STAFF REPORT
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kari Svanstrom, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Address: Request to Extend an Approved Vesting Tentative Map for the 500
Miller Avenue project. Von der Werth, Applicant; Upworth Real Estate LLC,
Owner- APN 048-071-46- File No.PL17-4545.

DATE:

January 24, 2017
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
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1. Conduct a Public Hearing;
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2. Find that the project is categorically exempt under Section 15061 (b )4 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in c.onnection with the Request for Extension of an
Approved Vesting Tentative Map; and
3. Deny the Request for Extension of an Approved Vesting Tentative Map in connection
with the 500 Miller Avenue Vesting Tentative Map, based on testimony and evidence in
the record and the justifications found in the attached Planning Commission Resolution.

BACKGROUND:
The City has received a request for a one-year extension of the Vesting Tentative Map for the
project known as "500 Miller Avenue" (APN 048-071-46) which was originally approved by the
City Council on February 7, 2011. If the Planning Commission decides to approve the requested
extension, the Design Review approval and Special Development Permit, approved by the
Planning Commission on December 13, 2010, would be extended by the same amount of time.
The site of the project is a 52,678 square foot vacant lot located on the southwest side of Miller
A venue between Reed Street and 51 0 Miller A venue.
The project was originally submitted to the City in 2005, while the parcel known as 500 Miller
Avenue (APN 048-071-46) was still in the County. The Environmental Review (EIR) was
certified in 2007, and the property was annexed into the City in 2008. Study sessions were held
for the project Design Review/Special Development Permit and Tentative Map throughout 20082010, and final approval of Design Review the Vesting Tentative Map was granted on February
7,2011.
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The approved project would allow the creation of 9 condominium units and a 4,948 square foot
commercial building in two separate buildings.
Vesting Tentative Maps
A "tentative map" is the preliminary map proposing the subdivision of land that proposes the
parcel configuration during the initial approval process.
A ''vesting" tentative map is permitted by the state Subdivision Map Act and is different from a
standard tentative map because when it is approved, it locks in or "vests" the development
standards in effect at the ti1ne of adoption and protects the applicant from any subsequent
changes in applicable standards or fees that the City may put in place after the project is
approved, but before it is built.
The Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) ties the project approvals and requirements to the 1989
General Plan; as well as the Zoning Ordinance, including Zoning and Affordable Housing
requirements in effect at the time of approval. The City of Mill Valley has since modified all of
these documents significantly and in ways that would impact a project at this site.
Current General Plan, Ordinances, and Policies
Specifically, the City has a new General Plan (adopted in 2013, amended March 2016) which
includes new requirements for traffic analysis and mitigations for large new projects along Miller
and East Blithedale corridors in response to the increase in congestion the City has experienced
over the last several years. There are also several General Plan programs and recommendations
which have since been implemented that would impact the project/site.
As pa11 of implementing the new General Plan, the City developed new Design Guidelines and
Development Standards for mixed-use development in 2014-2016, and adopted new Mixed-Use
Design Guidelines in March 2016; and a new Zoning Ordinance in July 2016 with provisions for
mixed-use development in commercial zoning districts, including the project's C-N zone. The
project approved in 2010/2011 would not comply with the new Zoning Ordinance, which limits
residential uses to being above commercial uses and sets an FAR for residential space.
At the time of the project approval, there were no Design Guidelines specifically for mixed-use
or multi-family development. The Planning Commission utilized the only design guidelines in
effect at the time (single fmnily design guidelines for the residential component and commercial
design guidelines from the 1989 General Plan for the commercial structure). The project as
approved would not be consistent with some of the new Design Guidelines, which, among other
things, would not allow parking to be so prominently located along such a long stretch of an
important commercial frontage as proposed in the approved project.
Additionally, the City adopted a new Inclusionary Housing Ordinance in 2015 which requires
new developments of four or more residential units to dedicate 10% of the units as affordable
housing (the previous threshold was more than nine units, with nine or less units allowed to pay
an in-lieu fee). This would require a new 9-unit development to dedicate one of the units as an
"affordable unit" rather than pay an in-lieu fee.
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STAFF ANALYSIS:
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The applicant has submitted a request for a one year extension of the approved Vesting Tentative
Map for the project known as "500 Miller A venue" (APN 048-071-46) on the basis of 5
elements:
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Staff does not disagree with this statement. The approvals were granted in 2010/2011, in the
midst of the recession. However, the State of California legislature also recognized the hardship
borne by projects with approved Tentative Maps and Vesting Tentative Maps approved during
this time frame, and passed legislation that granted several extensions to these maps (SB 1185,
AB208, AB 333, AB 116, AB 1303).
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1. The approvals were granted in the midst of the worst recession since the great depression
of the 1930"s, and a time when the capital markets were not-lending money for real
estate development. This caused a multi-year delay in getting this project of [sic} the
ground.

Without these extensions, the project approvals would have expired after 24 months, or February
7, 2013. The project was automatically granted the extensions from state law which extended the
approval by an additional four years, and the applicant was notified of the extensions and the
new expiration in September 2014.
The State's last tentative map extension legislation was passed in 2013, at which point the
economy was beginning to recover, especially in northern California and the North Bay in
particular. The economic conditions and building climate in Mill Valley have been on the
upswing starting in 2013, as evidenced by the a1nount of building permit activity seen by the
City. Staff feels that the extensions granted by the State are adequate to account for the
depressed economic conditions in the late 2000's/early 2010's, and no additional time extension
is needed on this basis.

2. The applicant initially planned to build the subdivision improvements before filing the
final map and applied to do so in June 2016. Building the improvements first would save
the considerable cost of bonding for the improvements. Due to delays in getting city
approval to build the improvements first, the applicant is now proposing to submit a bond
for the public improvements and record the final map before the deadline February 7,
2017. We believe we are on track to do so.

Staff has been in communication with the applicant about his project approval since at least
2014, when the applicant was notified of the extension of the approval to early 2017. Staff met
with the applicant several times between 2014 and 2016 to discuss the requirements for
completing the Final Map. In these meetings and conversations, staff advised the applicant that
the Final Map process could be lengthy and advised submittal of the required materials early to
ensure adequate time to review. Staff also expressed that, due to the number of City policies and
regulations that had changed since the project approval, staff would not be able to recomtnend an
extension for the project beyond the 1nultiple years of extension granted by the State.
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Staff re-sent the project Conditions of Approval to the applicant in April 2016 as a reminder of
the required project revisions including items that would need to be considered and incorporated
into the Improvement Plans and Final Map when submitted, as well as the required documents
for the building permit submittal.
The applicant submitted the Final Map application; Grading Plans; and, Improvement Plans to
the City in June 2016, and noted the building plans would be submitted at a later time. The
Improvement Plans include much of the site work, including: a 25-40 foot site retaining wall; a
stormwater drainage system and other site drainage; and, improvements such as sidewalks and
the driveways. As with most building permit applications, these documents required corrections
from City staff and, for the Grading Permit, from the outside firm enlisted to assist with the
technical review of the Grading plans. In addition, this project is subject to a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan as part of the Environmental Review for the project which
further adds to the level of scrutiny for the project. As noted above, the applicant was strongly
encouraged, in light of these requirements, to submit the 1naterials early in the process.
The project plans to date are currently incomplete as there are items being revised to conform to
the project Approval and Conditions of Approval. Staff continues to work with the applicant and
his team to achieve improve1nent plans that are cmnplete and consistent with project approvals.

3.

While the subdivision is relatively simple in that involves creating two lots (residential lot
and commercia/lot) thatfront on Miller Avenue and have direct access to a city street
and all municipal utilities, the project is complex in that the commercia/lot and the
residential lot will share a parking lot and a drainage system. This required the
preparation of a complex set of legal documents (CC&Rs and Reciprocal Easements).
This took a considerable amount of time.
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As noted above, City staff has been in communication with the applicant and, on numerous
occasions, advised the applicant that the Final Map process could be lengthy and advised
submittal of the Final Map application with adequate time to review. Staff believes the applicant
has had adequate time since the February 2011 approval to prepare the required documents.
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Staff has requested information on this item from the Applicant, but has not received any
information. Staff has worked diligently towards review of the application within the
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act, which governs the review of both Final Map and
Staff accepted partial
Subdivision Improvement Plans (the associated building permit).
submittals of the Final Map application materials in November in an effort to accommodate the
applicant's timeline even though there is no requirement for this, and it required additional effoti
on the part of staff. Given the technical require1nents and complexity of the improvement plans
and related grading permit, staff was not able to accept and review partial submittals for these
documents. It should be noted that the proposed Improvement Plans remain incomplete and to
date cannot be found to be in substantial conformance with the project approvals.

4. In some instances, the city has exceeded the statutory time limits to review the applicant's
plans and respond. Details can be provided at the hearing.

4

165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209

If, at the hearing, the Applicant presents substantial evidence of City delay, the Commission
should consider the evidence and, if appropriate, could extend the Tentative Map for a length of
time that makes the applicant "whole" in the review process.
5.

This project is important to the city as ·well as the applicant. The City has listed this
project in its Housing Element update and used the nine units that were approved as part
of this project to satisfy the City's regional housing need allocation (RHNA). Should this
project fail to come to ji~uition, the City would lose these units and may have an issue
with its RHNA numbers. There also may be an issue with respect to Government Code
Section 65863 which requires the City to take no actions, administrative or otherwise,
that would reduce the residential density on a parcel.

Per State requirements, the City includes projects with valid approvals for residential units in the
City's Housing Element, which it subtnits to the State. Including this information in reports to
the State does not commit a City to extend an expiring approval for a project thus reported.
Staff does not believe that the expiration of an application in any way reduces the development
potential for the site. Indeed, the General Plan adopted in 2013 introduced minimum density
requirements for sites based on the site's size and General Plan designation. The maximum
density requirements were not modified for this Land Use I Zoning (Neighborhood Commercial).
Any new project would be subject to the minitnum and maxitnum densities for the site. While
the General Plan allows the tninimum density to be reduced for specific site characteristics such
as topography, staffs analysis for an alternate proposal submitted by the applicant in 2014 found
that, given the building envelope formed by the approved area of excavation, the site would have
a capacity of between 6 and 11 units, well within the density of the cunently proposed 9-unit
project.
PUBLIC COMMENT:
Public comments received as of the publication of this staff report are included as Attachtnent 2.
RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the Planning Comtnission adopt a Resolution (EXHIBIT A-1) denying the
request for extension of the Vesting Tentative Map approval for the following reasons:

•

•

•

Staff believes the applicant has had ample time to prepare and submit the project in light
of both the original two-year project approval and the additional four year extension of
the expiration granted by State legislation.
There have been substantial changes in local ordinances and policies since the titne of the
approval. The project would not c01nply with cunent City regulations, including the
General Plan; Zoning District regulations; Mixed-use Design Guidelines; and,
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.
Staff recommends that any further extensions beyond the additional four years granted by
the State be denied to ensure that a new project at the site would be consistent with the
MV2040 General Plan; Zoning Ordinance; and, Mixed-use Design Guidelines now in
effect.
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If the applicant presents significant evidence in relation to Item 5 (See Attachment 1), staff
recommends the Commission consider the evidence and, if needed, extend the approval for the
amount of time staff may have exceeded statutory time limits.
PLANNING COMMISSION OPTIONS:
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1. Deny the extension request (adopt Resolution found in Exhibit A-1 );
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2. Approve the extension request for a one-year period as submitted by the applicant (adopt
Resolution found in Exhibit A-2); or
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3. Approve an extension for a period of time of the Planning Con1mission' s choosing, but
not more than one-year period (adopt Resolution found in Exhibit A-2).
EXHIBITS
EXHIBIT A-1: PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION OF DENIAL
EXHIBIT A-2: PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL
ATTACHMENTS
1. APPLICANT'S REQUEST FOR EXTENSION
2. PUBLIC COMMENTS
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EXHIBIT A-1
RESOLUTION NO. PC17A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF MILL VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION
DENYING A REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF AN APPROVED VESTING
TENTATIVE MAP FOR THE 500 MILLER AVENUE PROJECT (APN 048-071-46)
WHEREAS, on February 7, 2011, the City of Mill Valley City Council approved a Vesting
Tentative Map to divide the property at 500 Miller Avenue (APN 048-071-38 & -39, later
revised to APN 048-071-46) located within the Commercial Neighborhood (C-N) Zoning
District, and with a Planned Development overlay; and

WHEREAS, through legislation the State of California extended all valid Vesting Tentative
Map approvals during the 2007-2013 recession, which extended the expiration date of the
February 7, 2011, Vesting Tentative Map approval an additional four years beyond the original
two year approval, from the original expiration date of February 7, 2013 to February 7, 2017;
and
WHEREAS, the applicant has had several additional years beyond the original approval In
which to complete the requirements for a Final Map; and
WHEREAS, the total of six years of approval is more than adequate time for the applicant to
complete the Final Map and required improvements; and

·

WHEREAS, on January 9, 2017 the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension of
the Vesting Tentative Map approval for the project as provided for in the Mill Valley Municipal
Code Section 21.22; and

WHEREAS, granting an extension of the Vesting Tentative Map would also extend the Design
Review and Special Development Pennit; and

WHEREAS, the City of Mill Valley adopted General Plan MV2040 on October 13, 20 14; and
WHEREAS, the City of Mill Valley adopted Design Guidelines for Multi-Family Residential
and Mixed-Use Development on June 6, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the City of Mill Valley adopted new Zoning District regulations for mixed-use
developments for all commercial zoning districts, including the Neighborhood Cmnmercial Zone
on July 18, 20 16; and
WHEREAS, the new MV2040 policies and new Zoning regulations include substantial changes
in local ordinances and policies since the time of the approval of the Vesting Tentative Map on
February 7, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the current Design Review, Special Development Permit, and Vesting Tentative
Map approval is extremely out of date with current City policies and regulations, and is
inconsistent with the requirements of these new policies and regulations; and
WHEREAS, the City provided public notice of the hearing of the applicant's request for an
extension to the approved Vesting Tentative Map through mailing to properties within 500 feet
of the project site in accordance with the Municipal Code requirements; and
WHEREAS, on January 24, 2017, Planning Commission held a public hearing to review the
applicant's request for an extension to the approved Vesting Tentative Map, hear a presentation
from staff and take public testimony.
NOW, THEREFORE, having considered all evidence in the public record and based on the
findings made above, the PLANNING COMMIS~ION OF THE CITY OF MILL VALLEY,
resolves as follows:

1. The request for an extension of the Vesting Tentative Map to divide the property at 500
Miller Avenue (APN 048-071-46) that was approved on February 7, 2011, is denied.
Motion by Comtnissioner:
Second by Commissioner:
THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was adopted at the Planning Commission meeting of
- - - - -, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Anne Bolen, Chair, City of Mill Valley Planning Commission
ATTEST:

Vin Smith, Director of Planning & Building

EXHIBIT A-2
RESOLUTION NO. PC17A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF MILL VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION
APPROVING AN EXTENSION OF AN APPROVED VESTING TENTATIVE MAP FOR
THE 500 MILLER AVENUE PROJECT (APN 048-071-46)
WHEREAS, on February 7, 2011, the City of Mill Valley City Council approved a Vesting
Tentative Map to divide the property at 500 Miller Avenue (APN 048-071-38 & -39, later
revised to APN 048-071-46) located within the Commercial Neighborhood (C-N) Zoning
District, and with a Planned Development overlay; and

WHEREAS, through legislation the State of California extended all valid Vesting Tentative
Map approvals during the 2007-2013 recession, which extended the expiration date of the
February 7, 2011, Vesting Tentative Map approval from the original expiration date of February
7, 2013 to February 7, 2017; and
WHEREAS, on January 9, 2017 the applicant submitted a request for a one-year extension of
the Vesting Tentative Map approval for the project as provided for in the Mill Valley Municipal
Code Section 21.22; and
WHEREAS, the City provided public notice of the hearing of the applicant's request for an
extension to the approved Vesting Tentative Map through mailing to properties within 500 feet
of the project site in accordance with the Municipal Code requirements; and

WHEREAS, on January 24, 2017, Planning Commission held a public hearing to review the
applicant's request for an extension to the approved Vesting Tentative Map, hear a presentation
fr01n staff and take public testin1ony.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF MILL VALLEY, having considered all evidence in the public record, resolves
as follows:
1. An extension of the approval of the Vesting Tentative Map to divide the property at 500
Miller Avenue (APN 048-071-46) that was approved on February 7, 2011, in the amount
of
is hereby granted.
Motion by Commissioner:
Second by Commissioner:

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was adopted at the Planning Commission meeting of

- - - -, by the following vote:
AYES:

NOES:
ABSENT:

Anne Bolen, Chair, City of Mill Valley Planning Commission
ATTEST:

Vin Smith, Director of Planning & Building

Exhibit "A"
Attachment to Vondcrwerth Application
to extend Tentative Map and Related Applications
500 Miller Avenue

The Owner/Applicant for the Tentative Map and Design Review approval to
construct 9 residential condominiums at 504 Miller and a two story commerciaVoffi.ce
building at 500 Miller requests a one year extension to the approvals based on the
following reasons:
1. The approvals were granted in the midst of the worst recession since the great
depression of the 1930's, and at a time when the capital markets were not lending money
for real estate development. This caused a multi-year delay in getting this project off the
ground.

2. The applicant initially planned to build the subdivision improvements before filing the
final map and applied to do so in June 2016. Building the improvements first would save
the considerable cost of bonding for the in1provements. Due to delays in getting city
approval to build the improvements first, the applicant is now proposing to submit a bond
for the public improvements and record the final map before the deadline February 7,
2017. We believe we are on track to do so.
3. While the subdivision is relatively simple in that involves creating two lots (residential
lot and commercial lot) that front on Miller Avenue and have direct access to a city street
and all municipal utilities, the project is complex in that the commercial lot and the
residential lot will share a parking lot and a drainage system. This required the
preparation of a complex set of legal documents (CC& Rs and Reciprocal Easements).
This took a considerable amount of time.
4. In some instances, the city has exceeded the statutory time limits to review the
applicant's plans and respond. Details can be provided at the hearing.
5. Thls project is important to the city as well as the applicant. The City has listed this
project in its Housing Element update and used the nine units that were approved as part
ofthls project to satisfy the City's regional housing need allocation (RHNA). Should tllis
project fail to come to fruition, the City would lose these units and may have an issue
with its RHNA numbers. There also may be an issue with respect to Government Code
Section 65863 which requires the City to take no actions, administrative or otherwise,
that would reduce the residential density on a parcel.
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Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension

From: Bob Silvestri [mailto:osmv@comcast.net]

Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 11:24 AM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Cc: Jim McCann; Vin Smith

Subject: Re: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension
Dear Kari:
As a community member who has spent (wasted) countless hours addressing the flaws and shortcomings of the
Von der Werth proposal(s), I very strongly agree with the Staff's recommendation to deny any extension for
this project, for all the reasons that you state below (changes to the City's policies and regulations since the
time of the project approval in February of 2011).
Mr. Von der Werth has had more than enough time and opportunity to comply with requirements and the City
bent over backwards to assist him even to this point. Please deny the request for any extension for this project.
Bob Silvestri
73 Surrey Avenue
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Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension

From: Dave LaDuke [mailto:dladuke@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 11:00 AM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Cc: Bob Silvestri; Susan Kirsch; Liz Specht; Mitch Wortzman; Burton Miller; Duncan Drechsel
Subject: Re: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension
Hi Kari,

In full support of staff denial based upon General Plan updates and other changes since 2011.
Thank you,
Dave

Dave LaDuke
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Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

FW: 500 Miller Avenue extension

From: John Palmer [mailto:jp@montgomerypartners.net]

Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 1:32PM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Cc: Jim McCann; Vin Smith
Subject: 500 Miller Avenue extension

Dear Kari, Jim, and Vin
I agree with staff's recommendation not to extend the approvals for 500 Miller, given all the changes to the City's
General Plan, Zoning requirements, and Design Guidelines. I am not opposed to mixed-use developments on Miller,
but agree with Kari that any such new approval, including the requested extension, should conform to the referenced
changes. Thank you.
John Palmer
Montgomery Partners
100 Shoreline Highway Suite 160B
Mill Valley, CA 94941
(415) 332 4440 (office)
(415) 272 1728 (cell)
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Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

FW: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension

From: Duncan Drechsel [mailto:duncan@thedrechselgroup.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 1:24 PM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Subject: Re: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension
Hi Kari,
Based on the time elapsed and changes cited I want to reach out and say that I am in full strong support of the staff's
denial of an extension for this project.
Thank you.
Duncan Drechsel
159 Linden Lane

415-596-8411
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Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

FW: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension

From: Liz Specht [mailto:liz@edliz.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 5:42 PM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Cc: Alex Dunne; Alexandra Zuber; Bart Howard; Bob Bayless; Bob Silvestri; Burton Miller; Dan Dahlgren; Dave
LaDuke; David Chittenden; David Griffis; Donald Herzog; Doug Nelson; Duncan Drechsel; Francine Millman; Grant
Barbour; John Palmer; Judy Thier; Katrina Kehl; Kira Keane; Larry Anderson; Margaret Ann Sullivan; Marge
Entwisle; Marie Cardinal; Michela and Alan Abram; Mitch Wortzman; Paul Chuljin; Richard Dimaio; Shahrad; Steve
Gregoire; Susan Conklin; Susan Kirsch; Susan Nasca; Tom Gooden; Victoria Roberts-Russell; Victoria Talkington
Subject: Re: Notice of hearing on 11 500 Miller Avenue .. extension

We support the opinion of the City that project approval should not be extended.
Liz & Ed Specht
102 Nelson Ave.
Mill Valley

Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

FW: "500 Miller Avenue" extension

From: Francine Millman [mailto:francine@promptconsulting.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 5:51 PM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Cc: Jim McCann; Vin Smith
Subject: "500 Miller Avenue" extension

Hi there, Kari:
I am in complete agreement with staff's recommendation not to extend the approvals for 500 Miller
Avenue (the Von der Worth project). With all of the changes to the City's General Plan, Zoning
requirements, and Design Guidelines, it makes sense Von der Worth's proposals would not comply
with today's standards and should therefore be denied.
Thank you,

Fran.cin.e M iflwu~n.
18 Midhill Drive
Mill Valley

Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

FW: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension

From: Shahrad [mailto:shahrad@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 6:22PM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Subject: Re: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension

Hi Kari,
We agree, these sites should meet the cunent requirements; especially the congestion plan.
Hopefully they do update as I would love some additional commercial space in that area
Thanks,
Shahrad
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Kari Svanstrom
Subject:

FW: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension

From: Mitch Wortzman [mailto:mwortzman@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2017 8:28AM
To: Kari Svanstrom
Subject: Re: Notice of hearing on "500 Miller Avenue" extension
Thank you Kari for keeping us informed. I support your recommendation.
Mitch Wortzman
25 Laurelwood Ave
Sent from my iPhone
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