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CITY OF BELMONT 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, October 5, 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: Kelley, Kramer, Kulich, Majeski, Meier, Pyrz 

Commission members absent: Latimerlo 

 

Staff Present: Community Development Director Carlos de Melo, Associate Planner Michael Dietz, 

Assistant Planner Tim Shek, Administrative Assistant Diane Lynn 

  

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Led by Chair Pyrz 

 

3. OTHER BUSINESS 

 

3.A Fully Virtual Meetings After September 30, 2021 

Community Development Director de Melo provided a summary of the staff report to consider fully 

virtual meetings after September 30, 2021, in conjunction with the Assembly Bill 361, that allowed 

fully virtual meetings in accordance with the Brown Act. The report indicated the Commission is 

recommended to adopt a resolution regarding holding virtual meetings due to the continued Covid-19 

statewide emergency, and that meeting in person may present a health or safety risk to staff and 

attendees.  Staff noted this action would be taken at the first Commission meetings of each month 

through December 2021.     

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION  

Commissioner Meier stated the facts presented in the staff report and resolution are not sufficient in his 

opinion.  He does not see evidence provided by staff that would meet imminent risk standard when 

other county-wide indoor outings are permitted with masks.  His concern was based on County data 

from August refer to the facts existing at that time, and the statement is out of date, and the staff report 

reflects the County statements, and it appears to no longer be the case.   

 

Commissioner Kramer stated that due to keeping up with reports on an agendized meeting, it may be a 

little difficult to be up to date.  Commissioner Kramer stated he thought conducting virtual meetings 

was the way to go at this moment.   

 

Staff stated they could update the information for the next meeting to make it more current, however, 

the facts in the staff report was what were available at the time of writing the staff report.   
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Commissioner Meier stated his concern that the Commission needed a relevant finding that there is an 

imminent risk to take an action and compared holding public meetings to what the community and 

school gathering that are currently taking place and finds it inconsistent.    

 

Chair Pyrz opened the item for public comments; there were none.  

There were no public comments.  

Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing. 

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION  

Commissioner Meier stated he could not support the resolution and suggested the Commission take no 

action.   

 

Commissioner Majeski considered Commissioner Meier’s statement, and stated people could put 

themselves at risk with in-person meetings but also alienating those who are not comfortable using 

technology for virtual meetings.  He suggested a benchmark be made to use in a diverse set of situations 

on handling virtual and in-person meetings by developing standards.  He noted there is true value in an 

in-person forum. 

 

Commissioner Kulich stated that the Governor’s executive order has been expired for five days 

(9/30/20), and given the uncertainty of the Delta variant, he felt it was prudent to make a finding.  He 

also stated with open public indoor meetings where social distancing is difficult, enforcing vaccination 

requirements, and testing requirements for immune suppressed individuals that want to attend meetings 

be a difficult thing to do.  He said it was too soon to go back into in-person meetings.   He felt there 

were sufficient facts to make the findings and stated he was in support of the resolution.  

 

Commissioner Kelley stated support for the extension of the virtual meeting process and hoped we 

were moving in the right direction given it was a 30-day decision.  He also mentioned having one 

additional meeting beyond this may be impacted and is a minimal amount to adjust to it.  He also stated 

concerns for breakthrough cases that happen, and he would not want to contract it and unknowingly 

pass it to someone else who might not be vaccinated. He would like to limit contact and exposure. 

 

Chair Pyrz stated she can make the findings and understands Commissioner Meier’s concerns and 

appreciates them.  She said we should be looking out for the best interest in the public and that some 

children are not vaccinated, and boosters are still being considered and believes there is still an 

imminent risk.   

 

ACTION:  On a motion by Commissioner Kulich, Seconded by Commissioner Kelley to approve the 

virtual meetings for the month of October.  

 

Motion passed 5-1-1 (5 Ayes, 1 Noes, 1 Absent)  

 

4. COMMUNITY FORUM 

Chair Pyrz opened the Community Forum.   

No items were submitted. 38:33 
Chair Pyrz closed the Community Forum. 

 

5. COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS / AGENDA AMENDMENTS 

There were no announcements or agenda amendments. 

 

6. CONSENT CALENDAR 
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6.A Regular Meeting Minutes for September 21, 2021  

 

ACTION:  On a motion by Commissioner Majeski, Seconded by Commissioner Kramer to approve 

the regular meeting minutes of September 21, 2021.  

 

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

 

7. STUDY SESSION – NONE 

 

8. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 

8 A. 1600 Fairway Drive (Single-Family Design Review) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.  

 

Assistant Planner Shek provided a presentation to consider a Single-Family Design Review to construct 

additions to the first and second floor of their home.   

 

The proposal would consist of a 267 square foot ground floor addition to the front of the home, and a 

905 square foot upper floor addition to include two bedrooms, one bathroom and a loft to their existing 

1,862 square foot single-family residence. Stone pathways and a new upper-level deck would also be 

included.   

 

Staff stated the project is well-designed and articulated, public views would not be impacted, no grading 

is required on site, existing landscaping would be maintained, and the project is in compliance with the 

Residential Design Guidelines and Residential Design Criteria.  Staff recommended approval of the 

project.   

 

Chair Pyrz invited the applicant to speak.  

Chuck Campenella, stated he did not have comments but was available for questions. 

 

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

Commissioners had no comments or questions.  

 

Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing. 

There were no public comments.  

Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing. 

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 

In response to the Commissioners, staff stated the following:  

• The second story met more than one method to meet articulation standards.   

• A property on a corner lot with the smaller frontage is technically the front and the remaining 

frontage would be considered the street side frontage.  The long side opposing the street side is 

considered the interior side. 

Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.  

 

ACTION: On a motion by Chair Pyrz, seconded by Commissioner Kramer to approve a Single-Family 

Design Review for 1600 Fairway Drive, Application Number PA2021-0043. 

 

Motion passed 6-0-1 (6 Ayes, 0 Noes, 1 Absent)  
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Chair Pyrz stated the item is appealable within 10 calendar days.   

 

8 B.  1532 Altura Way (Single-Family Design Review) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.  

 

Associate Planner Dietz provided an overview of the staff report and presentation to consider a Single-

Family Design Review for a home addition.  The proposal would consist of a 1,203 square foot addition 

and downsize the existing garage by 237 square feet, representing a net addition of 993 square feet, to 

the existing 2,503 square foot home. The project would also add minor architectural elements including 

columns and trim, existing roof shingles would be matched, the existing landscaping would be 

maintained, and no protected trees have been proposed for removal.  Minor grading of 20 cubic yards 

of cut would be required.  The home is categorically exempt from CEQA as the project would not add 

more than 50% of the existing square footage to the home.  

 

Neighborhood outreach was conducted via mail and the applicant hosted a virtual meeting where 

neighbors could ask questions.  According to the applicant, one written response was received in 

support of the project.    Questions were asked during the virtual meeting but did not identify any 

concerns.    No other feedback was received, and the outreach requirements appear to have been met. 

 

Staff stated the project is well-designed and articulated, public views would not be impacted, the site 

would remain well landscaped and would not require significant clearing or grading, and the project is 

in compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines and Residential Design Criteria. Staff 

recommended approval of the project subject to the Conditions of Approval.   

 

Chair Pyrz invited the applicant to speak.  

Alex Tzang, Architect provided an overview of why the addition is needed. 

 

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

In response to Commissioners comments, staff made the following statements: 

• The existing garage is quite large at 30’ by 22’and has a stairway and additional room included 

in the footprint.  The parking will not be impacted.  To build a brand-new garage, the garage 

space is required to be 20’ by 20’.  Existing garage is required to be 17’ by 18’. Therefore, the 

existing garage can be downsized to the minimum 17’ by 18’ and still be consistent with the 

development standards.   

Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing. 

 

John Chiaverini, resident submitted a comment via email and wanted confirmation that the addition 

(new roof line) will not impact any site lines from residences above further up the hill from the property.  

Staff stated for single family design review, only public views would come into play dependent on the 

addition.   A site visit was conducted to assess the view from streets or other public vantage points 

around the site; staff stated they do not see a significant public view loss as a result of the project.   

 

Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing. 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 

Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.  

 

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Kramer, seconded by Commissioner Kelley to approve a 
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Single-Family Design Review for 1532 Altura Way, Application Number PA2021-0023. 

 

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

 

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

 

8 C.  2244 Semeria Avenue (Single-Family Design Review and Tree Removal Permit) 

Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.  

 

To consider a Single-Family Design Review to construct a new 2,361 square foot house on a vacant lot 

(immediately west of 2242 Semeria Avenue) and a Tree Removal Permit to remove one protected tree 

on-site.  The project would also require removal of two protected trees, one of which is on the 

neighboring property to the west; a condition of approval would require that a tree removal permit for 

the subject tree be obtained by the neighboring property owner prior to beginning construction, as 

agreed to by the applicant and neighbor. Staff stated that the applicant applied for a Certificate of 

Compliance (COC) in 2019; the Community Development Director determined that a COC was 

warranted; and a COC was issued and recorded with the County in 2019.  The project would also 

include stone paving to serve as the floor of the proposed deck, 1,035 cubic yards of cut would be 

necessary with 7 cubic yards to be repurposed as fill on-site.   

 

Neighborhood outreach was conducted via mail.  According to the applicant, two neighbors responded.   

One neighbor indicated support for the project.  The other neighbor asked questions and the applicant 

was able to answer.  The applicant met with the owner to the west so that both owners understood and 

agreed to how the project would affect their properties and agreed on the proposed scope of work. No 

other feedback was received, and the outreach requirements appear to have been met. 

 

Staff stated the project is currently landscaped with trees and natural grasses, and an existing retaining 

wall holds back the soil at the front of the site.  The home would be located in the middle of the property 

and would include a new driveway, retaining walls, and access stairs in the front yard.  The Arborist 

recommends the two subject trees be removed. One is on-site and is in poor form, in direct proximity 

to the project, in an invasive species, and has potential to pose a safety hazard.  The second tree is on 

the neighbor’s property and is an invasive species and location.  A Condition of Approval would require 

replacement trees.   

 

Staff stated the project is well-designed and articulated, public views would not be impacted, the level 

of grading appears appropriate based on-site conditions, the site would be well landscaped, and the 

project is in compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines and Residential Design Criteria. The 

tree removal findings show the criteria supporting removal outweigh the criteria supporting retention 

Staff recommended approval of the project subject to the Conditions of Approval.   

 

Chair Pyrz invited the applicant to speak.  

Ali Moghaddam, Owner provided a background of his construction background and design of home. 

 

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 

In response to Commissioners comments, staff made the following statements: 

• The two trees that will be removed are a 20” Monterey pine tree on the left side of the house 

on the neighbor’s property due to impact to the roots on the subject property, and a second 

Monterey pine in the back of the house that is within the footprint and in poor condition and a 

fire hazard. 
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Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing. 

Jonathan Gervais, neighbor, stated concerns regarding the size of square footage and inconsistency in 

the numbers, parking issues, and construction impacts. 

Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing. 

 

In response to public comments, staff stated the size analysis is based on garage square footage.  The 

City does include the garage as floor area, so the size of 2,361 square feet as indicated in the Public 

Hearing Notice is accurate. 

The condition of the roadway would be part of the Public Works inspections and the applicant would 

be required to make any roadway repairs resulting in damage from construction of the project. The 

grading volume of 1,035 cubic yards is appropriate considering the dirt removal on a slope. 

Every new home is required to build a two-car driveway and two car garage, which the applicant has 

proposed.  The City cannot regulate parking on a public street.  The subject home will have 4 car 

parking with a garage and driveway spaces. 

 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION 

In response to Commissioners, staff stated rules for the applicant outreach noticing should represent 

the project, provide anyone that wants to view the plans the opportunity to do so, but they don’t go into 

details of potential discrepancies or misrepresenting the garage square footage.  The pre-construction 

meeting consists of the project team and staff from several departments to review all conditions 

regarding staging and storing of materials, narrow and windy streets and traffic safety, parking, and 

haul routes, etc.  The applicants also proposed to voluntarily have a flagman onsite.  

Some Commissioners stated the discrepancy in the numbers were a little confusing but match up.  

Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.    

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Meier, seconded by Commissioner Kulich to approve a 

Single-Family Design Review and Tree Removal Permit for 2244 Semeria Avenue, Application 

Number PA2021-0018. 

 

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

 

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

 

9. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT UPDATES 

• Director de Melo provided the following multi-family construction numbers for current 

projects: 

o Under construction-315 units combined between two projects  

o Ready for construction permitting- 177 units on Old County Road. 

o In development review process-435 units combined between six separate projects that 

are anticipated to come to the Commission over the next 12 months.     

Additionally, multiple inquiries from developers for working on applications that would 

possibly include over 1.5 million square feet of commercial activity for the Island Parkway, 

Shoreway, and unincorporated Harbor-Industrial areas.  

 

ADJOURNMENT at this time being 8:38 PM to a regular meeting of the Planning Commission to 

be held on October 19, 2021.  Public Notice as required will be issued in advance of the Commission 

Meeting. 

Diane Lynn - Administrative Assistant  

  


