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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
June 14, 2011
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department
SUBJECT:
Appeal Of Planning Commission Approval Of 900 Calle De Los Amigos Valle Verde Retirement Facility
RECOMMENDATION:  
That Council deny the appeal of the Law Office of Marc Chytilo, representing Hidden Oaks Homeowners Association, and the appeal of Weinberg, Rodger & Rosenfeld, representing the Service Employees International Union-United Healthcare Workers West (“UHW”) and Friends of Valle Verde (“FVV"); certify the Environmental Impact Report; uphold the Planning Commission approval of the Lot Line Adjustment, the Conditional Use Permit Amendment and the Modifications; and direct Staff to return with an appropriate Resolution of Decision and Findings.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On April 14, 2011, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit Amendment for 40 new independent residential units (37 net new units) and additions to the support facilities on the Valle Verde Retirement facility grounds. The project also included Modifications to reduce the front setback from Torino Road, and front and interior setbacks along the private roads and interior lot lines, and a Lot Line Adjustment between two Valle Verde owned parcels.  At the hearing, a number of people spoke in support of the project, and a number of people, including the appellants, spoke in opposition to the project.  Issues raised at the hearing and in the subsequent appeal of the project include: concerns about the project's visual, traffic, grading, and parking impacts; change in the character of the neighborhood; and adequacy of environmental review. In response to some of the comments raised at the Planning Commission hearing, the Final Environmental Impact Report was revised to clarify the information presented. This report addresses the issues raised at the Planning Commission hearing and explains the Planning Commission’s determination that the project is consistent with all applicable policies and regulations, as well as its findings to approve the project and certify the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
DISCUSSION:
Project Description & Background
The Valle Verde Retirement Facility is licensed by the State both as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly and a Skilled Nursing Facility. Valle Verde operates under a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that was first approved in 1960, and has been amended a number of times.  Since 1965, when the first phase was constructed, the use of the site has included independent living and 24-hour care for seniors. In the past, the Facility has been approved for as many as 254 independent living units and studios, a skilled nursing building with 80 beds, an assisted living building with 44 beds, common dining areas, recreational common rooms, bed and breakfast, and administrative and maintenance buildings. The current number of independent living units is 208 units with the number of independent living units having decreased by units being combined or converted to other uses.
The proposed project is a request for an amended CUP with new development additions and remodeling. The CUP would be amended to encompass an adjacent parcel owned by Valle Verde, known as the Rutherford Parcel. The project would involve the demolition of 2 independent living residential units (defined as units containing kitchens), the demolition of a single family residence on the Rutherford Parcel, and the construction of 40 new independent living residential units for a net increase of 37 new independent living residential units. The existing 11 studio units (defined as units that share a kitchen with up to 3 other studios) would be reduced to 7 units through the demolition of 4 units.  If approved as proposed, the new CUP would allow 246 independent living units, and 7 studio units.
Project components involving the support facilities for the residents would include a two-story addition to the Administration building, where a 4-room bed and breakfast and a small banking office would be located. The existing 2-room bed and breakfast, currently located in a former independent living unit would be demolished. The Assisted Living facility would include an addition of four new beds, and the Dining & Multi-Purpose Building would be remodeled along with minor additions totaling 1,300 square feet. The existing 4,348 square foot Maintenance Building would be demolished and a new 5,642 square foot maintenance facility would be constructed approximately 20 feet to the east.
Several of the existing parking areas on the project site would be reconfigured for dedicated residential, visitor and employee parking, and would provide a total of 83 new parking spaces. A parking permit program would be implemented to track the residential and employee parking. After project implementation, a total of 414 parking spaces would be provided on the project site. A new driveway from the Rutherford Parcel would provide access to eight of the ten proposed residential units on that lot, with the remaining two units accessed from within the campus. The project would include the dedication of a 9.8-acre oak woodland area on the western portion of the project site. The project also includes a minor Lot Line Adjustment between two parcels owned by Valle Verde. Additional project information can be found in the Planning Commission Staff Report, dated April 7, 2011, included as Attachment 4.
Planning Commission Approval

The Planning Commission reviewed the project on April 14, 2011 and its minutes are included as Attachment 5. After considering all of the information provided by staff, the applicant, and comments from the public, both in support and opposition to the project, the Commission certified the Proposed Final EIR (4-1), and approved the project (5-0) with changes to the draft conditions of approval (See Attachment 6 – PC Resolution 011-08).
On April 25, 2011 the City Clerks received appeals filed by Mark Chytilo representing Hidden Oaks HOA and the law firm of Weinberg, Rodger & Rosenfeld on behalf of the Service Employees International Union-United Healthcare Workers West (UHW).

Appeal Issues (Response to Mark Chytilo representing Hidden Oaks HOA, Attachment 1):
Note: Additional responses to this letter can be found in Volume II of the EIR, Responses to Comments, in response to comment letter number 132.

1.
The project is inconsistent with City’s General Plan, City Charter and Zoning Ordinance… The project is inconsistent with the General Plan Conservation Element, Land Use Element, Zoning Ordinance (Modifications and Setbacks) and City Charter 1507 (land development shall not exceed its public services)
· The project is inconsistent with the General Plan Conservation Element
Most of the proposed development is within the footprint of the existing campus. Proposed development on the fringe of the existing development, consisting of eight single story residential units on the Rutherford lot (West Area) occurs in an already disturbed portion of the site, and the closest neighbors (Hidden Oaks development, consisting of two-story houses) would be more than 70 feet away.  The four residential units in the Northwest Area are located adjacent to the oak woodland, and the EIR found that this development would not have significant unavoidable impacts on the oak woodland habitat. The project may be found consistent with the policies in the Conservation Element because it would conserve existing oak woodland, would have only minor impacts on natural resources, and because the scale and type of proposed development that is close to neighbor properties is similar to and substantially separated from that development. Policies from the Conservation Element are analyzed under Section 6 of the EIR.
Potential visual impacts were analyzed in the EIR prepared for the project. Visual simulations were prepared and evaluated by an expert and staff. Several components were analyzed to determine visual impacts.  Criteria used to determine the significance of the visual impacts included the existence of heavily travelled roadways, prominent viewing areas, and the type of visual resource being impacted. Further responses to the visual impact concerns are found in Volume II of the EIR (response #59, 60, 90 & 91). It should be noted that the project site is at the end of a cul-de-sac, there are no prominent viewing areas, such as a park, and the background views of the Santa Ynez Mountains will still be visible after the completion of the project.
The existing support facilities (e.g. long term care facilities, administration, maintenance buildings, etc.) are located in the center of the Valle Verde campus. All new development at the edge of the campus would be residential use, and would be separated from adjacent residential properties by a distance greater than required by Zoning Ordinance. This design approach is consistent with policies regarding preservation of the residential neighborhood integrity. 
· The project is inconsistent with General Plan Land Use Element language that recommends that senior housing facilities be compatible with their surrounding neighborhoods
The proposed development increases the size of an existing, approved retirement community. The Valle Verde facility has existed in the neighborhood since 1965, and each project improvement has been approved based on findings of neighborhood compatibility. The proposed development would be an expansion of the existing land use, would be single-story clustered development similar in size, bulk and scale to the existing Valle Verde development and the adjacent Hidden Oak development, and would be substantially separated from the Hidden Oaks development. Existing support facilities, which are not proposed to increase substantially in size, would continue to be located within the core of the developed area on the site, and would continue to be separated from adjacent development by single story residential development.  New buildings would be subject to design review that would ensure that they are visually pleasing designs.  
Additional parking spaces are being provided on-site, and a parking program is proposed to be implemented, to reduce facility parking on Calle de los Amigos.  Special events are currently being held on the site, and the number or attendance of these events are not proposed to change with this proposal.
· The required Zoning Ordinance Findings regarding a residential care facility’s setbacks, site area, and demand for services cannot be made
The appellant believes the eight units on the Rutherford property constitute a new residential care facility, and therefore refers to the findings SBMC §28.94.030.R.2.a.  The project is the expansion of an existing residential care facility, and the appropriate findings are contained in SBMC §28.94.040.R.2.b.  However, the findings are largely the same, and focus on the demand for resources.  The Initial Study determined that the project site would have sufficient public services and utilities to accommodate the proposed new development.  It found that fire, police, and library services are adequate, and the relatively small increment in growth associated with proposed development would not cause a deficiency in these service areas.  Additionally, Attachment 8 contains an analysis that shows that the existing and proposed development of the Valle Verde retirement facility would demand less water and generate less traffic and than the number of residential units previously approved for development on the site.
The proposed units on the Rutherford parcel are located a sufficient distance from the adjacent properties to provide a buffer, and the proposed development also follows the character of the existing Valle Verde development, in that it is single-story, and proposed to be set back 20 feet from Torino Road.  This setback is the same as the existing setback for the other Valle Verde units on Torino and the setback for the nearest house in the Hidden Oaks development. Therefore, the setbacks and site area are adequate. The Modification for the front setback on Torino is appropriate because it provides a uniformity of development with the existing Valle Verde development.  Further details can be found in Attachment 4, the PC Staff Report.
· The project violates the City Charter §1507, requiring that “land development shall not exceed its public services… [including] traffic and transportation”
Charter Section 1507 findings are required for rezones and General Plan amendments, not for a Conditional Use Permit such as this project. Regardless, the project does not exceed its public services, including traffic and transportation.  Public services are discussed above, and the EIR concluded that the project would not have significant, unavoidable traffic impacts at intersections around the project, including the Las Positas/101 interchange. 
2.
Parking is inadequate, and as a result, there is excessive on-street parking.
The last approval for Valle Verde included 328 parking spaces.  Over the four decades since the project was originally approved, some spaces were reconfigured and relocated to provide better emergency access. The result is the site currently provides 331 parking spaces.  This number was verified by staff and the applicant counting all of the spaces. Based upon the current parking regulations and the current unit count, a total of 269 parking spaces would be required. Therefore, the project provides more spaces than are required. The parking requirement for the residential care facilities is calculated based on the number of residential units and beds in the skilled care and assisted living uses. Under the Zoning Ordinance, additional parking is not required for the accessory uses on site (dining room, common rooms, etc.).

None of the current permits prohibit parking within the public right-of-way, or specify an allotment of parking spaces for residents, visitors or employees. The proposed conditions of approval specify the number of parking spaces, the allocation of parking spaces for each group, a parking sticker program, designated parking areas for employees, signage directing visitors to find parking on site, not storing vehicles, construction parking and increasing the amount of red curbing. These measures, along with the excess parking spaces, will provide an adequate amount of parking for the facility.
Parking both on-site and within the public right-of-way is one of the larger issues raised in the appeal letters. Staff’s review of the permit history of the project site and the current parking determined that there are storage containers located within some of the on-site parking spaces.  This is the only area of noncompliance with the conditions of approval. The containers will be removed, and the proposed conditions of approval specify that the parking spaces shall not be used for any purpose other than parking.
3.
The EIR and CEQA compliance is inadequate
A more detailed response to this comment can be found in EIR Volume II, Response to Comment. The EIR concluded that there are no Class I impacts. 
· The EIR project description fails to describe key components of the project including the number of employees and special events.
· The EIR fails to adequately describe the baseline existing environment regarding biological resources, and parking and traffic.
The initial study, the EIR, and responses to the comments include a thorough description of the existing conditions at the site, including amount of parking, employees and the location of resources, such as biological resources. The traffic study prepared for the EIR includes a full analysis of the number of employees in total, per shift and the number and timing of shifts. The number of parking spaces was verified by staff and the applicant by walking the entire site and counting the number of spaces. 
The revised Final EIR contains additional discussion on special events, which were included in the original analysis, and found to have no significant impacts.  The special events were mentioned briefly in the Initial Study’s discussion of the project background (EIR Appendix A, Page 2); however, because the special events were already ongoing at the time of the environmental analysis, guests and visitors were included in the baseline for relevant studies, such as traffic and air quality.  CEQA requires an analysis of the proposed project’s environmental effects, compared against the existing conditions on the site.  The revised Final EIR clarifies the special events analysis. The biological resources were analyzed by a qualified biologist and that analysis, along with comments on biological issues, were reviewed by another biologist as part of preparation of the EIR. 
· The project’s land use impacts were not adequately analyzed in the EIR.

The project was analyzed according to CEQA guidelines, and includes a land use analysis in each of the impact areas. In response to comments received during the EIR circulation period, a land use compatibility analysis was provided in Section 11.3, Volume II, of the Proposed Final EIR.  This analysis was also included as part of the revisions in Volume I of the EIR. 
· The project fails to require adequate mitigation.
The proposed development is located on the site in a manner to minimize environmental impacts, and mitigation measures are included to ensure that development will minimize impacts, as well as enhance the existing resources. A mitigation monitor will be on site throughout construction to ensure implementation of mitigations. Further discussion of Oak Woodland protection and archeological resources is found in the next two topic areas.
· The EIR did not adequately assess the Project’s impacts to pre-historical resources…
A complete discussion on the archeological issue is in Volume II of the EIR, response to comments, and also in response to the appeal by the SEIU - United Healthcare Workers West. A thorough examination of the site and archeological records surrounding the site was conducted by a professional archeologist in accordance with State and local regulations. Because there is no archeological resource identified on site, and a General Plan Amendment is not proposed, consultation with persons listed on the Native American Contact List is not required. However, the draft EIR was made available to the public and staff has responded to questions and concerns received in this process.  This issue is discussed further in topic #5, below.
4.
Oak Woodland Protection – The 9.8 Oak Woodland habitat dedication (Condition B.(1)(p) is inadequate to preserve this threatened habitat and achieve long term protection…
The project includes three main components to ensure the oak woodland habitat is preserved and enhanced. First, the property deed will be restricted consistent with the Department of Fish and Game suggestion in their letter dated October 12, 2010, “…implementing a conservation easement or deed restriction on the land containing the oak woodland.” As conditioned (Attachment 6), a deed restriction must be recorded against the property’s title along with a map showing the restricted development area. The recorded deed restriction runs with the land. Second, a restoration plan will be implemented, and a mitigation monitor will oversee the implementation. Third, a fuel management plan will be implemented as part of the project’s conditions of approval.  It will extend to 75 feet from all structural development, except the proposed employee parking lot, which is not considered a structure for fuel management purposes. The fuel management plan provides a more selective vegetation removal compared to the fuel management plan currently being implemented by the property owner. The new plan is consistent with the City’s fuel management requirements and provides more protection for the oak woodland.
5.
Archeological Resources

· This site is part of a complex of village sites and intensive and continuous occupation associated with Arroyo Burro Creek. The City has violated CEQA, the General Plan and the City Code… 
The Initial Study provided an analysis of the project’s archaeological impacts, and found them to be less than significant.  Therefore, this issue area was not scoped into the main analysis in the Draft EIR.  David Stone, the archeologist who prepared an archeological letter report (2008) and a previous Phase I Archeological Report (2003), reviewed the comments regarding archeological resources submitted by Mr. Frank Arrendondo and both of the appellants, and provided a written response that is included as part of the Volume II, Response to Comments. The appellant’s assertion that the site is a complex of village sites is not correct. The City’s Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) does identify a portion of the site as being located within the Arroyo Burro Creek watercourse, and requires that archeological investigation is necessary to determine if there any resources, which was why a archeological report was prepared. Additionally, investigation of the Rutherford Parcel was not necessary, since it is outside the Arroyo Burro watercourse, but the report investigated this area anyway. 

For the 2008 letter report, Mr. Stone, not only investigated the area identified in the MEA, but the entire project site where additional development is proposed. The Phase I report he prepared in 2003 encompassed an even larger project area. In summary, the significant resources that were identified in the three letters commenting on the project are located at least one quarter a mile from the project site. One report prepared for the adjacent park found a small resource within the flood plain in the adjacent park, however the report preparer determined it was not significant, and a subsequent study was not able to locate the small resource. Finally, while not required, Staff recommends an additional condition of approval (Attachment 7) that requires archaeological monitoring for the Units 19, 20, 21 & 22, which are in the area of greatest concern to Mr. Arrendondo.
Response to Appellant’s Requests

Request 1 – Eliminate Units 6/7 & 12/13 from the Rutherford Parcel
The Planning Commission determined that the development on the Rutherford Lot is appropriate, and that no changes were necessary. No additional issues are raised in these appeals that were not addressed previously. Consistent with Staff’s responses above, the development on the Rutherford Lot was found to be consistent with the General Plan, and the proposed development includes a buffer of 65 feet from adjacent residential development, which is almost double the required Ordinance setback of 35 feet
Request 2 – Eliminate Units 16/17, 18, 31, 32, 33, & 34 from the northwest corner of the existing campus
The Planning Commission determined that this portion of development was appropriate. The development in the hillside area and at the edge of the Oak Woodland area would have minimal impacts, and an extensive restoration plan along with a fuel management plan would improve the habitat area. 
Request 3 - Increase parking by providing underground parking
Providing underground parking would demonstrably change the scope of the project. Both underground parking and podium parking (at grade parking with offices/habitable space above) could increase grading and visual impacts (more two-story development), and would likely cause more demolition of existing structures within the campus. Either scenario would require a large area within the existing campus to accommodate a parking facility large enough for all of the proposed parking and, in the case of podium parking, change the character of the campus with two story development. 
The proposed Valle Verde employee surface parking areas would be centered near the core employee areas would be hidden from public views, and the majority would occupy previously developed areas, with the small new areas having minimal impacts to habitat. The remaining residential parking and visitor parking areas would be created from reconfigured parking areas.
Request 4 - Enhance the parking permit condition
Condition B.12 (Attachment 6) addresses most of these requests (a limit of one car per unit and a requirement that residents and employees to park on site) except for mandating guests to park on site. It contains a parking sticker program whereby Valle Verde management can monitor employee parking. Staff does not support the second request to start the parking program prior to construction, since the new employee parking lots are necessary to implement the parking program.
Request 5 - Revise the condition for the oak woodland
Subsection B of the conditions of approval (Attachment 6) addresses this request. All conditions under this subsection must be recorded against the property, which means the development restriction areas runs with the land. Also, Condition A.5 emphasizes the timing of when the oak woodland restriction should be recorded.
Request 6 – Direct compliance with cultural resource requirements

As discussed in this report, all archeological concerns that were raised were reviewed by the archeologist that prepared the reports for the site. There is no known archeological resource on the site and a condition of approval is included that addresses what actions are necessary in the event that a resource is found.
Weinberg, Rodger & Rosenfeld Appeal on Behalf of the Service Employees International Union-United Healthcare Workers West (UHW) Attachment 2
Note: Except for the addressee and subject line, the April 25, 2011 appeal letter is exactly the same as the comment letter submitted on April 11, 2011 for the Planning Commission hearing. Staff reviewed the letter prior to the April 14 hearing and found no new issues relating to the project. Many issues that were raised mirrored similar concerns submitted by the Law Offices of Marc Chytilo and other interested parties. More in depth responses to this letter can found in Volume II, Responses to Comments (Comment Letter # 60). Below Staff will provide brief responses to each appeal area.
1.
Appellant: The Project Description is Inadequate under CEQA

The project description adequately described all of the proposed development, and all areas impacted by the proposed development including surrounding intersections. For example, disposal of beauty products are not part of the proposed project description since there is an existing beauty salon, which is part of the baseline.  Additionally, this use is subject to current regulations for proper disposal. Plans were developed to a level where the project reviewers understood that adequate area is available for the proposed mitigations. Final plans will be developed to construction detail level prior to Project Design Approval by the Architectural Board of Review.

2.
Environmental impacts of the project not adequately addressed - Biology
The project was analyzed by two biologists, and mitigations consistent CEQA and other regulations, are provided. The California Department of Fish and Game reviewed the project and did not express any concern on the mitigations. The project would be located mainly down slope from the oak woodland, and the impacts outlined in the letter, such as runoff from parking areas, would likely not occur due to the topography. The project is required to comply with all current City regulations, such as storm water management, and the Lighting Ordinance. The project would cause a minor loss of habitat at the edge of the oak woodland and, as mitigated, would result in additional habitat being deed restricted from future development, additional native vegetation being planted and a fuel management plan that would be less intrusive then the current fuel management plan.
3.
Environmental impacts of the project not adequately addressed – Transportation/Circulation

One new driveway is proposed off of Torino Drive.  Torino Drive serves a very small population consisting of the Hidden Oaks subdivision and Valle Verde. The new driveway would serve ten new units, rather than 59 units asserted in the letter. Valle Verde conducts evacuation drills, consistent with State requirements, and the evacuation plan is included in the EIR analysis. The project site is not located within a high fire area. The Painted Cave Fire occurred 20 years ago, and since that time there have been changes in regulations for fuel management and construction techniques within the urban area. The two fires that are referenced in the appeal letter occurred at the northern edge of the City.  In fact, Valle Verde served as a receiver site for a retirement facility that was evacuated elsewhere in the City. The successful evacuation of the other facility provided an example of how Valle Verde would evacuate during an emergency.
4.
Environmental impacts of the project not adequately addressed – Hazard/Public Service
The project includes a fuel management plan that will be finalized prior to project design approval at ABR. While the appellant states a fire occurred in the Arroyo Burro Creek, which is not substantiated, the likelihood of impacting the neighborhood is low due response time from the nearest City fire station and that the park is surrounded by urban development. 
The risk from the high pressure gas pipeline, located off site, is low due in part to several overlapping local, state and federal regulations. While the pipeline is off site either in the adjacent right-of-way or on private property, any construction in the vicinity is subject to the dig-alert requirements. A more detailed discussion on the gas pipeline is found in Volume II, response to comments (Comment Letter # 65). Part of the data that assisted staff in determining the risk of the pipeline was provided through the U. S. Department of Transportation, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) website.

5.
Environmental impacts of the project not adequately addressed – Land Use Impacts/Compatibility
Land Use discussions are found through out the EIR, consistent with CEQA. In response to previous comments during the Draft EIR review period, the final EIR includes additional discussion on land use impacts in Volume II. Additionally, Volume I was revised subsequent to the Planning Commission hearing to include a copy of the Land Use discussion under the Plans and Policies section. 
6.
Environmental impacts of the project not adequately addressed – Cultural Resources
There are no known archaeological resources on site, which is discussed previously in this Council Agenda Report. The proposed project area was evaluated by a qualified archeologist, consistent with CEQA and the City’s Master Environmental Assessment Guidelines. 
7.
Revision and Recirculation of the EIR is required

The EIR was prepared by experts, and provides accurate information for the decision makers to thoroughly evaluate the project and includes mitigations that more than adequately offset any impacts. In response to comments received, staff revised the Final EIR.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), recirculation is not required where new information added to the EIR mainly clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  The primary revisions to the EIR elaborated on the nature of the special events and clarified that these events have been occurring, and will continue to occur.  These special events were evaluated in the Draft EIR, and did not result in significant, adverse impact.  Other changes made to the EIR were minor clarifications and therefore, a recirculation is not necessary.
CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS:
The Planning Commission agreed with the EIR’s conclusion that the project would not result in any significant, unavoidable environmental impacts, and certified the Final EIR.  Because of additional input from the appellants during and after the Planning Commission hearing, the EIR has been further revised to clarify and elaborate on the analysis that had been previously performed.  No new impacts were discovered through the EIR revision process.  During the Planning Commission’s hearing, the project opponents (current appellants) presented the same arguments against the project that are addressed in this Council Agenda Report.  The Planning Commission conditioned the project to address some of the neighbors’ concerns, and approved the project, making the findings shown in PC Resolution #009-11 (Attachment 6).  Staff recommends that the Council use the Planning Commission’s findings as a starting point for making its own findings to deny the appeal, certify the Final EIR, and approve the project.  Staff will return to the Council with an appropriate Resolution of Decision and Findings that document Council’s actions.
NOTE:
The documents, listed below, have been separately delivered to the City Council with a cover memo, dated May 31, 2011, for their review as part of the Council reading file and are available for public review in the City Clerk’s Office and the Planning Division offices at 630 Garden Street:
· Project Plans date stamped May 31, 2011
· Final EIR dated May, 2011 Volumes I & II
ATTACHMENT(S):
1.
Marc Chytilo Appeal Letter, dated April 25, 2011

2.
Weinberg, Rodger, Rosenfeld Appeal Letter, dated April 25, 2011

3.
Site Plan

4.
April 7, 2011 Planning Commission Staff Report 

5.
April 14, 2011 Planning Commission Minutes

6.
April 14, 2011 Planning Commission Resolution 009-11 
7.
Draft Archeological Condition

8.
Resources Analysis
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