CALIFORNIA

CITY OF BELMONT
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, March 2, 2021 — 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.

ROLL CALL 7:00 P.M.
Planning Commission members present: Kelley, Kramer, Kulich, Latimerlo, Majeski, Meier, Pyrz
Commission members absent: None

*Commissioner Majeski had technical issues with remote connection and was not present for roll call.
However, he was able to join the meeting at 7:15pm.

Staff Present: Community Development Director (CDD) Carlos de Melo, Associate Planner Michael
Dietz, Senior Planner Rob Gill, Administrative Assistant Diane Lynn

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Led by Chair Pyrz

COMMUNITY FORUM
Chair Pyrz opened the Community Forum.
No items were submitted.
Chair Pyrz closed the Community Forum.

COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS / AGENDA AMENDMENTS
Chair Pyrz introduced and welcomed the two new Commissioners, Commissioner Stephen Kelley, and
Commissioner Gina Latimerlo.

CONSENT CALENDAR

5.A Reqular Meeting Minutes for February 16, 2021

ACTION: On amotion by Commissioner Meier, seconded by Commissioner Kramer to approve the
regular meeting minutes of February 16, 2021.

Motion passed 6-0-1 (6 Ayes, 0 Noes, 1 absent)

STUDY SESSION — NONE
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

7 A. 801 Hiller Street (Single-Family Design Review)
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 to construct a 955 square foot addition, inclusive of a new second story, to the existing
1,828 square foot home. The proposed addition would match the existing colors and materials; the
existing landscaping would be maintained; no protected trees have been proposed for removal; and no
grading would be required. The applicant reported mailing project details to the neighbors within 300-
foot radius. One neighbor responded and requested that construction vehicles not block their driveway
during construction. This project is also categorically exempt from CEQA under Section 15301 Class

1(3)2).

In response to a Commissioner inquiry, Planner Dietz assessed two additional Conditions of Approval.
Staff stated they evaluated the conditions and believed they were warranted and included them in the
overall conditions. Associate Planner Dietz read the following two conditions:
1. Any construction management plan submitted for the project shall ensure notification to Nesbit
Elementary School and Footsteps Childcare of any lane or road closure of Biddulph Way.
2. Any proposed lane or road closure of Biddulph Way shall be conducted to avoid school pick-
up and drop-off times to the extend possible.
Staff stated the addition is well designed and articulated, no public views were impacted, there would
be no unnecessary grading on site, and the project is in compliance with Residential Design Guidelines
and Criteria. Staff made findings in the affirmative and recommended approval.

Chair Pyrz invited the applicant to speak.
Henal Chand, Applicant, stated he had no comments.

Chair Pyrz noted Commissioner Majeski had entered the meeting. (7:13pm)

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

In response to Commissioners, the following statements were made to address questions:

e The applicant would need to go through Public Works and the Police Department for any
road/lane closures. However, it is unlikely that it would be needed for this project. The
additional COA’s will be in place for the outside chance that a road or lane closure is needed.
The applicant did not indicate concerns with the two additional Conditions of Approval.

Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing.
Staff stated no emails were submitted nor Zoom attendees had public comment.
Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION
Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.
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ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Kelley, seconded by Commissioner Kulich to approve the
Single-Family Design Review at 801 Hiller Street, include the two additional Conditions of Approval,
Application number PA2020-00063.

Motion passed 7-0 (7 Ayes, 0 Noes)
Chair Pyrz stated this item is appealable within 10 calendar days.
7 B. 901 Holly Road-Parcel A (Single-Family Design Review and Tree Permit)

Commissioner Kelley recused himself due to living within proximity of project.
Other Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.

Senior Planner Gill provided an overview of the staff report and presentation for a Single-Family
Design Review and Tree Removal Permit to construct a new 2,852 square foot single-family residence
for the site. The home would be constructed as a two-story structure with a 2-car garage. The proposed
project grading would include 169 cubic yards of cut and 121 cubic yards of fill. Three protected trees
are also proposed for removal due to conflict with the site plan. The applicant proposed adequate
replacement trees. Resident concerns were received in response to the neighborhood outreach
notification and included as an attachment in the Staff Report.

Staff stated the addition is well designed and articulated, does not impact public views, grading appears
reasonable, and the project is in compliance with Residential Design Guidelines and Criteria. Staff
made findings in the affirmative and recommended approval.

Chair Pyrz invited the applicant to speak.

Hajime Murakami, Property Owner, provided a short intro of who they were, what they intended to
do, and gave a brief overview of the project team.

Steve Kellond, Architect, spoke on parcel size and challenges, and provided a brief summary on the
architecture, trees, and communications with neighbors about construction.

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
In response to Commissioners, the following statements were made to address questions:

e The City does not have in-lieu fees to establish sidewalks somewhere else. However, the Public
Works Department has a Deferred Agreement Program but it is not commonly used. With
sidewalk installation, it “fills in”” gaps where there currently is none. With the Complete Streets
Policy in place, there will eventually be connectivity with sidewalks, therefore improving
walkability.

e The lots were legally subdivided in the 1960’s. Two conditions associated with that
subdivision were to submit records to the County, and that lot A maintained a 6’6 side setback.
Both these conditions were met at that time.

e A variance is not required for development, as two homes are not on one lot since they are
subdivided.

¢ Holly Road was accepted by the City without maintenance, therefore, roadway improvements
that front the property to the centerline are part of the project conditions. Grinding and
resurfacing work will take place in that specific location.

e If there are construction issues, neighbors can reach out to the contractor or the City to assure
compliance is being met.

e Both parcels will undergo construction at the same time with an anticipated construction
timeline of 18-24 months.
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Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing.

Frank Kopas, neighbor, inquired why two parcels are split at the same address in this neighborhood.

Rusty Hopewell, neighbor, stated these were very large homes for this neighborhood, they appear to be
street side and not set back, and he had concerns for roadway deterioration during construction.

John Bellomo, neighbor, echoed other comments, and had concerns about adequate space for
emergency vehicles.

Public Hearing Comments are for both parcel A and parcel B for 901 Holly Rd. (Items 7:B and 7:C
on Agenda) and will be noted under both Public Hearing items.

Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing.

In response to public comments, staff stated the following:

Subdivision of Parcel A and Parcel B took place in the 1960’s and a subdivided lot is not unique
to Holly Road and are found throughout Belmont.

Belmont Zoning Code requires a minimum front yard of 20 feet setback. The project meets this
development standard.

The City has a Capital Pavement Program and information can be obtained through the Public
Works Department on information regarding when Holly Road is on the schedule for
maintenance/repair.

The maximum square footage of home allowed for this property is 2,913sq ft, and the proposed
dwelling is at 2,852 sq. ft., meeting this development standard.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION

Commissioners stated the public comments and concerns seemed to have been addressed regarding
the following:

Clarification of why two parcels on one lot, and lot subdivision background that shows this lot
as two separate parcels.

Requirements appear to be met for height, floor area ratio, set back, and other design criteria.
Concurred Holly Road is in bad shape and stated the City’s Road Improvement Plan is available
on the Belmont Website for residents to view the street project list and timing of work.
Stringent construction standards for compliance are in place. It was noted who neighbors
would contact for construction complaints.

Emergency vehicle access of 12” clearance will be maintained during construction.

Sidewalks are vital for safety and walkability, and the importance of installing them was
addressed.

Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Meier, seconded by Commissioner Majeski to approve the
Single-Family Design Review and Tree Permit for 901 Holly Rd Parcel A, Application No. PA2020-

0051

Motion passed 6-0-1 (6 Ayes, 0 Noes, 1 Recusal)

Chair Pyrz stated this item is appealable within 10 calendar days.
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7 C. 901 Holly Road-Parcel B (Single-Family Design Review and Tree Permit)
Commissioner Kelley was recused due to living within proximity of project.
Other Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.

Senior Planner Gill provided an overview of the staff report and presentation for a Single-Family
Design Review and Tree Removal Permit to construct a new 3,498 square foot single-family residence
for the site.

The existing home would be demolished and replaced with a new two-story dwelling with a 2-car
garage. The proposed project grading would include 1,004 cubic yards of cut and 38 cubic yards of
fill, and one protected tree is also proposed for removal due to encroachment of site plan footprint. The
applicant proposed 6 replacement trees. Resident concerns were received in response to the
neighborhood outreach notification and included as an attachment in the Staff Report. An additional
email was received after staff report information was compiled regarding construction concerns and
past experience with another project in the neighborhood.

Staff stated the addition is well designed and articulated, does not impact public views, tree removal
and grading appear reasonable, and the project is in compliance with Residential Design Guidelines
and Criteria. Staff made findings in the affirmative and recommended approval.

Chair Pyrz invited the applicant to speak.

Steve Kellond, Architect, summarized project details, lot size, grading, and communications with
neighbors about construction.

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
In response to Commissioners, the following statements were made to questions:

e The correct proposed right setback is 10’ 27, the proposed left setback is 8’, the proposed rear
setback 1s 27°10”, and the required front set back is 20°. All setback requirements are met in
the proposed project. Staff will correct the numeric error in the staff report to reflect these
numbers.

e The garage is at the closest front setback of 20 with the front entrance of the home being
setback at approximately 30°, and the second story is set back further from the first level home
frontage.

e The Conditions of Approval for both parcels will be the same, with the exception of impact
fees for the vacant lot (Parcel A).

Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing.

Public Hearing Comments are for both parcel A and parcel B for 901 Holly Rd. (Items 7:B and
7:C on Agenda) and will be noted under both Public Hearing items.

Frank Kopas, neighbor, inquired why two parcels are split at the same address in this neighborhood.

Rusty Hopewell, neighbor, stated these were very large homes for this neighborhood, they appear to be
street side and not set back, and he had concerns for roadway deterioration during construction.

John Bellomo, neighbor, echoed other comments, and had concerns about adequate space for
emergency vehicles.
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No additional public comments were received at this time.
Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION
Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Kramer, seconded by Commissioner Latimerlo to approve
the Single-Family Design Review and Tree Permit for 901 Holly Road Parcel B, Application. No.
PA2020-0052.

Motion passed 6-0-1 (6 Ayes, 0 Noes, 1 Recusal)

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

Commission Kelley rejoined the meeting.

OTHER BUSINESS/UPDATES

Community Development Director de Melo welcomed new Commissioners Gina Latimerlo and

Stephen Kelley. He also stated there will be a presentation at the April 6" meeting from Brigitte
Shearer, Park and Recreation Director, on the Parks and Open Space Master Plan.

Chair Pyrz reminded Commissioners of the upcoming League of California Cities Planning
Commission Academy and should reach out to Director de Melo if anyone is interested in attending.

ADJOURNMENT at this time being 8:37PM to a regular meeting of the Planning Commission to
be held on April 6, 2021. Public Notice as required will be issued in advance of the Commission
Meeting.

Diane Lynn - Administrative Assistant
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