CALIFORNIA

CITY OF BELMONT
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, February 1, 2022 — 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, Latimerlo, Majeski, Meier, Pyrz
Commission members absent: None

Staff Present: Community Development Director Carlos de Melo, City Attorney Scott Rennie,
Associate Planner Michael Dietz, Administrative Assistant Diane Lynn,

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Led by Chair Pyrz

3. OTHER BUSINESS

3.A AB361 Virtual Meetings

Community Development Director de Melo provided an overview of the staff report for fully virtual
meetings. In the summary, staff provided background from the previous City Council and Planning
Commission meetings adopting resolutions finding that meeting in person would present imminent risk
to the health and safety of attendees. Staff included an update on the recent San Mateo County Health
Officer statements regarding the current Public Health Order C19-12 requiring face coverings when
indoors for all individuals in workplaces and public settings regardless of vaccination status.  Staff
also provided the December 20, 2021 CDC update in regard to the omicron variant. A summary of the
most recent San Mateo County Health dashboard in regard to case rates and statistics was also provided
to the Commission.

Staff continues to conclude that the Commission may continue to reasonably find that meeting in person
by the city’s legislative bodies at this time would present imminent risks to the health or safety of
attendees; and find that the County Health Officer recommends individuals follow CDC guidance
which continues to encourage six feet of separation between individuals outside their home as a
prevention strategy, and include recommended measures to promote social distancing in settings such
as legislative body meetings.

Staff noted this item is scheduled for re-review by the City Council as part of their regularly meeting
on February 8™

Staff stated the findings and conditions continue to be pertinent to allow continuation for virtual
meetings.
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Chair Pyrz called a brief break for resolve issues with the video stream broadcast to go live on the City
website.

The meeting resumed at 7:15pm

COMMISSION QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION
In response to Commissioners, staff stated the following:

e The Commission is a subordinate legislative body of the City Council (CC). The CC is asking
the Commission to make a legislative finding consistent with the legislative finding the Council
has made unless there is a good reason to make a different finding. The CC is the primary
legislative body. The majority of other cities City Councils make the determination for the
subordinate bodies.

COMMISSION DELIBERATION

Commissioner Meier stated he had the same concerns in prior meetings on this item, and stated it seems
to be relying on subjective criteria that are not well defined in the recommendation to make the findings
to continue to remain virtual. He also stated the Brown Act requires open public meetings and under
AB361 they are required to make a finding that it is an imminent threat to public health for meeting in
person. Commissioner Meier added that the County is allowing meetings indoors and without knowing
what criteria the County is using and without the County Public Health Officials stating that there is a
threat from such meetings, he could not make the findings.

Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing.

Max Reinhardt, stated there is an unnecessary restriction of cameras for the public and only use of
auditory means of speaking.

Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing.

In response to the public comment, staff stated the public has the opportunity to provide information to
staff and the Commission via email. Staff also added the public still can participate and address the
Commission in the meeting verbally. City Attorney Rennie stated when you expand the scope of the
public forum virtually, the grounds on how what might be presented visually opens up the public forum
greater than what the law requires and then you would not know what might be shown, which can be a
problem in which other cities have experienced. City Attorney Rennie concluded how the meetings
are currently handled is an appropriate medium for the communication to occur, and the Brown Act
does not require mediums be broadcast or internet broadcast.

The majority of the Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.

ACTION: On a motion by Commissioner Kramer, Seconded by Commissioner Majeski to approve
the virtual meetings for February.

Motion passed 6-1 (6 Ayes, 1 Noe)

4. COMMUNITY FORUM

Chair Pyrz opened the Community Forum.

No comments were brought forth in the public forum.
Chair Pyrz closed the Community Forum.

5. COMMISSIONER ANNOUNCEMENTS / AGENDA AMENDMENTS
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Commissioner Latimerlo suggested having an agenda item discussion regarding public video access.
Staff will provide information to Council and request their feedback on how to move forward with
public video access.

6. CONSENT CALENDAR - NONE

7. STUDY SESSION — NONE

8. PUBLIC HEARINGS

8 A. 3288 Oak Court (Single-Family Design Review)
Commissioners stated no ex-parte communications were made.

Associate Planner Dietz provided a presentation to consider a Single-Family Design Review to
construct a new 3,105 square foot house on a vacant lot and a Tree Removal Permit to remove twelve
protected trees on-site.

The proposal would include the removal of 12 protected trees, 1,296 cubic yards of cut, with 33 cubic
yards repurposed as fill on site. Staff stated the neighborhood outreach requirements appeared to have
been met, however, email concerns came in after the staff report was published that stated there was a
square footage discrepancy, confusion on who owned the property, whether a COC was issued, tree
removal concerns, environmental impacts, and construction concerns. The project is currently
landscaped with mature trees, a new driveway would be included as well as access stairs and various
retaining walls, a garden would be constructed at the rear of the property, and the project would need
to be approved by Mid-Peninsula Water District prior to issuance of the Building Permit. The trees
were recommended for removal by the arborist due to proximity to the proposed improvements and
safety concerns. The applicant has proposed 12 mitigation plantings, and the criteria for removal
outweighs the criteria supporting retention. Staff also noted the subject site is located within the San
Juan Hills Area, and therefore is governed by the San Juan Hills Area Plan.

Staff stated the project is well-designed and articulated, public views would not be impacted, the level
of grading is appropriate based on conditions, the site would be well landscaped, 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.
Bahram Mozayeny, project engineer provided additional details about the project.
Coralin Feiebach, property owner provided a brief background and intentions for the property.

COMMISSION QUESTIONS
No Commission questions were brought forth.

Chair Pyrz opened the Public Hearing.

Hilary Gevondyan-opposed project

Dave Vella- opposed project

Max Reinhardt-Found the project befitting and wondered if analysis was done for hillside roadway
improvement standards in the SJHAP for this project.

Chair Pyrz closed the Public Hearing.

In response to public comments, staff stated the following:
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Geotechnical Engineer investigated site for shallow springs or groundwater that may be of
concern. Nothing was found to indicate there was special conditions relative to the site.
CEQA is relevant for all projects. The list of categorical exemptions, which would include a
new single-family residence is applicable for this project. Regarding the Migratory Birds Act,
the Birds and Bats mitigation measure has been included and the applicant is not allowed to
removed trees during bird nesting or raptor nesting season.

Oak Court is shown as an improved road, therefore a Hillside Roadway Plan would not be
required for this project.

For egress/ingress, there is a construction management plan that is part of the project, as well
as preconstruction meetings with contractors and staff to help coordinate how construction
would occur.

Mitigation plantings will need to be done before Planning will final the permit.

The city does not regulate private views unless an applicant is seeking a floor area exception.
Privacy of the roof deck would not be looked at for the privacy scope.

By covering the CEQA analysis, the NEPA analysis is essentially covered (State and Federal).
The roof deck does not extend out.

Outreach notification had several means of contacting the contractor for questions in bold
upper-case letters that included phone, text, email, and appointment in person. Only one email
response came in regarding not receiving the notice, and the applicant stated they never received
their comment, therefore they could not address their concern.

COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND DELIBERATION

Commissioners made the findings in the affirmative.

ACTION: On a motion by Chair Pyrz, seconded by Commissioner Kelley to approve a Single-Family
Design Review for 3288 Oak Court, Application Number PA2021-0058.

Motion passed 7-0 (7 Ayes, 0 Noes)

Staff stated this item is appealable within 10-calendar day appealable.

9. OTHER BUSINESS / UPDATES — NONE

ADJOURNMENT at this time being 8:43 PM to a regular meeting of the Planning Commission to
be held on February 15, 2022. Public Notice as required will be issued in advance of the Commission
Meeting.

Diane Lynn - Administrative Assistant



