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 CITY OF BELMONT  

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES  

Tuesday, May 5, 2020 – 7:00PM  

 

Commission members participated in this meeting by teleconference as authorized by Executive 

Order N-29-20.  The public viewed the meeting via live on Zoom, the city website or on Comcast 

Channel 27.  Members of the public watching remotely were given the Cdev@belmont.gov email 

address to submit public comments.  

(This Planning Commission meeting started a few minutes late due to audio difficulty). 

 

Community Development Director commenced the meeting with a brief overview of conducting the 

zoom meeting and welcomed the two new Commissioners Nathalie Runcie and Brian Kulich to the 

Planning Commission.   

 

ROLL CALL 7:04 P.M. 

Planning Commission members present on Zoom webinar: Finley, Kramer, Kulich, Majeski, Meier, 

Pyrz, Runcie 

Planning Commission members absent: None 

 

Staff Present on Zoom webinar: Community Development Director de Melo, Principal Planner 

Didonato, Senior Planner Gill, Associate Planner Dietz, City Attorney Rennie, Administrative 

Assistant Lynn 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Led by Chair Majeski  

 

 

COMMUNITY FORUM 

Chair Majeski opened the Community Forum.   

Community Director de Melo stated there were no public comments submitted for the community 

forum.  He indicated the public could submit their comments and the email would be monitored 

throughout the meeting and read for the record. 

Chair Majeski closed the Community Forum. 

 

COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS / AGENDA AMENDMENTS 

Selection of Chair and Vice-Chair was moved to the end of the meeting under Other Business 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

 

5.A  Regular Meeting Minutes for February 4, 2020  

ACTION:  On a motion by Commissioner Kramer, seconded by Commissioner Pyrz to approve the 

regular meeting minutes of February 4, 2020.  

 

Motion passed 6-1 (6 Ayes, 1 Abstain)  
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5. B  Regular Meeting Minutes for February 18, 2020  

ACTION:  On a motion by Commissioner Kramer, seconded by Commissioner Meier to approve the 

regular meeting minutes of February 18, 2020.  

 

Motion passed 6-1 (6 Ayes, 1 Abstain)  

 

5 C. Monte Cresta Drive -APN No. 043-165-180 (Vacant Lot-Single Family Design Review) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made. 

 

Staff recommended continuance of a Single-Family Design Review to a date uncertain to allow staff 

to evaluate the project and the revised submittal that the applicant provided in February 2020.  

 

Director de Melo stated no public comments were submitted. 

 

ACTION:  On a motion by Commissioner Pyrz, seconded by Commissioner Meier to continue the 

item to a date uncertain. Full public notice will be required for the project in advance of the future 

public hearing. 

 

Motion passed 7-0  

 

STUDY SESSION- NONE 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

7 A. 3301 Haskins Drive-Vacant Site (Variance, Single-Family Design Review and Tree 

Permit) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made. 

 

To consider a Variance, Single-Family Design Review and Tree Permit to construct a 3,941 square-

foot single-family residence (3,955 sq. ft. maximum building size permitted). Application No. 

PA2016-0074. 

Senior Planner Gill provided an overview of the staff report and presentation.  

 

This project includes a Variance request to Belmont Zoning Ordinance Section 4.2.3, Table 6 Setbacks 

for Larger Residences requiring the dwelling to be set back 20 feet from the front property line and 

20 feet from the side property line, construction of a Single-Family residence, site grading and 10 

protected size trees to be removed. 

The City’s Geologist reviewed and made recommendations which are included in the conditions of 

approval.  Grading will be in compliance with the City’s Grading Ordinance and Standard Conditions 

of Approval to assure the project construction will not result in offsite soil or water erosion.  

The Arborist report indicated 10 protected size trees for removal due to direct conflict with site plan.  

The applicant will replace the trees with 27 15-gallon preferred species trees and 9 15-gallon deciduous 

trees, which exceeds the tree replacement requirement. 

 

Staff stated the project is well-designed and articulated, the project would not impact public views, 

the proposed residential structure has been designed to integrated into the hillside, tree 

removal/grading appears reasonable and the landscape plan is appropriate.  Variance findings analysis  

shows there are special circumstances or conditions applicable to the property, strict interpretation 

and enforcement of the specified regulations would deprive the applicant the privilege of reasonable 

access into the home, and granting of the variances will not constitute a grant of special privilege.   
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Staff made the findings in the affirmative and recommended Commission approval. 

 

Chair Majeski invited the applicant to speak. 

James Chu, Applicant, spoke on site difficulties, sidewalk installation, and neighborhood outreach 

meetings.  

 

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

 

In response to the Commission, staff stated the following: 

• If the variance was not granted, more trees would be removed. Staff stated this project went 

through several iterations and outlined that when staff looks at variances, they look at it in 

terms of why the requirements are not being met. Some factors for this site were taller walls 

that encroached well over the height limit, more grading and more tree removal.   

 

• With the current layout of the property, there is no room for a sidewalk to be installed.  Per 

Public Works requirements, a portion of the property will need to be relinquished to include a 

newly installed sidewalk and retaining wall.    

 

• The stainless-steel wire mesh was used for the understory to keep in design with the modern 

feel of the overall project.  The mesh will be behind the retaining wall and covered with trees 

and other landscaping. 

 

Chair Majeski opened the Public Hearing.  

 

Community Director de Melo read the following public comments submitted through the 

Cdev@belmont.gov email: 

 

Warren Gibson, resident, stated in email that although the sidewalk is outside your bailiwick that 

doesn't mean you can't have any influence.  Please consider adding a statement to the resolution asking 

Public Works to forego the sidewalk, because it would only be a public detriment and no benefit.  It 

would add a huge ugly retaining wall in a wooded setting, and no one would walk on the sidewalk 

because it wouldn't connect to sidewalks above and below, and it's quite safe to walk in the street.  This 

is the approach we took some years ago with 2847 San Juan and it worked out well.  

 

Mark Hanamoto and Sydney Howington, neighbors, stated in email that they were uphill neighbors 

of the project.  Their concerns and comments included 1.) an objection to the sidewalk due to the 

already-narrow road; 2.) the proposed cut and fill of the very steep hill and has concerns of slides as 

they stated the proposed driveway has slid multiple times over the years due to possible underground 

springs and shale limestone bedrock, also leading to instability to retaining walls and foundation and 

gave examples of other properties in the hills; 3.) Keyway ad bench cuts should be completely designed 

and reviewed before plan approval; 4.) the water tank design is not specific to the site and may have 

inadequate volume to contain additional runoff and should be made of a different material to last longer; 

5.) every retaining wall should be supported by posts drilled into the bedrock; 6.) a full retaining wall 

should be installed to support driveway and avoid collapse and erosion damage; 7.) mitigation 

implementation for ecological and financial if project is abandoned; and, 8.)  adequate insurance in 

place for possible large damage claims.  
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The Lunde family, neighbors, stated in email that they are downhill neighbors of the site.  Their 

concerns were in regard to 1.) Grading-Heavy equipment will be required for excavation and pier 

drilling. The geotechnical report further details these requirements, including that piers should penetrate 

at least 10 feet deep. Two major concerns arise from these requirements, personal injury and property 

damage, which are likely to occur if machinery slips or tumbles down the hill. The existing slope is 

steep and leads directly to our home. What steps can be taken, and assurances made to ensure that heavy 

machinery can work safely on this steep lot? Additionally, it is unclear if the necessary number and 

location of piers for long-term stability of the house and hillside has been established or that the cuts 

have been adequately designed.; 2.) Water-Property damage is likely to occur when underground 

springs are unearthed during cuts or pier drilling. Multiple examples of unearthed springs and 

uncontrollable water runoff are known to have occurred in the area. In the absence of immediate and 

effective containment strategies, large volumes of water will run directly through our property. Another 

possible outcome is that small but problematic volumes of water will become a constant, year-after-

year drainage issue; and 3.) Insurance-What amount of insurance will be in place for the contractors, 

engineering firms, architects and owners. Will this amount be adequate for possible large damage 

claims? 

Chair Majeski closed the Public Hearing.  

  

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 

Commissioner Runcie asked if the applicant could file an exception to the sidewalk. 

Staff stated the applicant had applied for an exception, however, after review by the City Engineer, it 

was determined that a sidewalk could in fact be implemented based on the civil drawings along with 

the portion of the property that was dedicated as right-of-way.  The Engineers findings outweighed the 

exception and therefore was denied. The applicant did not appeal the decision.  

 

Chair Majeski asked staff to give a summary of Complete Streets to the new Commissioners. 

Staff gave a brief overview of the Complete Streets Policy. 

 

In response to Commissioners, staff stated the following: 

• The building height was based on the architectural plans and height definition determined from 

finished grade to upper most portion of the building in conjunction with setbacks at different 

elevations.  Height is determined at each setback point and not from the very front of the 

driveway. 

• All contractors are required to carry liability insurance under the CA. State Licensing Board, a 

Contractors Bond, and Workers Compensation Insurance.  A permit will not be issued without 

the required insurances.  Architects, designers, etc. all have professional liability requirements, 

as well as the homeowner can add builder risk liabilities to their homeowner policies.  

• Geotechnical peer reviews provide supporting recommendations for the project and a mandate 

as part of the review of all projects on hillsides. The Conditions of Approval have robust 

oversight to assure conditions are met prior to permit issuance. The same recommendations and 

methods would be incorporated into the construction practices for the site.  

• The geotechnical recommendations have been included in the Conditions of Approval. 

• The street width would not be affected, as the 5-foot dedication the property the owner is 

relinquishing will be for the construction of the sidewalk.  

• The retaining wall will be reviewed concurrently among departments and the consultants for 

required elements to installation. 

• The Public Works Department requires a surety bond for grading. 
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Director de Melo read a portion of the General Plan Policy section of the Circulation Element as it 

pertains to sidewalks and pedestrian paths and requirements for public sidewalks in conjunction with 

all new non-residential development; require sidewalks in all new residential developments-with 

exceptions. 

 

Commissioner Kramer commented that the process for a new home is very thorough with Geotechnical, 

Civil and Geologist professionals to review for safety and then peer review by an independent third 

party consultant, staff and all the best management practices and conditions of approvals in place.  He 

further added that there will be a phone number posted on the job site for neighbors to call if there are 

concerns with the project during construction.  

 

Commissioners concurred in agreement and made the findings.   

 

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Finley, seconded by Commissioner Kramer to approve a 

Variance, Single-Family Design Review and Tree Permit at 3301 Haskins Drive, Application No. 

PA2016-0074  

 

Motion passed 7-0.   

 

Chair Majeski stated this item is appealable within 10 calendar days. 

Commissioner Kramer called for a 5-minute recess.  Chair Majeski concurred.  

The meeting resumed at 8:35 

7 B.  540 South Road (Single-Family Design Review and Floor Area Exception) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made. 

 

Associate Planner Dietz provided an overview of the staff report and presentation for a Single-Family 

Design Review and Floor Area Exception (FAE) to construct an 1,864 square foot addition and 

establish a new maximum floor area of 4,818 square feet for the site. Application No. PA2019-0073. 

 

Staff stated the project is well-designed and articulated, it avoids unnecessary building bulk, the 

project would not impact public views, no grading required on site, the property would remain well 

landscaped, and the project is in compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines and Residential 

Design Criteria. The findings for the Floor Area Exception show the project would not result in the 

home exceeding the overall FAE for the area, no substantial adverse impact to the views or privacy 

of adjacent neighbors, the project would be substantially screened by the hillside, it is designed 

intentionally to prevent lines of sight that would present significant privacy impacts, and the project 

would not significantly increase building bulk.  Staff made the findings in the affirmative and 

recommended Commission approval. 

 

Chair Majeski invited the applicant to speak. 

The applicant had no comments and stated they were available for questions.   

 

Chair Majeski opened the Public Hearing.  

Community Director de Melo read the following public comment submitted through the 

Cdev@belmont.gov email:  

 

Matthew Baird, neighbor, stated he was opposed to the project due to the size of the structure 

proposed and said it would be out of character for the neighborhood and exceeded the maximum 

allowable gross floor area of 4,500 square feet. 
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Chair Majeski closed the Public Hearing.  

 

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

In response to Commissioners, staff stated the following: 

• If the Commission were to approve the project, the FAE maximum would then be established 

for the 4,800 square feet. Once one FAE has been approved for the site, it would bar any future 

FAE’s administratively for the site.  However, one could apply in the future and the 

Commission would evaluate and use their discretion as necessary.  

 

• Only fully enclosed spaces are included in the 4,800 square feet, excluding the decks.   

 

• The floor area ratio is still lower than average of the neighborhood due to the lot size. 

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 

 

Commissioners Kramer and Majeski could not make the findings for the Floor Area Exception.   

 

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Meier, seconded by Commissioner Pyrz to approve the 

Single-Family Design Review and Floor Area Exception at 540 South Road, Application No. PA2019-

0073 

Motion passed 5-2 (5 Ayes, 2 Noes).  

 

Chair Majeski stated this item is appealable within 10 calendar days. 

 

 

7 C. Windy Hill Project Site at 1325/1301 Old County Road, 1304 Elmer Street, 633 O’Neill 

Avenue, and adjoining vacant lot (Tree Permit Amendment) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made. 

 

Commissioner Kramer recused himself.   

 

Principal Planner DiDonato provided a staff report and presentation for an amendment to a previously 

approved Tree Permit, to allow the removal of 6 additional protected-size trees on the Windy Hill 

project site. These trees were identified as fair to poor, substantially impacted by construction, and tree 

structure likely to fail; these trees, however, do add aesthetic appeal to the property. The Tree Permit 

Amendment requires the replanting of one tree per one removed.  The applicant is planting 4 trees per 

one removed for a total of 59 trees to be planted.  The project would comply with the water efficiency 

and landscape ordinance as a condition of approval.  Additionally, a screening wall would be placed 

along the pool area with shrubs and trees and would address the aesthetic impacts of the removal of the 

original trees.  A total of 14 protected-size trees would be removed for the construction of the project. 

Staff made the findings in the affirmative and recommended Commission approval. 

 

Chair Majeski invited the applicant to speak. 

The applicant had no comments and stated they were available for questions.   
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COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

In response to Commissioners, staff stated the following: 

• The trees proposed for removal are fast growing trees that are about 20-30 feet in height and 

would screen a portion of the building/pool area. The proposed screen wall and fern pines 

would provide some aesthetic appeal.   

• The fence on the Elmer street side will be located behind the parking lot. 

• The county permit is in process and will most likely include replanting of trees and it might 

include an in-lieu requirement if the planting cannot occur.  There would be no conflict with 

the county process as to what the city has in process for removal of trees.   

• The amendment for the removal of the 6 additional trees stemmed from an agreement with the 

property owner conducting a survey as to if the trees were in the city jurisdiction or in the 

unincorporated county portion of the area. 

 

Chair Majeski opened the Public Hearing.  

Community Director de Melo stated that no public comments were submitted via the 

cdev@belmont.gov email address for this item. 

Chair Majeski closed the Public Hearing.  

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 

Commissioners concurred in agreement and made the findings.   

 

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Finley, seconded by Commissioner Kulich to approve the 

amendment to a previously approved Tree Permit at 1325/1301 Old County Road, 1304 Elmer Street, 

633 O’Neill, APN’s: 046-031-020, 046-031-030, 046-031-050, 046-031-070, & 046-031-080, 

Application No. PA2019-0073. 

Motion passed 6-1 (6 Ayes, 1 Recusal).  

 

Chair Majeski stated this item is appealable within 10 calendar days. 

 

Commissioner Kramer rejoined the meeting. 

 

7 D. Vacant lot on Lower Lock Avenue (Extension of a Single-Family Design Review) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made. 

 

Principal Planner DiDonato provided an overview of the staff report and presentation for an Extension 

of a Single-Family Design Review Approval for the construction of a new 4,458 sq. ft. single-family 

home and a Tree Removal Permit for the removal of nine protected trees. Extensions findings show the 

governing regulations have not changed in a way that findings cannot be met, the applicants have 

presented a reasonable explanation of the delay, and the surrounding neighborhood conditions and site 

characteristics have not changed.  Staff made the findings and recommended that Commission adopt 

a resolution approving the extension subject to the original Conditions of Approval (COA) which are 

still in effect, except the COA’s related to timing, noting that the applicant would have until April 17, 

2021 to obtain a Building Permit.  

Chair Majeski invited the applicant to speak. 

The applicant had no comments and stated they were available for questions.   
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COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

In response to Commissioners, staff stated the concern for the applicant to possibly extend beyond the 

year is justified with the current state of the shelter in place orders and limited construction activities.  

 

Chair Majeski opened the Public Hearing.  

Community Director de Melo stated that no public comments were submitted via the 

cdev@belmont.gov email address for this item. 

Chair Majeski closed the Public Hearing.  

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 

Commissioners concurred in agreement and made the findings.   

 

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Meier, seconded by Commissioner Pyrz to approve an 

extension for the Single-Family Design Review on the vacant lot on Lower Lock Avenue, APN 

Numbers 043-042-750, 043-192-210 & 043-192-220. Application No. PA2019-0083. 

Motion passed 7-0.  

 

Chair Majeski stated this item is appealable within 10 calendar days. 

 

 

OTHER BUSINESS  

 

Selection of Chair 

 

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Meier, seconded by Commissioner Majeski to approve 

Commissioner Pyrz as Chair. 

 

Motion passed 7-0.  

 

Selection of Vice-Chair 

 

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Finley, seconded by Commissioner Pyrz to approve 

Commissioner Majeski as Vice Chair. 

 

Motion passed 7-0.  

 

 

Community Development Director de Melo stated the Commission meetings will be maintained in the 

virtual setting until otherwise noted.  

 

 

ADJOURNMENT at this time being 9:54PM to a regular meeting of the Planning Commission to be 

held on June 2, 2020.  Public Notice as required will be issued in advance of the next Commission 

Meeting.                                                                            

                                                                                                    Diane Lynn - Administrative Assistant 


