challenge, and agree to acceept
responsibility for defense at the request of the City.  The property owners and all
assignees apree 1o defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City of Belmont and all
olficials. stafl, consultants and agents from any costs, claims or habilities arising from the
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approval, including without limitation, any award of attorneys {ces that might result from
the third party challenge.

The project is subject 1o Public Works Department and City Geologist review and
approval with the following conditions:

(a)

(b)

©

Supplemental Geotechnical Investigation - 1he project peotechnical consultant
shall inspect current site conditions, and updale recommended geotechnical
desipn criteria lor the proposced site improvements, prior (o issuance of grading or
building permits. Additionally, the consultant shall map the extent of existing fil}
matcerial, characterize the depth and engincering propertics of the fill, and
recommend approprialc geotechnical design measures to mitigale any adverse
impacts of the cxisting fill to the proposed sitc development or adjacent
properties.

Appropriate documentation lo address the above should be submitted to the City
for review by the City Engineer and City Geotechnical Consultant prior to
approval of building pcrmits for project construction.

Geotechnical I’lan Review — The applicant’s geotechnical consultant shall review
and approve all geotechnical aspects of the project building and grading plans
(i.c., sitc preparation and grading, sitc drainage improvements and dcesign
parameters for foundations, retaining walls and driveway) to ensure that the
geotechnical reports” recommendations have been property incorporated.

‘The results of the plan review shall be summarized by the geotechnical consultant
in a letter and submitted to the City Engincer for review and approval prior to
issuance of building permits.

Geotechnical Ticld Inspection — The geotechnical consultant shall inspect, st (as
necded), and approve all geotechnical aspects of the project construction. The
imspections should include, but not necessarily be limited 1o: site preparation and
grading, site surface and subsurface drainage improvements, and ¢xcavations for
foundations and rctaining walls prior to the placement of steel and concrete. The
consuliant shall verily that any existing, substandard {11 materials are removed in
the vicinity of proposcd site improvements. T'he results of these inspections and
the as-built conditions of the project should be deseribed by the geotechnical
consultant in & Ictler and submitted to the City lingincer for review prior to [final
(granting ol accupancy) project approval.

The applicant shall provide a written plan for construction staging and slorage arcas.
This information shall be submitted in conjunction with applicatton for a building permit
for City review and approval,
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0.

10.

11.

12.

Remaining parkland in-licu fecs for the subdivision ol the property in the amount of
$42.500.00 shall be paid to the City of Belmont, prior fo 1ssuance of grading or building
permits for this Single Family Design Review.

All on-grade patios. terraces, and driveway surfaces shall be constructed of pavers,
cobbles, flagstones, cte. over a pervious substrate for the life of the project.

Building plans shall be submitted that reflect that no part of the residence shall excecd the
28-foot height limit as mecasurced from the finished grade to the topmost point of the
residence immedialcly above. A California licensed surveyor or civil engincer shall
provide a wet-stamped certification that the home conforms with the 28-foot height limit
prior to the roof diaphragm inspection.

A California licensed architect or civil engineer shall provide wet-stamped floor area
calculations for the entire residence with the building permit plans. Said calculations
shall include “boxed out” arcas of the restdence and shall refleet a residence that 1s not
ercater than 4,500 of gross square feet. A California licensed architect or civil cngineer
shall providc “as bult” drawings of the home with a calculation of total floor arca, prior
to final butlding permit inspection.

The applicant shall be responsible 10 adhere to the Mitigation Mcasures identified in the
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) prepared for the subdivision which created the
subject property (Lot 3}, A conservation easement or notice of special restriction shall be
recorded for the portion of the property outside of the designated developable area, prior
1o issuance of building or grading permits. Said cascmenl or restriction shall reflect that
building and grading shall be prohibited outside the cstablished development arca
(perimeter ammal friendly fencing may be allowed) unless sensttive specics surveys arc
conducted by a qualificd biologist that determinc that no significant adverse impacts
would occur to sensitive species. Bird surveys shall be required prior to construction,
grading or tree and shrub removal on site, as described below:

There is a high potential for the occurrence of nesiing passerines on site, which are
regulated by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the State Iish and Game Code.
Construction or disturbances, such as grading, trimming and removal of frees and shrubs
shall be limited during the breeding season of February I to August 31, Prior to clearing
or grading during the nesting season, a survey to defermine the presence of aclive nest
sites for raptors and passerines shall be conducted by a qualified biologist,  If nesting
passerines or rapiors are observed, an appropriate buffer zone shall be established
around active nests in order 1o prevent mortality of young through nest abandonment.
The geometry of the nesting hivd buffer zone shall depend on the lines of site, exposure,
and context of the nest location.  The determination of the limits of grading or
construction near a nest shall he made by a biologist in the field  Remaoval of irees or
shrubs supporting nests of migratory birds may proceed only after a qualified hiologist
has determined that the nest is no longer occupied.
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13. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a landscape plan for
review and approval by the Planning Commission. Said plan shall denotc additional ocak
trees arranged in an irregular pattern along the right side and rear ol the home to {ill in the
gaps in screening of the home as seen from surrounding public vantage points (i.c.,
Bishop Road, Skymont Drive and the trails on Sugarloal Mountain, etc.). ‘The final plan
shall also incorporate animal-friendly fencing and the triee protection modifications
recommended by the City Arborist. Should the tree protection measures prove
infeasible, the applicant shall include replacement plantings on the plan, per City
standards, in locations designed to maximize the sercening and soflening of the proposcd
home as scen from surrounding puhlic vantage points. I the City Council decides that
sidewalk improvements arc appropriate for the project site’s Bishop Road frontage, then
the final landscapc plan shall reflect a sidewalk, curly and gutter at the front of the projcct
site. I the City Council decides that sidewalk improvements arc not appropriate for the
project sitc’s Bishop Road frontage, then the {inal landscapc plan shall reflect all
proposed landscaping along the frontage, as well as methods proposed to stabilize the
slope of the frontage, and control crosion.

14. A final color and malterial board shall be submitted for review and approval by the
Planning Commission, prior to issuance of a buildinp permit. Said color board shall
reflcet a revised color for the proposed roofl tiles of brown and/or tan. and revised colors or
color tones for building walls.

City Arborist

Tree protection and mitigation per City Arborist Report dated January 135, 2008.  Prior to
issuing a permit for gruhbing, demolition, tree removal, grading, or construction, the
following must occur:

1. PRUNING & ROQT CROWN EXCAVATION: All pruning of and root crown
excavation around trees noted in the BMP chart shall be performed only by or under
direct site supervision ol an 1SA Certified Arborist, and shall conform to the most recent
edition of ANSI A300 Part I Tree, Shrub, and Other Woody Plant Maintenancc,
Standard Practices, Pruning.

Root crown excavation shail he performed by usc of dull, rounded hand tools 1o slowly
removce soil that is covering the normally flaring buttress roots at the basc of tree trunks
noted in the BMP charts. Total depth of excavation shall be  inches {cannot verify at
the time of writing). 'Total width of excavation should be no more than 12 - 24 horizontal
inches out from tree trunk edges. Remove all concrete rubble and other items contacting
trunks of aak #116. 1o not injure trunk or root bark during this process.

The city arborist will request a receipt for this pruning to verify compliance with
recommendation #/1 during the initial site inspection as applicable.

q

-
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2. FERTILIZATION: Retain a qualified trec carc company 1o apply a slow-release (ree

53

fertilizer with a high pereentage of water insoluble nitrogen {WIN) via soil injection (o
thc arcas under the canopy driplines of trees noted in the BMP chart at standard
arboriculturat rates per the most recent version of ANSI-A300 fertilization standard and
the 1ISA “Best Management Practices — Tree and Shrub IPertilization™ booklet.

‘The city arborist will request a reeeipt from the applicant to conlirm performance of Hem
#2 during the initial site inspection.

Example lertilizer materials: Doggett injectafecd slow releasc (ree fertilizer 32-7-7, and
Greenbelt 22-14-14, both offered by local trec carc companics as part of their soil
injcction fertilization programs.

Fertilizer shall be applicd between trunks and all TPZ. fences.

WOOD CIHPS: Acquirc a load of coarse wood chips (not bark chips or leaf chips) [rom
a tocal landscapc materials supplier such as Lyngso or PBS in Redwood City and Jay a 4-
5 inch thick layer over the arca from the trunks of trees noted in the BMP chart out 1o the
chain link trec protection zone (TPZ) fencelines. Pull chips out approximately 12 -24
horizontal inches away from the tree trunks so that moisture will not build up on the bark.

IRRIGATHON: Apply supplemental irrigation waicer at a volume and {requency to be
determined by the city arborist, over the entire arca inside the 'T'1P7 fencclines of trees
noted in the BMP chart. This irrigation shall be monitored by the contract city arborist
and the schedule adjusted according to soil moisture readings obtained by using a Lincoln
Soil Moisture Probe during regular monthly construction monitoring days. Location of
soaker hoses or other irvigation supply lines shall be determined by the City Arborist.

Water application is usvally best achieved by use ol a black rubber soaker hosc or a
Netalim Jaser emitter line, affixed 1o a garden hose attached 1o an active hose bib at
standard household watcr supply pressure. Other methods of achicving correct volume of
supplemental irripation arc water tank truck and tow-behind water tank with spray
apparatus. In some cascs, site irrigation 18 achieved by hooking up a garden hosc/soaker
hose system 1o a neighbor’s active water bib with water meter.

Typical rate of application around a single coast live oak will range from about +/- 10 -
15 hours of soaker hose or emitter line irrigation in a single day, 1x to 2x per month,
during late spring, summer, and fall until the first significant rains of winter. The goal is
to bring soil moisture up 0 90-100% in the uppermost 24 inches of the soil profile by
applying about 10 gallons of water per inch of trunk diameter per month inside the TP7
fenccline. This cquales to about 100-300 gallons per tree per month. Note that cuch
method ol irrigation application provides a completely different volume of water per
minute.
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Contractor shall verify use of irrigation water by documenting in a writlen journal the
time and date of cach irripation cvent, and the approximate volume of water applied. This

TRUNK BUFFER: I‘or added protection, trees noted in the BME chart shall be supplied
with a trunk buffer covering the cxposed lower trunks between grade clevation and
approximatcly 6-8 fcet above grade. The bufter shall consist of 10 wraps of orange
plastic snow fencing around the main trunk 1o the Jowest lateral hranches to create a trunk
buffer approximately 2 inches thick along the branchless trunk bark arca. Stand 2X4
wood boards side by side around the entire circumfcrence of cach trec to creatc a
circumierential wall of wood. Continue wrapping morce orange plastic snow fencing over
the wood boards to secure them in place, and sccurc {only) the outermost plastic with
duct tapc or rope (sce last photo in report for example of Frunk BulTer).

IMPORTANT: lixisting demolition period trunk buffers at the 2007 Bishop Road silc
must be removed by cutting the wires originally uscd to affix them to the trunks of the
trees, as these wires arc currently starling to girdle the trunk bark tissue on those trees.
The buffers shall then be reaflixed to those trees noted in the above BMP chart using only
duet tape or rope 10 sccure the OUTSIDE ONLY to avoid future girdling of the trunks.

TREE PROTECTION FENCING:

Chain link lencing must be ereeted at various distances out from trunk edges of trees as
noted in the BMP chart and on the oversized tree proteetion sheet markup. The arcas
between the tree trunk cdge and this fence perimeter shall be known as the critical root
zones or tree protection vones (“CRZ” or “TPZ”).

Contractor representative shall meet with City Arborist on site 1o determine exact fencing
locations prior (o project commenccment. I'encing material vsed for all protective
fences as per above must be steel chain-link, at least six-feet in height, mounted on two-
inch diameter galvanized iron posts 8-feet in length, driven a minimum of 24-inches into
the ground. Posts must be mounted six-feet apart. This fence muxst be erected prior to any
heavy machinery traffic or construction material arrival on yite.

Compliance inspections will occur (1) at the time of fence erection (2) approximately
once monthly during grading and conxtruction, and (3) dfier construction is complete. All
fencing must remain in place until all construction is completed and the fencing and
other protection has been received a final signoff letier from the city arborist. Permit
approval will not occur until afier the first inxpection has heen performed and the
protection measurcs are approved by the city arborist.

The protective fencing must not be temporarily moved during construction. No materials,
tools. cxcavated soil, liquids, subslances, ete. arc 1o be placed or dumped. cven
temporarily, tnside the 1PZ/CR7..
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9.

The TPZ fencing shall have one sign affixed with UV stabilized vip ties to the chain Jink
at cye level for every 15-lincar fect of fencing, minimum 87X117 size cach, plastic
Jaminated or otherwise waterproofed, stating:

TREE PROTECTION FLNCIE
NDONOT ALTER OR REMOVIE
CALL CI'TY ARBORIST 48-HRS ADVANCI:
(650) 697-0990

NOTES ON FENCING LOCATIONS:

¢ [Existing chain link TPZ around trees #79, 90, and 91 should be expanded to
cencompass the entire ecanopy driplines of the trecs immediately after the
existing asphalt driveway is demolished. However, tree #90 is the only
regulated (ree in this grouping which will require fencing expansion per
codc.

¢ Fencing around oak #115 is to be determinced.

¢ Fencing around trees #92 and #93 is to be determinced.

SILT FENCING WI'THL WOOD STAKES: Install silt fencing with built-in wooden

stakes (cx. T'cnax, available at home improvement stores) 1o the outsides of all TPZ fence
perimeters when noted in the BMP charts so that the silt fence is facing the construction
sidcs of the chain link T'P'Z. Pound wooden stakes into the ground per package directions.
AThix the upper edges of the silt fencing to the chain fink TPZ, using UV resistant zip ties
or metal wires (sec photo, end of report).

COIR ROLL WiTIl WOOD STAKES: Sccure coir rolls to the silt fencing noted above
using woodcn stakes such that the base of all TPZ. arcas arc buttressed (sec photo, end of
report).

DESIGN ISSUES:

a. Trenching:

1. Utlitics other than what will be located in the “J'1™ (joint trench) are not
shown on the submitted plans. Applicant shall show all trenching from
proposcd Irrigation lines, downspout drain lines, clectrical conduit in the
landscape, low voltage electrical routing in the landscape, arca drains,
utilitics, French drain lines, etc. on the plans. Applicant shall routc atl
trenched items 1o at least 20 horizontal fect from the trunk of any existing
trec o be retained if possible.

it Joint trench shall be relocated to at least 20 lincar feet out from redwood
#1126 trunk cdge to allow for TPZ fencing ercction at 16 feet out from
trunk cdgye.
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b. Grading Daylights:

i. Applicant shall verify that no grading will encroach within 12-15 fect of
the trunk cdges of trecs #92 and #93. Otherwise, these trecs may neced to
be removed, and removal tees will apply per the tree disposition charts.

ti. Grading dayhght shall be moved 1o al lcast 20 horizontal feet from the
trunk cdpe of redwood #126 to allow for TPZ fencing erection at 16 feet
from (runk cdge.

¢, lrrigation:

i. Trenchless: All irrigation proposed for within 20 fect of existing trees
being retained shall be over grade “trenchless™ type (ex. poly tubing with
bubblers).

i, Sprinklers/Spray: All spray from overhcad irrigation must be kept away
from cxisting treces such that 15-20 fcct of scparation is maintained
between water and oak tree trunks.,

d. Planter Walls:

i. The proposed wall around oak #115 shall be built using a floating pradce
beam sct on piers spaced as far apart as possible (o avoid undue damage 1o
the remaining tree root system. The bcam will need o be clevated over
existing grade elevation with zero cut (o the open soil root zone. Applicant
shall verify design prior 1o project commencemcent.

¢. landscapc Soil:

i, Maximum cut/fill {for landscapc soil incorporations shall be 4 inches
clevation change for open soil root zone areas within 15 or 20 feet ol a
tyee 1o be retained.

f. Rosc Garden:

i. 1f possible, push the location of the proposed rose garden south 1o achicve
greater separation between the oak #116 root system and the heavily
irripated sose arca.

g. Planting Plan: It 1s sugpested that the proposed installation of fourteen (14) 487
fruitless obve trees (ex. (ea “Swan Hill”) be altered such that at Icast five (5) of
the total lourteen trees are long-lived native or weslern-adapted oak specics such
as:
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i. bluc oak (Quercus douglasii)

i, valley oak (Q. lobata)

iii. island live oak ((). fomentella) evergreen

iv. coast live oak ((0. agrifolia) evergreen (note sudden oak death susceptible)

v. chestnut lealed oak (O castaneaifolia)

vi. waler oak ((J. nigra) scmi cvergreen
vii. Caltfornia black oak (Q. kelloggii) (note sudden oak death susceptiblc)
vili. netleaf oak (). rugosa) evergreen

ix. Quercus calliprines — smaller cvergreen oak mentioned in the bible

x. sandpapcr oak (Q). pungens) evergreen

x1. scrub oak (. dumaosa) evergreen shrub

10. ARBORIST INSPECTION FEE: The applicant shall pay a tree inspection fec of
$2,600 at the Permit Center, payable {o the City of Belmont prior to permit issuance and
prior to the initial (ree protection inspection mecting on sile 10 cover inspections and
signofT letters by the city arborist throughout the lifc of the projeet (32,000 arborist fec
plus 30% administration lcc).

Call the contract city arborist at (650) 697-0990 to schedule the itial tree protection
confirmation inspection which MUST occur prior to any demolition, grubbing, grading,
excavation, or construction on stic.

The City Arborist will need to meet with contractors prior to the initial fencing inspection
| ta discuss tree fence roules, irrigation water supply, cte.

11. TREE REMOVAL. KEES: Applicant shall pay fces to the Permit Center for tree
removals per the Lot 3 site plan as noted in the tree disposttion charts, These fees shall be
routed 1o the Parks Department’s Tree Planting and Listablishment Ifund.

Fee Tor removal of storm damaged trec #60 shall not be asscssed.

Fecs for trees #92 and /193 may necd to be asscssed if these trees will be impacted by
proposed grading or other site plan elements (verify with applicant).

The fee Tor imtial planned removal of regulated trees #81, 88, 108, 109, and 113 is
$4,500.

StafT may or may not also want to include an outright $2,000 removal fee for oak #115 (o
account for any futurc decline or death of the tree due to construction-related impacts.

As noted in my report. the applicant’s planting plan far cxceeds the value of trees
required to be instatled as mitigation for the loss of protected irees being removed.
Therefore, no further plantings will be required. ‘The author does suggest that the
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12.

13.

proposed fruitless olive plantings be augmented with some oak plantings as noted above
in ‘planting plan’.

No fees arc required lor rcmoval of non-regulated trees such as acacias and Monterey
pincs.

The author will he monitoring construction at the site, and will determine at the end of
the site plan project whether further tree removal {ecs arc required to be paid by the
applicant to mitigate significant damages 1o the above and/or below ground portions of
regulated trecs. These fees would then need to be paid prior to the city arborist’s {inal
project signoft (occupancy).

EMERGENCY TREE 1SSUES: Call the contract city arborist if therc js a question
concerning irecs or tree protection at this site. (650) 697-0990.

ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES: The city arborist rescrves the right but
not the duty to require that additional tree protection, maintenance, or mitigation
measurcs he installed or performed at any time up to [inal approval/occupancy.

Building ivision

1.

Prior 1o any construction, the applicant or a designated representative shall obtain all of
the required building permits for the project. The applicant will be required (o provide a
construction and demolition rceycling plan as a condition of the bwlding permit. The
Building Department will inspect for compliance with this plan. The conditions of
approval for this permit also require the applicant o perform all work i conformance
with the NPIH:S requirements.

COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS OF THE PUBLIC WORKS
DEPARTMIENT:

B.

The following condifions shall be shown on plans submitted for a building permit
and/or sit¢ development permit or otherwise met prior (o issuance of the first
building permit (i.e., foundation permit) and shall be completed and/or installed
prior to occupancy and remain in place at all tfimes that the use occupics the
premises exeept as otherwise specified in the conditions.

Streets, sidewalks and curbs in need of repair within and bordcering the project shall be
repaired and/or removed and replaced in accordance with the Department of Public
Works approved standards. Photographs or video of before condition are recommended.

Unless an exemption is provided by the City Council, an unused driveway shall be
removed and new sidewalk, curb and gulter shall be installed along the frontage of the
sitc. in accordance wrih Department of Public Works standards.
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3.

A residential driveway approach shall be installed in accordance with Department of
Public Works approval standards.

Roof leaders and site drainage shall be directed to the Cily Stormwater drainage system.
A dissipater box or othar energy reduction method shall be used.

Rool downspout systems shall be designed to drain into designated, effective infiltration
arcas or structures (refer to the Bay Area Slormwater Management Agencics Association
(BASMAAY) Start at the Source Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality
Protection |available from BASMAA @ 510-622-2465]).

The owner/applicant shall submit a sanitary sewagc plan. Ilows from the proposcd
devclopment shall be cstimated and their impact on the existing City collection system
analvzed. Mitigation mcasures may be required to upgrade the City system.

Spa and fountains may be allowed to discharge to the storm drains if the applicant can
demonstrate that the water has been de-chlorinaied, the water is within ambient
temperaturc, and no copper-bascd algae control has been added to the water.

The following conditions shall be met prior to the issuance of the first building
permit (i.c., foundation permit) and/or site development permits except as otherwise
specified in the conditions,

The property owner/applicant shall appty for and obtain temporary encroachment permits
from the Department of Public Works for work in the City public right-of-way,
eascments or property in which the City holds an interest, including driveway, sidewalk,
sewer conncetions. sewer clean-outs, curb drains. storm drain connections. placement of
a dcbris box.

The property owner/applicant shall apply for and obtain a grading permit from the
Department of Public Works. The grading permit lec is based on the total amount of earth
moved including cut and 111

Verily location ol utility meters, valves, back flow preventers, and hydrants with
appropriate utility company.  Show relationship of cach to site improvements, such as
retaining walls.

The owner shall perform a video inspection of the sewer laterat {from the house 1o the
sewer main. submit the inspection to the Department of Public Works for review and
makc any nccessary repairs to the lateral.

The owner/applicant shall submit a grading plan prepared by a California-registered Civil
Engincer in accordance with City Grading Ordinance. Chapter 9, Section 3 of the City
Code. with a prading permit application, for approval by the Department of Public Works
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11.

and Building Division prior to any grading or clearing being performed on-site. The plan
shall incorporate the following restrictions:

(@)  The applicant should note that if the proposcd grading mects one or more of the
criteria outlined i Scetion 9-23 of the Municipal Code, a Planning Commission
review wiil be required. Caution: 1f the total grading, quantity changes aficr
Planning commission approval, a new grading approval may be required. The
apphcant may choose to complete the grading plan and caleulations early in the
planning process 1o limit delays in scheduling this review. (See Scction 9-28 of
the municipal Code for review process).

(b)  All soils stockpiled on the site during construction shall be covered or otherwise
protected from wind and water erosion.

(c) During construction, crosion and  sedimentation control plans shall  be
implemented in order to retain sediments on-sitc.

(d) Site grading and iinished construction shall be designed and executed in such a
manner as (o avoid diverting runoff onto other propertics.

(c) Restrictions and recommendation of the Geologic and Soils report as approved by
the City’s Geologist.

The owner/applicant shall submit a dust contro! plan for approval by the Department of
Public Works. To reduce dust levels, exposed carth surfaces shall be watered as
necessary. The application of water shall be monitored 1o prevent runoff into the storm
drain system. Spillage vesulting from hauling operations along, or across any public or
privalc property shall be removed immediately.  Dust nuisances originating from the
contractor’s opcrations. cither mside or outside of the right-of-way shall be controlled.

The proposed development will add impervious surface arca lo the property. The
applicant shall provide calculations showing the total impervious area of the completed
projeet with the building permit application. Calculations shall be submitted to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval.

A written report prepared by a Geotechnical Engincer shall be submitted in accordance
with Scetion 9-36 of the City Code.

Applicant shall install the sanitary scwer connection in accordance with Department of
Public Works approved standards and pay the applicable sewer connection lee.

Santtary sewer 1o include a back {low prevention device.

I PG&I- s requiring the developer 1o put in the gas and/or clectrical connection, then the
developer must submit plans for the encroachment 1o the Department to Public Works.
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14,

The applicant shall submit an crosion and sedimentation control plan describing Best
Management Practices (3BMPs) 1o be used to prevent soil, dirl, and debris from entering
the storm drain system. The plan shall include the following items:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(1)

(2)

A site plan showing the property lines, cxisting and proposcd topography, and
slopes; arcas 1o be disturbed. locations of cut/{ill and sml storage/disposal arca;
areas with cxisting vegelation 1o be protected; existing and proposed drainage
patterns and structurcs; watercourses or scnsifive arcas on-stic or immediately
downstream of project; and designated construction access routes, staging arcas
and washout arcas.

lirosion and scdiment confrols to be uscd during construction, selected as
appropriatc from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
I'rancisco  Bay Region Erosion and Scdimentation Control }ield Manual
(available from: I'riends of the San Francisco Iistuary, 1.0, Box 791, Oakland,
CA 94604-0791.

Mecthods and procedurcs to stabilize denuded arcas and install and maintain
tcmporary crosion and sediment control continuously until permanent crosion
confrols have been cstablished.

Provision for preventing erosion and trapping scdiment on-site, such as scdiment
basins or traps, carthen dikes or berms, fiber rolls, silt fence, check dams, storm
drain inlet protection, soil blankets or mats, covers for soil stock piles and/or other
NCASUICS.

Provisions for installing vegctative cover in disturbed arcas, including areas to be
sceded, planted, and/or mulehed, and types of vegetation proposed.

Provision for diverting on-site runoff around cxposcd arcas and diverting off-site
runofT around the project site (e.g., swales and dikes).

Noltes, specilications, and/or attachments describing the construction, operation
and maintenance of crosion and sediment control measures, including inspection
frequency; mecthods and schedule for grading, excavation, filling clearing of
vegetation and storage and disposal of excavated or clcared material; tyvpes of
vegetative cover and muleh, including methods and schedules for planting and
fertilization; and provisions for temporary and permancnt irrigation.

All landscaping shall bc maimained and shall be designed with efficient irrigation
systems 10 reduce vunoll, promote surface filtration, and minimize the use of fertilizers,
herbicides, and pesticides.

The owner shall provide a plan showing all the site improvements and utility trench
locations. The plan shall indicate the location of all the protccied trees and protection
fenees on site. No utility trench shall encroach within the protection fence arca.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

D.

All plans shall conform (o the requirements of the City NPDLS stormwater discharge
permit and the San Matco Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (STOPPP). The project
plans shall includc permanent storm water quality protection measures. The project plans
shall identily Best Management Practices (BMPs) appropnate 1o the uses to be conducted
on-sile to clfectively prohibit the discharge of pollutants with storm water run-ofl. A
Maintenance and Operation Agreement shall be preparced by applicant incorporating the
conditions ol this scetion.

The property owner shall install, operate, and maintain in perpetuity all permanent
stormwaler quality protection measures included in the approved project plan using
qualificd personnel. The property owner/applicant must keep a maintenance and
inspection schedule and record (o ensure that the trcatment control measures continue 1o
operate cflectively. Records must be provided to the Department of Public Works, on an
annual basis, on or before June 30 of cach year.

Construction activity resulting in a land disturbance of onc acre or more, or Jess than one
acre but part of a larger development shall obtain the Construction Activilies Storm

(hitp://www scrch.ca. pov/stormwir/construction.html or (916) 341-5537). The Statc
requires a completed Notice of Intent to comply (NOI) package and a Storm Watcr
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared in accordance with Section A of the
General Permit prior (o the commencement of soil disturbing activities. The State will
issue a Waste Iischarge Identification (WDID) number within 10 business days afier it
rcecives a complete NOI package (original signed NOI, vicinity map, and check).
Applicant shall also submit copies of the NOI and SWPPP 1o the City lor review and
approval. ‘I'hroughout the project life, the SWPPP shall be revised as necessary to
accommodatc site changes during to construction.

The applicant or property owner shall ensure that reeeptacles for recycling are provided
for the property by the wasie collection service provider. Containers shall segregate
glass, plastic and aluminum containers and paper. Property manager shall ensurc these
malterials arc recycled, such as by adding them 1o the regular reeyele stream for on-site
pick up by BFT or by returning them [or redemption.

The owner/applicant shall provide a plan showing all the sile improvements and utility
trench locations.  The plan shall indicate the location of all the protected trees and
protection [ences on site. No utility trench shall cncroach within the protection [(cnce
arcas.

The following conditions shall be met prior to occupancy except as otherwise
specificd in the conditions.
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1.

6.

10.

11.

12.

Afier the City permits are approved but belore beginning  construction, the
owner/apphcant shall hold a preconstruction conference with Building and Public Works
Department stall and other interested parties. The developer shall arrange for the
aticndance ol the construction manager, contractor, and all subcontractors who are
responsible for grading and crosion and sedimentation protection controls.

Failure 1o comply with any permit condition may result in a “Stop Work™ order or other
penalty.

The property owner shall apply for and obtain an administrative encroachment permit
from the Department of Public Works (pavers in the public right-of-way).

Grading shall be performed in accordance with the City Grading Ordinance. Chapter 9 of
the City Code. Soil or other construction materials shall not be stockpiled in the public
right-of-way unless an encroachment permit is oblained from the Department of Public
Works. Grading shall ncither be initiated nor continued between November 15 and April
15. Grading shall be donc between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday unless otherwise specifically authorized by the Dircetor of Public Works. The
Stormwatcr Pollution Prevention Program Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
construction shall be implemented to protect water quality.

The owncr/applicant shall ensure that applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs)
from the San Matco Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) are followed to
prevent discharge of soil or any construction matcrial into the putter, stormdrain system
or creck.

The owner/applicant shall ensure that all construction personncl follow standard BMJPs
for stormwaltcr quality protection during construction of project. These includes, but arc
not limited 1o, the following:

Store, handle and disposce of construction materials and wastes properly, so as (o prevent
their contact with stormwalcer.

Control and prevent the discharge of all patential pollutants. including solid wastcs,
paints, concrete. petroleum products, chemicals. washwater or sediment, and non-
stormwater discharges 1o storm drains and watercourscs.

Use scdiment controls, filtration, or setltling to remove scdiment from dewatering
effluent.

Do not clean, fucl, or maintain vehicles on-site, cxcept in a designated area in which
runoff is contained and trcated.

Delincate clearing hmits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or eritical areas, buffer zoncs,
trecs, and drainage courses with field markers or fencing.

Protect adjacent propertics and undisturbed arcas from construction impacts using
vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, mulching or other measures as
appropriatc.
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15.
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Perform clearing and carth moving activities only during drv weather (April 15 through
November 14).

Limit and time applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff,

Limit construction access routes and stabilize designated access points.

Do not track dirt or other malcrials off-site; clean off-sitc paved arcas and sidewalks
wsing dry sweeping mcthods,

If construction is not complete by the start of the wet scason (November 15 through April
15), prior 1o November 15 the developer shall implement a winterization program to
minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation. As appropriate (o the site and status
of construction, winterization requirements shall include inspeeting/maintaining/cleaning
all soil crosion and scdimentation conirols prior to, during, and immediatcly after cach
storm cvent; stabilizing  disturbed soils through temporary or permanent sccding,
mulching, matting, tarping or other physical means; rocking unpaved vehicle access 1o
limit dispersion of mud onto public right-of-way; coveringfarping stored construction
materials, fucls, and other chemicals. Plans to include proposcd measurcs to prevent
erosion and polluted runefl” from all site conditions. As sitc conditions warrant, the
Department of Public Works may direct the dcveloper to implement additional
winterization requireiments.

COMPLY WITI! THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS OF THE BELMONT/SAN
CARLOS FIRE DEPAR'TMENT:

An approved automatic {ire sprinkler system meeting the current ordinance requircments
of the Belmont/San Carlos IYire Department shall be provided.

Address numbers shall be illuminated and visible on alt new buildings. Size of lettering
and illwmination shall mect Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department Standards.

In arcas identified as Urban-Wildland Interface, a vegcetation management plan shall be
submittcd with the plans. Minimum 30" clearance away from all structurcs, and a
mininnm clearance of ien feet from sides of access roads in hill terrain may be required
with irnpation resistant construction,

COMPLY WI'TH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS OF THE POLICE DEPARTMENT

All activitics shall be subjeet (o the requirements of the 3elmont Noise Ordinance.
No dcbris hoxes or building materials shall be storcd on the strect.

I'lag persons shall be positioned at both ends of blocked traffic lancs.

24-hour written notice to the Police Department 1s required belore any lane closurc.

Construction vehicles shall be parked so as not to block any lancs of trafTic.
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Damon Dildonato o
| Senior Planner o _

Certification of /\pprm_fcd Final Conditions:




Request for Exemption from Sidewalk Installation

| am asking one last time for the Public Works Department to consider the
special circumstances related to this property and request an exception for the
new sidewalk. Many Bay Area & neighboring Cities have exceptions for
sidewalks, when a large upslope retaining wall is required.  These
exceptions allow the exisling streetscape to be mainiained and not to degrade it's
appearance.

The following are my rcasons why the City should consider a "sidewalk
exception” for this project:

1) The property is localed in the San Juan Hills, which has a 'hillside" & more
“rural” character.

2) Bishop Rd has an existing continuous sidewalk on the east side opposite the
site.

3) Sidewalk demand from the public is substantially reduced in these low
density, hillside residential neighborhoods,

4) The property frontage has a steep upsiope averaging 6ft-10ft from the street
level except for the iwo driveway entries.

5) The property frontage has well established vegetation including trees,
shrubs, & plants. This existing vegetation provides excellent screening from & to
the neighboring homes. In fact, if this vegetation is maintaincd, the three new
houses will be almost invisible from the street except for the openings at the
driveways.

8) A new sidewalk will require a 3ft-5ft retaining wall running the entire length of
the properly. The existing grade above this new wall will have to be cut back at
a 2.1 slope to maintain stability.

7) A new retaining wall higher than 30" will require a guardrail to prevent
children etc from falling down.

8) The property fronlage wilt have a new fence for security, privacy & deer.
This fence can be incorporated into to guardrail or it can be setback...which ever
design il will unfortunalcly form an imposing barrier.

9) The existing natural vegetation will be devastated by the excavation &
grading required for a ncw retaining wall. It will denude the slope, remove
several large irees, damage roots of other trees etc. In fact, a redwood protected
by the City Arborist will be jeopardized.

10) | am sure the neighbors will not appreciate their "hillside" street being
converted into a more harsh "urban” environment with a 300 ft long & 3ft-5ft high
retaining wall and removal of the natural vegetation.

| am very concerned that the neighbors will strongly object to this new sidewalk &
retaining wall in the City's design review hearing, resulting in a delay in approval
of the houses.



Per City Ordinance Section 7-13, sidewalk is required on both sides of a roadway in the San Juan
Hill Area. When the eross slope of the roadway is more than 20%, sidewalk can be eliminated
on one side. The applicant has submitled a cross slope analysis based on the topograpby of the
existing street. The result shows that the average cross slope is 20.2% (Attachment ).
However. per the City ordinance, the cross slope shall be calculaicd from a topographic map
required lor a prading plan at the time when the roadway was {irst constructed. Staff has
reviewed the original subdivision grading plan and determincd that the cross slope is gentler than
20%. Thus. sidewalk shall be required on both sides of the strect.

The applicant has provided the following reasons 1o justify a variance Jor not installing sidewalk
fronting their property:

Applicant The property iy located in the San Juan Hills, which has a ‘hillside’ and more
‘rural ' character.

Stafl The Belmont Country Club Properties Subdivision was built in the 70s with
sidewalks fronting the majority of the propertics.  The arca is actually well
developed with single family buildings throughout.

Applicant Bishop Road has an existing continuous sidewalk on the cast side opposite the site
which can provide for pedestrians access.

Staff ‘The requirement (or sidewalk shall be based on the slope analysis as specificd in
City Ordinance Scction 7-13. The adjacent properties casterly of the subdivision
also has continuous sidewalk. The instailation of sidewalks along the proposcd
development will close a gap {or pedestrian access.

Applicant Sidewalk demand from the public is substantially reduced in this low density
hillside residential neighborhood.

Stafl The subdivision is at the westerly end of the Belmont Country Club Propertics
Subdivision. StalT belicves that only residents in this arca or people traveling to
the Sugar l.oal” open space will utilize this new sidewalk.  The volume for
pedestrian trafTic is not substantial.

Applicant The property fromtage has a steep slope averaging 6' 107 from the street level
except for the two driveway entries. The property frontage has well established
vegetation including (rees, shrubs and plants.  This existing vegelation provides
excellent sereening from and to the neighboring homex. In fuct, if this vegetation
is maintained, the three houses will be almost invisible form the street except for
the openings af 1he driveways.

Staff The existing vegetation will provide certain screening 1o (he neighboring homes.
However, the vegetation along the easterly half of the subdivision cannot be
remained cven without installing sidewalk. The over-steepened slopeisat 1% 1
grade which Is creating an erosion problem. Staff obscrved that dirt had been
croded onto the roadway and the existing stope shall be regraded to mitigate this
problem. As a result, vegetation along the casterly hall of the frontage will have
to be removed even sidewalk 18 not going (o be installed.  Thus, the advantage 1o
have vegetation sereening the property will be substantially reduced.




Applicant A new sidewalk will require a 3" (o 5" retaining wall running the entire length of
the properiy. The existing grade above this new wall will have (o cut back ai a
2:1 slope to mainiain stability. The existing naiural vegetation will be devastared
by the excavation and grading required for the new retaining wall. It will denude
the slope, remave several large trees, damage roots of other Irees ctc. In fact, a
redwood protecied by the City Arborist will be jeopardized.

Stafl ‘The applicant has submitted grading plans for the two scenarios with and without
the sidewalk. The difference in grading quantity is S50CY. lHowever, as shown
above, the casterly half of the property has 1o be regraded because of the crosion
problem.  Stall cstimated the difference for grading required with the two
scenarios shall be about 400CY. The grading plan also shows that seven trees on
the westerly half of the property will be impacted if sidewalks are 1o be installed.

Applicant A new retaining wall higher than 307 will require a guardrail to prevent children
ele. from falling down. Instead, a new fence can be installed for security, privacy
and deer. This fence can be incorporated into the guardrail or it can be sethuck
However, this will form an imposing barrier.

Staff The applicant has the option to install a fence in place of the guardrail on the top
of the retaining wall. The City Ordinance does not require a permit for installing
fences 6 tall within private property. There arc already cxisting fences installed
along, the south side of Bishop Road. The new fence proposcd shall conform to
the environmental setting in this area.

StafT is requesting the Planning Commission 1o evaluate the impacts for installing sidewalk and
provide recommendations to the City Council whether an execption shall be granted.
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CITY OF BELMONT
PLANNING COMMISSION
ACTION MINUTES
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 7, 2008, 7:00 PM
DRAFT

Chair Parsons called the meeting (10 order at 7:00 p.m. at Onc Twin Pines Lane, City Hall Counci!
Chambers.

1. ROLL CALL

Commissioners Present:  Parsons. 1lorton, Mercer, Mayer McKenvzic, Recd, I'rautschi
Commissioners Absent: Nonc

Staff Present: Community Development Director de Mclo (CDI)), Senior Planner DiDonato
(SP), City Attorney Zafierano (CA), Rccording Scerctary Flores (RS), Senior
Civil Engincer Yau (SCE)

2. AGENDA AMENDMENTS — None

3. COMMUNITY FORUM (Public Comments) - Nonc

4. CONSENT CALENDAR

4A. Minutes of September 2, 2008

MOTION: By Commissioner Mercer, seconded by Commissioner Frautschi, to accept the
Minutcs of September 2, 2008, as prescented.

Ayes: Mercer, Frautschi, Mayer, McKenric, Reed, IParsons
Noes: None
Abstain; 1lorton

Motion passed 6/0/1
5. PUBLIC HEARINGS

SA. PUBLIC HEARING - 2007 Bishop Road

To consider a Single ['amily Design Review 1o construct a new 4.490 square-{oot single-family residence
on a vacant 86,254 sq. 11. lot that is below the maximum permitied 4,500 square Teet for the site.

(APPL. NO. PA 2008-0075)

Belmont Planning Commission Action Minutes
QOctober 7, 2008
]



APN: 043-010-240; Zoncd HRO- 1

CI:QA Status: Categorical Exemption per Section 15303, Class 3
APPLICANT: Richard Tapp

OWNER: Rancho Bclmont, 1.1.C

PROJECT PLANNIR: Damaon DiDonato, (650) 637-2908

SP DiDonato noted that there are two items to be reviewed: One is the single-family design review as
noted in the agenda and the other 1s a more informal sidewalk review requesting that the Commission
recommend 1o City Conncil whether an exemption should be permitted that there be no sidewalk installed
along three lots of the subdivision on Bishop Road. He summarizcd the Stalf Report and also referred to
commenis from Commissioner Mcreer received that day indicating that she did not think that the color
chosen for the walls of the structure would blend into the hillside and that the entire structure is not
screened by trecs from all vantage points.  Pictures provided and narrated by Commissioner Mercer were
reviewed. Stall recommended that revised color and landscape plans be returned to the Planning
Commission [or review at a later date.

Comments received from neighbors on Skymont Drive regarding drainape issues were provided. SP
DiDonato added that staff had cxplained to the neighbors that concentrated drainage is controlled from
one property to another and the applicant’s civil engineer addressed the questions and the Public Works
Department was satisfied with the answers. The applicant’s drainage plan will be reviewed by Public
Works when it is submitted and also by the City’s and applicant’s geotechnical engineers to insure that
there will not be drainape impacts on the adjacent properties.

Another neighbor’s letter concerning, debris from the landscape arcas had been placed on the dais. The
applicant has addressed that issuc and talked to that neighbor and it seems that he is satisfied with the
response. Landscaping will be iirigated and will be maintained.

Staff recommended approval of the project with the recommendation that the [inal Landscape Plan return
with lines of sight of various public vantage points.

Regarding the sidewalk issue, SP Dildonato showed photos of Bishop Road. noting that the applicant had
requested that they be exempted from the sidewalk requirements, indicating that they have a cross slope
on their section of the road which is greater than 20%. Public Works diffcred with that conclusion so the
applicant requcsted that City Council be asked review that gquestion afier receiving a recommendation
from the Commission,

Commissioner Mayecr asked if a possible alternative could be 1o require the owner 1o repair and bring up 1o
grade the sidewalk on the other side of the street instead of building a ncw sidewalk. CA Zafferano
responded that the finding the Commission would have to makc is that there 1s a nexus between the
sidewalk that is not adjacent to the property and the proposed development.

As an aside, Commissioner Maycr commented that, prior to review of projects at future Commission
mectings. Commissioners could have access to large vacant Jots that are gated and chained off.
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Commissioner Mercer asked for clarification of the mitigation requirements for nesting birds as referred to
on page 13 in the Environmental clcarance. SP DiDonato responded that it would be up 1o (he Biologist 1o
recommend what construction activily would be appropriate to kecp nesting birds, if any, in the nest.

SCE Yau of the Public Works Department, stated the City Ordinance requircs a sidewalk on both sides of
the street in the San Juan arca if the cross slope of the street is less than 20%, and that afier looking at the
subdivision maps of the original development it was determined that it was oripinally less than 20%. Staff
also noted that 90% of the propertics in the surrounding area in the subdivision already have sidewalks. In
addition, the San Juan Area Plan requires the sidewalks, which is why stafl has made the detcrmination
that sidewalks should be instalied in this area. He added, howcver, that the applicant pointed out that
without the sidewalk there will be less grading and loss of landscaping that provides screening of cxisting
properties, The City Ordinance docs not allow staff to make any variance or exemption based on thosc
benefits; it has to come from the Council, which 1s why stafl is rcquesting a recommendation from the
Planning Commission. Responding to Commissioner Mercer’s questions, SCE Yau indicated that,
ineluding a possible erosion problem, 400 cubic yards of additional grading and a 3- (o 4-foot rctaining
wall would be required if the sidewalk were to be installed.

Commissioner Recd asked if the foot traffic warrants a sidewalk on both sides of the street. SCE Yau
responded that is not a busy pedestrian area; it is at the end of the subdivision and only residents of that

area and peaple going to the Sugar 1.0af arca would be using the sidewalk.

Richard Tapp, applicant and architect, addressed the Commission, making the following key points:

. The property owner regretied that she could not be at the mecting but had authorized him to speak
on her behalf.

. Nesting raplors arc the only birds at issue, and they mate and nest in carly spring and should not be a
problem during summer and (all.

. The owner will be living in the house under discussion on 1ot #3 and hoped that her brother and
possibly a nicce would cventually build on the other two lots.

. He believed that if they do not have to denude the front slope 10 build a sidewalk, the neighbors on

Bishop Road will not even sce the house, and that the additional trees proposed in the Landscape
Plan will mitigatc the views (rom Sugar Loaf.

. No Varianees arc requested for location, setback. size or height.

. He passed around a photograph of a Mediterranean-style housc that the owner would like to
replicate and mentioned 1hat changing the roof tile color would not be a problem.

. He described his efforts at ncighborhood outreach.

Virgil Galura, with MacCloud and Associates, discussed the grading plan, noting that there will be 845
cu.ft. of cut which will all be distributed on the site. Discussion ensued regarding its placement; from 6 to
1’ will be outside of the gravel path at a location specified on the drawings.

Bruce McDonald, fandscape architeet. stated that he will be returning with a revised Landscape Plan as
stipulated in the Conditions of Approval. primarily addressing preservation of existing trees and adding
additional screening 1n the northwest slope utilizing primarily native vegetation and Coast Live Oak.

Discussion ensued regarding the need for a second sidewalk.

Belmont Planning Commission Action Mirutes
October 7, 2008
3



Chair Parsons asked Mr. McDonald how he would dcal with the shuffage that currently appears on the
road. Mr. McDonald responded that he would apply an erosion control net and then interplant with native
species and ground cover {o provide 100% coverage in that arca. Ile said that there is no landslide or
slippage; it’s just surface material. I they have to change it they will try to minimize the slope and apply

native vegetation.

Responding to questions from Commissioncrs I'rautschi and McKenzic, Mr. Tapp cxplained how they
would treat the area if Council requires the sidewalk, and Mr. Galura stated that an additional 550 cubic
yards of grading would be requircd which would have to be hauled away. 11 would affeet a lot of trees, a
hydrant would have (o be relocated and a retaining wall would have to be pushed back. If the sidewalk 1s
not required they do not envision any new relaining walls.

Chair Parsons opened the Public Hearing,

Resident Andrew Williams stated that he saw the proposed project as a “bicssing” and an improvement for
the neighborhood and the City. Jle noted that Marsten is only 18" wide and putting 25 back to build a
wall for the last housc did not make sensc. He believed that the hill is fairly stable and a buffer, and trecs
is all the neighbors ask for; he suggesied that if they leave the walls atone everybody would be satisfied.

MOTION: By Commissioner I'rawischi, seconded by Commission McKcenzie, to close the Public
Hearing. Motion passed 7/0 by a show of hands.

Commissioners commented as follows:

Commissicner Recd:

. Concern is for the view of the knoll from all around.
. Beautiful housc but would shy way {rom the mustard color.
. People who hike up Supar 1.oafl are surrounded on all sides by homes: it is not a pristine wilderness

environment. butl a small hill in a suburban area.

Commissioner McKenric:

. Concurred with Mr. Wilhams™ comments that the project would be an asset to the neighborhood
and the City ol Belmont.

. Very tastefully done and well chosen for the hillside

. Not feasibic 1o make the housce invisible on the knoll and that should not be expected to happen. A

home belongs there and it wilt henefit everyone.,

Vice Chair Horton:

. Agreed thal 11 is a very well designed home and Landscape Mlan.

. By putting the house on top of the hill they don’t have to cut and fill and it is a stable location.
. The house is very well sited on « targe lot and an improvement of an institutional use.

. Color will leak lighter on the house and is the right color for a Mediterrancan house.

. The back side of the house as viewed from DeAnza in San Matco will be attractive.
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Believed that a few more trecs wouldin’t hurt but she did not think the Coimmission should be
requiring people to lose their view or to completely cloak their houses.

Commissioner Mayer:

Did not disagree with any previous comments.

Compared to what was there before this is a huge plus and benefit to Belmont.

Thanked the owner for taking it seriously and exercising a great deal ol care and attention 10 detail
in making this a really outstanding development.

Struck by the fact that the previous building was substantially the same bulk as what’s gotng to be
put therc and 1f was not terribly visible from other areas. Docs not see a visual impact, but if there
is, this is a well-designed house on all sides and he saw no reason 1o change or modify the project.

Commissioner Frautschi:

Asked that page 9 of the staff report be corrected to show “Belmont-San Carlos Fire Department,”
page 10 under the San Juan 1hills Plan Area Policy 1 be changed from “Hap” 1o “Map” and that the
spelling of Bishop Road in the Resolution title be correcied.

A well thought-out design and a Landscape Plan that enhances the design and the setting. Liked
the semicircular approach of the footprint and the fact that only 820 squarc feet are on the second
story. That and the landscape will minimize the view from the knoli.

l.iked the stone/stucco basc combination, cspecially sinec it 1s a fire prone arca, the details, the use
of native plants and 57 trecs, the balanced cut and fill so that there is no haul away and the 9.64
hardscape ratio.

Concurred with the additional geological recommendations in the report and as conformance with
the General Plan.

It will be an added bencefit to the neighborhood.

Commissioncr Mcereer:

Apgreed that 11 the proposcd home is beautiful, a tremendous improvement to the neighborhood, that
the footprint is charming and liked that they kept the grading to a minimum and will keep the fill
on site,

Regarding I'idiing A, she had difficulty elaiming that the house is appropriate for the {ocation. She
believed that the site is not the Riviera but California Oak woodland and that surrounding
propertics are much more of a California ranch or crafisman style. She thought it could be made 1o
fit if the colors were very, very toned down, suggesting wheat and brown as opposed to mustard
and terracotta.

Was pleased that they proposc to replace the 20 trecs that have 10 be removed with about 60 trees,
but belicved that the proposced Palm rees are more consistent with the Riviera and are off base in
the Cahforma Qak woodlands. She stated that she would not want to sit on an adjacent hill and
look at a grove of Palm trees on that knoll.

Appreciated that the majortty of the property is going to be lefi as open space, but asked that the
[.andscape Plan consider using an animal friendly fence that can be traversed by the animals rather
than the proposcd 67 fence.

Chair Parsons:

Liked the Palm trees and sugpesting that they do grow native in the arca.
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. Thanked thc architect for a beautiful design and a great picec of architccture that will fit into the
hillside.

. Concerned about landscaping and colors; the colors from the provided photograph are betier than
the mustard color on the drawings,

. Appreciated that they are attempting o replace the trees.

. The issuc of the deer needs 1o be addressed in the Landscape Plan.

. Could make all the findings but asked that the Landscape PPlan come back with modifications
especially addressing any sluffage on the front that will affeet the neighborhood and the drainage.

MOTION: By Commissioner McKenzie, scconded by Commissioner Mayer, to adopt the
Resolution approving a Single-Family Design Review for 2007 Bishop Road (Appl. No.
2008-0075), and conditions attachcd that call for a Landscapc Plan te comc back for
final review, including a revised color schemc and consideration of the animal friendly
fencing.

Ayes:  McKenrie, Mayer, Mcrcer, Frautschi, Reed, Horton, Parsons
Nocs:  Nonc

Motion passed 7/0
Chair Parsons announced that this item may be appealed to the City Counct! within 10 calendar days.
Discussion ensucd regarding the issuc of the sidewalk.

Chair Parsons referred (o a similar project on San Juan Boulevard that had caused a stir scveral years
carlier becausc the Commission proposcd that a sidewalk be put on the opposite side of the street from the
project since there was no sidewalk on the street. They thought Public Works™ policy required a sidewalk
but there is now no sidewalk on cither side of the street in that location. 1le thought it would be a travesty
to try 10 put a sidewalk on that side of the hill at the end of the street. He docs not believe there is a safety
issue at this sitc and no need Tor a sidewalk on both sides of the street. 1n his opinion, to have to do more
grading does not make any sensc, especially since it would require taking out some Redwoods that do not
appear to be distressed. other than from the lack of rain. His recommendation to Council would be that
there be no sidewalk on the side of the road in question.

Vice Chair Horton and Comnussioncr McKenzic agreed with Chair Parsons’ comments.

SP DiDonato clarificd for the Commission that the sidewalk discussion applics 1o all three lots.
Commissioner Reed did not believe the foot traffic warrants a sidewalk,

Commissioner Maycer also agreed but was concerned about the bad condition of the sidewalk on the other
side of the strect and wondered il there was some way they could tie repair of that sidewalk into this

project. Chair Parsons suggested that perhaps the nexus could be that the Commission believes that there
should be some sidewalk in the ncighborhood on one side and perhaps the applicant could contribute 1o
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repairing the existing sidewalk. CA Zafferano said that he and stall could look at that before this item
goes 1o Council.

Commissioner Vrautschi stated that the reasons the Commission would not want to put a sidewalk on the

side of the street under discussion arc [olJows:

. The sidewalk on the other side of the street is sufficient, though it is in bad repair.

. It would be hard lor him to justify additional cut of 400 to 540 sq.ft. I they could not put the dirt on
site, they would be Jooking at 50 truck loads going out of that neighborhood.

| The cost to the applicant just fov tree removal would be $9,500 additional.
. Could not support the possibility that the City would end up losing the wonderful stand of Redwood
trees.

Iis recommendation was that, though the San Juan Plan is well intended, 1t has to be looked at Togically
and using common sensc, and he belicved it would be commeon sensc not to put in the sidewalk. However,
he would support an in-licu fec of some kind and suggested that a permanent schedule (o be set up so that
applicants could pay into a fund and Public Works could use the moncy on sidewalk repairs.

e would like to know the {inal decision and how the applicant is going fo treat the area before the
Landscape Plan comcs back to the Commission for approval, i.e., il it is not going to be a sidewalk how
they plan to stabilizc, what is the planned material and additional trees, cte.

Commissioner Mercer concurred and thought they would be better off without the sidewalk if the
applicant stabilizes the hillside with landscaping.  She raised a safcty concern because pedestrians are out
of sight of oncoming westbound cars because it 1s on a ridge. She supgested the possibility of a “sidewalk
ends here — please cross” sign and perhaps the addition of a crosswalk 1o cncourage peaple to cross over o
the other side of the strect, or possibly “no parking” on that side of the street. Becausc it is 4 blind curve
she was concerned about people walking on the street. She did not want {o sce a sidewalk there; it would
Jjust create more problems with drammage and slippage.

Vice Chair Horton cited that other reasons for not putting in a sidewalk would be that the hydrant, light
pole and other wility boxes would have to be moved.

Resident Jim Rosen addsessed the Commission, stating that the sidewalk on the other side of the street is
at his property but that he did not know who should repair it. He said that he had planted trecs from the
Sierra there that raiscd the sidewalk and he would appreciate somcone coming out and telling him what he
needs to do. Chair Parsons responded that it is his understanding that the repairs would be Mr. Rosen’s
responsibility. Mr. Roscn added that if a sidewalk is added pcople will park on it, as they do on other
sidewalks in the neighborhood.

Resident Kristen Swanson-Turkey addressed the Commission just to thank them for being so efficient and
thorough, and cspecially Commissioner Mereer for her concern about the environment.

0, REPORTS, STUDIES AND UPDATES:

CDD de Melo reported as follows:
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