
The	
  Resolu*on	
  was	
  introduced	
  on	
  February	
  1,	
  2011	
  by	
  Mark	
  Antell	
  and	
  Jerry	
  Auten.	
  	
  
It	
  was	
  “sent”	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  and	
  Zoning	
  CommiGee	
  for	
  recommended	
  Ac*on.	
  

Ul*mate	
  result	
  is	
  a	
  withdrawal	
  of	
  the	
  resolu*on	
  (although	
  the	
  same	
  or	
  modified	
  
resolu*on	
  could	
  be	
  introduced	
  in	
  the	
  future	
  –	
  “without	
  prejudice”).	
  

The	
  CommiGee	
  believes	
  that	
  such	
  a	
  reintroduc*on	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  necessary	
  as	
  long	
  as	
  
the	
  agreements	
  and	
  an	
  ac*on	
  plan	
  made	
  with	
  CPHD	
  occur.	
  	
  Moreover,	
  the	
  P	
  &	
  Z	
  
commiGee	
  have	
  agreement	
  with	
  CPHD	
  for	
  quarterly	
  mee*ngs	
  to	
  discuss	
  the	
  ac*on	
  
plan	
  progress	
  and/or	
  problems.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  such	
  interac*on	
  will	
  mi*gate	
  problems	
  
which	
  otherwise	
  might	
  occur.	
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1.  ACCF has often used resolutions to either state a position or to encourage action 
by the County (Staff) 

2.  Some resolutions go through a “cumbersome” process – Board to Manager to 
Staff and back up the chain – time consuming and often desired results are not 
achieved. 

3.  In this case CPHD management and staff were concerned and receptive to taking 
action that would have an even better result that the “resolution” process. 

4.  A set of “desired actions” were defined that would have comparable results that, 
if achieved, would allow the “makers” to comfortably withdraw the resolution.  
Moreover, an agreement to hold quarterly meetings can only help to ensure we 
are on “track” with the “desired actions”. 
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1.  The Committee discussed this resolution at meetings on February 20th, March 20th 
and May 1st – the first and third at significant length 

2.  A select group had meetings with some staff on April 8th and a “major” 
determining meeting was held May 24th.  In addition we had many email 
“conversations”! 

3.  Material was reviewed including “Standard” Site Plan Conditions and, what 
publically available material that existed was researched (e.g. what was in the 
library for 4.1’s – determined “packages” often not complete). 

4.  Part of the process included determining, to the degree possible, the components 
of the planned Permits Plus system. 

5.   Finally at the May 1st meeting we defined necessary materials and/or actions that 
would ameliorate concerns  and hence the need for a resolution – those needs 
were sent to Staff on May 5th and were the subject of our May 24th meeting with 
CPHD leadership. 
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1.  Staff	
  will	
  prepare	
  a	
  narrated	
  presenta*on	
  describing	
  the	
  SPRC	
  Process	
  so	
  the	
  
community	
  can	
  par*cipate	
  efficiently	
  and	
  effec*vely	
  –	
  we	
  recognize	
  lack	
  of	
  
“knowledge”	
  is	
  a	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  percep*on/problem.	
  

2.  Hopefully	
  CPHD	
  will	
  establish	
  a	
  URL	
  for	
  each	
  site	
  plan	
  with	
  mul*ple	
  items	
  
including	
  full	
  sets	
  of	
  original	
  filings,	
  all	
  changes,	
  staff	
  reports,	
  County	
  Board	
  
Ac*ons	
  and	
  tracking	
  during	
  project.	
  	
  Moreover	
  material	
  would	
  be	
  available	
  that	
  
might	
  be	
  “tracked”	
  subsequent	
  to	
  the	
  COA	
  (similar	
  to	
  use	
  permit	
  condi*ons	
  
embedded	
  in	
  the	
  site	
  plan).	
  	
  The	
  intent	
  is	
  one	
  place	
  to	
  easily	
  find	
  as	
  aspects	
  
related	
  to	
  a	
  Site	
  Plan.	
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Addi*onal	
  materials	
  (some*mes	
  “available”	
  but	
  not	
  readily	
  accessible)	
  would	
  be	
  
available	
  for	
  the	
  first	
  site	
  plan	
  mee*ngs.	
  	
  We	
  have	
  listed	
  some	
  of	
  these	
  –	
  but	
  these	
  
are	
  not	
  exhaus*ve	
  –	
  each	
  Site	
  Plan	
  oaen	
  has	
  unique	
  aspects.	
  	
  Other	
  specific	
  material	
  
needs	
  might	
  yet	
  be	
  iden*fied.	
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The	
  decision	
  by	
  CPHD	
  to	
  allow	
  quarterly	
  mee*ngs	
  is	
  a	
  key	
  advantage	
  of	
  this	
  approach.	
  	
  
Such	
  mee*ngs	
  will	
  allow	
  both	
  Planning	
  and	
  Zoning	
  and,	
  more	
  importantly,	
  CPHD	
  to	
  
address	
  problems	
  before	
  they	
  become	
  an	
  impediment	
  to	
  success	
  of	
  these	
  
agreements.	
  

Not	
  everything	
  goes	
  as	
  smoothly	
  –	
  and	
  most	
  importantly	
  we	
  recognize	
  that	
  many	
  
items	
  on	
  which	
  we	
  concurred,	
  will	
  take	
  significant	
  *me	
  to	
  accomplish.	
  	
  Not	
  only	
  must	
  
we	
  rely	
  on	
  new	
  systems	
  just	
  out	
  of	
  a	
  requirements	
  phase	
  (e.g.	
  Permits	
  Plus	
  has	
  not	
  
been	
  implemented	
  yet)	
  –	
  but	
  coordina*on	
  and	
  concurrence	
  is	
  necessary	
  with	
  the	
  
Planning	
  Commission	
  (an	
  addi*onal	
  “party”)	
  and	
  it	
  subcommiGees	
  to	
  ensure	
  full	
  
transparency!	
  	
  

Finally,	
  we	
  (Planning	
  and	
  Zoning	
  CommiGee	
  exper*se)	
  are	
  available	
  –	
  and	
  you	
  (CA	
  
members)	
  should	
  consider	
  us	
  if	
  you	
  ever	
  take	
  part	
  in	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  process	
  –	
  especially	
  
for	
  the	
  first	
  *me.	
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