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CITY OF BELMONT 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
Tuesday, December 21, 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.  
  
1. ROLL CALL 7:00 P.M. 
Planning Commission members present: Kramer, Kulich, Latimerlo, Majeski,  
Commission members absent: Kelley, Meier, Pyrz 
 
Staff Present: Community Development Director Carlos de Melo, Associate Planner Michael Dietz, 
Assistant Planner Tim Shek, Administrative Assistant Diane Lynn 
 
Vice-Chair Kramer conducted the meeting in the absence of Chair Pyrz. 
  
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Led by Chair Kramer 
 
3. COMMUNITY FORUM 
Chair Kramer opened the Community Forum.   
Max Reinhardt spoke on issues with Certificates of Compliance applications. 
Chair Kramer closed the Community Forum. 
 
4. COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS / AGENDA AMENDMENTS 
There were no announcements or agenda amendments. 
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR-NONE 
 
6. STUDY SESSION – NONE 
 
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
7 A. 3200 Adelaide Way (Single-Family Design Review) 
Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.  
 
Associate Planner Dietz provided a presentation to consider a Single-Family Design Review to 
construct a 1,386 square-foot addition. The proposal would include a new second story and removal of 
the existing chimney.  The bulk of the existing landscaping would be maintained, no protected trees 
have been proposed for removal, and no significant clearing or grading would be required.   
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Staff stated the neighborhood outreach requirements appear to have been met, the project is well-
designed and articulated, public views would not be impacted, and the project is in compliance with 
the Residential Design Guidelines and Residential Design Criteria.  Staff recommended approval of the 
project.   
 
Chair Kramer invited the applicant to speak.  
Alex Tzang, architect provided additional details about the design. 
Anthony Yip, property owner their intentions for the project/addition.  
 
COMMISSION QUESTIONS 
In response to Commissioner Latimerlo’s question, the additional 4’ side setback is further removed 
from the street and is meant for the upper floor addition to reduce bulk. 
 
Chair Kramer opened the Public Hearing. 
There were no public comments.  
Chair Kramer closed the Public Hearing.  
 
COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 
Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.  
 
ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Kulich, seconded by Commissioner Majeski to approve a 
Single-Family Design Review for 3200 Adelaide Way, Application Number PA2021-0046. 
 
Motion passed 4-0 (4 Ayes, 0 Noes)  
 
Staff stated the amendment to the 10-calendar day appealable time frame will be extended to January 
3rd due to the holiday closure.   
 
7 B.  1513 Folger Drive (Single-Family Design Review and Tree Permit) 
Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.  
 
Assistant Planner Shek provided an overview of the staff report and presentation to consider a Single-
Family Design Review for a new home for the property.  The proposal would consist of a new 3,974 
square foot two-story single-family residence, and a Tree Removal Permit to remove seven trees.  The 
existing single-story commercial building that was occupied by Mid-Peninsula Water District will be 
removed.   
Of the seven trees proposed for removal, six are protected trees.  Staff stated the arborist recommended 
removal of the trees due to their proximity to the proposed improvements.  Replacement of 24” box 
tree plantings were proposed.   
  
Neighborhood outreach was conducted via mail and the applicant hosted a virtual meeting where 
neighbors could ask questions.  According to the applicant, thirteen neighbors attended the virtual 
meeting.  Twelve were supportive of the project.  One neighbor had concerns regarding access to their 
property, privacy, and replacement cost of the compromised retaining wall.  One neighbor did not 
support construction of any new homes in the area.   After the staff report was published, several emails 
were submitted with concerns regarding the proposed dwelling height, bulk, drainage and runoff, and 
the removal of trees.   
 
Staff stated the project is well-designed and articulated, public views would not be impacted, minor 
grading required on site, landscaping would be improved, and the project is in compliance with the 
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Residential Design Guidelines and Residential Design Criteria.  Staff also noted in the findings that 
while the trees might contribute some aesthetic value to the property, tree removal is necessary to 
construct the proposed improvements.  Staff recommended approval of the project subject to the 
Conditions of Approval.   
 
Chair Kramer invited the applicant to speak.  
Matt and Elizabeth Salazar, property owners provided an introduction. 
Anna Felver, applicant, provided a short presentation to further explain the project details.   
 
COMMISSION QUESTIONS 
In response to Commissioners comments, staff made the following statements: 

• At an average lot slope of 12% or .525 FAR they would still be allowed the proposed square 
footage because of the size of the lot. 

• If there is a known failing retaining wall there is a responsibility to have it replaced due to public 
safety.  The cost split is a civil matter between the property owners and adjacent property owners  
since it is on private property.   

• The three oak trees in back corner are proposed for removal for a future ADU.  An analysis can 
be conducted at the time of the new ADU permit with the trees, however, the applicant decided 
to have it all-inclusive prior to the building stage. Two of the three trees would also be impacted 
by the new retaining wall on the left side and also have health issues and are recommended for 
removal. 

Chair Kramer opened the Public Hearing. 
Lucia, resident opposed the project. 
Ather Haidri, resident opposed the project. 
John Selin, resident opposed the project. 
Lauren Lewis, resident opposed the project. 
Doreen Baum, resident opposed the project. 
Jesse, resident opposed the project. 
Michael O’Neill, resident opposed the project. 
Pei, resident opposed the project. 
Saul Gurdus, resident wanted clarification on the large oak, and agreed with other speakers. 
Sue Arakaki, resident opposed the project. 
Yadong Yu, resident opposed the project. 
Kristin Mercer, resident opposed the project. 
Tina, resident supported the project. 
Reid Arakaki, resident opposed the project. 
Xiaobin Tang, resident opposed the project. 
Tran Tran, resident opposed the project. 
Vice-Chair Kramer closed the Public Hearing. 
 
COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 
In response to Commissioners comments, staff made the following statements: 

• Commissioner Latimerlo received clarification for the large 48” oak tree that borders the two 
neighboring properties will be preserved, and the new retaining wall will be designed to support 
the tree.  

• Commissioner Majeski had concerns with the bulky design and that if the ADU was part of this 
proposed construction, the house size would have to be decreased.  In this case, the ADU 
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construction is for a future time.  He also commented on all the public comments in opposition. 
• Commissioner Kulich and Commissioner Latimerlo had concerns with the three proposed oak 

tree removals in the back corner and stated in the arborist report that the trees would be removed 
for a potential future ADU development.  Commissioner Kulich stated the analysis should be 
done at the time of the ADU process and these trees should be protected in the meantime.   

• Chair Kramer stated the ADU is done at staff level and the Commission does not have purview 
over the ADU and the Commission is not permitted to comment on it so mixing in the tree 
removal just confuses the situation. He also had concerns with the unnecessary bulk and public 
view analysis.   

A member in the public raised their hand to speak and it was unclear if it was the same resident that 
already spoke during public comment. 
 
Chair Kramer reopened the Public Hearing to allow for the speaker. 
Jesse L., resident spoke on the benefits of trees. 
Chair Kramer closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Commission discussion ensued. 
 
To get the Commissions perspective in making a decision with the three trees in the back corner, 
Community Development Director stated the following: 

• If the trees are required to be removed due to a failing or new retaining wall in conjunction with 
the new home and required to address a health and safety issue, that is one matter. 

• If the trees are proposed to be removed in anticipation of a future ADU, that phase of the current 
proposed project should be addressed in conjunction with that project. 

Staff stated if there is a level of discomfort for the Commission for the three trees to be removed 
specifically for the possibility of a future ADU resulting in the proposed size of the home, it is in the 
purview of the Commission to make a recommendation for the trees not to be removed in this 
component of the project.   Director de Melo provided direction to the applicant, and he wanted to get 
the Commissioners perspective. 
 
Commissioners agreed that if the three trees in the back corner are to be removed due to the ADU, they 
should not be removed at this time and an analysis should be done at the time of any future proposed 
ADU.   
 
Director de Melo asked the applicant if they agree to a continuance for this item that will allow staff to 
amend that component of the project and to reassess the bulk issue. 
 
Chair Kramer called a 10-minute break. 
The meeting came back into session at 9:30 p.m. 
 
Chair Kramer invited the applicant to speak regarding their decision to move forward with a 
continuance.   
 
Anna Felver, applicant stated they would like to retain the 3 trees until the ADU is proposed for the 
site. The applicant shared a rendering to elaborate and clarify the building bulk to resolve the 
Commissioners concerns on bulk. 
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The applicant asked if they could continue if the building bulk is still an issue.   
Chair Kramer recommended that it would be a good idea to continue and allow the applicant to review 
comments from the public and Commissioners.  
 
Other Commissioners concurred. 
 
Commissioners Majeski and Latimerlo added additional clarifying remarks regarding bulk and view 
impacts.   
 
The applicant was acceptable to a continuance.  
 
Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative for a continuance.   
 
ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Majeski, seconded by Chair Kramer for a continuance to a 
date uncertain for the Single-Family Design Review at 1513 Folger Drive, Application Number 
PA2021-0037. 
 
Motion passed 4-0 (4 Ayes, 0 Noes)  
 
8. OTHER BUSINESS / UPDATES - NONE 

 
ADJOURNMENT at this time being 9:45 PM to a regular meeting of the Planning Commission to 
be held on January 18, 2022.  Public Notice as required will be issued in advance of the Commission 
Meeting. 

Diane Lynn - Administrative Assistant  
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