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Oakland City Planning Commission
 STAFF REPORT

Case File Number VMD01-502
February 20, 2002
Location:
3255 Helen Street (see map on reverse)

Assessors Parcel Numbers:
007-0596-011-00

Proposal:
To create an additional living unit in the raised basement of an existing single-family home.  

Owner/Applicant:
Nadja Kuhner

Planning Permits Required:
Design Review for alteration of a structure and Major Variance for exceeding the allowed density in the in the R-36 (Small Lot Residential Zone) designation.  Minor Variance for reduction of parking and side setback.

General Plan:
Mixed Housing Type Residential

Zoning:
R-36 Small Lot Residential Zone

Environmental Determination:
Exempt, Section 15303, State CEQA Guidelines, new construction or conversion of small structures

Historic Status:
Potentially Designated Historic Property (PDHP); survey rating: D3+

Service Delivery District:
I – West Oakland

City Council District:
3

Staff recommendation:
Approve as limited size two-unit structure per attached conditions

For further information: 
Contact case planner Margot Lederer Prado at (510) 238-6766.

SUMMARY
The applicant proposes to lift the existing raised basement Victorian Queen Anne cottage in order to  create a second unit in an existing single family home on Helen Street in West Oakland. The Design Review Committee reviewed the application and proposed site and floor plans on January 7th, 2001.  Staff recommends approval of the second unit with the applicant’s incorporation of the Design Review Committee’s recommendations and the conditions of approval in this report. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant proposes to raise the first story basement in an existing Victorian home creating one unit in the lower floor and one unit in the upper floor.  Each unit would be approximately 1,364 square feet and have two bedrooms, a living room, a kitchen and a family room.  The applicant proposes two off street parking spaces within the front yard. No changes to the existing curb cut are proposed. The applicant has submitted a revised landscaping plan for the front yard area that includes a new fence, additional street trees, new front landscaping and permeable surfacing for the driveway areas. The submitted plan also includes a re-landscaping of the next door property, which is also owned by the owner of 3250 Helen Street, that includes the re-construction of that fence to be consistent with the new design guidelines plus the installation of landscaping.  The new landscaping design is included as part of this submission.  The “Key Issues and Impacts” Section of this report describes other proposed improvements to the property.

BACKGROUND

3250 Helen Street has no records to verify legality of a second dwelling unit in the basement.  Many of the Victorian Queen Anne raised basement dwelling units have been used functionally as dwelling units for many years throughout West Oakland.  R-36 has restrictive requirements regarding the creation of second units and this property does not meet the minimum 4,000 square foot minimum lot size required for a conforming second dwelling unit.  In addition, R-36 requires three off-street parking spaces for two units. In this case, the entire front yard landscaping would have to be eliminated in favor of parking in order to meet these requirements.  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The site is 3,720 square feet, flat, and 124 feet deep by 30 feet wide.  The front yard is currently paved and the site is flat.  An approximately six foot solid wood fence is currently located at the front property line.

 GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS

The General Plan land use designation for the site is Mixed Housing Type Residential.  The intent of the Mixed Housing Type Residential classification is to create, maintain, and enhance residential areas typically located near the City's major arterials and characterized by a mix of single family homes, townhouses, small multi-unit buildings, and neighborhood serving businesses.  The maximum density allowed within this designation is 30 units per gross acre or one unit per 1,089 per square feet of site area.  At one unit per 1,662.5 square feet of site area, the proposal is within the maximum General Plan density.  

Despite being within the maximum General Plan density, the project exceeds the density permitted in the R-36 Zone of one unit for a lot less than 4,000 square feet. The recently amended “Guidelines for Determining Project Conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Regulations” states that in the Mixed Housing Type Residential Zone no project can have a higher density than that allowed by its current zoning without a variance or a rezoning. 

ZONING ANALYSIS

The subject property is within the R-36 Small Lot Residential Zone. The following evaluates relevant zoning code sections in terms of the R-36 development standards contained in Chapter 17.20 and other sections of the Zoning Ordinance.

Major Variance Permit for Density

As mentioned, the project requires a variance for exceeding the density permitted in the R-36 Zone of one unit for a lot less than 4,000 square feet. The variance is major because Section 17.148.020 (Definition of major and minor variances) states that any variance involving maximum number of living units requires a major permit that must be heard in front of the Planning Commission.

Parking Variance Request

The R-36 (Small Lot Residential) zoning district requires 1.5 parking spaces per unit.  There is currently one single off street parking space at this site.  The applicant is requesting a variance for the third space along with her request for the density variance for the second unit.  

Maximum Height

The existing and proposed duplex is approximately 29 feet in height, within the 30-foot maximum allowed in the R-36 zone.

Setbacks

The required and proposed setbacks for the footprint of the proposed project (revised since review by the Design Review Committee in January, 2002) are as follows:


Required
Existing/Proposed

Front
10’-0”
20’-0”/40’-0”

Right Side
3’-0”
1-0”/1-0”

Left Side
3’-0”
1-0”/1-0”

Rear
15’-0”
42’5”/22’-5”

The applicant also requires a variance for lifting the structure within the side setbacks. While an October 13, 1997 Zoning Code Bulletin states that a variance is only required in this situation if a home is lifted two feet and, a lift of over two feet is expected in this case. 

Open Space

The R-36 zone requires 300 square feet of open space per unit or 600 square feet for the proposal.  At 676 square feet, the proposal is within this requirement.

Design Review Requirement

The project requires Design Review approval for the lifting of the home because Section 17.20.020 of the Zoning Ordinance states that a no structure shall be altered in the R-36 Zoning Designation without approval pursuant to the Design Review procedure. The proposed design of the rehabilitated and enlarged units is similar to that of the neighboring property, which was similarly rehabilitated in 2001.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines lists projects that qualify as statutory exemptions from environmental review.  Section 15303.b of that document states that: "a duplex or similar multi-family residential structure totaling no more than four dwelling units" is exempt from environmental review.  The project involves two units and is thereby consistent with Section 15303.b.

KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS

Comments from the Design Review Committee

The Design Review Committee of the Planning Commission met on January 7, 2002 to review the original application.  The Design Review Committee had issues with following:  front yard parking (minimizing visual impact of automobiles as viewed from the street, lack of view of the building from the street, overuse of concrete in front yard) and fence design and height; side yard setback/rear yard access from the street; stairway design amending the original straight stairway to a quarter-turn stair; entryways; access within the units to the rear yard open space.  The Committee felt that a request for a Major Density Variance is a rezoning issue that should be considered with the neighborhood as part of the Rezoning Update, rather than a request that should be addressed on a case-by-case basis. However, the applicant was invited to resubmit the proposal with changes made to the above items that may allow the consideration for the Variance to proceed to the full Commission and public hearing.

Density and Parking Variance:
Staff believes there is reason to consider granting this variance. The presence of a large number of raised basement Victorians in need of repair and rehabilitation, and the growing numbers of Oakland residents in need of safe, affordable housing justifies the examination of the worth of granting a variance for a well-designed project that exceeds the existing zoning, but which is within the General Plan density. There are many other secondary units in neighborhood buildings, which lend themselves to this configuration, and it allows for substantial investment in renovation of these historic structures.  However, staff is very concerned about neighborhood impacts.  Parking is already a big problem in this neighborhood, as evidenced by cars parking on sidewalks.  The applicant proposes two units of a size large enough to accommodate a household likely to have two cars and the applicant cannot fit even the required three parking spaces on site. Moreover, granting the density variance is effectively an up zoning to the R-50 zone.  This project establishes a precedent for the whole neighborhood. Staff recommends that the density variance be granted only if the units are smaller, in line with the footprint of the existing building.  Smaller units would be less likely to have as much parking demand, and do not establish a precedent for two large units on 2,500 square foot sites.

Front Yard Parking Variance:

This proposal also involves parking in the front yard.  Again, approval of this would establish a precedent for the area.  The historic pattern for the area is a landscaped front yard in front of the Victorians.  On some lots one driveway has been added, which can still preserve the neighborhood pattern of houses fronting on the street. The neighboring property currently has a six foot redwood fence in front, screening the lower unit from the street. The applicant’s revised plan allows for a lower fence so that the pedestrian view of the Victorian house is not obscured.  In addition, the revised landscaping plan is arranged to provide a layered arrangement that includes new pavers and permeable surfacing (grass-crete or grass-cell) in the sidewalk and parking area, as well as shrubs and appropriate trees between the parking spaces, and a new street tree.  Staff is very concerned that allowing paving (whether hardscape or with some permeable materials and landscaping) for parking could in the long run disrupt the neighborhood character which is established. It establishes the front yard as auto/parking area, and separates the houses from their connection to the street.

In this particular case, staff recommends one on-site parking space, which leaves curb area on-street available for one space (albeit smaller than a standard space) for parking. The revised fencing plan for a white wood fence, no higher than 42”, would be acceptable, and staff recommend that the neighboring property fence be amended to be compatible with this (neighboring property has the same owner).  Staff has included a condition of approval to this effect.  The Commission should consider staff’s recommendation and compare it to the applicant’s proposal.

Open Space: 

Other issues discussed by the Design Review Committee recommended that the open space be made more accessible. This has been accommodated through revisions to the floor plan. The Design Review Committee specifically recommended retention of the existing large Walnut Tree, which the applicant has agreed to.

Compliance with Building Code:  

All requirements of the Building Code must be complied with including noise buffering between first and second floor units, and fire code issues related to the reduced side yard setback.  The revised site plan shows clear access to the rear yard from the street, as was recommended by the Design Review Subcommittee.  The building plans for the remodel should reflect all current City Building and Fire Code standards, considering the existing side yard setback. 

Front Porch Design:  

The front stair entrance has been revised to retain the original Victorian straight stair layout, as recommended by the Design Review Committee. 

Conclusion: 

Given the special circumstances and the proposed improvements to the property staff recommends approving a density variance for a second unit despite the requirements for parking and density variances, provided that the building not be enlarged from the existing footprint of 1,085 square feet. Staff believes that approving the density variance as requested with the enlarged building footprint would exacerbate the parking problems for the neighborhood.  Staff suggests that the applicant redesign the project to accommodate the same footprint as the original design  (1,085 square feet each floor). Staff further recommends that two parking spaces in the front yard not be permitted, and that there be instead a variance for a single parking space in the front, consistent with the pattern of many small residential lots in West Oakland. The curb area would still exist on-street which would allow an on-street space, albeit of a smaller sub-standard size.  Staff believes this solution strikes an appropriate compromise between allowing a second unit that supports housing and property investment goals, and preserving the neighborhood character of the area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1.
Affirm staff’s environmental determination.

2. Approve the Variances and Design Review Permit subject to the attached findings and conditions.

An Appeal to the City Council of this Decision may be submitted within ten (10) days (4:00 p.m. on March 2, 2002) of the date of this letter.  An appeal shall be on a form provided by the Planning and Zoning Division of the Community and Economic Development Agency, and submitted to the same at 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114, to the attention of Margot Lederer Prado, Planner III.  The appeal shall state the specific basis of the appeal and include payment of $585.00 in accordance with the City of Oakland Master Fee Schedule.  The Planning and Zoning Division shall forward a copy of appeals submitted to the City Clerk for scheduling.
Prepared by: 

MARGOT LEDERER PRADO

Planner III

Approved by:

GARY PATTON

Deputy Director of Planning and Zoning

Approved for forwarding to the

City Planning Commission:

LESLIE GOULD

Director of Planning and Zoning

ATTACHMENTS:


A. Plans and Elevations (Revision No 2)

B. Landscape Plan 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL:

This proposal meets the required findings under 17.148.070 (Variance Criteria), 17.136.070.A (Residential Design Review Criteria), and 17.20.070 (Design review criteria for the R-36 zone).

Section 17.148.070 (Variance Criteria):

A. Strict compliance with the specified regulation would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning regulations, due to unique physical or topographic circumstances or conditions of design; or, as an alternative in the case of a minor variance, that such strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution improving livability, operational efficiency, or appearance.

The applicant has requested a Major Variance for the development of a second unit on a lot less than 4,000 square feet parcel. in the R-36 district. This request constitutes a density variance that is not normally accommodated on a case by case basis, especially in consideration of the Citywide rezoning process now underway.  However, staff recommend that the variance be granted on the condition that the existing building footprint of 1,085 square feet not be exceeded. In this way, improvements to the building may be carried out, but the constraint on the size of the units would inhibit an exacerbation of the parking problems that would be created through a larger unit. 

In addition, the applicant is requesting a variance for front yard and reduced parking. The narrow width of the site (25 feet) does not allow for a side driveway. The lack of side driveways and rear parking is typical of the Victorian Queen Anne cottages in the neighborhood. The applicant has provided a landscaping and parking plan with two parking spaces in front, however staff discourages the elimination of a front yard and recommend instead that the parking variance be extended to allow for a single front yard parking space, with one parking space available on-street. 

B. Strict compliance with the regulations would deprive the applicant of privileges enjoyed by owners of similarly zoned property; or, as an alternative in the case of a minor variance, that such strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution fulfilling the basic intent of the applicable regulation.

The City has approved a limited number of variances under similar circumstances. However, the underlying zoning district (R-36) is basically a single family zoning district with allowance for secondary units through the permit process. Two mid-sized housing units (1,300 square feet each) on a single substandard lot is not the usual practice in the District.  The City approved a variance for a similar plan at the adjacent property within the past two years. Staff recommends denial of the proposed plan for two larger units, and recommends approval of two smaller units of 1,085 square feet. While an effective design solution for the joint problem of the need for off street parking and the constraints of the narrow lot has been proposed by the applicant, the upcoming citywide rezoning process accommodates the opportunity to examine the existing density of the neighborhood in a more comprehensive and inclusive way.  

C. The variance, if granted, will not adversely affect the character, livability, or appropriate development of abutting properties or the surrounding area, and will not be detrimental to the public welfare or contrary to adopted plans or development policy;

The proposed improvements to the property will improve the livability and appropriate development of surrounding properties. However, the project can still be a great improvement to the neighborhood given the limitation in size as suggested above, and the parking demand will be more limited based on the size of the units. While the proposed landscaping and fencing plan will add greenery to a property currently surrounded in the front by concrete, the creation of a single off-street parking space with adjoining small front yard will be much more consistent with the neighborhood character. The lifting of the home to accommodate full height in the basement will not significantly affect the privacy or solar access of adjacent properties.

D. The variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations imposed on similarly zoned properties or inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning regulations.

See Finding B.

17.136.070.A (Residential Design Review Criteria):

A. The proposed design will create a building or set of buildings that are well related to the surrounding area in their setting, scale, bulk, height, materials, and textures.

The functional use of a raised basement Queen Anne cottage as a second unit is an existing pattern throughout West Oakland.  The proposal is for the creation of a second unit in an existing structure by raising the house to allow for proper ceiling height and to improve the structure including the foundation.  These proposed alterations to the home would not significantly affect the outside appearance or design of the structure. 

B. The proposed design will protect, preserve, or enhance desirable neighborhood characteristics.

The Clawson neighborhood is in a dynamic transition. The trend towards rehabilitation and improvement will increase as soon as the Mandela Parkway extension into Emeryville is open and the median landscape improvements are complete. There is considerable interest in the rehabilitation of existing Victorian residences as well as in the development of new projects, and there is a need for additional housing opportunities in this neighborhood.  The proposed improvements to the property will enhance the appearance of the home and the neighborhood while maintaining historical integrity. Furthermore, the staff support of two small units and the accompanying variance for a single parking space off-street will provide incentive for the modest rehabilitation of similar properties in the area.

C. The proposed design will be sensitive to the topography and landscape.

The proposal will not affect existing landscaping on the lot. The front yard, currently under concrete, should receive new landscaping and fencing while maintaining a single parking space. Staff will require a revised landscaping plan to reflect the recommendation of this Report, which will be reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to the submission of building permits. The proposed site is flat.

D. If situated on a hill, the design and massing of the proposed building relates to the grade of the hill.

The structure is not be situated on a hill.

E. The proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland Comprehensive Plan and with any applicable district plan or development control map which has been adopted by the City Council.
The General Plan land use designation for the site is Mixed Housing Type Residential.  The intent of the Mixed Housing Type Residential classification is to create, maintain, and enhance residential areas typically located near the City's major arterials and characterized by a mix of single family homes, townhouses, small multi-unit buildings, and neighborhood businesses where appropriate.  The maximum density allowed within this designation is 30 units per gross acre or one unit per 1,089 per square feet of site area.  However, the existing zoning District (R-36) has a maximum density of one unit per 2,000 square feet. The applicant is proposing a density of approximately one unit per 1,860 square feet of site area, within the requirement in the General Plan, but beyond the current zoning density. Due to the General Plan designation and the need to encourage rehabilitation of existing older properties, staff support the density for a second unit while limiting the size of the unit to the existing building footprint. 

17.20.070 (Design review criteria for the R-36 zone):

A. Site Design.

1. The siting of the building is such that it is compatible with adjacent properties and respects the configuration and natural amenities of the lot.

The proposal is a creation of a second unit in an existing structure. The maintenance of the building footprint would enable the applicant to maintain all existing setbacks including the rear yard open space and the front setback. The historic integrity of the property will be maintained, including the front entryway and stairs.

2. The building is oriented in such ways that it maintains direct sunlight to adjacent properties wherever possible.

The proposal would not affect the solar access of surrounding properties.

3. Where desirable, entry paths are distinct and separate elements from parking pads and driveways; and that stairways, accessways, and corridors are designed to ensure the privacy and security of residents without adversely affecting the residential amenity of adjacent properties.

Per the recommendation of the Design Review Committee, the front stair design will be retained in accordance with the original Victorian design.  The entry to the first floor unit shall be from the north side.

4. That the design and site planning of the building, open areas, parking, and other facilities are convenient and functional.

The suggested single parking front yard space is easily accessed from the street and the open space is conveniently located in the rear yard.

   5.
The siting and orientation of the proposal maintains views to adjacent properties wherever possible.

The current site of the structure will not be affected by the proposal.

B. Parking.

1. Parking spaces are incorporated into the design such that they are complementary elements of the overall design.

The revision of the plans to include a small front yard would mitigate the visual impact of the existing single front yard parking space.  The proposal will not disturb the existing curb cut and will preserve the existing driveway pattern of the street.

2. Where physically feasible, unenclosed parking spaces are situated on the site in such a manner that they maintain or improve the character and integrity of the neighborhood, and are visually screened from the street and other significant vantage points to minimize their visual impact.

A single front yard parking space on a small Victorian lot is not common in West Oakland, and can fit well with the neighborhood character.  Staff believes that two parking spaces in the front yard would adversely impact the character of the neighborhood, and has therefore recommended a condition of approval to require revisions of the proposal.

C. Building Design.

1. The building has a scale, height, bulk, and massing compatible with, but not necessarily identical to, surrounding buildings.

Lifting the home to bring the lower level to full height would not significantly affect the scale, height, bulk, or massing of the existing structure. 

2. Parking entrances are integrated into the overall project design;

See Finding B1.

3. The primary entrance is identifiable and is treated such that it is consistent with the rest of the building.

The primary entrance is currently defined by a second story porch.  The proposal is conditional with a straight stair.

4. The design of the building is specific to its location and responds to topographic, physical, or climatic characteristics of the site.

The structure’s location and configuration will not be affected as a result of this proposal, particularly if the existing building footprint is maintained. Furthermore, the long term use of other Victorian raised basement Queen Anne cottages as duplexes in the immediate neighborhood makes the proposal consistent with the historical architecture of the neighborhood.

D. Landscaping.

1. The proposed landscaping complements the design of the building and the use of open spaces and yards;

As conditioned, the proposed landscaping will complement the design of the building and the use of open space.

2. Water conservation has been considered in the selection of plant material and irrigation systems.

As conditioned, the proposed landscaping will be considered in the selection of plant material and irrigation systems.
E. General.

1. The proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland Comprehensive Plan and with any applicable district plan or development control map which has been adopted by the City Council.
The General Plan land use designation for the site is Mixed Housing Type Residential.  The intent of the Mixed Housing Type Residential classification is to create, maintain, and enhance residential areas typically located near the City's major arterials and characterized by a mix of single family homes, townhouses, small multi-unit buildings, and neighborhood businesses where appropriate.  The density allowed within this designation is 30 units per gross acre or one unit per 1,089 per square feet of site area.  The applicant is proposing a density of approximately one unit per 1,860 square feet of site area, within the requirement in the General Plan. Staff recommend two smaller units, which would be more consistent with the present zoning in the district. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1.
Approved Use. 

a.
Ongoing.

The project shall be constructed and operated in accordance with the authorized use as described in this staff report and the plans submitted on November 7, 2001 and as amended by the following conditions.  Any additional uses other than those approved with this permit, as described in the project description, will require a separate application and approval

2.
Effective Date, Expiration, and Extensions

a.
Ongoing.

This permit shall become effective upon satisfactory compliance with these conditions.  This permit shall expire on February 20, 2003 unless actual construction or alteration, or actual commencement of the authorized activities in the case of a permit not involving construction or alteration, has begun under necessary permits by this date.  Upon written request and payment of appropriate fees, the Zoning Administrator may grant a one-year extension of this date, with additional extensions subject to approval by the City Planning Commission.

3.
Scope of This Approval; Major and Minor Changes

a.
Ongoing.

The project is approved pursuant to the Planning Code only and shall comply with all other applicable codes and requirements imposed by other affected departments, including but not limited to the Building Services Division and the Fire Marshal. Minor changes to approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator; major changes shall be subject to review and approval by the City Planning Commission. 

4.
Modification of Conditions or Revocation

a.
Ongoing.

The City Planning Commission reserves the right, after notice and public hearing, to alter Conditions of Approval or revoke this conditional use permit if it is found that the approved facility is violating any of the Conditions of Approval or the provisions of the Zoning Regulations.

5.
Recording of Conditions of Approval

a.
Prior to issuance of building permit or commencement of activity.
The applicant shall execute and record with the Alameda County Recorder’s Office a copy of these conditions of approval on a form approved by the Zoning Administrator.  Proof of recordation shall be provided to the Zoning Administrator.

6.
Reproduction of Conditions on Building Plans

a.
Prior to issuance of building permit.
These conditions of approval shall be reproduced on page one of any plans submitted for a building permit for this project.

7.
Indemnification

a.
Ongoing.

The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Oakland, its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding (including legal costs and attorney’s fees) against the City of Oakland, its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul, an approval by the City of Oakland, the Office of Planning and Building, Planning Commission, or City Council. The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in such defense. The City may elect, in its sole discretion, to participate in the defense of said claim, action, or proceeding.

OTHER CONDITIONS:

8. Size of the Structure

The existing footprint of the structure shall remain the same, at 1,085 square feet. No future additions to the building may be allowed, unless the zoning is revised to allow the proposed density by right, or the Planning Commission specifically grants a further approval. 

9.
Window and Door Plans. 

a.
Prior to issuance of building permit 
The applicant shall submit plans for review and approval of the Planning Director that show window details (including cross sections) of the new windows to be installed. Details shall show wood windows that are recessed, have wood-like sash dimensions, and contain exterior trim.  Each window shall be single or double vertically hung. Details for the doors shall show matching recess and detailing for all doors.

10.
Landscaping Plan. 

a.
Prior to issuance of building permit
The applicant shall prepare a detailed on-site landscaping plan for the project which shows one on-site parking space in the front yard, and the rest of the yard landscaped. The applicant shall submit such plans to the Planning Director for review and approval. The Plan shall show the retention of the existing walnut tree and shall show not include fencing over 42 inches tall in the front yard. The landscaping plan shall include a system for irrigation of plantings.  All landscaping shall be permanently maintained in a neat, safe and healthy condition.  The landscaping plan shall include a distinct pathway to the front entry steps. The plan shall also include a re-landscaping and re-fencing of the neighboring property to reduce the fence height in the front yard to below 42 inches; and add planted landscape material in the nonpaved areas.

APPROVED BY: 
City Planning Commission:     February 20, 2002  (date) 
(vote)


                                               City Council:                                         (date)                                        (vote)
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