CITY OF CAMPBELL PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
7:30 P.M.

SEPTEMBER 22, 2020
REMOTE ON-LINE ZOOM MEETING

TUESDAY

The Planning Commission meeting of September 22, 2020, was called to order at 7:30 p.m.
by Chair Krey and the following proceedings were had, to wit:
ROLL CALL
Commissioners Present: Chair:
Vice Chair:
Commissioner:
Commissioner:
Commissioner:
Commissioner:

Michael Krey
Maggie Ostrowski
Adam Buchbinder
Stuart Ching
Nick Colvill
Andrew Rivlin

Commissioners Absent: None
Staff Present:

Community
Development Director:
Senior Planner:
Assistant Planner:
City Attorney:
Recording Secretary:

Paul Kermoyan
Daniel Fama
Naz Pouya Healy
William Seligmann
Corinne Shinn

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Motion:

Upon motion by Commissioner Ostrowski, seconded by Commissioner
Rivlin, the Planning Commission minutes of the meeting of September
8, 2020, were approved as submitted. (5-0-0-1; Commissioner
Buchbinder abstained)

COMMUNICATIONS
None
AGENDA MODIFICATIONS OR POSTPONEMENTS
None
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ORAL REQUESTS
None

***

Chair Krey read Agenda Item No. 1 into the record as follows:
PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. PLN2019-192

Public Hearing to consider the Appeal by Nitin Srivastava of the
Community Development Director’s denial of a Tree Removal
Permit (PLN2019-192) to remove one (1) oak tree located in the
rear yard of property located at 1698 Hyde Drive. Staff is
recommending that this item be deemed Statutorily Exempt under
CEQA. Planning Commission action final unless appealed in writing
to the City Clerk within 10 calendar days. Project Planner: Naz
Pouya Healy, Assistant Planner.

Ms. Naz Pouya Healy, Assistant Planner, provided the staff report.
Chair Krey asked if there were questions for staff.
Commissioner Ostrowski asked who is responsible for trees at a neighbor’s property.
Planner Naz Pouya Healy replied that the tree is owned by the property on which the trunk
is located. This property owner is the one that submitted this application for removal.
Commissioner Buchbinder clarified that if a tree is causing damage to a structure it qualifies
for removal. However, if the damage is to other property improvements such as a fence,
retaining wall or concrete, it is not eligible.
Planner Naz Pouya Healy replied that the Ordinance identifies structural damage to the
main home, pools and other structures on site greater than 200 square feet in size.
Commissioner Buchbinder said that it is considered that the repair and/or replacement of
other such items is not found to be an undue hardship in order to retain a viable protected
tree.
Planner Naz Pouya Healy replied correct. She added that this existing retaining wall needs
repair and can be done so as not to so tightly restrict this tree’s trunk when rebuilt larger
enough to contain it.
Commissioner Rivlin asked if there is any impact in consideration when a property such as
this one is so close to the shared jurisdictional border with Los Gatos.
Planner Naz Pouya Healy replied no.
Chair Krey opened the Public Hearing for Agenda Item No. 1.
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Nitin Srivastava, Appellant and Property Owner, 1698 Hyde Drive:
• Explained that he would be left with no adequate space to walk if this existing retaining
will must be expanded to accommodate this existing tree.
• Reported that in the five years of his ownership of this property, this tree has moved
and bent the retaining wall. He showed two photographs depicting the decline between
2015 and 2020.
• Stated he is willing to place a similar tree elsewhere on his property in replacement..
• Reported that a fence contractor said any new fence put in would again bow as a result
of this tree.
• Assured that he wouldn’t have appealed if he could easily put a replacement retaining
wall, but the area is small, and a large wall would leave no space to walk by it.
• Pointed out a crack in the sidewalk on this site and the increase in its size between 2015
and 2020.
• Said the question remains, is it worth it to require him to retain this tree.
• Concluded by saying he now rests his case.
• Pointed out that with the fires occurring in California and the need for defensible spaces
that might be an added consideration for this tree removal.
Commissioner Ostrowski asked the Appellant what the width of the retaining wall is. It
seems to be about two-foot distance between edge to fence.
Nitin Srivastava said that it is less than one foot and the tree is situated at the intersection
of three properties.
Commissioner asked if there is anything else planted in the area created by the retaining
wall.
Nitin Srivastava replied just this one tree.
Commissioner Rivlin asked the intended purpose for this retaining wall. Is it to retain soil
or simply to serve as a planter for the tree?
Nitin Srivastava said that his neighbor’s property is elevated three feet higher than his
property, so it is primarily to hold back that soil.
Commissioner Rivlin asked where the roots impact the soil surface,
Nitin Srivastava said that the tree trunk is growing beneath the dirt. The roots are not oozing
out of it.
Commissioner Rivlin asked if this retaining wall is holding up this tree?
Nitin Srivastava:
• Stated that if this existing retaining wall is removed for repair it would have to be rebuilt
due to this three-foot difference in grade.
• Said that the retaining wall is holding the neighbor’s land (soil). It has to be replaced.
• Added that retention of this tree would complicate the replacement more.
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Said that the new retaining wall would have to be brought further into his property. It
cannot be replaced in exactly the same place.

Commissioner Buchbinder directed his question to staff as to whether this tree were within
a larger retaining wall and blocking passage around it from both directions, would that be a
valid reason to remove the tree so as not to have to expand the depth of the retaining wall?
Director Paul Kermoyan:
• Reported that there needs to be adequate access around the structure for fire access.
• Added that Fire would not have to go around this corner as long as there is access from
the other direction to that point.
• Stated that this tree is probably helping to stabilize this retaining wall area of the property
against soil movement.
• Reminded that this existing retaining wall must be replaced or there could be geological
issues.
• Pointed out that a tree can actually outgrow or adapt to its confined conditions.
• Advised that the tree roots are probably going the other direction away from the house
and into the higher soil on the adjacent property.
• Said that the base of this tree is right on the soil and going straight down on Mr.
Srivastava’s side and with its roots growing outward onto the other side’s higher-grade
soil.
Commissioner Buchbinder:
• Reminded that Mr. Srivastava has concerns that roots from this tree are going to one
day damage his house and/or that there is danger of this tree falling over onto his house.
• Asked if there is any written professional assessment to this risk provided.
Nitkin Srivastava:
• Replied that he has not retained a tree expert or arborist.
• Advised that he just has the feedback of the contractor who came in to quote the
replacement retaining wall.
Commissioner Ostrowski asked if there is something on the other side of the fence that is
blocking light thus causing the angled trunk.
Planner Naz Pouya Healy:
• Said that this tree is surrounded.
• Added that a tree reaches into the direction where there is most light.
• Stated that if a tree experiences a sudden lean, that is a concern.
Commissioner Buchbinder pointed out that an arborist report could determine the risk of
falling for this tree.
Planner Naz Pouya Healy agreed that an arborist could look at the existing conditions and
make a recommendation on its viability.
Lynne Lampos: Neighbor on Hyde Drive:
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Thanked the Commission for the opportunity to speak to this request.
Admitted that she appreciates the care taken in consideration of this matter.
Said that she is a neighbor across the street and is in favor of her neighbor’s request to
remove this tree.
Stated that in her opinion this tree has just outgrown its location. It is a big tree in a tiny
space between three properties.
Added that this tree will continue to grow even bigger.
Pointed out that this tree may well be a “volunteer” that is simply out of place. Again, it
has outgrown its location.
Advised that there are other trees on all three of these adjacent properties, so they won’t
be robbed of beauty if this tree is gone.
Suggested that one option could be that Nitkin be allowed to contribute to an in-lieu fund
to allow the planting of a replacement tree elsewhere in the city where it can better be
accommodated.
Stressed that this tree does not fit where it is.
Stated that she loves trees, but this one doesn’t add to this yard or its adjacent yards
as evidenced by the damaged fences on all three properties caused by this tree.
Reminded that this removal is not to allow for the construction of a mega-house or to
put in a new pool. It is a tree that has become a headache with little in return.
Reiterated her support for removal and expressed her appreciation on the thoughtful
and careful questions by the Planning Commission and staff.

Chair Krey closed the Public Hearing for Agenda Item No. 1.
Commissioner Ostrowski:
• Said that she too loves trees.
• Added that the City’s Tree Protection Ordinance is important.
• Admitted that this request is a tough one due to this tree’s location on this property and
the fact that it may be a “volunteer” rather deliberately planted under these conditions
within a narrow retaining wall at the junction of three adjacent properties’ fences.
• Said that it is pretty difficult to imagine success for this tree. Perhaps if it were not
situated so close to this home and the fences.
• Listed the issues of the retaining wall, dilapidated fences and proximity of the tree to
this house as challenging.
• Said that even if the retaining wall is rebuilt the fence would still have to be built to butt
up against that tree.
• Stated that as a result, she supports this request to remove this tree and have it replaced
with either one or several trees per Ordinance requirements.
Commissioner Buchbinder:
• Agreed that this tree is very inconveniently located on this property.
• Pointed out that within the Tree Protection Ordinance there are no provisions to support
removal of a protected tree if the impact is to things other than a structure such as
concrete or fencing. That is intentional. Unless the evidence can be provided that shows
damage to the house or a structure, it is the obligation of a property owner to retain this
tree.
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Chair Krey:
• Stated that tree issues like this are always tough.
• Said that the Ordinance is pretty stringent as it really tries to save trees.
• Added that we have to be subjective and must ask ourselves, “Are we going overboard
here?”
• Pointed out that he is not an expert on trees himself and has to depend on our experts.
• Added that we try to be as fair as possible.
• Advised that he would lean toward denying this appeal based on the Ordinance.
• Stated that he knows this is a tough situation for this owner.
Commissioner Rivlin:
• Stated that he is torn on this request for removal.
• Agreed that this tree will continue to grow and present new problems.
• Questioned whether we should look at the long-term aspects of this situation or just this
current period of time.
City Attorney William Seligmann advised the Commission that they can consider what
would happen in the future when considering their action on this request.
Commissioner Rivlin:
• Said that in this case, this tree is located close to this home. The tree is already leaning
in the direction of the house.
• Stated that the tree could pose a future disaster and/or structural damage to the home
itself.
• Opined that having to rebuild walls and fencing every five years or so does equate to a
hardship for this owner.
• Said that this owner has a replanting location on his property and with the required
replacement tree(s) he is trying to make the case for the appellant.
• Concluded that he sees a reason to side with the appellant’s case here.
Commissioner Colvill:
• Said he respects everyone’s feedback and agrees with the case made by Commissioner
Rivlin.
• Stated that the question he asks himself, “How bad must it get before we can remove a
tree?”
• Pointed out that we all have trees.
• Concluded that he is just weighing in here.
Commissioner Ching:
• Agreed that this situation is difficult.
• Stated that the Community Development Director’s conclusions are right. This request
for removal doesn’t meet the Ordinance standards.
• Added that he also agrees with the comments made by Commissioners Ostrowski and
Rivlin.
• Advised that he too is a big fan of trees and it pains him to support this removal since it
doesn’t meet the removal standards.
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Suggested that perhaps instead of just one replacement tree this owner be required to
plant two replacement trees of 24-inch box size perhaps at the front of his property
instead.

Commissioner Ostrowski:
• Pointed out that there will be a point at some time in the future when this tree will have
grown large enough to have to be removed.
• Added that the new tree(s) replaced by this owner as a condition of this tree’s removal
will grow larger with time as well.
Commissioner Rivlin:
• Reminded that this owner also has a side yard with a few suitable spaces for new
tree(s).
• Pointed out that side yard space is actually bigger than the front yard on this property.
• Suggested that the replacement would be an Oak tree and he is fine with just one
replacement rather than two trees.
Commissioner Ching pointed out that the rational to require two is due to the fact that this
removal request does not meet the established criteria within the Tree Protection Ordinance
to support its removal. If the tree were damaging the home, it could be approved and the
replacement ratio in that situation would be a single tree.
Commissioner Buchbinder:
• Stated his agreement with Commissioner Ching’s comments.
• Added that one does not envision a tree of this size being wedged into such a small box
but again this removal request doesn’t meet established criteria.
• Said that since it doesn’t meet criteria there should be more than a one to one
replacement.
Commissioner Ostrowski pointed out that there is not enough space remaining on this
property to accommodate two large mature trees.
Chair Krey said if a motion to approve is made there is no draft resolution for approval of
the appeal.
Director Paul Kermoyan:
• Suggested that the Commission should continue this item to a specified meeting date
of October 13, 2020, to allow staff to prepare the findings and conditions for an approval
to bring back for adoption.
• Said that there is enough support here amongst the Commission and they should vet
out what mitigations they want included as part of the approval.
Commissioner Ching:
• Said one outstanding issue is whether there should be one or two replacement trees.
• Added that he would propose leaving that decision up to the Director on which number
and species of tree replacement to require.

Campbell Planning Commission Minutes for September 22, 2020

Page 8

Director Paul Kermoyan:
• Stated that we don’t want to over plant the site but rather allow new tree(s) to have
ample space for growth.
• Suggested permits requiring one replacement and an in-lieu fee instead of the second
tree requirement.
• Asked the Commission to consider a condition offering the appellant one option (two
replacement trees) or the second option (one tree and in-lieu fee instead of a second
tree).
Commissioner Buchbinder supported leaving the two options up to this appellant/property
owner. He can choose to plant two new trees or one new tree and one in-lieu fee instead
of the second tree.
Chair Krey called for a motion
Motion:

Upon motion of Commissioner Ostrowski, seconded by
Commissioner Ching, the Planning Commission CONTINUED TO THE
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATE CERTAIN OF OCTOBER
13, 2020, the approval of the Appeal of the Community Development
Director’s denial of a Tree Removal Permit (PLN2019-192) to remove
one (1) oak tree located in the rear yard of property located at 1698
Hyde Drive, with the following guidance to staff in terms of the draft
resolution:
• Requiring the replacement of the removed tree with one 24-inch
box and (at the applicant’s discretion) either:
o Requiring a second replacement 24-inch box tree; or
o Requiring the payment of a $500 in-lieu fee;
by the following roll call vote:
AYES:
Buchbinder, Ching, Colvill, Ostrowski and Rivlin
NOES:
Krey
ABSENT:
None
ABSTAIN:
None

Chair Krey advised that this item would return to the next meeting on October 13, 2020, for
the adoption of an approval resolution
***
Chair Krey read Agenda Item No. 2 into the record as follows:
2. PLN-2020-48

Public Hearing to consider the application of Grand Petroleum Inc.,
for a Modification (PLN-2020-48) to a previously approved
Conditional Use Permit (UP 78-2) with Site and Architectural
Review to allow site and building alterations to an existing gasoline
service station including reconfiguration of the fuel station layout, a
new fuel station canopy, new trash enclosure, restriping of parking
stalls, installation of new landscaping, and accessibility
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improvements, for property located at 1533 W. Campbell Avenue.
Staff is recommending that this item be deemed Statutorily Exempt
under CEQA. Planning Commission action final unless appealed in
writing to the City Clerk within 10 calendar days. Project Planner:
Daniel Fama, Senior Planner
Mr. Daniel Fama, Senior Planner, provided the staff report.
Chair Krey asked if there were questions for staff.
Commissioner Buchbinder asked why this item is before the Planning Commission.
Planner Daniel Fama reported that it is not for the use itself but rather for the construction
of a new canopy and other changes to the site.
Commissioner Ostrowski asked if there would be any work on the existing underground
tanks.
Planner Daniel Fama said that aspect of the project does not fall within the purview of the
Planning Commission. Tanks must be updated and as such this owner decided it was a
good time to do additional improvements to the site, which the Commission reviews.
Amin Salki, Property Owner/Applicant:
• Claimed that his architect, Sunny Tam, did not receive the link to this meeting.
• Stated that his plan is to put added capital investment to improve the look and flow of
this site.
Chair Krey opened the Public Hearing for Agenda Item No. 2.
Chair Krey asked if there are any questions from the Commission for the applicant.
There were none.
Chair Krey closed the Public Hearing for Agenda Item No. 2.
Commissioner Ostrowski provided the Site and Architectural Review Committee report as
follows:
• Reported that this applicant is trying to improve the flow and circulation of his site and
since he has to replace his tanks at this time, it was the time to do the rest.
• Stated that SARC was very supportive.
• Added that overall, the proposed changes look good.
• Concluded that there were no concerns for SARC.
Commissioner Ching agreed.
Commissioner Buchbinder said this request is straightforward and provides a clear
improvement to this location. He stated his support.
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Upon motion of Commissioner Ostrowski, seconded by
Commissioner Ching, the Planning Commission took adopted
Resolution No. 4574 approving a Modification (PLN-2020-48) to a
previously approved Conditional Use Permit (UP 78-2) with Site and
Architectural Review to allow site and building alterations to an
existing gasoline service station including reconfiguration of the fuel
station layout, a new fuel station canopy, new trash enclosure,
restriping of parking stalls, installation of new landscaping, and
accessibility improvements, for property located at 1533 W. Campbell
Avenue, as modified by the desk item, by the following roll call vote:
AYES:
Buchbinder, Ching, Colvill, Krey, Ostrowski and Rivlin
NOES:
None
ABSENT:
None
ABSTAIN:
None

Chair Krey advised that the Planning Commission action is final unless appealed in writing
to the City Clerk within ten calendar days.
***
Chair Krey called for a five-minute break at 8:33 p.m.
Chair Krey reconvened the meeting at 8:38 p.m.
Chair Krey read Agenda Item No. 1 into the record as follows:
3. PLN2019-206

Public Hearing to consider the application of Michael Schwager for a
Planned Development Permit (PLN2019-206) to allow construction
of an approximately 7,000 square-foot single-story industrial
building; a Parking Modification Permit to allow a reduction in the
number of required parking stalls; and a Variance (PLN2019-207) to
allow retention of existing overhead utility lines, for property located
at 1055 Florence Way. Staff is recommending that this item be
deemed Categorically Exempt under CEQA. Tentative City Council
Meeting Date: October 20, 2020. Project Planner: Daniel Fama,
Senior Planner

Mr. Daniel Fama, Senior Planner, provided the staff report.
Chair Krey asked if there were questions for staff.
Commissioner Buchbinder said it seems that neither PG&E nor the applicant want to
underground. Where is that coming from?
Planner Daniel Fama replied City Code. Undergrounding in this case would require more
poles rather than losing any. The intent of the Code is to reduce the number of poles and
not increase them.
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Commissioner Buchbinder asked how much interior bike parking there will be.
Planner Daniel Fama replied seven spaces for bikes, scooters and motorcycles. They are
also providing indoor showers for those who commute on bike.
Chair Krey said it seems that approving Variances for utility poles is fairly typical. It’s
happening a lot now.
Planner Daniel Fama replied correct.
Chair Krey asked if there have been parking issues in this area.
Planner Daniel Fama:
• Said that there are always parking challenges with older buildings that result in a lot of
spillover onto the public streets. This building is located on a private street not a public
street.
• Added that there have been no complaints about parking.
Commissioner Rivlin asked what might occur if the private street were to disappear.
Planner Daniel Fama:
• Said within current developments a private street is shared common space.
• Reported that some older developments such as this one on Florence, there are
easements in place to allow for use of the private street by the buildings located along
it.
• Added that it would be challenging for Florence to go away due to those easements.
Commissioner Ostrowski provided the Site and Architectural Review Committee report as
follows:
• Reported that SARC was in favor of this applicant receiving a Variance to not
underground the overhead lines.
• Said they found that it makes no sense to do so if it still results in more poles than fewer.
There would be two extra poles in this case.
• Added that SARC was supportive of the Parking Modification Permit.
Chair Krey opened the Public Hearing for Agenda Item No. 3.
Mike Schwager, Applicant, & Property Owner, Schwager-Davis, Inc.:
• Said that he has lived in the Bay Area for 45 years and may end up being the owneroccupant of this
• Stated that Schwager-Davis, Inc. is a commercial real estate and transportation firm.
• Said that they are well aware of the importance of having sufficient parking.
• Added that they are excited by this site and its proximity to Highway 17 and modes of
mass transit including VTA Light Rail, VTA buses, rideshares such as Lyft and Uber and
the Los Gatos Creek Trail.
• Pointed out that this site is located just 600 feet away from the LG Creek Trail.
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Advised that he personally bikes to work and currently has to keep his bike in his office
at work and there are no shower facilities there.
Assured that they would have the required parking, including bike parking indoors and
showers for those who bike to work to use on arrival.
Reported that Florence functions as a wide private driveway to the buildings located
along it.
Said that a previous project was approved in 2012 that planned for 12 parking stalls and
said with their project tonight they have added an additional three spaces than the 12
previously approved.
Cautioned that they are maxed out in terms of available space for parking at 15 spaces.
Reiterated the close proximity to public transit and other alternative forms of commuting
are increasing.
Reported that other surrounding cities and industries require less parking.
Assured that with 15 parking spaces proposed, they have twice the parking capacity
that they will need for their intended use. The estimate for their own use is just six
spaces needed.
Advised that they own three similar buildings in San Jose.
Thanked the Commission for their consideration.

Chair Krey asked if there were any questions from the Commission for the applicant.
Commissioner Buchbinder verified with Mike Schwager that their desired parking is six
spaces and that 15 spaces is as many as they could fit in. The City required 18 spaces.
Mike Schwager replied correct.
Chair Krey asked if there were any others with questions for this project.
There were none.
Chair Krey closed the Public Hearing for Agenda Item No. 3.
Commissioner Buchbinder asked how the Zoning Ordinance for Industrial treats bicycle
versus vehicle parking standards. Do we have that here.
Planner Daniel Fama replied no.
Chair Krey:
• Said that this is a nice project.
• Added that a parking modification and Variance to not have to underground utilities are
the only issues.
• Agreed that this is a congested area.
• Admitted that he is happy this building will provide showers for those who bike to work
there. He said he is much in favor of biking.
• Concluded that this project looks good.
Commissioner Ching:
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Reported that he serves on SARC.
Thanked Mike Schwager for his investment in Campbell.
Stated that this is a well-designed project.
Added that the request for a Variance not to have to underground is requested since
doing so would result in more poles to this site rather than the fewer desired per intent
of the Ordinance.
Concluded the Underground Variance is understandable.

Commissioner Buchbinder:
• Said he concurs with Commissioner Ching.
• Thanked the applicant for bringing forth such a nice-looking building that has a nice flair
to it.
• Stated his appreciation for the provision of bike lockers plus two outdoor bike spaces.
• Added that such provision allows employees to take advantage of existing biking
infrastructure.
• Concluded that there is no reason not to support this project.
Commissioner Rivlin:
• Stated his support to forward this project on to Council with a recommendation for their
approval.
• Concurred with the finding of nice design for this building.
Commissioner Krey asked for a motion.
Director Paul Kermoyan pointed out that the previous building approved for this site
consisted of less square footage and conformed to parking standards.
Motion:

Upon motion of Commissioner Ching, seconded by Commissioner
Rivlin, the Planning Commission took the following actions:
1. Adopted Resolution No. 4575 recommending the that the City
Council approve a Planned Development Permit with a Parking
Modification Permit to allow construction of a 7,002 square-foot
single-story industrial building; and
2. Adopted Resolution No. 4576 recommending that the City
Council approve a Variance to allow retention of existing
overhead utility lines;
on property located at 1055 Florence Way, by the following roll call
vote:
AYES:
Buchbinder, Ching, Colvill, Krey, Ostrowski and Rivlin
NOES:
None
ABSENT:
None
ABSTAIN:
None

Chair Krey advised that this item would be considered for final action by the City Council at
its meeting on October 20, 2020.
***
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REPORT OF THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR
Director Paul Kermoyan provided the following update:
• Reported that Council considered the Planning Commission’s request to initiate an
Update to the Parking Ordinance.
• Said the item was discussed but Council felt that this is not the right time.
• Advised that Council wants to see if there are other Boards and Commissions that might
also have work plan suggestions. They would like to solicit a complete list of what each
Advisory Body may feel the City should be working on for the Council to consider all at
one time when developing the next work plan.
• Added that the Commission’s ideas and observations were much appreciated,
• Said that staff would continue with issue identification. Thus far, the Planning
Commission has ADU Amnesty, FAR Standards and Parking Standards.
• Concluded that in January, Council will begin discussions for Work Plan priorities that
also involves evaluating and budgeting for the cost for each project undertaken.
Commissioner Colvill asked if there is any plan yet for a Joint Council/Planning Commission
Session.
Commissioner Buchbinder said he hopes to see the wish list developed in January.
Director Paul Kermoyan:
• Said that this will be on a Council agenda in January.
• Added that the Planning Commission can identify those items of importance to them.
• Admitted that he is not sure at this time just how the Mayor will organize this process.
Commissioner Buchbinder asked if Council would get back to us.
Director Paul Kermoyan said yes. He reiterated that PC has two or three suggestions
already in mind.
Commissioner Buchbinder admitted that he also has a couple of more items to propose.
Director Paul Kermoyan asked that each Commissioner keep their individual list of ideas.
ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Commission meeting adjourned 9:10 p.m. to the next Regular Planning
Commission Meeting on October 13, 2020, which will be conducted on Zoom.
SUBMITTED BY:

______________________________________
Corinne Shinn, Recording Secretary

APPROVED BY:

______________________________________
Michael Krey, Chair

ATTEST:

______________________________________
Paul Kermoyan, Secretary

