
BURLINGAME CITY HALL 

501 PRIMROSE ROAD 

BURLINGAME, CA 94010

City of Burlingame

Meeting Minutes

Planning Commission

7:00 PM Council ChambersMonday, December 10, 2018

b. 1245 Cabrillo Avenue, zoned R-1 - Application for Amendment to Design Review for 

changes to a previously approved first and second story addition to an existing single 

family dwelling and new detached garage.  This project is Categorically Exempt from the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15303 (a). (Eric and Jennifer Lai, applicants and property owners; Chu Design 

Associates Inc., designer) (113 noticed) Staff Contact: Ruben Hurin

Commissioner Kelly was recused from this item as he lives within 500 feet of the subject property.

All Commissioners had visited the project site.  Commissioner Comaroto indicated that she had met with 

the adjacent neighbor to the south.  Commissioner Sargent indicated that he had also met with the 

adjacent neighbor to the south and the applicant.

Planning Manager Hurin provided an overview of the staff report.

> Understand that the applicant was directed to stop work on the nonconforming wall.  Was a stop work 

order issued for the entire project? (Hurin: The Building Division issued a partial stop work order for the 

nonconforming wall along the left side of the house; applicant was allowed to work on the remaining portion 

of the house at their own risk.)

> On existing walls that are located within the required setback, how much of the wall can be removed 

before it needs to conform to current code setback requirements? (Hurin: The foundation and framing 

needs to be kept; the exterior siding and drywall may be removed.)

> It appears that the framing between foundation and lower floor on a portion of a nonconforming wall at 

the front of the house has been replaced, so it that considered to be a wall replacement and therefore 

subject to current code requirements? (Hurin: Planning and Building Division staff would need to review the 

details of what has been replaced  in order to determine if it is considered to be a new wall.)

James Chu, represented the applicant, along with Eric Lai, property owner.

Commission Questions/Comments:

> Your are proposing to comply with the required side setback of four feet along the left side property 

line and to maintain the existing plate height by changing the roof pitch to accommodate the narrower 

house width, correct?  (Chu: Correct.)

> The cripple wall along the living room at the front of the house has been replaced.  The floor framing in 

this area is rotted as well and the window header will need to be replaced.  It appears that most of the 

living room wall will need to be replaced.  (Chu: The original purpose of preserving the existing wall was to 

retain the existing nonconforming front setback; could reframe the wall to make the house better.)

> Who is maintaining responsible control over the work site and its current condition? (Chu: The 

contractor is the person responsible over the work site.  Designer has not been hired to oversee the 

project during construction.)  Is the contractor present tonight? (Chu: No.)

> Would like to note that there are several conditions of approval that require milestones to be verified 

both by the surveyor and architect, so there are multiple people involved.

> At various points during construction, certain verifications are required.  Concerned that property 
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owners don't do this for a living, so they are at the mercy of the contractor and professionals completing 

the construction.  Concerned that the contractor has made a gaffe like this and still expected that they will 

maintain control. (Chu: One of the conditions of approval includes that prior to the framing inspection, a 

professional needs to inspect the construction to make sure that the architectural elements are built 

according to the approved plan and that the project is in compliance with FAR.  In this case, everything 

happened during the demolition stage, prior to requiring any sort of verification.)

> Moving forward, what gives us the confidence that whatever gets approved will be built?  Not feeling 

confident about that right now. (Chu: Contractor is a local developer who has lived in Burlingame for many 

years and has built several new homes in Burlingame.  However, he may not have had experience with a 

remodel/addition project as detailed as this, requiring existing nonconforming walls to be retained.)

> Is contractor licensed? (Chu: Yes.) (Lai: Asked contractor to attend the meeting tonight, but he did 

not come.)

> When originally approved project, quite a bit of the house was going to remain.  There were a lot of 

pre-existing conditions, including the setbacks and plate heights which were in place but not being 

specifically reviewed. Can't see us approving a nearly 10-foot plate height on a raised floor.  Have you 

looked at lowering the plate height to 9 feet?  (Chu: Yes, we can consider doing that if it would help us get 

an approval.)

> On the proposed Left Elevation, there is a window well towards the rear of the house with a shoulder on 

the Rear Elevation, so it may force the end window in a bit.  Shoulder on long, tall gable along left side will 

be fine because it will help dormers settle into the roof.  But will be limited with gabled dormer towards the 

front of the house along the left side with how much roof you have cutting into just below the sill.  May 

want to think about reducing the height of the windows, making them smaller, so you have enough roof to 

cut into the bottom dormer and bring up the bottom edge up a bit. (Chu: Yes, will consider doing that.)

> Did you see letter from Sally Brown and Philip Ross regarding stabilizing the creek at the rear of the 

lot for construction of the garage? (Chu: Yes, we made some changes to the foundation of the garage, 

instead of a spread footing will be using a pier and grade beam foundation to disturb less of the soil in the 

area.  There is also erosion control in place.)

> Will there be a soils report submitted?  Who would validate the stabilization of the creek? (Lai: Hired 

Precision Engineering to prepare the soils report.)  (Hurin: The Engineering Division is reviewing this issue 

and will contact the applicant if any additional measures are required.)

Public Comments:

Frank and Robin Knifsend, 1243 Cabrillo Avenue: Appreciate modifications made, but the changes are 

small and don't directly address key concerns about the massing and scale of the project. From our view 

the house is massive and is built to the maximum allowed criteria. One of the biggest issues we have is 

that we don't trust the plans, there are many inconsistencies. The path they took to get to this point was 

making misleading statements directly to us, as well as in the planning process, about keeping the 

existing structure.  85% or more of the existing structure is gone and down to the subfloor, that's a pretty 

big accident that took place of several weeks. There are a lot of call -outs on the plans and labeled 

existing on the proposed structure, and would content that not one element on the back 80% of the house 

is to the original existing floor heights, ceiling heights, and plate heights.  On proposed building elevations, 

indicated plate height lines don't match to what is drawn.  Took them at their word, see the proposed plans 

with many references to existing conditions, used the existing structure as a story board for the plans that 

they were going to build.  Now see what has actually been framed, measured wall myself and determined 

that it was built one foot taller than approved. Concerned with what the plans do and don't shown, 

questionable communication from the applicant, and what the contractor has done up to this point. Don't 

have a lot of confidence going forward that we're not going have this massive structure next to us.

Gene Bordegaray, neighbor across the street: Realize there have been some mitigations measures to try 

to get the project back into conformance. However, in looking at the proposed plan, the massing of the 

wall adjacent to the left side neighbor is huge, measuring 25 feet tall and 50 feet long and only 4 feet away 

from the fence.  Can't really appreciate how that will look because there is nothing to show us that right 

now.  Suggest installing story poles and netting to show massing along left side property line to give a 
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better sense of how intrusive that wall will be from their side of the property line.

Bill Howell, 1424 Benito Avenue: When we remodeled house, our contractor made us to stick to the rules .  

This is an intimidating process, but there is a fundamental trust that when plans are approved, one 

expects that the house will be built as shown on the approved plans; most people abide by that rule. Was 

at neighbor's house and saw the wall near the fence, doesn't feel natural because it's so high relative to 

the driveway.  

Chair Gaul closed the public hearing.

Commission Discussion:

> Glad to be reviewing these revisions and not the revisions previously proposed. Also glad to see that 

the intent is to comply with the side setback. 

> What is before us now is simply an amendment to design review.  However, there some revisions that 

could possible occur, but also additional information needs to be shown and corrected on the plans so 

that we know what we're approving.  

> Moving forward, as standard procedure there will need to be certification of the framing provided by a 

professional confirming that what has been built is consistent with the approved plans.

> House is approximately 5 feet above adjacent grade and is similar to other houses nearby.  Houses to 

the right and left are elevated above grade. So project would benefit from reducing the plate height to 9 

feet.

> Would like to see exactly what plate height we are being asked to consider for the dormers on the 

second floor, because we have an indication on the drawings that say 8'-1" but it says "existing top plate", 

however if that top plate no longer exists it doesn't matter. Need to clarify plate of dormers on second 

floor; needs to be corrected and made accurate so that everyone knows what were are reviewing and 

approving as the project moves forward.

> Not prepared at this point to move forward with an approval, but am accepting of the general intent of 

the changes proposed along the left side of the house to bring it into compliance with setback 

requirements.

> Concerned with the way the dormers are treated on the second floor along left side in that it creates 

another tall, flat surface; caused by window wells to make windows taller.  Suggest that the roof slope run 

up to hit the wall and windows be made smaller.  It would appear to be a much smaller wall if the vertical 

surface stopped at a certain point, the roof sloped away, and the windows were in a small wall that was 

pushed way back on the roof. As proposed, the window wells that are cut out are exposing a tall wall on 

top of another tall wall.  Dormers along left side of house need to be rethought to reduce the apparent 

height of the wall.

> Agree with most comments made.  However, not convinced that the design of the dormers need to be 

rethought if they are in compliance with code requirements.

> Provide at least one section to understand what is happening on the second floor.

> Correct drafting error for plate height shown at family room, shown at 9'-0" but building elevations still 

show it at 9'-10".

> Nonconforming front wall also needs to be addressed since the required front setback is several feet 

further back.

> Left side elevation is tall and flat, so would like to see some articulation there.

> Concerned about front wall; Planning and Building Divisions should review how much has been done 

to the wall; may need to apply for a Variance to retain it.

> Would be helpful to have the contractor frame an 8 foot section of wall with a 9 foot plate height to 

give the Commission and neighbors a visual of what is being proposed.

> Disappointed that this house got this far away from the original house.

Commissioner Sargent made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Terrones, to continue the 

application with the following direction:

> Request that staff investigate the front wall and determine whether a variance or change is 

Page 3City of Burlingame Printed on 1/9/2019



December 10, 2018Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

required.

> Reduce plate height to 9 feet.

> Provide additional details on the plans as requested during the discussion. 

> Provide building section through the dormers to provide a clear understanding of the 

massing in this area.

Commission Discussion:

> Would like to reiterate concern of apparent height of the dormer wall due to the window 

wells.  It might be fine to cut a section through there, but would like applicant to really consider 

refining the dormers. 

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye: Sargent, Loftis, Comaroto, Gaul, Terrones, and Tse6 - 

Recused: Kelly1 - 
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BURLINGAME CITY HALL 

501 PRIMROSE ROAD 

BURLINGAME, CA 94010

City of Burlingame

Meeting Minutes

Planning Commission

7:00 PM Council ChambersMonday, February 12, 2018

c. 1245 Cabrillo Avenue, zoned R-1 - Application for Design Review and Special Permit for 

building height for a first and second story addition to an existing single family dwelling 

and new detached garage.  The project is Categorically Exempt from review pursuant to 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), per Section 15301 (e)(1) of the CEQA 

Guidelines. (Chu Design Associates Inc., applicant and designer; Eric and Jennifer Lai, 

property owners) (58 noticed) Staff Contact: Ruben Hurin

All Commissioners had visited the property. There were no ex-parte communications to report. 

Commissioner Kelly was recused from the discussion as he resides within 500-feet of the property; he left 

the dais and the chambers.

Community Development Director Meeker provided an overview of the staff report.

Questions of Staff:

There were no questions of staff.

Chair Gum opened the public hearing.

James Chu represented the applicant.

Commission Questions/Comments:

> With respect to the left elevation, second floor; the master bedroom and master bath appear 

co-planar on the floor plan, but not on the elevation. (Chu: is cutting a well into the roof plan.)

> Noted that the well would only be under the two tall windows.

> Need to prepare a roof plan that more accurately shows the detail of the roof well on the left elevation.

Public Comments:

There were no public comments.

Chair Gum closed the public hearing.

Commission Discussion:

> Is a nice project. Appreciates that the applicant is retaining the existing siding. The revisions are 

nicely done.

> Need an FYI to finalize the roof plan on the left elevation, second story.

> Well articulated project.

Commissioner Loftis made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sargent, to approve as the 

application with the added condition that a revised roof plan shall be submitted as an FYI. Chair 

Gum called for a voice vote, and the motion carried by the following vote:
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Aye: Gum, Gum, Gaul, Gaul, Terrones, Sargent, Loftis, and Comaroto8 - 

Recused: Kelly1 - 
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  Secretary 

 

RESOLUTION APPROVING CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION AND DESIGN REVIEW AMENDMENT  
 

RESOLVED, by the Planning Commission of the City of Burlingame that: 
 
WHEREAS, a Categorical Exemption has been prepared and application has been made for Design 
Review Amendment for changes to a previously approved first and second story addition to an existing 
single family dwelling and new detached garage at 1245 Cabrillo Avenue, Zoned R-1, Eric and Jennifer 
Lai, property owners, APN: 026-171-050; 
 
WHEREAS, said matters were heard by the Planning Commission of the City of Burlingame on January 
14, 2019, at which time it reviewed and considered the staff report and all other written materials and 
testimony presented at said hearing; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, it is RESOLVED and DETERMINED by this Planning Commission that: 
 

1. On the basis of the Initial Study and the documents submitted and reviewed, and comments 
received and addressed by this Commission, it is hereby found that there is no substantial evidence 
that the project set forth above will have a significant effect on the environment, and categorical 
exemption, per CEQA Section 15303 (a), which states that construction of a limited number of 
new, small facilities or structures including one single family residence or a second dwelling unit 
in a residential zone is exempt from environmental review, is hereby approved. 
 

2. Said Design Review Amendment is approved subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit “A” 
attached hereto.  Findings for such Design Review Amendment are set forth in the staff report, 
minutes, and recording of said meeting. 
 

3. It is further directed that a certified copy of this resolution be recorded in the official records of 
the County of San Mateo. 

 
 

Chairman 
 
I,     , Secretary of the Planning Commission of the City of Burlingame, do 
hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was introduced and adopted at a regular meeting of the 
Planning Commission held on the 14th day of January, 2019 by the following vote:



EXHIBIT “A” 
  
Conditions of Approval for Categorical Exemption and Design Review Amendment. 
1245 Cabrillo Avenue 
Effective January 24, 2019 

 

 
1. that the project shall be built as shown on the plans submitted to the Planning Division date 

stamped December 18, 2018, sheets A.1 through A.7; 
 
2. that any changes to building materials, exterior finishes, windows, architectural features, roof 

height or pitch, and amount or type of hardscape materials shall be subject to Planning 
Division or Planning Commission review (FYI or amendment to be determined by Planning 
staff); 

 
3. that any changes to the size or envelope of the basement, first or second floors, or garage, 

which would include adding or enlarging a dormer(s), shall require an amendment to this 
permit; 

 
4. that the conditions of the Parks Division’s May 2 and December 27, 2017 memos and the 

Engineering Division’s January 12, 2018 memo shall be met; 
 

5. that any recycling containers, debris boxes or dumpsters for the construction project shall be 
placed upon the private property, if feasible, as determined by the Community Development 
Director; 

 
6. that demolition or removal of the existing structures and any grading or earth moving on the 

site shall not occur until a building permit has been issued and such site work shall be 
required to comply with all the regulations of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District; 

 
7. that prior to issuance of a building permit for construction of the project, the project 

construction plans shall be modified to include a cover sheet listing all conditions of approval 
adopted by the Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal; which shall remain a part of 
all sets of approved plans throughout the construction process.  Compliance with all 
conditions of approval is required; the conditions of approval shall not be modified or 
changed without the approval of the Planning Commission, or City Council on appeal; 

 
8. that all air ducts, plumbing vents, and flues shall be combined, where possible, to a single 

termination and installed on the portions of the roof not visible from the street; and that these 
venting details shall be included and approved in the construction plans before a Building 
permit is issued; 

 
9. that the project shall comply with the Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling 

Ordinance which requires affected demolition, new construction and alteration projects to 
submit a Waste Reduction  plan and meet recycling requirements; any partial or full 
demolition of a structure, interior or exterior, shall require a demolition permit; 

 
10. that the project shall meet all the requirements of the California Building and Uniform Fire 

Codes, 2016 Edition, as amended by the City of Burlingame; 
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Conditions of Approval for Categorical Exemption and Design Review Amendment. 
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Effective January 24, 2019 
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THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE MET DURING THE BUILDING INSPECTION 
PROCESS PRIOR TO THE INSPECTIONS NOTED IN EACH CONDITION: 
 
11. that prior to scheduling the foundation inspection, a licensed surveyor shall locate the 

property corners and set the building footprint of the addition per the approved plans; this 
survey shall be accepted by the City Engineer; 
 

12. that prior to scheduling the framing inspection the applicant shall provide a certification by the 
project architect or residential designer, or another architect or residential design 
professional, that demonstrates that the project falls at or below the maximum approved floor 
area ratio for the property;  

 
13. prior to scheduling the framing inspection the project architect or residential designer, or 

another architect or residential design professional, shall provide an architectural certification 
that the architectural details shown in the approved design which should be evident at 
framing, such as window locations and bays, are built as shown on the approved plans; 
architectural certification documenting framing compliance with approved design shall be 
submitted to the Building Division before the final framing inspection shall be scheduled; 

 
14. that prior to scheduling the roof deck inspection, a licensed surveyor shall shoot the height of 

the roof ridge and provide certification of that height to the Building Division; and 
 
15. that prior to final inspection, Planning Division staff will inspect and note compliance of the 

architectural details (trim materials, window type, etc.) to verify that the project has been built 
according to the approved Planning and Building plans. 

 
 





1245 Cabrillo Ave. 
300’ Radius  
APN # 026.171.050 

 

 




