CITY OF SAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT 

SERVICES DEPARTMENT

WHAT CAN BE DONE?
A Review of Some Issues and Recommendations for Change

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The 2004-2005 Grand Jury received several complaints about the City of San Diego Development Services Department (DSD). The complaints cited instances where particular permits were not processed in the manner the complainants believed was required. Similar complaints had been received by previous Grand Juries. The purpose of the study was to investigate the complaints and, where appropriate, recommend improvements. This report discusses what the Grand Jury learned in the course of the investigation.

SUMMARY

The investigation of DSD complaints and related issues identified certain problems that create an atmosphere of community distrust of DSD actions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on what was learned, it is recommended that the San Diego City Council:

· Amend the Municipal Code to make all Substantial Conformance Review decisions subject to appeal.

· Direct the City Manager and City Attorney to provide adequate CEQA training for all staff who handle discretionary projects.

· Adopt an ordinance to require that zoning be consistent with the General Plan.

· Direct the Development Services Department and the Planning Department to work together to create an Official Zoning Map, which is consistent with the General Plan.

DISCUSSION

The Grand Jury received several citizen complaints about the City of San Diego Development Services Department. Last year’s Grand Jury had also received complaints about the Department, investigated them and reported its findings and recommendations. Since the publication of last year’s Grand Jury report, the long-time DSD Director left the City and was replaced by a new DSD Director. 

The Grand Jury decided to investigate the new complaints and follow up on implementation of last year’s Grand Jury recommendations.

PART I: THE BASICS

DSD Mandate
The Development Services Department is an organizational unit under the City Manager. Its mandate is to process development permit applications in compliance with Federal, State and City regulations. Most of the regulations are ones adopted by the City Council and expressed in the City’s Municipal Code/Land Development Code. Other regulatory criteria come from the City’s Progress Guide and General Plan, the State’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Uniform Building Code (UBC), and other government regulations.

Permit Applications
DSD processes two kinds of permit applications: ministerial and discretionary.

· Ministerial permits are those permits, which are judged solely on whether they meet the applicable criteria set out in the Municipal Code. Building permits are usually ministerial. Processing ministerial permits is relatively simple and does not require environmental review.

· Discretionary permits are those permits, which allow the decision maker to make an independent judgment as to whether to approve, deny or conditionally approve the permit. Generally these permits require some level of environmental review. 
CEQA
Environmental review requirements are governed by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The basic purposes of CEQA are to:

· Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities. 
· Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 
· Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible.

· Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved.

General Plan. 

California law requires each city and county to adopt a general plan for its physical development. The City of San Diego’s general plan is called “Progress Guide and General Plan.” The City has an extensive community planning program carried out by the Planning Department. There are more than 40 community plans. These plans constitute the land use element of the General Plan.

Zoning

Zoning is a system of land use regulation which designates the permitted uses of land based on location. A zoning ordinance consists of two parts: a map (or series of maps) and text. A zoning map shows how a city is divided into different use districts or zones. Zoning districts common to most ordinances include residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural.

A zoning text explains the zoning rules that apply in each zoning district. These rules typically establish a list of land uses permitted in each district plus a series of specific standards governing lot size, building height, and required yard and setback provisions. The text also sets forth a series of procedures for administering and applying the zoning ordinance.

Current zoning for the City of San Diego is not available in either digital or mapped format. (See discussion below.) The zoning text is contained in the Municipal Code and is referred to as the Land Development Code. DSD administers the zoning code.

Decision Process
DSD processes development applications in conformance with the Land Development Code. There are five different decision paths which lead to a final decision whether to approve, conditionally approve or deny a development application. The subject matter of the application determines the process that is followed for each application.

· Process One. A Process One application may be approved or denied by a staff person designated by the City Manager. There is no public hearing.

· Process Two. A Process Two application may be initially approved, conditionally approved, or denied by a staff person designated by the City Manager. There is no public hearing. The staff decision may be appealed to the Planning Commission. 

· Process Three. A Process Three application may be approved, conditionally approved, or denied by a Hearing Officer at a noticed public hearing. The Hearing Officer’s decision may be appealed to the Board of Zoning Appeals or the Planning Commission, depending on the type of development and review required.

· Process Four. A Process Four application may be approved, conditionally approved, or denied by the Planning Commission at a noticed public hearing. The Planning Commission’s decision may be appealed to the City Council.

· Process Five. A Process Five decision is made by the City Council at a noticed public hearing. Before the City Council decision, the Planning Commission holds a noticed public hearing to consider the application. At the conclusion of the Commission hearing, the Commission makes a written recommendation to the City Council to approve, conditionally approve, or deny the application. If the Planning Commission fails to act within a 60-day period the matter proceeds to City Council without a recommendation. An exception to the process allows a matter to go directly to the City Council when the Council determines that action is required by a provision of the Municipal Code or is required to facilitate timely action by the City on a matter in accordance with state law.

[Note: Municipal Code sections 112.0301 through 112.0310 detail the notice requirements for public hearings.]

PART II: COMPLAINTS

The Grand Jury received citizen complaints about DSD which covered a variety of topics. Investigation of specific complaints led to the following information.

Substantial Conformance Review

This year’s Grand Jury, as well as last year’s Grand Jury, received complaints alleging DSD staff abuse of the Substantial Conformance Review (SCR) process. Typically a developer uses the SCR process to obtain staff approval to revise an approved planned development. Municipal Code Section 126.0112 allows staff to approve such a change if staff determines “the revision is in substantial conformance with the approved permit.” Except for developments in the Coastal Overlay Zone, the staff decision is not appealable. Within the Coastal Overlay Zone, the staff decision is appealable to the Planning Commission.

If staff determines the proposed revision is not in substantial conformance with the approved permit the developer is required to process an amendment to the permit or apply for a new permit.

Complainants believe that in cited instances DSD staff has determined a significant revision to be minor in nature and thus approved it as being in substantial conformance with the approved permit. None of the cited projects were within the Coastal Overlay Zone. 

The SCR process is an example of the City Council trying to provide a reasonable process for minor revisions to an approved plan or permit. Except for property within the Coastal Overlay Zone, it is a Process One decision made by staff without a public hearing and without an opportunity to appeal. Unfortunately, the process can lead to citizen distrust of a staff decision.

In considering the issue of potential abuse of the SCR process, the Grand Jury determined that staff was following a process authorized by the Land Development Code. In adopting the process, the City Council chose to give staff the authority to make the decision without appeal.

The Grand Jury did not try to judge whether staff had abused its discretion in making the decisions the complainants took issue with. However, an SCR decision that was the subject of last year’s Grand Jury report is currently in litigation. The plaintiffs argue that staff abused its discretion by not requiring an environmental impact report.

NTC Marketplace SCR

On March 11, 2005, the Planning Commission heard an appeal of a staff decision to approve an SCR request to modify some historic buildings in the Historic District of the NTC (Naval Training Center) Redevelopment Area. The site is located within the Coastal Overlay Zone, which allows SCR appeals to the Planning Commission. Save Our NTC, Inc. filed the appeal.

The primary issue was the proposed modification of three adjacent I-shaped historic buildings. The shape of these buildings creates interior courtyards, which appellant argued are critical to preserving the character of the NTC Historic District. The developer wanted to enlarge the buildings to create more floor area. The proposed modification would significantly reduce the courtyard areas and result in box-like buildings

The appellant asserted that the proposed modification is a substantial alteration to the NTC National Register Historic District, and questioned the project’s conformity with the NTC Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA), the NTC Reuse Plan, the NTC Precise Plan and the Local Coastal Program, and other relevant NTC planning documents. The staff report countered these allegations and stood by the decision to approve the SCR request.

Much of the Commission discussion focused on how the shape of the buildings would determine the type of uses that would go into them. The buildings lie within a Visitor and Community Emphasis Overlay (VCEO) area. It is intended that buildings in this area will be visitor serving and community-oriented in nature. Although future use was not a consideration of the SCR, there was discussion that the building modifications would make it more likely to attract standard commercial uses rather than the kind of visitor-serving uses that could be expected to locate in the smaller I-shaped buildings.

At the hearing, a Planning Commissioner questioned why the SCR request had not gone to the Historic Resources Board, citing requirements expressed in NTC documents that such proposals “be reviewed by the City of San Diego Historic Resources Board for a recommendation before final approval by the decision making body of the required permit.” The Deputy City Attorney responded that an SCR is not a permit, therefore the proposal was not required to go to the Historic Resources Board for review and recommendation. [Emphasis added.]

The response by the Deputy City Attorney raises another issue concerning SCRs. Should an SCR be considered a permit? The Grand Jury takes no stand on this issue, but believes the City Council should consider the question.

The outcome of the Planning Commission hearing was a failure to obtain the necessary four votes required for Commission action on an SCR. Therefore, the staff decision approving the SCR stood.

Condominium Conversions

The Grand Jury received a complaint alleging that DSD was not complying with the law concerning fire sprinklers in condominium conversions. This complaint

led the Grand Jury to request a meeting with DSD to learn more about the requirements for condo conversions.

Fire Sprinklers

Concerning the fire sprinkler requirement for condo conversions, the Grand Jury learned it was based on the Uniform Building Code (UBC) occupancy criteria. The sprinkler requirement for a residential building is the same for an apartment as for a condominium. There is no added requirement when an apartment is converted to a condominium. (A condominium is a form of ownership, not a building type.) 

DSD does not require fire sprinklers in buildings less than 75 feet in height. The sprinkler requirement is based on what a ladder on a fire engine can reach, which is generally five or six stories. The Grand Jury concluded that DSD was complying with the law concerning fire sprinklers.

Condo Conversion Requirements

The Grand Jury asked the DSD Director to arrange a walk-through of the condo conversion process. The day of the walk-through, four DSD management staff met with the Grand Jury and took the time to answer questions and provide a view of several public and staff areas. The Grand Jury observed much activity taking place in both the public and staff areas.

Concerning condo conversions, the Grand Jury learned that applicants have to meet not only City requirements, but also California Department of Real Estate requirements (if the conversion has more than four units). City requirements include the processing of a Tentative Map (unless a Map Waiver is requested and approved) and a Final Map or Parcel Map. The most important City requirements concern notice to tenants and relocation assistance.

Condo conversion projects of two or more units may also be subject to the City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. If the project is within the Coastal Zone, additional regulations apply which concern affordable housing replacement.

Contrary to what some California jurisdictions do, the City does not require a condo conversion project to be brought up to current code. (The City does require that older buildings be brought up to current code for the specific permit requested, e.g., electrical, plumbing, etc.) 

Condo Conversion Issues

During the past year, the rate of condo conversions has accelerated to the point where Planning Commission agendas are dominated by requests for conversions. Advocates for affordable housing and Planning Commissioners

have voiced concern that the pace of conversions is becoming too rapid, with potentially serious negative impacts on the rental housing stock and lower- and moderate-income renters. The City Council Land Use and Housing Committee and the Planning Commission requested a workshop to discuss ways to address this situation. The workshop was held March 9, 2005.

At the workshop it was learned that condo conversion applications had been filed for about 8,000 units since February 2004. Many issues were discussed at the workshop. There will be future meetings to formulate recommendations for consideration by the City Council. It can be anticipated that the City’s existing condo conversion regulations will be revised.

Neighborhood Code Compliance

Neighborhood Code Compliance is a separate department from DSD. The Grand Jury received several complaints about DSD cases which had also been reported to Neighborhood Code Compliance.

Neighborhood Code Compliance responds to citizen complaints. The cases the Grand Jury investigated were generated by citizens complaining about DSD staff decisions which appeared to be violating the intent of a community plan or regulation.

One such case was the direct result of zoning not being consistent with the community plan. Reading the plan text, it was clear what the community meant by “neighborhood commercial.” Unfortunately, once zoning was applied, the clear intent was replaced by measuring the square footage of the separate uses, which the applicant wanted to put on the site. DSD approved what the applicant wanted. Neighborhood Code Compliance reviewed whether the project as built conformed to the approved plans. Neither department evaluated the project in terms of the intent of the community plan. 

The Grand Jury visited the site and concluded that the project did not meet the intent of neighborhood commercial. The determination of compliance, however, was based on zoning, not on the community plan.

CEQA Compliance

Last year’s Grand Jury wrote a report on its investigation of DSD’s handling of Substantial Conformance Review requests for projects located in Torrey Hills. The City’s response to the Grand Jury report demonstrates a misunderstanding of CEQA.

The response states: “The decision to approve or deny a minor modification is made by the City Manager and is therefore a ministerial action.”

CEQA differentiates between ministerial and discretionary actions, not by who makes the decision, but by whether the decision involves little or no personal judgment by the public official. “A ministerial decision involves only the use of fixed standards or objective measurements, and the public official cannot use personal, subjective judgment in deciding whether or how the project should be carried out.” [Section 15369 of the CEQA Guidelines.]

The Substantial Conformance Review process requires the decision maker to exercise judgment in deciding whether the proposed modification is minor in nature. It is a discretionary action, and therefore it is subject to CEQA. 

The Del Mar Union School District sued the City of San Diego on the basis of not complying with CEQA when the City approved two proposed biotech facilities adjacent to Torrey Hills School. Staff using the SCR procedure approved the facilities. The lower court ruled against the City. Recently the City Council voted to appeal that decision.

After reviewing numerous documents and speaking with various individuals, we uncovered other instances where the City demonstrated a lack of understanding of CEQA.  This lack of understanding leaves the City vulnerable to CEQA lawsuits, which are costly to defend.  The City should ensure that people handling discretionary projects are provided adequate CEQA training.

PART III: ISSUES

Certainty and Distrust

Often complaints about DSD are based on a misunderstanding of the regulations DSD staff is following. This is particularly true when those regulations do not reflect the language in adopted community plans and specific plans.

If the City of San Diego were a general law city, it would be required to have zoning consistent with its General Plan. However, the City of San Diego is a charter city, not a general law city. Under state law, charter cities are not required to have zoning consistent with their general plan, though they may choose to do so. The City of San Diego has chosen not to make its zoning consistent with its General Plan.

Many complaints are based on DSD staff taking action which is in conflict with a community plan. The regulations that DSD staff is following may be inconsistent with the community plan. If so, it is not the fault of DSD staff. The inconsistency results from a policy decision made by the City Council when it adopted the regulations.

During a lengthy Zoning Code Update process in the 1990s, community activists spoke at public hearings, urging the Council to make the City’s zoning consistent with its General Plan. The then City Council chose not to do this. The current City Council may want to reconsider this decision.

Certainty

Certainty in regulations and process is very important to developers. They rely on this certainty when they put together a development proposal and begin investing money in the proposal. Developers are quick to remind the Planning Commission and City Council of any investment they made in reliance on the City’s regulations. Fearful of being sued, the City Council gives considerable weight to their arguments.

However, residents also make investments in their community.  Those investments are not just monetary.  They also include emotional and social investments.  Developing a community plan, which reflects the values, goals and objectives of residents, is a lengthy process. Every word in the text is the result of serious discussion about what kind of community the residents want.  Conversations with various individuals and a review of the decisions of the City Counsel reveal that the City Council frequently disregards the community plan, failing to give weight to the investments residents make in their community.

Distrust

During the course of its investigation, the Grand Jury determined that planning groups throughout the city have expressed a distrust of DSD staff decisions and City Council land use actions.  This distrust comes from seeing their community plan violated by development decisions, which are not consistent with their plan.

Complexity

A 2000 report stated that the City “processes approximately 400 projects through the discretionary decision process yearly. Roughly 20,000 projects are reviewed and issued permits through the ministerial process each year.”

Another report stated that DSD has more than 40,000 customers a year. Regarding regulatory complexities, the report mentioned “20 high to moderate geological hazard zones,” “more endangered species in San Diego County than any other county in the continental United States,” and “43 community planning groups.”

The DSD Director informed the Grand Jury that there are more than 500 employees in the Department. DSD recognizes the need to streamline regulations. The multi-year Zoning Code Update program was an effort to do just that. It did reduce the number of decision processes to five, but it did not succeed in eliminating the eighteen planned district ordinances that effectively create special zoning rules for particular community planning areas.

The average San Diegan has no idea of the regulatory complexity contained in the Land Development Code. When he (or she) wants to obtain a permit for a room addition or something that seems equally simple, he quickly learns that nothing is simple at DSD. Likely, he will be advised to hire a professional to help him through the process.

Why should everything be so complicated? Are all these regulations necessary? Do they provide the public benefit they were intended to provide when first adopted? 

Generally, the people who serve on community planning groups are opposed to loosening any regulations. Generally, people in the development industry would like to do away with most regulations. Given the competing interests, the City Council is put in a political bind.

Making zoning consistent with community plans is a step that most parties should be able to accept, because it furthers the goal of certainty.

Official Zoning Map

At present, DSD is working through a multi-year process to create an Official Zoning Map. However, as pointed out in the July 11, 2004, Manager’s Report to the Committee on Land Use and Housing (Report No. 04-160), “this process will not look at what members of the public or property owners think a property should be zoned or at the zone the [sic] best implements a community plan.” [Emphasis added.] The work will focus on researching past zoning actions in an effort to determine the current zoning on properties in the City.

General Plan Update

At present, the Planning Department is working through a multi-year process to update the General Plan. The February 11, 2005, Manager’s Report to the Land Use and Housing Committee and Planning Commission (Report No. 05-038), states that “the effort involves incorporating and refining Strategic Framework Element and citywide community plan policies into the General Plan, consolidating the existing fourteen elements into nine, and formatting the document so that it is easy to read and web-friendly.” As stated in the report, “The General Plan update and establishment of a separate Land Use Element provides the opportunity to clearly state the City Council policy on consistency.”
PART IV: OPPORTUNITY

Temerity, Timidity, or Courage

Both the DSD effort to create an Official Zoning Map and the Planning Department effort to update the General Plan are multi-year, expensive projects which will repackage existing regulations. Neither effort will result in zoning consistency with the General Plan.

Previous City Councils have not had the courage to address this problem. The current City Council could address it by: 

· Adopting an ordinance stating that zoning shall be consistent with the General Plan, and

· Redirecting the work of the two departments, DSD and Planning, to create an Official Zoning Map, which is consistent with the adopted community plans.

By taking such action now, the current City Council would solve a critical problem in the most cost-effective way.

Procedures Employed

A committee of the Grand Jury investigated the various complaints about DSD. The committee did the following:

· Read the material submitted by the complainants and previous Grand Jury reports concerning DSD.

· Reviewed the City’s response to the recommendations of the previous Grand Jury.

· Invited the DSD Director to make a presentation to the Grand Jury. 

· From the DSD Director learned information about DSD and recent changes that had been instituted and were ongoing

· Read reports that had been prepared by outside committees and consultants concerning DSD. (See Appendix for list of reports.)

· Visited DSD to learn how a condo conversion request would be processed.

· Interviewed complainants.

· Reviewed files in DSD and the Neighborhood Code Compliance Department.

· Read staff report on NTC Marketplace SCR request and watched a video of the Planning Commission hearing on the appeal of the staff decision to approve.

FACTS AND FINDINGS

Facts
· The SCR process allows DSD staff to approve a minor change to a development plan.

· Except for projects in the Coastal Overlay Zone, the staff SCR decision is not appealable.

· There have been instances where community members have felt a proposed change was not minor in nature and that DSD staff should not have approved the SCR.

· Community members dissatisfied with a staff SCR decision have filed complaints with the Grand Jury and even filed lawsuits to overturn a staff SCR decision.

Finding
· Non-appealable SCR decisions are a source of community distrust of DSD staff.

Facts
· Staff actions based on a misunderstanding of CEQA requirements can lead to CEQA lawsuits.

· CEQA lawsuits are expensive to defend.

Finding
· Better staff training in CEQA law can help the City avoid expensive CEQA lawsuits.

Facts
· The City does not require zoning to be consistent with its General Plan.

· DSD approves projects which comply with zoning but are not consistent with the community plan.

· Community planning groups distrust DSD and the City Council when projects are approved that are not consistent with their community plan.

Finding
· Zoning decisions which are inconsistent with community plans are a source of community distrust of DSD staff

Facts
· DSD is undertaking a multi-year effort to create an Official Zoning Map.

· The DSD zoning map will not address problems of inconsistency with the General Plan.

· The Planning Department is undertaking a multi-year effort to update the General Plan.

· The Planning Department update will not resolve problems of zoning inconsistency with the General Plan.

Finding

· Current DSD and the Planning Department programs will not result in zoning consistency with the General Plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends that the San Diego City Council:

05-15:        Amend the Municipal Code to make all Substantial Conformance 
                Review decisions subject to appeal.

05-16:      Direct the City Manager and City Attorney to provide adequate CEQA
                training for all staff who handle discretionary projects.

05-17:    Adopt an ordinance to require that zoning be consistent with the 
                General Plan.

05-18:       Direct the Development Services Department and the Planning
                 Department to work together to create an Official Zoning Map which
                 is consistent with the General Plan.

REQUIREMENTS AND INSTRUCTIONS

The California Penal Code §933(c) requires any public agency which the Grand Jury has reviewed, and about which it has issued a final report, to comment to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the agency.  Such comment shall be made no later than 90 days after the Grand Jury publishes its report (filed with the Clerk of the Court); except that in the case of a report containing findings and recommendations pertaining to a department or agency headed by an elected County official (e.g. District Attorney, Sheriff, etc.), such comment shall be within 60 days to the Presiding Judge with an information copy sent to the Board of Supervisors.

Furthermore, California Penal Code §933.05(a), (b), (c), details, as follows, the manner in which such comment(s) are to be made:

(a) As to each grand jury finding, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following:

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the reasons therefor.

(b) As to each grand jury recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions:

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented action.

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the future, with a time frame for implementation.

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and parameters of an analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable.  This time frame shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury report.

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not reasonable, with an explanation therefor.

(c) If a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the agency or department head and the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the grand jury, but the response of the Board of Supervisors shall address only those budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision making authority.  The response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department.

Comments to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in compliance with the Penal Code §933.05 are required by the date indicated from:

RESPONDING AGENCY

RECOMMENDATIONS

DATE

San Diego City Council

05-15 through 05-18

08/16/05

APPENDIX

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Reports on Development Services Department

· 2004 City Council Budget Review Committee Binder, Development Services Department

· City of San Diego Assessment of the Development Services Department, March 10, 2004

· Zero-Based Management Review of the City of San Diego’s Development Services Department, August 12, 2004

Permit Processing Information

· California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines

· CEQA Process Flow Chart

· City of San Diego Municipal Code/Land Development Code

· Community Orientation Workshop Handbook (COW 2003)

· Condominium Conversions, Information Bulletin 539, May 2004

· Condominium Conversion Process Flow Chart

· Housing Commission Website Information on Condominium Conversions

· Initial Study Checklist

· Initial Study Checklist – References

· Neighborhood Code Compliance Website Information on Illegal Grading

· San Diego Municipal Code Land Development Code User’s Guide

· Substantial Conformance Review, Information Bulletin 500, May 2004

· The Development Permit and Environmental Review Process

Reports, Other

· 2003-2004 Grand Jury Report, “Torrey Hills: A Chapter in the Development of San Diego,” and City of San Diego response to the Grand Jury recommendations

· Clairemont Mesa Community Plan

· Manager’s Report No. 03-168 dated July 30, 2003, to Committee on Land Use and Housing, Agenda of August 6, 2003, Subject: Land Development Code (LDC) Implementation Work Program

· Community Planners Committee Minutes for the Meeting of April 27, 2004, Agenda Item 1: Introduction of a Comprehensive Official Zoning Map, Information Item

· Manager’s Report No. 04-160 dated July 15, 2004, to Committee on Land Use and Housing, Agenda of July 21, 2004, Subject: Official Zoning Maps Work Program

· Manager’s Report No. 05-038 dated February 11, 2005, to Land Use and Housing Committee and Planning Commission, Agenda of March 9, 2005, Subject: Workshop on the General Plan Update

· Manager’s Report No. 05-060 dated March 2, 2005, to Land Use and Housing Committee and Housing [sic] Commission, Agenda of March 9, 2005, Subject: Workshop on Residential Condominium Conversion Regulations

NTC Marketplace

· NTC Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program (September 2001), Section on Historic District

· Notice of Future Decision dated September 1, 2004, Project Type: Substantial Conformance Review, Project Name: NTC Marketplace

· Notice of Decision dated January 28, 2005, Project Type: Substantial Conformance Review, Project Name: NTC Marketplace

· Planning Commission Report No. P-05-122 dated March 11, 2005, Agenda of March 17, Subject: NTC Marketplace

· Planning Commission Minutes of Regular Scheduled Meeting of March 17, 2005, Item 8: Appeal of Staff Decision (Substantial Conformance Review) – NTC Marketplace Project No. 49417
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