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Development Review Committee




          November 1996
“Based on the site plan and a site visit conducted by Planning Division Staff, it appears that development of proposed Lots 3, 4, 5 could not occur without significant grading and alteration of highly visible steep slopes, some of which are in excess of 30 percent.  As a result, Staff has serious concerns as to whether the proposed subdivision could be found consistent with the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan.”

“…Staff would recommend that the applicant consider redesigning the proposed subdivision : (1) to reduce the number of lots and provide for lots with development envelopes in areas with slopes less than 30 percent and preferably less than 20 percent; (2) to create lots which have frontage on and could obtain access from Calle Canon.”  

(At the time access was proposed across the future Elings Park South property)
Pre-application Review






   August 1999

“Based on the General Plan policies and Zoning Ordinance requirements, staff feels that the proposed subdivision exceeds the number of lots appropriate for the topography.”

Response to initial application submittal




 October 2000

“Based upon the General Plan designation of Major Hillside/Open Space in combination with the overall topography (steep slopes) and significant oak woodland, staff maintains concerns with respect to the number of lots proposed for the project site.”  

Response to Submittal 2





         September 2001

“Staff strongly recommends the applicant explore options to reduce disturbance on steep slopes of 30 percent or greater, the need for high retaining walls and tree removals.  Consistent with the comments provided by ABR, Staff has particular concerns about the appropriateness of Lots A (now Lot 5) and 4.  In order to meet the (Single Family Residence) guidelines, it may be necessary to reduce the number of parcels proposed.”
Response to Submittal 3






       May 2002

“This resubmittal does not propose alternative lot configurations and staff continues to be concerned with General Plan consistency with reference to Lots 4 and 5.”  

“The Planning Commission has a basis for denial of the subdivision if the proposal is inconsistent with General Plan policies.”  
“Staff recommends that a Concept Review hearing take place at the Planning Commission…”

“The purpose of the Concept Review hearing would be to give you an opportunity to obtain feedback and determine if General Plan consistency findings could be supported for your current development proposal with reference to Lots 4 and 5.”

Response to Submittal 4 





         September 2004

“The Commission restated concerns regarding proposed Lot 4.  Although some Commissioners did not find that the overall density of the project to be an issue, the consensus was that Lot 4 was not accessible.  Staff has previously stated concerns related to the subsequent development of this Lot in terms of potential visual impact from Elings Park and the community, policy consistency for development in the City’s Hillside, in addition to the access issues primarily related to the length of the driveway.  As designed, Staff cannot support proposed Lot 4.”
Response to Submittal 5 






       July 2005

“Staff has continued to express concerns regarding the project’s policy consistency related to a subdivision on steep slopes, specifically in areas where slopes are at or above 30%.”
“…the slope overlay and geologic details further underscore staff’s concerns that the subdivision cannot be supported as designed.”

“The project as currently designed is not consistent with the Land Use, Conservation, and Open Space Elements in that development is proposed in areas that exceed an average of 30% slopes in addition to other geologic and biological issues.”

“Staff believes that the proposed subdivision does not address (City Visual Resource) policies.”

Response to Submittal 6






 October 2007

“Staff continues to have concerns with the project’s potential inconsistency with the General Plan, as well as with environmental constraints on the property, which staff does not believe have been adequately studied or addressed.”

“Although the application has been deemed incomplete, several options have been outlined below for your consideration with regard to how to continue through the process.

1. We take the project forward to the Planning Commission with the information as currently provided.  As currently proposed, and with the environmental information that staff has, the staff recommendation would be to deny the proposal.

2. We take the project forward to the Planning Commission for another concept review with the new information provided.  Planning staff does not think that the project has been revised in any substantive way so as to address the concerns raised by the Planning Commission in previous concept reviews.  Additionally, the Planning Commission and City Council have recently reviewed several controversial hillside subdivisions, and the results of those decisions will affect their decisions/comments on this proposal.

3. You provide all of the information identified in Section IV below, and staff prepares an Initial Study for the project.  Based on the findings of the Initial Study, a Mitigated Negative Declaration or possibly and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would be prepared.

4. If you choose not to provide the additional environmental information requested, our conclusions in the Initial Study would be that there is a potentially significant impact, thus necessitating preparation of an EIR.  This is an expensive route to choose, and will not necessarily result in staff support of the project, given policy considerations.  Staff would only consider this route after Planning Commission consideration under options 1 or 2 above.  “

Response to Submittal 7  






       May 2008

“Staff remains concerned with consistency of the proposed project with the City’s General Plan as noted in the previous application review letters.”
Response to Submittal 8 





         September 2008
“Beginning with the Development Review Committee review in 1996, planning staff has consistently raised concerns regarding the consistency of the proposed subdivision with the City’s General Plan policies.  Although alterations to the project have been made through this process, staff feels that the concerns expressed in the seven previous application review letters and by the Planning Commission during concept reviews on July 25, 2002, and September 16, 2004, have not been sufficiently addressed.  Further, despite submittal of multiple drainage, geologic, and biologic studies, adequate information has not been submitted to assess site constraints or environmental impacts from the proposed subdivision.  Considering the policy and CEQA issues in light of recent Planning Commission decisions on controversial development proposals in Major Hillside areas, planning staff has chosen to bring this application, as submitted, before the Planning Commission, with a recommendation to deny the project rather than prolong project review further at the owner’s expense by initiating the CEQA review process.”  
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