CITY OF BELMONT
PLANNING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MINUTES
TUESDAY, MARCH 15, 2011, 7:00 PM

Vice Chair Reed called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. at One Twin Pines Lane, City Hall Council
Chambers.

1. ROLL CALL

Commissioners Present: Reed, Mercer, Parsons, Mayer, Horton, Wheeler, d’Souza
Commissioners Absent: None

Staff Present: Community Development Director de Melo (CDD), Senior Planner DiDonato
(SP), Associate Planner Gill (AP), Interim City Attorney Kane, (ICA), Recording
Secretary Turning (RS)

Vice Chair Reed and CDD de Melo welcomed new Commissioners d’Souza and Wheeler and the
reappointment of Commissioner Parsons.

2. AGENDA AMENDMENTS - None

3. COMMUNITY FORUM (Public Comments) — None

4. CONSENT CALENDAR

4A. Minutes of February 15, 2011

Vice Chair Reed asked that his comment on page 10, second bullet, be corrected to show that he had
mentioned that his particular street has more noise complaints in 2011 than Shalizaar had had in all of

2010.

MOTION: By Commissioner Horton, seconded by Commissioner Mercer, to accept the Minutes
of February 15, 2011 as presented, with the one correction.

Ayes: Horton, Mercer, Parsons, Mayer, Reed
Noes: None
Abstain: d’Souza, Wheeler

Motion passed 5/0/2

5. OLD BUSINESS
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5A. Request for Extension of Approval — Vacant Lot on Lower Lock Avenue
Vice Chair Reed asked if any Commissioner had had any contact with the applicant. There were no
disclosures.

SP DiDonato summarized the staff memorandum, recommended approval of the extension request to
November 9, 2011 subject to the original project conditions of approval. He added that staff had
received a letter and e-mail from an adjacent neighbor and his attorney regarding a property line issue,
but that a title report shows that the disputed area is the property of the applicant. The letter from the
attorney indicates that there is a potential for some prescriptive rights on the property. It is staff’s
opinion, after consultation with the City Attorney, that this is an unresolved civil issue between property
owners and has no bearing on the extension request.

Vice Chair Reed clarified for the record that the focus of the Commission is solely on the request for
extension.

The applicant addressed the Commission explaining the reasons for the delay in completing the project,
noting that plans had been submitted that day.

MOTION: By Commissioner Mayer, seconded by Parsons, adopting the Resolution approving
an extension of a Single-Family Design Review for a vacant lot on Lower Lock
Avenue (APN: 043-042-750, 043-192-210, and 043-192-220) (Application No. 2010-
0052.)

Ayes: Mayer, Parsons, d’Souza, Wheeler, Mercer, Horton, Reed
Noes: None

Motion passed 7/0
Vice Chair Reed announced that this item may be appealed to the City Council within 10 calendar days.
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS

6A. PUBLIC HEARING - 2032 MEZES AVENUE (Continued from 9/7/10 PC Meeting)

To consider a Single Family Design Review to construct a new 3,500 square foot single-family residence
for the site (3,500 sq. ft. maximum building size permitted).

(Appl. No. 2010-0008)

APN: 044-061-090; Zoned: R-1B (Single Family Residential)

CEQA Status: Categorical Exemption per Section 15303

APPLICANT/OWNER: Ali Moghaddam

PROJECT PLANNER: Rob Gill (650) 598-4204

Vice Chair Reed asked if any Commissioner had had any contact with anyone involved with this project.
There were no disclosures.

AP Gill summarized the staff memorandum, recommending approval of the application subject to the
Conditions of Approval attached.
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Responding to Commissioner Mercer, AP Gill stated for the record that this property is zoned R1-B,
which allows a maximum 3500 square feet, and that staff had not analyzed the FAR of the surrounding
properties. He referred her question regarding grade levels to the applicant.

Applicant Ali Moghaddam stated that the grade after the project is finished will be the same level as the
neighbor on the one side. On the right-hand side he is currently 2’ below the neighbor, and after grading
he will be a total of 3* and will put in a retaining wall.

Vice Chair Reed opened the Public Hearing. There were no requests to speak.

MOTION: By Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Commissioner Horton, to close the Public
Hearing. Motion passed 7/0 by a show of hands.

Commissioner Mercer questioned why constructing a home on a nearly level lot requires excavation of
370 cubic yards (37 trucks full), placing it further below its back-door neighbor and its right-hand
neighbor. Quoting from page C3 of the plans, she noted that the back yard accounts for 175 of the 375
cubic yards. She felt that it is essentially carving out a level or layered tiered space just for the sake of
having a yard at the walk-out level and then having to use retaining walls to keep out the neighboring
properties. She could make all of the findings about the design, but could not make the cut and fill
finding.

Commissioner d’Souza was concerned about the profile of the house compared to other properties on the
street, noting that the major element sticking out on the street is the garage door. It looks to him that the
landscape will cover up the two other features and that all that will stand out in the future is the garage
door. He does not find the house matching the existing conditions in the neighborhood.

Vice Chair Reed felt that the cut and fill issue is a very close call because over 50% of the cut is required
for the rear yard.

Commissioner Parsons felt that the project could be approved the way it is with redesign of the back
yard. The architecture was discussed at the last review. He had requested that larger trees be placed on
the sides of the yard to help mitigate the bulk and he does not consider olive trees as larger trees. He
would be supportive of approving the project with the condition that they come back with a reduced
amount of cut in the back yard and consider larger trees in the front.

Commissioner Mercer also had concerns about the front yard grading that is 2° above the grade on the
right side. She would like an analysis of why they really need to grade down the front yard.

Commissioner Horton concurred that it is a lot of grading on a small lot for no an apparent good reason,
but drainage issues and the bio-swales need to be considered.

Commissioner Parsons agreed that in the front and sides the issue is partially dealing with the bio-swale.

Commissioner Horton felt that to mitigate the garage door the larger trees need to be by the garage.
Commissioner Mercer suggested switching the trees so that the olive trees would be on the left side and
the Oak by the garage.
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MOTION: By Commissioner Parsons to adopt the Resolution approving a Single-Family Design
Review at 2032 Mezes Drive (Appl. No. 2010-0008) with the planting of a larger
species tree on the left side of the driveway and with the applicant returning to the
Commission with a significant reduction in grading in the back part of the yard and
with landscape and grading plans.

RS Turning noted the motion failed for lack of a second and requested a new motion
from the Commission.

MOTION: By Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Commissioner Horton, to adopt the
Resolution approving a Single-Family Design Review at 2032 Mezes Drive (Appl. No.
2010-0008), with the added condition that a revised landscape plan and a revised
grading plan to reflect modification of species, switching species around and a
reduction in the amount of grading be submitted to staff for review and approval.

Ayes: Parson, Horton, d’Souza, Mayer, Reed
Noes: Mercer
Abstain: Wheeler

Motion passed 5/1/1
Vice Chair Reed announced that this action can be appealed within 10 calendar days.

6B. PUBLIC HEARING - Citywide

To consider amendments to Sections 13A.1 (Purpose) and 13A.5 (Findings Required), of the City of
Belmont Zoning Code. The amendments will modify the findings for Single Family and Duplex
Residential Design Review to require consistency with adopted Residential Design Guidelines. CEQA
Status: Categorical Exemption per Section 15308; Applicant: City of Belmont; (Application No. 2011-
0013)

Project Planner: Damon DiDonato, (650) 637-2908

SP DiDonato summarized the Staff Report, and noted that input from Vice Chair Reed had been placed
on the dais. He asked that the Planning Commission review the proposed amendments to the codes and,
depending on the scope of any desired edits, they adopt the Resolution recommending approval of the
Zone Text Amendments to City Council or continue the matter to allow for modifications.

Discussion ensued regarding questions raised by Commissioners as to how the Residential Design
Guidelines (RDG) can be considered as not being part of the Ordinance. ICA Kane stated that
structurally there is no inherent reason why the RDG cannot be a companion document, though it does
create additional pressures and gives the document an elevated level of scrutiny when it is incorporated
in the Ordinance by references. She added that it is perfectly legal. She further stated that the
Commission and Council may want to assure that it is clear when they are providing an illustration and
when they are providing a standard.

Commissioner d’Souza expressed surprise that what is in the Code is not in the RDG, specifically Safety
within the Purpose and Public Service Requirements within the General Community Goals and Policies.
SP DiDonato responded that staff had tried to make the RDG an all-encompassing document and decided
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that they were trying to do too much and should instead focus on the more difficult findings to make the
document more efficient.

Vice Chair Reed opened the Public Hearing. There were no requests to speak.

MOTION: By Commissioner Mercer, seconded by Commission Parsons, to close the Public
Hearing. Motion passed 7/0 by a show of hands.

After discussion, there was consensus that the Zone Text Amendments could be approved at this
meeting, conditional on the Commission approving the RDG at a future meeting before submittal to
Council.

Commissioner Mayer believed that the RDG should be modified to make the concepts more generic and
to eliminate the concept under Section A regarding similar architectural scale, date of construction, etc.
The main emphasis should be on the scale of the project, not in terms of architectural features.

Mercer concurred.

Commissioner Wheeler concurred, and asked whether the Commission or City Council will regularly
look at the RDG to make sure that they are always up to date and do not get stale over the years. CDD de
Melo responded that a report on the status of the amendments and/or recommendations from staff or the
Commission could be scheduled to come up for review either every 6 or 12 months.

Commissioner Horton commented as follows:
The RDG should be dated so that updates can be tracked.
Checklists are more helpful when “yes” or “no” answers are not required; it should just be used as
a reminder that this is similar to what is needed and that there is no issue of compliance.
Referring to the Compliance Checklist, RDG, Section B, Site Planning, Guideline B-2, items a. and
d. are exactly the same.
Asked if they are ever going to decide how to measure buildings on a steep slope. CDD de Melo
responded that this is a Priority Calendar item that will follow completion of the RDG and Zone
Test Amendments related to parking in front yards in semicircular driveways.
Questioned how the City’s CBC and CalGreen policies will be incorporated. Vice Chair Reed
suggested that there should be a summary discussion of these items and CDD de Melo felt that
once the RDG is adopted it can be tweaked to incorporate these policies.
Discussion of how various architectural styles could be incorporated into the RDG was postponed
until they are reviewed at a later meeting.
Recommended that the words “complimentary and/or” be included after the word *“consistent” to
Finding (a) under Section 13A.5.

Commissioner d’Souza questioned how a link to Public Services and Safety could be linked to the RDG.
After discussion, Vice Chair Reed suggested that they should keep the scope narrow at this meeting.
Commissioner Mercer added that this would likely be a Priority Calendar item as it could involve a
substantial amount of staff time.

Belmont Planning Commission Summary Minutes
March 15, 2011
5



Responding to Commissioner Mercer, CDD de Melo stated that they will not go to Council with the
Zone Text Amendments until the Commission has reviewed the RDG. If the Commission wants to look
at findings other than those included in Sections 13A.1 and 13A.5, this change would need to be properly
noticed and reflected in the next staff report.

MOTION: By Commissioner, Horton, seconded by Commissioner Parsons, to recommend to the
City Council Amendments to Sections 13A.1 (Purpose) and 13A.5 (Findings Required) of Belmont
Zoning Ordinance Number 360, and to amend Section 13.A.5(a) to read “The buildings and
structures shown on the site plan are located to be consistent with or complimentary to the
character of existing development.” Conditional upon Commission Approval of the Text of the
Residential Design Review Guidelines prior to being submitted to Council.

Ayes: Horton, Parsons, d’Souza, Wheeler, Mercer, Mayer, Reed
Noes: None

Motion passed 7/0
Commissioner Parsons recommended that suggestions for modifications to the RDG language or
graphics be forwarded to SP DiDonato. He added that he would like to see this item scheduled for return

to the Commission as soon as possible

CDD de Melo offered a special thanks to SP DiDonato for the work that he has put into these documents.
Commissioners unanimously concurred.

7. NEW BUSINESS

7A.  Election of Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair

MOTION: By Commissioner Mayer nominating Eric Reed as Planning Commission Chair,
seconded by Commissioner Parsons. Motion passed 6/0/1, with Vice Chair Reed
abstaining.

MOTION: By Commissioner Horton nominating Kristin Mercer as Planning Commission Vice
Chair, seconded by Commissioner Parsons. Motion passed 6/0/1, with Commission
Mercer abstaining.

8. REPORTS, STUDIES AND UPDATES:

CDD de Melo reported as follows:

8A. Ralston/US-101 Landscape Project
On hold until after completion of the Bike Bridge project.

8B.  San Mateo Development — North Road/43™ Avenue
Will re-initiate discussions with the two property owners as soon as staff is available.

8C.  Parking Study — Downtown Village Areas
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No update at this time. He will provide copies of the study to the new Commissioners.

8D. Emmett House

Ribbon cutting scheduled for Saturday, March 19, at 3:00 p.m. Refreshments, speeches and plaque
dedication are planned.

Commissioner Parsons recommended that abrasive tape be put on the wooden steps to help prevent
accidents.

Regarding the 6™ and O’Neill street reconstruction project, construction bid and specs will be available
for Council review at its April 12" meeting. Plans are available for review in the Community
Development office. Commissioner Horton suggested that draft plans be available at the ribbon cutting.

8E.  US-101 Pedestrian/Bike Bridge Project
On schedule for summer 2011 opening.

8F.  High-Speed Rail (HSR)

Ad Hoc Committee met March 10" and discussed a range of topics, primarily issues related to its
connection to CalTrain as well as the multi-cities effort at trying to forward common concerns to the rail
authority.

Commissioner Mercer noted that there is an opening on the ad hoc committee due to the resignation of a
Finance Commissioner, and asked that names be suggested to fill this position.

Vice Chair Reed asked if the High-Speed Rail Committee is considering the current danger to low-speed
CalTrain service and to Belmont’s million dollar overpass. Commissioner Mercer responded that the
High-Speed Rail Ad Hoc Committee was formed by Council with a specific mission statement that does
not address an effort to save CalTrain. CDD de Melo added that the multi-cities group is trying to tackle
all things rail — high- and low-speed - within San Mateo County. Vice Chair Reed commented that there
is the risk of having a derelict train station in the middle of Belmont’s new planned downtown, and that
this would be a travesty.

Other Items

Responding to Commissioner Mercer’s question, CDD de Melo confirmed that Council will hold a
meeting on the fifth Tuesday of the month dedicated to the Belmont Village Rezoning plan, with the
goal to have it adopted by the end of the summer.

9. CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 2011 - 7:30 P.M.
Liaison: Commissioner Parsons
Alternate Liaison: ~ Commissioner Mayer

10. ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m. to a Regular Planning Commission Meeting on Tuesday, April
5, 2011 at 7:00 p.m. in Belmont City Hall.
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Carlos de Melo
Planning Commission Secretary

CD’s of Planning Commission Meetings are available in the
Community Development Department
Please call (650) 595-7416 to schedule an appointment.

I:/Planning Com/Min03152011
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