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SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD MINUTES
For SDAB Hearing No. 20-007
TIME:
6:30 pm
DATE:
October 28, 2020
PLACE: Zoom ~ watch live at www.Cochrane.ca/SDAB
Chairperson:

David Helmer

Board Members:

Jenna Graham
Brenda Samborski
Scott Shannon
Patrick Wilson, Councillor

Town Staff:

Amanda Legros, Senior Planner
Ryan Stewart, Acting Manager, Planning Services & Civil
Land Development
Riley Welden, Acting General Manager, Development &
Community Services

Recording Secretary:

Karen Babin

1. CALL TO ORDER
a. Chairperson Helmer asked for a motion to open the hearing
i. MOVED by Jenna Graham to open the hearing
~carried unanimously~
b. Chairperson Helmer opened the hearing at 6:35 pm
c. Introductions were made from the Board and Administration
d. Chairperson Helmer asked if anyone had any objections to any member of the Board
i. There were no objections to any member of the Board
2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND MINUTES
a. The Chairperson asked if there were any amendments or additions to the Agenda
i. Secretary Karen Babin, responded that there were no additions to the agenda
b. The Chairperson asked for a motion to adopt the Agenda
i. MOVED by Scott Shannon to adopt the Agenda as presented
~carried unanimously~
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c. The Chairperson asked for a motion to adopt the Minutes from the previous hearing
i. MOVED by Jenna Graham to adopt the Minutes from SDAB 20-004 as presented
~carried unanimously~
3. FIRST APPEAL
a. The Chairperson asked the Secretary to read out the appeal
i. The Secretary read out the first appeal as follows:
Development Permit 2020-062
Lot 1, Block 14, Plan 021 2344
639 First Street West
Office/Retail Development
b. The Chairperson asked the Secretary if this Appeal had been duly advertised
The Secretary stated that the Notice of Appeal had been advertised in the
October 22nd edition of the Cochrane Eagle as well as sent out to adjacent
landowners
4. OUTLINE OF HEARING PROCESS
a. The Chairperson outlined the hearing process for all present
There were no concerns with the process from the Appellant, Administration or
any members of the audience
b. The Chairperson asked the Secretary if each of the affected parties had received all
materials in a timely fashion.
The Secretary replied that they had
5. PRESENTATIONS
a. Appellant:
i. The Chairperson called upon the Appellant to come forward and present their
report
ii. Bruce Kendall presented a comprehensive report and made an oral presentation
to the Board
iii. Paul Jacobs made an oral presentation to the Board
iv. Questions were asked from the Board to the Mr. Kendall and Mr. Jacobs
b. Administration:
i. The Chairperson called upon the Development Planner to come forward and
present their report
ii. Development Planner, Amanda Legros submitted a comprehensive
Administrative Report and made an oral and visual presentation to the Board
iii. Questions were asked from the Board to Administration
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6. QUESTIONS AND SUMMARIES
a. Final summaries were presented
b. Final questions for clarification were asked
c. The Chairperson asked if all parties involved felt they were given a fair hearing
i. All parties agreed they were given a fair hearing
7. CLOSE
a. Chairperson Helmer called for a motion to close the hearing
i. MOVED by Jenna Graham to close the hearing
~carried unanimously~
b. The Chairperson advised that the Board had 15 days to reach their decision
c. The Chairperson called for a motion to go in-camera
i. MOVED by Jenna Graham to go in-camera
~carried unanimously~
d. Chairperson Helmer adjourned the hearing at 9:25 pm

DATED this 19th day of November 2020

Original signed by David Helmer
David Helmer, Chairperson
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TOWN OF COCHRANE
SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD
BOARD ORDER: 20-007
IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act, R.S.A. 2000 Chapter M-26
(the “Act”)
AND IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL FROM AN ORDER lodged by HLG
Investments Ltd., of Box 639, Cochrane, AB (the “Appellant”)
BEFORE:
David Helmer, Chairperson
Jenna Graham
Brenda Samborski
Scott Shannon
Patrick Wilson, Councillor
Karen Babin, Recording Secretary

This is an appeal to the Town of Cochrane Subdivision and Development Appeal Board
(“SDAB”) of the Development Authority, being the Deemed Refusal of Development
Permit 2020-062 for proposed Commercial Development – Retail Stores and Offices
at 639 First Street West, Plan 021 2344, Block 14, Lot 1, in the Town of Cochrane
(“Town”).
A hearing to consider the appeal was convened by the SDAB on October 28, 2020,
commencing at 6:30 pm via video conferencing. The live stream was available for
viewing on the Town’s website at Cochrane.ca/SDAB.
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I. BACKGROUND
Application DP2020-062 is for a commercial retail and office development located at Plan
021 2344, Block 14, Lot 1, civically known as 639 First Street West. The subject property
is listed as Central Business District (CB) where the purpose and intent is to:
“provide for pedestrian-oriented commercial development service the Town and
the surrounding rural areas. The uses will be those that promote the downtown
as Cochrane’s primary area of community social interaction and a focus of civic
and cultural identity.”
Retail stores and offices are listed as Permitted uses in the CB District.
A development permit application was received by the development authority on May 26,
2020. In accordance with Section 684(1) of the Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000, c
M-26 (“MGA”), the development authority has 40 days from the date the application is
deemed complete to make a decision on a development permit. This application was
deemed complete for circulation on May 28, 2020, triggering the deadline of July 7, 200
to render a decision. Multiple time extension agreements were entered into which
extended the time the development authority had to made a decision to September 29,
2020. The Development Officer was not prepared to render a decision at that time. In
accordance with Section 684(3) of the MGA, the application, at the option of the Appellant,
was deemed to be refused.
As per Section 685(1)(a) of the MGA, if a development authority fails or refuses to issue
a development permit to a person, the person applying for the permit may appeal to the
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board. The Notice to Appeal was received on October
1, 2020.
The following exhibits were presented during the hearing and form part of the record:
•

Exhibit One – PowerPoint Presentation submitted by the Development Authority

II. DETERMINATION OF THE BOARD
The Appeal is denied and DP2020-062 is refused as per the reasons outlined in section IV
Decision.
III.

REVIEW OF SUBMISSIONS

a) Appellant
The Appellant stated their objection to the order of appearance and argued that a deemed
refusal should be given the opportunity to present their position first. The request was
granted.
The Notice to Appeal was filed by Bruce Kendall of HLG Investments Ltd. on October 1,
2020. The Appellant submitted a comprehensive package including reports and
engineered drawings and provided a detailed oral presentation outlining grounds for
appeal:
•

The Appellant submitted an application for a development permit for a 2,600 square
foot commercial, retail and office development on the subject property on May 26,
2020. The proposed use is permitted in the Central Business District (CB) under
Land Use Bylaw 01/2004 (“LUB”). The MGA states that an application for a
permitted use and deemed complete must be approved with or without conditions.
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•

The MGA provides a period of 20 days for the development authority to determine
if an application is complete, meaning it contains the documents and information
necessary for review by the development authority. The Appellant received an
email on May 28, 2020 confirming the application was complete and on June 5,
2020 the application was circulated for comments. The Appellant believes an
application complete for circulation meets this standard.

•

The MGA provides a period of 40 days for the development authority to make a
decision on the application. Extensions may be granted if agreed to by both parties.
After numerous extensions, the final expiry date of September 29, 2020 was
reached without a decision being made. As a result, the application, at the option
of the applicant, was deemed to be refused.

•

The Appellant stated they had requested the application go to the Cochrane
Planning Commission if the development authority was not prepared to make a
decision. They felt they were unfairly denied that opportunity.

•

The Appellant is frustrated as this is the seventh deemed refusal forced upon them.
The development of this property has not been afforded a fair and due process
under the MGA despite the Municipal Government Board (“MGB”) approving a
subdivision of the property in 2019 and Alberta Transportation issuing a roadside
development permit for this application in July 2020.

•

Exhibit 5 is Alberta Transportation’s position regarding traffic impact relating to the
Appellant’s subdivision appeal heard by the MGB June 18, 2019 (Board Order: MGB
018/19).

•

Exhibit 6 lists the conditions imposed by the MGB in their approval of the
subdivision appeal and comment on site suitability (Board Order: MGB 018/19).

•

Exhibit 9 is Alberta Transportation’s roadside development permit with associated
drawings for the subject property.

•

Exhibit 11 is the 2002 Slope Stability Review conducted by McIntosh Lalani
Engineering Ltd. stating the existing slopes are considered stable and should not
be steepened.

•

Exhibit 12 is a 2002 letter from Tiamat Environmental Consultants Ltd. describing
there were no obvious indicators of petroleum hydrocarbons or groundwater
observed in the three (3) exploratory test pits drilled.

•

Exhibit 13 is a 2019 conceptual stormwater management plan including photos and
drawings from Stormwater Solutions that was provided to the Development
Authority.

•

Exhibit 14 provides National Building Code – 2019 Alberta Edition Volume 1
requirements for accessible parking stalls.

•

Exhibit 15 site drawing from Krishna Outsourcing showing parking, landscaping and
access.

•

Exhibit 16 this Board’s decision from April 16, 2019 regarding a previous application
for the same property.

•

Exhibit 17 is the May 28, 2020 confirmation email deeming the application
complete.

b) Development Officer
Amanda Legros, Senior Planner, submitted a comprehensive Administrative Report
including drawings and provided an oral and visual presentation (attached as Exhibit One).
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This item is a deemed refusal of a development permit as a decision on the application
was not made within 40 days after receipt of the application nor during any formal
extension agreements between the Applicant and the Development Authority.
A Development Permit application for a commercial retail and office development located
at 639 First Street West was received on May 26, 2020. This property is located in the
Central Business District (CB) where retail stores and offices are listed as permitted uses.
The Development Authority deemed the application to be complete on May 28, 2020,
within the 20 day period set out by the MGA. The Development Authority has 40 days
from the date the application is deemed to be complete to render a decision. Even after
multiple extensions, the Development Officer was not prepared to render a decision at
that time. In accordance with the MGA and at the option of the Applicant, the application
was deemed to be refused and an appeal filed on October 1, 2020.
The application was reviewed against the following statutory and non-statutory planning
documents:
• Municipal Development Plan, Bylaw 07/2008 (MDP)
• Downtown Area Redevelopment Plan, Bylaw 05/2005 (DARP)
• Cochrane Sustainability Plan, 2009 (CSP)
• Integrated Neighbourhood Design Guidelines, 2013 (INDG)
• Land Use Bylaw 01/2004 (LUB)
Pages 2-5 of Administration’s report outlines in detail the goals and policies of the MDP,
DARP and CSP documents met by the application. The table on pages 5-6 outlines the
results of the site design evaluation tool from the INDG. The proposed wooden boardwalk
does not meet the criteria and a lighting plan was not included in the application. The
table and additional data on pages 6-10 show the results of the review against the
requirements in the LUB. Landscaping, area planning, access and parking each required
additional information to be provided. Further, the proposed parking stall width would
require a variance of 5.0% and the proposed driving aisle width would require a variance
of 19.7%.
A Traffic Impact Study and Construction Management Plan are requirements but were
not included with the application.
A Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan and a Grading Plan, prepared by an
engineer, are also required. The application included a Site Servicing Plan that had not
been prepared by an engineer, but it requires further revisions to meet Town
requirements.
The Slope Stability Review from 2002 that was included with the application was not
accepted by the Development Authority due to missing information. Administration stated
that a slope stability report must be approved prior to a decision as the report would
conclude whether or not the property could support the proposed development.
Ms. Legros stated the application was deemed complete on May 28, 2020 and circulated
to internal and external agencies for comment. The comments received were compiled
into a summary report which was shared with the Appellant on July 6, 2020 (included as
Attachment 13 in Administration’s report). Additional comments were received after this
date and revised summary reports were provided to the Appellant on August 20 and
September 24, 2020 (included as Attachments 14 and 15 in Administration’s report).
Based on comments and analysis of the application, the Development Authority provided
potential approval conditions (see Attachment 16).
Even with multiple time extensions, the Development Authority was not prepared to
make a final decision by the September 24, 2020 deadline due in part to following
reasons:
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•
•
•

Missing information on the site plan and landscaping plan to help guide potential
conditions and variances
No response from the Appellant as to whether he wanted to proceed with required
variances with the Cochrane Planning Commission or amend the plan
No response from the Appellant regarding how to address required
information/reports that overlap between the ongoing subdivision application for
the property and this development permit application. There are items that must
be addressed through the development permit application or the subdivision must
be endorsed prior to the issuance of a development permit.

No one spoke in support of or in opposition to the Appeal and no letters were received by
the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Administration.
IV.

DECISION

The Board reviewed all evidence and arguments, written and oral, submitted by the
parties when making its decision.
This is an appeal from a deemed refusal of a development permit application to construct
a commercial development – retail stores and office space at 639 First Street West.
The Appellant maintains that the Development Officer’s failure to render a decision on
the application for a development permit within time limits set in the Municipal
Government Act constitutes a deemed refusal, a decision that is subject to appeal.
Section 685(1) of the Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000, c M-26 (Act) states that if a
development authority (a) fails or refuses to issue a development permit to a person.…the
person applying for the permit or affected by the order under section 645 may appeal to
the subdivision and development appeal board.
The Board first considered whether the appeal was properly before it and found that it
was for the following reasons.
Section 683.1 of the Act states:
(1) A development authority must, within 20 days after the receipt of an application for a
development permit, determine whether the application is complete.
(2) An application is complete if, in the opinion of the development authority, the application
contains the documents and other information necessary to review the application.
…
(5) If a development authority determines that the application is complete, the development
authority must issue to the applicant an acknowledgement in the form and manner provided for
in the land use bylaw that the application is complete.
…
(10) Despite that the development authority has issued an acknowledgment under subsection
(5) or (7), in the course of reviewing the application, the development authority may request
additional information or documentation from the applicant that the development authority
considers necessary to review the application.

The Appellant submitted the Development Permit application on May 26, 2020 and
received an email from the Development Authority deeming it complete on May 28, 2020.
Section 684 of the Act states:
(1) The development authority must make a decision on the application for a development
permit within 40 days after the receipt by the applicant of an acknowledgment under section
683.1(5) or (7) or, if applicable, in accordance with a land use bylaw made pursuant to
section 640.1(b).
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(2) A time period referred to in subsection (1) may be extended by an agreement in writing
between the applicant and the development authority.
(3) If the development authority does not make a decision referred to in subsection (1)
within the time required under subsection (1) or (2), the application is, at the option of the
applicant, deemed to be refused.

The Development Officer was required to make a decision on the development permit
application within 40 days unless the time period was extended by mutual agreement.
The Appellant and Development Authority agreed to multiple time extensions, the last of
which expired on September 24, 2020. A decision had not been rendered by this time
therefore under section 684(3), the application was, at the option of the applicant,
deemed to be refused.
Section 686(1) of the Act states:
A development appeal to a subdivision and development appeal board is commenced by filing
a notice of the appeal, containing reasons, with the board
(a) in the case of an appeal made by a person referred to in section 685(1)
(i) with respect to an application for a development permit,
(A) within 21 days after the date on which the written decision is given under
section 642, or
(B) if no decision is made with respect to the application within the 40-day period, or
within any extension of that period under section 684, within 21 days after the date
the period or extension expires,

The applicant exercised the option to deem the development permit application to be
refused and on October 1, 2020, filed an appeal to the Subdivision and Development
Appeal Board. The appeal is properly before the Board.
The Board further considered Section 642(1) of the Act which states:
When a person applies for a development permit in respect of a development provided for by a
land use bylaw pursuant to section 640(2)(b)(i), the development authority must, if the
application otherwise conforms to the land use bylaw and is complete in accordance with section
683.1, issue a development permit with or without conditions as provided for in the land use
bylaw.

Section 21.2.0 of Land Use Bylaw 01/2004 lists the permitted and discretionary uses of
the Central Business District (CB) which the development permit application falls under;
Offices and Retail Stores are both Permitted Uses.
Based on the evidence provided, the Board accepts that the application was complete for
the purpose of circulation and acknowledgement of such was made to the Appellant. In
consideration of Section 683.1(10) of the Act which states:
Despite that the development authority has issued an acknowledgement under subsection (5)
or (7), in the course of reviewing the application, the development authority may request
additional information or documentation from the applicant that the development authority
considers necessary to review the application.

The Board accepts the evidence provided by the Development Authority that the
application was circulated, comments and concerns were received and a Circulation
Summary Report based on these comments and concerns was provided to the Appellant.
After receiving additional comments and revised drawings, amended Reports were further
provided to the Appellant, the last of which was dated September 24, 2020.
The Development Officer stated that they were not prepared to make a decision within
the time period due to insufficient information.
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The Board reviewed the application as submitted by applicant, giving particular regard to
the following:
• The 2002 Slope Stability Review submitted did not provide enough information to
determine if the site could support the proposed construction. Slopes of 15% and
greater are regulated within the Town and this parcel is almost entirely made up
of 15% slopes.
• The Site Servicing Plan submitted was not prepared by an engineer and does not
currently meet Town requirements. Neither a grading plan nor a stormwater
management plan, prepared by an engineer, was submitted as required.
• No geotechnical report was submitted. The 2002 letter from Tiamat Environmental
Consultants Ltd. describing observations from test pits does not provide enough
information for analysis.
• The proposed parking stall and driving aisle dimensions require a total variance of
24.7%, which exceeds the Development Officer’s approval authority of 10%. The
applicant has not advised if he will seek a decision from the Cochrane Planning
Commission or submit revised plans.
The Board did not consider Alberta Transportation’s future Highway 1A Twinning Project
and the potential new traffic patterns to be insurmountable issues to this proposed
development.
The Board did not consider the overlapping requirements for the pending subdivision
application and development permit application for this property to be a substantive
issue.
While the Board had regard for the Appellant’s view of deemed complete, they did not
agree with the interpretation. They are of the opinion that once an application is deemed
complete, it contains the information necessary for review during the circulation period.
It is during this review process that the analysis occurs to determine if additional
information is required before the application is considered complete for the purpose of
determining approval. If the application (for a permitted use) is then deemed complete
and otherwise conforms to the Land Use Bylaw, a development permit, with or without
conditions, must be issued.
After a thorough review, it is the Board’s opinion that the development permit application
did not include enough data or information for the Development Authority to determine
approval, with or without conditions.
The Board further finds it significant that the Applicant chose the option of deemed refusal
instead of continuing to work with the Development Authority to reach a resolution on
this application.
Accordingly, for the above reasons, the Board denies the appeal and development permit
DP2020-062 is deemed refused.

Dated this 12th day of November 2020
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Original signed by David Helmer
___________________________
David Helmer, Chairperson

Original signed by Karen Babin
______________________________
Karen Babin, Recording Secretary

An appeal of this Decision, on a question of law or jurisdiction, may be made to the Alberta
Court of Appeal in accordance with section 688 of the Municipal Government Act,
RSA 2000, c.M-26 within 30 days of the date of this Decision.
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EXHIBIT ONE

Subdivision and
Development Appeal Board
20-007
DP2020-062
Retail Stores and Office
October 28, 2020
EXHIBIT ONE

Appeal Received
• Application received May 26, 2020
• Section 683.1 (1) - 20 days to deem complete
– Deemed complete May 28

• Section 684 (1), 40 days to make a decision
– July 7, 2020

• Section 683.1 (10) – can request additional
information after being deemed complete
• Section 684(2), time extensions entered into
– 5-time extensions from July 3 to Sept 24

• Section 684(3), applicant can deem it refused
EXHIBIT ONE

Application Review
• CB District
• Retail Stores &
Office
• Permitted Uses
• CPR station
style structure

EXHIBIT ONE

Application Review

Subject Property

EXHIBIT ONE

Site Plan

EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

Municipal Development Plan (MDP)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Planning Principle 1
Planning Principle 4
Section 7, Economic Dev
Section 8, Land Use
Section 9, Transportation
Section 10, Servicing
Section 14,
Implementation
EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

Downtown Area Redevelopment Plan

Subject Property

EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

EXHIBIT ONE

Non-Statutory Plan Review
Sustainability Plan

Pathway 6
– Our local economy is
healthy and diverse

Pathway 13
– We build Cochrane on
the strengths of our
natural and cultural
heritage

EXHIBIT ONE

Non-Statutory Plan Review

Integrated Neighbourhood Design Guidelines

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Setbacks

Lot Size

Min 140m2 or 0.014 ha

1971.19m2 or 0.197 ha

Lot Width

4.50m

129.35m

Yard
(Principal Building)

Required Setback

Proposed Setback

Front Yard
Side Yard (interior)

0.00m
0.00m, and one (1) unobstructed
6.0m where no alternate rear
access is provided

0.00m
36.56m; rear access may be provided
on east side depending on grades

Side Yard (exterior)

0.00m, and one (1) unobstructed
6.0m where no alternate rear
access is provided

3.65m to edge of development

Rear Yard

EXHIBIT ONE

5.00m

56.70m to current property line
19.2m to new property line if
subdivision is endorsed
6.39m

Land Use Bylaw Review
Landscaping

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Landscaping

Requirement
10% site area

No. of trees
(1/30m2 of landscaped area
including town boulevards.
However, trees and shrubs shall
be planted within private
property.)

Required Minimum for Subject
Site
112.23 sqm

Proposed Landscaping
Unknown at this time. Based on dimensions
provided, more than 292.43m2 as
measurement does not include landscaping
north of parking area or east of the building.

9.7 = 10 trees based on 292.43m2
however, more may be required when
the proposed landscaping area is
submitted.

4

No. of shrubs (a minimum of two
(2) shrubs or bushes shall be
planted in clusters for every 25m2
of required landscape area)

9 shrubs total

15

All landscaping shall be on the
street side of development

Street could be interpreted as Highway
1A, and/or First Street West

No landscaping is proposed on west side i.e.
Highway 1A side); Cotoneaster hedges
proposed facing First Street West, remainder
of landscaped area provided in the rear

All landscaped area shall have a
minimum of 200mm topsoil
100% xeriscaping required for
non-residential developments

Applies

Information not provided

Entire landscaping area shall be
xeriscaped

Information not provided; wooden walkways
are proposed but not supported by the Roads
department in the road right-of-way

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Landscaping

Requirement
Flowering trees are encouraged to
enhance
the
pedestrian
environment
Mix of trees minimum 1/3
coniferous and 2/3 deciduous to
a maximum of one-half mix.

Required Minimum for
Subject Site
Encouraged

Proposed Landscaping
Two spruce and two popular trees are
proposed. Neither are flowering trees

Applies

Currently ½ coniferous and ½ deciduous but
the required number of trees has not been
finalized

Applies

Information not provided

Minimum tree size of: 1) 50mm
calliper at time of planting for
deciduous trees
2) a minimum of 50% of
deciduous trees must have
minimum calliper of 75mm at
planting
3) minimum height of 2mm for
coniferous trees
4) minimum of 50% of all
coniferous trees must have
minimum height of 3m at time of
planting

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review

Western Heritage Design Guidelines

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Lot Access

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Lot Access

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Main Floor

Parking

Second Floor

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Parking

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review

Screening and Garbage Storage
• Waste and
recycling shall be
visually screened
from adjacent
lots and public
thoroughfares.

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Supporting Studies

• Traffic Impact Assessment
• Construction Management Plan
• These studies have not been provided at this
stage.

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review

Development Adjacent to Escarpments

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review

Drainage and Stormwater Management

EXHIBIT ONE

Land Use Bylaw Review
Building Height

• Two storeys proposed
• Max 5 storeys allowed

EXHIBIT ONE

Summary
• Information with regards to the landscaping
plan and site plan are still outstanding
– required to help guide potential conditions and
the decision

• Alberta Transportation has issued a
Roadside Permit
• Most other comments resolvable by
conditions

EXHIBIT ONE

Administrative Decision
Section 684(3), the applicant has deemed the
application refused.
Not prepared to make a decision within the
time period due to insufficient information
and complexity with providing access to this
parcel.

EXHIBIT ONE

Thank you !

EXHIBIT ONE

EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

EXHIBIT ONE

Statutory Plan Review

EXHIBIT ONE

