CITY OF BELMONT
PLANNING COMMISSION
SUMMARY MINUTES
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 2010, 7:00 PM

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

1. ROLL CALL

Commissioners Present: Frautschi, Reed, Mercer, Parsons, Mayer, Horton
Commissioners Absent:  Mathewson (arrived at 7:03)

Staff Present: Community Development Director de Melo (CDD), Senior Planner DiDonato
(SP), Associate Planner Gill (AP), City Attorney Zafferano (CA), Recording
Secretary Turning (RS)
2.  AGENDA AMENDMENTS
Chair Frautschi accepted CDD de Melo’s recommendation that Item 6, Reports, Studies and Updates, be
heard before Item 5, Public Hearings.
3. COMMUNITY FORUM (Public Comments) — None
4. CONSENT CALENDAR
4B. Minutes of July 20, 2010
MOTION: By Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Commissioner Horton, to accept the Minutes
of June 20, 2010 as presented. Motion passed 6/0/1 by a show of hands, with
Commissioner Mathewson absent.
Commissioner Mathewson arrived at 7:03.

4A. Minutes of July 6, 2010

Motion: By Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Vice Chair Reed, to accept the Minutes of
July 6, 2010 as presented.

Ayes: Parsons, Reed, Mathewson, Mayer
Noes: None
Abstain: Mercer, Horton, Frautschi

Motion passed 4/0/3
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6. REPORTS, STUDIES AND UPDATES:
In the interest of saving time, CDD de Melo withheld updates on items 6A through 6F.

6A. Ralston/US-101 Landscape Project

6B.  San Mateo Development — North Road/43" Avenue

6C. Parking Study — Downtown Village Areas

6D. High Speed Train (HST) Project — San Francisco to San Jose
6E. Emmett House

6F. US 101 Pedestrian/Bike Bridge Project

6G. HSR - Ad Hoc Committee

CDD de Melo was seeking nomination of a Commissioner to serve on this committee. Commissioner
Mercer stated that she has volunteered to be the organizer and facilitator of the committee, Council is
accepting applications from the public at large, and application forms, which can be found on the City’s
website, are due 9/30. Commissioner Mayer stated that he hopes that whatever comes out of the
committee will be as a result of a balanced approach to the issue. Chair Frautschi volunteered to attend
the meetings until March. CDD de Melo confirmed that Chair Frautschi will be the Planning Commission
representative to this committee.

6H. Due to the November Election, move the Tuesday 11/2 Planning Commission Meeting to
Monday, 11/1.

5.  PUBLIC HEARINGS:

5A. PUBLIC HEARING - 2032 MEZES AVENUE

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

AP Gill summarized the Staff Report, recommending approval of the attached Resolution and Conditions
of Approval.

Commissioner Mercer’s question as to the nature of the 370 cubic yards of grading was deferred to the
applicant, and she asked for more information on the span of the Oak tree visible behind the property.
Responding to Commissioner’s questions, it was noted that two of the trees to be removed are fruit trees
and the third is a Willow tree, the hardscape is approximately 42.5% and typical hardscape on a property
is 40 to 50%, depending on the size of the lot.

Mr. Moghaddam, owner of the property, stated that the Oak tree has a 20° overhang from the neighbor’s
property, and the end of his house is at least 30" away. He explained the purpose of the grading, noting
that the front of the house will be changed to be at the same grade as the neighbors. Responding to
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Commissioner Horton’s question regarding a discrepancy in the civil plan and the landscape plan, Mr.
Moghaddam stated that he intends to use both underground pipe and bio-swale for drainage.

Responding to Commissioner Mayer, Mr. Moghaddam stated that the retaining wall in front of the house
will be reduced from 4’ to 18” from the ground level.

Chair Frautschi opened the Public Hearing.

Brian Bell, neighbor across the street from the subject property, thanked the applicant for his personal
attention to the neighborhood, and staff and the Commission for the notification, personal visits, staff
report, thoroughness, availability of information on line and attention to detail, adding that he is looking
forward to the renovations.

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

Chair Frautschi was skeptical about the design of the house for that street, concurred with Commissioner
Horton about the bio-swales, and believed the proposed house is large compared to the neighborhood.
The palm tree is not sufficient to mitigate the bulk but he supported removal of the Willow tree due to
possible drainage pipe problems. He would like to see a different species for the palm tree.

Commissioner Parsons concurred that he would want to see a large-scale tree to mitigate the bulk of the
property, the right-of-way between the curb and the retaining wall needs to be addressed with landscaping,
the bio-swale needs to be addressed, and he was concerned that the house is huge sitting in the middle of
small bungalows. He suggested reducing the ceiling height in the front of the house by a few feet, which
would bring the roof down and reduce the size of the front door.

Commissioner Mayer believed the project is a huge improvement over what is currently there, could
accept the architecture as it is and make the findings, with the comments that have been made regarding
bio-swale and landscaping in front of the retaining wall.

Commissioner Mathewson generally agreed that the project will work; it is a little large for that portion of
the street but neighbors will probably eventually build larger houses or add to their homes. He concurred
that reducing the height by a couple of feet or even just six inches in front would help conceptually.

Commissioner Mercer believed it was unanimous that they all want to see improved drainage incorporated
into the document. She would have a hard time making the bulk finding, noting that architect has done a
good job of placing the bulk at the back of the property but the front entry is out of scale for the rest of the
front of the house. She concurred that mitigation could be achieved if the front of the house were scaled
down and the portico scaled back to the proportion of the house, without any change in floor plan or
reduction in size. She suggested substituting a tree on the driveway side with something that would grow
taller. She was concerned about the words “brick red” for the roof and wanted the record to show that she
hoped that the tile roof is a tannish color — not a red red.

Commissioner Horton concurred that if the front door and whole portico were lowered it would do a lot to
make the house fit in better. She added that the light color makes the house looks bigger, that they should
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make sure the plants that are being transplanted survive or, if not, are replaced, and that the drainage
works.

Vice Chair Reed concurred with fellow Commissioners that he is concerned with the bulk and would like
to see the front of the house scaled back and larger trees in the front to screen it.

MOTION: By Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Commissioner Mathewson, to continue the
project to a date uncertain, with the understanding that the applicant will look at
reducing the height in the front of the house, including the entryway, make sure the
bio-swale issue is addressed, clarify the issue of the colors of the tile roof, address a
larger tree to mitigate the bulk on either edge of the property, and deal with the City
right-of-way/area in front of the retaining wall along the street.

Ayes: Parsons, Mathewson, Mercer, Horton, Mayer, Reed, Frautschi
Noes: None

Motion passed 7/0

5B. STUDY SESSION - VACANT LOT - LONGFELLOW DRIVE

To Consider a Preliminary Design Review for the construction of a new 2,799 sq. ft. single family home.
(Appl. No. 2010-0036)

APN: 043-222-360; Zoned: R-1B (Single Family Residential)

CEQA Status: Categorical Exemption per Section 15303

APPLICANT: Johnny Francisco

OWNER: Jonathan & Janet Guanzon

PROJECT PLANNER: Damon DiDonato, (650) 637-2908

SP DiDonato summarized the staff memorandum, and asked that Commissioners direct any comments
they may have at the appropriateness of the proposed 1) land use, 2) intensity of land use, 3) distribution
of land use and 4) architecture for the site.

Commissioner Mayer raised the General Plan recommendation that slopes exceeding 30% should be
avoided whenever possible. SP DiDonato responded that when the site has multiple slopes, one should
avoid building on the 30% or greater slope, but when the entire site is steep it would be difficult to avoid
that type of slope. He added that the flat area in the back of this site is not accessible from the street.

SP DiDonato confirmed for Commissioner Mercer that this lot is surrounded on two sides by vacant
properties that are owned by other people, the height from the driveway to the top of the roof has not been
determined, and he assumed that the excavation would primarily involve digging for the garage and the
stairs and elevator. Her questions regarding retaining walls were deferred to the applicant.

John Guanzon, owner of the lot, stated that a soils report concluded that the property is mostly bedrock
and therefore stable and buildable, and that the design is based on guidance from the civil engineer.

Curtis Chen, owner of the property adjacent to the south border of Lot 7, which is adjacent to the subject
property, expressed his concern for the safety of his family or damage to his home due to the potential for
equipment or debris falling down the steep grade from the top of Lot 7. He added that the frequent high
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winds in the area could exacerbate the situation and asked that the Commission take his safety concerns
seriously.

Anita Yelland, owner of property across from Lot 7, read from an email she had sent to SP DiDonato that
day, noting that she and her daughter have serious allergies to dust. She was particularly concerned about
the potential health, safety, environmental, geological stability, noise and pollution issues pertaining to
construction and asked that the Commission consult an existing 1978 Environmental Impact Report or
require the preparation of an update.

Commissioners commented as follows:

Commissioner Parsons:

1.  The proposed project is not appropriate for the site. The site is too steep for a personal
residence, even with an elevator. If there were to be a power failure, getting in and out of
the house would be a problem and it is too steep to walk up and down the hillside in its
natural state. He believed that the only appropriate use for the site is open space.

2. The house is too large considering the staircases that take up unnecessary space.

3. The two previous gquestions answered the issue as to distribution of land use.

4.  The architecture would be appropriate for the site without the retaining walls. If the lot
started at the top of the stairs it would be a very attractive house architecturally.

He added his concern about 160 10-cubic-yard trucks maneuvering the steep, winding roads to access the

site.

Commissioner Mathewson:
1.  Inthe past he has said anything over 40% slope was too much, and he could not conceive voting for
a 63% slope.

2. If he could not make the land use finding, the intensity has to be too much.

3. Agreed that if it weren’t for the miles of stairways going up it would look like a pretty nice house.

4.  The architecture looks fine, but concurred that access if there were an emergency would be difficult.

Suggested that the applicant would have to do more digging in the hill to keep the house lower.

Commissioner Mayer:

1. Strongly believed in the property owner’s right to develop their property if at all possible, but
considered this lot to be real a problem. He felt that the appropriateness of the site is a big question
and doubted that this design would work on this site.

2. If the slope issue could be eliminated, the intensity would be fine.

3. Arrangement and distribution of the land uses on the site is very problematic.

4. Loved the architecture. If it were anywhere else he would love to see it built.

Commissioner Mercer:

Asked SP DiDonato if he knew how the lot was classified in the San Juan Soils Map; the question was
deferred to the applicant. She would want areas of deep or shallow debris flow investigated further if the
project were to return to the Commission. In her opinion, hauling a thousand cubic yards of soil out in
order to build 2800 feet is not a logical trade-off. Also, she would also want to study carefully the grade
as it intersects to the adjacent properties and would ask for a huge bond upon starting excavation to secure
completion of the stabilization. She did not believe the slope could accommodate anything along the size
of 2800 sq.ft.

Belmont Planning Commission Summary Minutes
September 7, 2010
5



Commissioner Horton:

From a legal standpoint, this is zoning and it is appropriate. However, she felt strongly that the
arrangement and distribution of proposed land uses and the proposed architecture is not appropriate for the
site. Standing on the driveway and looking up it would be 76’ of construction — higher than a 5-story
office building — and from the street it would be 86° up. She could not support that in a neighborhood.
One cannot build on what she would call a 90 degree slope at the street, and if it is rock she did not know
how one would dig the rock out for the garage. She liked the design and wished they could put it on a flat
site but did not believe it is an appropriate solution for this lot.

Vice Chair Reed:

This would look like an office building from the street and there would be an enormous amount of dirt
hauled off the site. He liked the architecture of the house but would have a difficult time approving it for
this particular site.

Chair Frautschi:

Commented that it would be a major, unimaginable expense to build on this property and if it were to
come back to the Commission they would have to make findings for building bulk, digging, and balancing
the hardscape and in his eight years on the Planning Commission he did not believe he had ever seen a site
that was more challenging to balance those elements. He mentioned the challenges of pedestrian and fire
department access and that a completion bond would probably have to be in the $2 to $2.5 million range.
He suggested that the owners explore density transfer and attempt to transfer the rights from this property
to a flatter lot where the design would be more appropriate. He also suggested that the owners obtain a
copy of the San Juan Hills Area Plan with the understanding that they would have to deal with just about
every problem that the Plan would point out.

Commissioner Parsons thanked the applicant for bringing in a very well put together package and taking
the time to hear the Commission comments before proceeding with the project.

Commissioner Mayer added that if this were built it would set a precedent for the two adjacent properties,
in which event there could eventually be a three-property-long mass of construction.

5C. PUBLIC HEARING - 1500 RALSTON AVENUE - (Continued from 7/6/10 Planning
Commission Meeting)

To consider a Conditional Use Permit amendments for the Koret Athletic Field for the Notre Dame de
Namur University (NDNU) campus.

Appl. No. 2005-0038; APN: 044-360-120; Zoned: PD (Planned Development)

CEQA Status: Recommended Categorical Exception per Section 15323

APPLICANT: Dr. Judith Greig; OWNER: Notre Dame de Namur University

PROJECT PLANNER: Carlos de Melo, (650) 595-7440

Commissioner Mercer recused herself from participating in this item because she has a personal
connection with the University and Commissioner Horton and Chair Frautschi recused themselves because
they live within 500’ of the subject property.

After a short break, Acting Chair Reed called the meeting back to order at 8:25 p.m.
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CDD de Melo summarized the staff memorandum, noting that 6 additional letters and miscellaneous
correspondence had been received since publication of the staff memorandum, copies of which had been
placed at each dais. He noted that the Condition of Approval that required that the field be available for
10 days for City use had been struck from the draft conditions. Staff recommended adoption of the
attached Resolution Amending the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and approving the draft Conditions of
Approval attached.

Commissioner Parsons asked for an explanation as to why the correspondence had not been taken into
consideration when putting the report together. CDD de Melo responded that the correspondence received
from the public between August 22 and September 2 had some suggestions for amended CUP language
but staff did not believe it appropriate to pick and choose from those suggestions until all of the
correspondence had been received up until the meeting night. The correspondence received had various
suggestions for the field to not be used on Sundays, to partially on the weekends, to not at all, to use only
by NDNU and the high school, and also included a number of letters, emails and petitions indicating
support for the amendment as it has been proposed. It was difficult for staff to incorporate those specific
suggestions until the Commission had the opportunity to review them; there was not a majority or leaning
of this information to cause staff to make changes.

Commissioner Parsons stated that the Commission had asked for a typical schedule of dates and hours that
the field would be used. The schedule they received did not indicate how long each day it would be used
by the university and the high school or who and how often other groups will be using the property. CDD
de Melo suggested that NDNU could speak in terms of the actual hours of use. He noted that there is
relatively little weekend use; less than 100 hours during the calendar year and 3 days total on Sundays.

Commissioner Parsons asked if there had been any reported violations since the last meeting. CDD de
Melo replied that the Police Department had received two calls related to NDNU — one on 7/9 related to a
casual group kicking a ball around the field and the other on 8/21 related to loud music that turned out to
actually be occurring at Ralston Hall. There was also a violation from 7/16-18 that was a camp for an adult
AYSO referee clinic. It did not involve youth so it was a violation of the CUP and an administrative
citation was issued to NDNU; the issue has been dealt with.

The following presentation by Dr. Judith Greig, representing NDNU, is included verbatim in order to
avoid the possibility of misinterpretation of her comments:

“Judith Greig, representing NDNU, 1500 Ralston Avenue. Thank you for the opportunity to speak with
you this evening. As Mr. de Melo has effectively summarized, NDNU is seeking a revision of the CUP
governing Koret Athletic Field. NDNU recognizes that this is a difficult issue for the Planning
Commission. We recognize that not everyone appreciates the sound of athletic competition or other
sounds of the University. Nonetheless, we believe that NDNU is an asset for Belmont and would expect
that the City and most of its residents would agree. We would call to your attention the 100,000 hours of
volunteer service that our students provide in this area each year and we would call attention to the
economic impact in excess of $50 million each year in San Mateo County of the direct and indirect effects
of the University being here. We believe we’re an asset despite some of the attendant noise. We
recognize also that the Planning Commission would prefer a consensus resolution that takes the needs of
all parties into account and satisfies all parties. NDNU worked hard for a couple of years to try to
accomplish such a consensus agreement but when you see the fundamental differences in views on the
central questions this was not possible for us to achieve. Therefore, the Planning Commission is going to
have to act on what it believes is best for Belmont in this matter. We believe it is time to bring this matter
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to closure. The time and expense that the City alone has invested in this matter should be incentive to
bring it to closure.

“On behalf of NDNU | would like to apologize for the violation of the CUP that occurred on July 16
through 18. | am personally mortified. | stood before you here one year ago acknowledging the previous
violations and promising NDNU’s full cooperation to live within the CUP in the future. Obviously we
had some human error which allowed an AYSO officiating camp to be scheduled from July 16™ through
18™. This is not within the letter of the law of the CUP that allowed only youth camps. | acknowledge
that and apologize. We have done two things to rectify this matter besides submitting payment for the
citation. First, serious disciplinary measures were taken with the NDNU employee who scheduled the
camp. Secondly and more importantly for the Commission’s information for the future, NDNU is
developing a more formalized scheduling policy with very clear authority and sign-off required for each
scheduled event. | would like to acknowledge both the chastisement we received from Police Chief Don
Mattei that our procedures did not have enough internal controls and his assistance in constructing a new
policy. The policy has not yet made its way completely through our approval processes but it is well
underway at this time. 1 would respectfully submit, however, that although I clearly acknowledge it as a
violation, all five violations of the letter of the law that have occurred over the past 5 years were activities
which should be allowed in an amended CUP — an officiating camp for AYSO, a youth sports clinic, a
soccer practice on a Saturday, a soccer practice in the month of May and a student picnic — and | would
hope that the Commission would recognize those as legitimate field activities for the future.

“Rather than summarizing our entire position again, let me just remind you of the reasons NDNU is
seeking a revision and make some additional comments and give NDNU’s response to some of the
neighbor feedback. We have three primary reasons for seeking change: 1) The CUP places significant and
unreasonable restraints on the use of the field. Normal activities which have taken place on the field for
decades have been disallowed under the current CUP. The CUP places significant burden on the Belmont
Police Department and on NDNU Public Safety to respond to alleged violations with varied interpretations
of terminology and intent. And, finally, the CUP does not allow NDNU to serve the larger Belmont
community by supporting the acute shortage in field venues for youth sports.

“Some additional comments: NDNU is working to be a good neighbor. The Neighborhood Task Force
started at NDNU'’s request to try to address the noise concerns of the neighbors. It’s important to note that
the efforts that NDNU has made do seem to have substantially mitigated some of the noise issues,
according to the feedback received by Mr. de Melo. We have worked to implement all of the reasonable
suggestions that have been presented — we have replaced and reoriented the speakers, we worked with the
whistle issue, we requested spectators to stay off the berm. When enforcement of that became problematic
we encouraged significant additional voluntary expense to permanently fence the berm, we instructed the
athletic staff that only required amplification and reasonable music be employed and we do remind
spectators before each game regarding artificial noisemakers, and so on. With respect to the proposed
amendment to the CUP, we listened to the Commission’s feedback — Commissioners asked for reduced
weekend hours — we agreed. Asked for a change from dusk to sunset to time firm — we agreed. Asked for
5 p.m. deadline on weekends — we agreed. Asked for blackout dates — we agreed. NDNU has worked to
be a good neighbor. We want to continue to be a good neighbor to the whole Belmont community and we
have an opportunity to do so with respect to youth sports. | personally participated in the Belmont
Visioning Process in 2003 along with several other participants from the university — NDNU had
representatives on almost all the subcommittees. Let me quote from Belmont’s Vision Statement: “We
connect with each other in all kinds of gathering places. Our strong sense of community and enjoyment of
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the town’s assets and activities deepen as we become better informed and connected.” Our university is
intrinsic to Belmont’s life. Our playgrounds and athletic fields are of high quality and in high gear. At
this point in time, given the restrictions of the current CUP, the NDNU field which is now of very high
quality is not an asset that NDNU is allowed to share with the larger community — we regret that situation
very much. With respect to some of the comments of the neighbors, | would note that the claim on page 7
of the staff report with respect to the neighbors’ comments and concerns, only reflects the comments that
were received in the very brief period since the July 6™ meeting — not the full range of neighbors’
comments that have been expressed during the process. And | would request that that be noted, please.
The Planning Commission has two important issues it must face because they don’t seem to be resolvable
by consensus among the parties. First, does the Planning Commission support NDNU’s making the field
available to others outside the University and High School? NDNU would like to be a more open
community resource but it seems that some of the neighbors are completely opposed to any additional use.
Second, does the Planning Commission support extended Sunday use of the field? The University is
already allowed and does schedule some limited games on Sundays. Belmont United, the Belmont CYSA
Youth Sports League, plays its regularly scheduled games on Sundays in Belmont. NDNU would like to
help accommodate this need but hear real resistance from some neighbors. As president of NDNU, my
primary concern must be to protect the ability of our athletes and other students to use the field in
appropriate ways. However, my secondary concern is to be a good neighbor and that means responding to
the real needs to the Community for viable athletic facilities as we are able. The question of the Planning
Commission is whether the noise annoyance for a few, which we acknowledge is real, but is well within
acceptable limits according to the objective standards. It’s worth supporting in order to deny access to the
many who could benefit from the opening of NDNU Koret Athletic Field.

“In conclusion, given all that NDNU has done to conform to the CUP and the recommendations of the
acoustic studies, given how patient NDNU has been in cooperating with the City process for a very long
time, we would respectfully request that this issue be addressed timely. NDNU endorses the principles
outlined in the Staff Report for your consideration, ease of interpretation and enforcement of regulated
activities. At this point NDNU just wants to bring this matter to closure.

“If I might address some of the specific questions that were asked: Our use or the High School’s use
typically consists of four hours on weekdays, typically late afternoon where the field is used for practice,
on the weekends when there are contests scheduled that would typically take up about six hours — two
hours for contests plus time on either end and time in between. The youth sports leagues have three
seasons — fall (September through November), winter (January and February) and spring (March through
middle of June). They would like to use the field essentially the same kind of time that we would on the
weekends — a four- to six-hour block on Saturdays and then Sundays. I’m hoping they can speak a little
more to the number of days that they would like to use it. We have a tentative working agreement in
principle about the number that we would guarantee. I’ll let them address that further.

“Thank you for your attention. | would be happy to address any further questions or concerns, and Mr.
Chair, I respectfully request the right to answer questions or address issues raised by other speakers or the
Commission at the end of the hearing.”

Responding to Commissioner Mayer’s request for clarification of the calendar for AYSO, Dr. Greig stated
that she believed the Sunday uses were for sports camps in the summer. Josh Doody, NDNU Director of
Athletics, confirmed that there was an AYSO camp that ran until 7/17. He added that he believes the
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AYSO fall season is from August to December, winter season is January and February and spring season
is March to June.

Acting Chair Reed directed a question to Mark Haesloop, attorney representing NDNU, asking for
clarification of his comment in his letters of August 16 and August 24 regarding exemption of the athletic
field from Code 15323. Mr. Haesloop explained his position that a categorically exemption is available
for this modification.

Acting Chair Reed asked CA Zafferano for his position on this issue. CA Zafferano stated that the
decision for the Planning Commission is whether there is substantial evidence in the record to support
staff’s position, and he believed that there has been sufficient evidence in the record. He acknowledged
that there is some contrary evidence in the record as well and that in general the courts have deferred to
the decision-making body when weighing conflicting evidence and information.

Acting Chair Reed opened the meeting to public testimony, noting that, since there are 23 requests to
speak, each speaker would be given 3 minutes to speak and suggested that group representatives could
speak on behalf of the group.

The following Belmont residents spoke in favor of the proposed CUP revision:

Teresa Kreatzmann. She also presented a signed letter of support from Faith Nee
Patty Branscum

Daren Stewart, AYSO Representative, apologized for the referee clinic. Responding to Commissioner
Parson’s question, Mr. Stewart stated that the AYSO fall season will run from September 11 through the
second weekend in November, and an 8-week season (January and February) in the winter. Most of the
games are on Saturday except for occasional hosted tournaments that fall on Sundays.

Tom Snider, President of Belmont United Soccer Club (BUSC). Responding to Commissioners’ question,
Mr. Snyder stated that their agreement with NDNU is for a minimum of 96 hours for the year. Fall season
would be 20 2-hour units from mid-August to mid-December, winter 8 units January 1 to February 28, and
spring 20 units mid-March to mid-June. No use in part of July and August. If there are more slots
available they would make them available to the group. A typical game runs roughly an hour and a half
plus time for warm-up and halftime, resulting in two-hour units. Ideally they would like to get 2 or up to 3
units in on Saturdays and Sundays.

Allen Sarver

Art Andrews, member of P&R Commission and Sports Advisory Committee.
Kris Morgan. Also read a letter of support from Carolyn Thompson

Ryan Hulsey

Saverio Ferre. Also read letter of support from Phyllis and David Armstrong
Kimberly Wilhite

K. C. O’Shea

Jay Anthony

Manouch Ghajar

Lyra Ghose. Also read letter of support from Jim and Kimberly Richardson
Rich Bortoli, Parks & Rec Commissioner and member of Sports Advisory Committee
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Michael Craig

Joe Dermenjian

Darrell Lahara

Lenore Griffin, Pres., Belmont Chamber of Commerce
Robert Schmidt (Redwood Shores)

The following residents spoke in opposition to the proposed CUP revision:
Angi Shine

Matthew Covington pointed out that it had never been brought to the Commission’s attention that a
categorical exemption cannot be used unless the Commission finds that “there is no reasonable probability
that the noise would represent a potentially substantial adverse change in the environment.” He referred to
comments from Mr. Haesloop and Mr. Zafferano, noting that it is important that they are sure that they
make a finding that there is no reasonable possibility for a substantial adverse change. He believed that
there is a possibility with 1,000 students for AYSO with an increased number of days and an increase in
the number of hours on Sundays with no restriction to use by Belmont teams, there is the possibility of an
increased traffic and noise impact.

Richard Hughes

Julie Hughes

Gordon Seely. Also presented petition signed by 43 residents opposed to the amendment.
Evelyn Seely

Margaret Davis

Danielia Saavetra

Ray Davis

Dr. Greig declined the opportunity to speak at end of public comments

MOTION: By Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Commissioner Mayer, to close the Public
Hearing. Motion passed 4/0 by a show of hands.

Acting Chair Reed called for a recess at 10:05 p.m. Meeting resumed at 10:10 p.m.
Commissioners commented as follows:

Commissioner Mayer:

. The Commission can’t afford to postpone making a decision any longer.

. There are three communities of interest:
1) NDNU, which has a long-standing program, a legitimate need for an academic as well as
physical education program, and there is no reason for the Commission to place undue
restrictions on them.
2) Belmont at large, where there is a strong consensus that the modified CUP is something the
community would like to see.
3) The neighborhood. He was surprised that the petition they received that evening containing
signatures of 41 residents (as opposed to residences) had not been presented sooner. He did
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not believe the petition represented a true consensus of the neighborhood and that there is a
strong division of opinion in the neighborhood.
He did not believe under those circumstances the Commission needed to balance between what they
view as a neighborhood consensus with what the school wants or between the lack of consensus and
what the school wants. Under the circumstances, he would be interested in giving the benefit of the
doubt to the school.
Regarding the question of noise, the only criterion they have to go on is the City’s Noise Ordinance,
and the objective evidence supports the fact that there is not an undue problem with noise.
Regarding allowed hours, the felt they could make changes to better reflect the seasons, adjusting it
to reflect summer, fall and winter hours.
He believed they could have a black-out day, suggesting the first Sunday or every month.
The question of lighting needs to be addressed. They need to make it clear that they never anticipate
any lighting or nighttime activities on the field.
He would want a specific provision against amplified music at any time except in the conduct of a
particular game. Concerts and parties with loud music should not be allowed.
He was not clear as to whether present plans include renting of the field. He did not believe there
should be a rental basis for the use of the field.
He was prepared to vote for the revised CUP.

Commissioner Parsons asked Commissioner Mayer if he would object to a fee being charged by the
school to help maintain and police and clean up the fields. Commissioner Mayer responded that this is not
really a rental.

Commissioner Mathewson:

Asked if the school planned to charge a nominal amount for upkeep of the field, or if they were
trying to make some money off of it. Dr. Greig responded that they currently make a small amount
of money off of the summer camp. She added that there is currently no provision to charge the
youth groups with which they are in negotiations but believed it was reasonable that over time they
could build in some protection of the asset as there will be some degradation with long-term use. Dr.
Greig stated that, despite some claims to the contrary, this is not a big money-making venture but
she could not say “no rental fees” because they currently are allowed to charge rental fees in the
summer.

Asked if amplified music would be used at a limited number of events. Dr. Greig responded that
currently there is amplified music at commencement and in advance of the NDNU scheduled games;
not in connection with practices. CDD de Melo referred Commissioners to page 8 of the Staff
Report or the actual Conditions of Approval, fourth column, which shows restrictions applicable to
all loud activities; staff believes there is a clear distinction as to when amplified sound is permitted
and when it is not.

Asked if there are no plans to put in lighting in the foreseeable future. Dr. Greig motioned in the
affirmative. Asked if Commissioner Mayer’s suggestion that the first Sunday be a black-out date
would work, or should they say at least one Sunday a month. Dr. Greig responded that a flexible
Sunday would be more workable for them, since the NCAA schedule is negotiated year by year.
She said they could work with the first Sunday of every month but it would be difficult.
Commissioner Mayer interjected that he was thinking in terms of predictability for the neighbors.
Asked how much the hours will be changing. Mr. Doody, responded that with the change in the
CUP, the practices don’t really change but they will have the ability to have practice on a Saturday
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and can move the schedule around. Schedules are currently full; between 18 soccer games and 17
lacrosse games they cannot add any more contest dates to the schedule because they are already at
the maximum.

Asked if there are any additional compromises NDNU might be willing to make. Vice Chair Reed
suggested that they can always offer an amendment to the CUP. Dr. Greig stated that NDNU could
offer some flexibility around Sundays in the summer season but that during the rest of the year it
would be a significant impact on the youth programs. She added that she had difficulties with the
suggestion about different hours for each seasons as they were looking for ease of interpretation and
how many rules they have to remember and post. They will not be playing until 8:00 p.m. in
January due to darkness and there would not be a significant difference in the actual playing hours.
He is in favor of the CUP proposed in the staff report, with perhaps a few changes.

Commissioner Parsons:

Looks at it in terms of satisfying the University and High School requirements and then looking at
the bigger picture of what we can do for residents and kids.

As proposed by staff, this revision simplifies the hours already approved for use by the schools. The
only real change is that it now allows other usage by other people.

Would want to see either shorter hours on Sundays or at least one Sunday a month black-out day
that could fluctuate.

The school is currently not in violation of the City’s Noise Ordinance; therefore, noise is not an
issue on which the Commission can deny a revision.

The youth sports representatives have stated that they do not have amplified sound; only whistles.
Supported approving the revised CUP as is for the University and High School with a caveat that
there be one Sunday additional a month black-out day and a one-year test period on using it by
Belmont-only sponsored youth groups during the hours set aside.

Acting Chair Reed:

Appreciated everyone who had taken their time to comment on this issue.

Generally in favor of revising the CUP, with one flexible black-out Sunday.

Recommended that the Monday through Friday hours be limited to 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. and that Sunday
hours be changed to 11 a.m. to 4 p.m.

Referring to the proposed 6:00 p.m. stop time, Mr. Doody asked that the Commission remember that
NDNU students attend classes from 8:00 in the morning to 3:30 in the afternoon, so that practices do
not commence until 3:30 in the afternoon. They always have two teams on the field at the same
time and 6:00 is too early a stop time. During the winter it is only the high school on the field at that
time but when the University is in session there are more daylight hours. If practice were to end at
7:00 p.m. they would be violating the CUP after that in order to move equipment around and clear
the field.

Did not support winter vs. summer hours; it become too difficult to figure out during the year.
Commissioner Reed conceded to leaving it at 8 p.m.

He did not favor singling out user groups by inclusion of a one-year trial period for the Belmont
sports groups.
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Responding to Commissioner Mayer’s question about the possibility of the addition of lighting at some
future date, CDD de Melo stated that if NDNU were to propose lights for the field, that request to change
the CUP would be forwarded to the Commission for public review.

MOTION: By Commissioner Mayer, seconded by Commissioner Mathewson, to adopt the
Resolution approving the Conditional Use Permit Amendment for Koret Athletic
Field for Notre Dame de Namur University, 1500 Ralston Avenue, Application No.
PA2005-0038, with changes to the Conditional Use Permit that would involve
changing the Sunday hours from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. to 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
with all of the holidays listed plus one Sunday blacked out for each month.

Ayes: Mayer, Mathewson
Noes: Parsons

Commissioner Parsons stated for the record that he voted “no” because he favored an additional change
calling for a one-year trial period for the use of the fields by Belmont sports group.

Prior to Acting Chair Reed’s vote, Commissioner Mathewson revised his yes vote to no.

With the consent of Commissioners Mayer and Mathewson, the above motion was abandoned in favor of
the following substitute motion by Commissioner Parsons:

MOTION: By Commissioner Parsons, seconded by Commissioner Mathewson, to adopt the
Resolution approving the Conditional Use Permit Amendment for Koret Athletic
Field for Notre Dame de Namur University, 1500 Ralston Avenue, Application No.
PA2005-0038, with changes to the Conditional Use Permit that would involve
changing the Sunday hours from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. to 11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
with all of the holidays listed plus one Sunday blacked out for each month, and an
additional change calling for a one-year trial period for the use of the fields by
Belmont sports groups.

Ayes: Parsons, Mathewson, Mayer
Noes: Reed
Recused: Horton, Mercer, Frautschi

Motion passed 3/1/3

CA Zafferano clarified that the activities such as sports camps currently allowed under the wording of the
CUP would probably come under sports and not special events and that at the end of the trial period for
the Belmont sports group the CUP would automatically be brought back to the Commission for review
only as to the allowance of the sports groups. He added that there may need to be some clarification about
activities that are currently occurring that may not have been considered. CDD de Melo added that the
resolution incorporating the recommended changes will be brought back to the Commission at their
September 21, 2010 meeting. The ten-day appeal process will start after that meeting.
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7. CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2010
Liaison: Commissioner Mercer
Alternate Liaison: Commissioner Mathewson

0. ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting was adjourned at 10:48 p.m. to a Regular Planning Commission Meeting on Tuesday,
September 21, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. in Belmont City Hall.

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.
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