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Chairwoman Waterfield called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
PRESENT: Commissioners Lawnae Hunter, Rodger Brown, John 

Everett, and Etta Waterfield. 
 
ABSENT: Commissioner Trent Benedetti. 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Community Development Director– Kirk Lindsey 
 Deputy City Attorney – Wendy Stockton 
 Senior Civil Engineer – Rodger Olds 
 Recording Secretary – Donna Mathews 
 Planner III – Bill Shipsey 
 Planner II – Tina Frank and Benjamin Kimball 
 
By motion, approved the Planning Commission minutes of July 20, 2005 as written and 
September 7, 2005 as amended. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:  There was no one present who wished to comment. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
ITEM 1 – CONSENT CALENDAR: The consent calendar is approved with one motion. 
 
AYES:   Commissioners Hunter, Brown, Everett and Waterfield 
 
NOES:  None. 
 
ABESENT:  Commissioner Benedetti. 
 
ABSTAINED:  None. 
 
 
ITEM 1a – TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP FOR COLLETTA APARTMENTS, 196 EAST BUNNY 
AVENUE, TRACT 5885. Review of a tentative parcel map that would create two parcels on a 
0.57-acre lot, in an R-3 (High-Density Residential) zoning district, Assessor’s Parcel No. 121-
052-034. This project is a Class 15 Categorical Exemption.  No further environmental review 
is required. 

 
ACTION:  By motion, continued item to the October 19, 2005, public hearing. 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
 
ITEM 2 – AMENDMENT TO A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
FOR ROBERT MANN PACKAGING, INC. OUTSIDE STORAGE FOR AN OFFICE 
BUILDING LOCATED AT 2643 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY, U-2004-042.  Review of an 
Amendment to a previously approved Conditional Use Permit to allow a 1,722 square foot 
modular office building in a PD/M-1 (Planned Development/Light Manufacturing) zoning 
district, Assessor’s Parcel No. 111-292-013.  This project qualifies for a Class 3 Categorical 
Exemption.  No further environmental review is required. (Project Planner: Tina Frank) 
 
ACTION:  By motion, approved subject to the conditions as outlined in the conditional Use 
permit dated September 30, 2005, as amended, incorporated herein by reference and on file 
in the Community Development Department. 
 
Ms. Tina Frank, Planner II, presented the staff report by stating that the project is Robert 
Mann Packaging Modular Office Building located at 2643 Industrial Parkway.  The project 
parcel is a 10-acre site, located north of Santa Maria Public Airport and southwest of the 
Santa Maria Country Club. The Planning Commission has recently approved a Planned 
Development Permit for a phased expansion of an existing winery and a Conditional Use 
Permit for outdoor storage at the site, and all associated building permits have been issued in 
the PD/M-1 (Planned Development/Light Manufacturing) zone district parcel.  The applicant is 
requesting approval of an amendment to place of a 1,722 square foot modular office building.  
The building will be located north of the screened outdoor storage area, and 20 feet west of 
the eastern property line along Industrial Parkway.  The applicant also proposes to screen the 
office building from Industrial Parkway by extending the eight (8) foot tall chain-link fence with 
brown slats from the outdoor storage area to the existing building, with a gate for vehicular 
access at the existing driveway.  As for the proposed fencing is not clearly noted on the 
plans, therefore, the Special Condition No. 1 of the Amended Conditional Use Permit will 
address the proposed project.  Access to the site is from three (3) existing driveways along 
Industrial Parkway.  166 parking spaces are required and 177 have been provided.   
Previously approved landscape plans show the landscape materials comprising of 19 percent 
of the property.   
 
Ms. Frank turned to Public Works for their comments.  Mr. Rodger Olds of the Engineering 
Division of Public Works, stated that they did not have any comments. 
 
Ms. Frank closed by stating that staff recommends approval of the project in accordance with 
the draft Amendment of the Conditional Use Permit and was available for any questions. 
 
Ms. Frank responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that the Amended Special Condition 
was not in pervious approval, however, this is what the project applicant proposes, which 
does not reflected on their plan. 
 
Ms. Frank clarified her statement to Commissioner Brown by stating that the fencing was a 
condition of approval for the outdoor storage, but the continuation of the fencing from the 
outdoor storage to the existing building blocking off the area from Industrial Parkway, is the 
addition with this amendment. 
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Ms. Frank responded by stating that the landscape area is between Industrial Parkway and 
the fencing, which is along the office building and will connect to the building.  The 
landscaping will be along the outdoor storage area; the fencing, landscape material and 
Industrial Parkway (Ms. Frank showed all this on the screen).   
 
Ms. Frank responded to Commissioner Hunter by stating that the landscape buffer is 20 feet 
wide and clarified that the new fencing will match the existing eight foot high chain-link 
fencing, which will continue on along the modular building, then jog along the driveway to the 
existing building. 
 
Mr. Stan Borrill, Robert Mann Packaging, was present and responded to Commissioner 
Hunter by stating that the fencing slats will stay in good repair.  There is a new type of slats 
that are more pliable. 
 
Mr. Borrill responded to Commissioner Everett by stating that the fence will end up about six 
feet away from the building. The grade level of the pad is three feet high and adding a eight 
foot tall fence therefore, from the street all that should be seen is the roof line of the building. 
 
Mr. Borrill responded to Commissioner Everett’s question about extending the hedges, by 
stating that Fess Parker, the owner of the property, is handling the landscaping portion of the 
project, as far as he knows there will be different types of trees planted in order to block off 
the building.   
 
Mr. Borrill responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that there was 40 trees planted in 
the front section close the golf course, and will be landscaped all the way around Industrial 
Parkway and up the railroad tracks. 
 
Commissioner Hunter stated that she would like the trees to be planted in a grouping and not 
solider like. 
 
Mr. Borrill responded to Commissioner Hunter by stating that he is not sure of the 
landscaping plan, since Mr. Parker is handling that part.  He could only state what he has 
been told and he was told that they were going to try and block as much of the fence so the 
building would not be as visible. 
 
Ms. Frank responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by stating that staff is willing to work with the 
applicant on the landscaping issues and that staff is aware of the Commissioners concerns. 
 
Commissioner Hunter commented that this would satisfy her concerns. 
 
Mr. Borrill stated that they will accommodate any requests. 
 
Ms. Frank responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that all of the conditions that were 
approved at the public hearing back in December of 2004, will still apply and the landscaping 
plan submitted is still in affect. 
 
Commissioner Hunter stated that since the addition of the Modular Building to take a look at 
the landscaping plans to make sure the building is screened and that staff is comfortable. 
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Mr. Borrill responded to Commissioner Everett by stating that the color of the building will be 
the same as the existing building of beige and green colors. 
 
Commissioner Hunter commented that this will be a nice project and that it is nice to see that 
this site continues to be developed. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield closed the hearing to the public and asked for a motion.  
Commissioner Everett by the motion to approve the subject to the conditions as outlined in 
the preliminary draft of the Conditional Use Permit, the amendment to a previously approved 
Conditional Use Permit for Robert Mann Packaging, Inc., outside storage for an office 
building, located at 2643 Industrial Parkway, PD-2004-042.  Commissioner Brown seconded 
the motion and it was carried. Vote. 4-0; Commissioner Benedetti absent. 
 
Ms. Wendy Stockton, Deputy City Attorney, stated that she has proposed a revision to the 
Special Condition No. 5, to address the slats: by adding a sentence to read as follows: The 
slats in the chain-link fence shall be maintained in perpetuity in good condition, without 
cracks, gaps, chips, or discoloration.  Commissioner Everett made the motion to accept the 
amended condition and Commissioner Hunter seconds the motion and it was carried. Vote 4-
0; Commissioner Benedetti, absent. 
 
 
ITEM 3 – GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT, REZONE, AND SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT 
FOR COLLEGE SQUARE AT CROSSROADS, LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER 
OF BETTERAVIA ROAD AND COLLEGE DRIVE, GPZ-2004-009, SPZ-2005-002, E-2004-
065.  Review of recommendations to the City Council regarding a Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report, a general plan amendment on 5.85 acres from CPO 
(Commercial/Professional Office) to CC (Convenience Center), a rezone of 5.85 acres from 
PD/CPO (Planned Development/Commercial/Professional Office) to PD/C-2 (Planned 
Development/General Commercial), and an amendment to the Entrada Este Specific Plan, 
Assessor’s Parcel No. 128-136-036.  (Project Planner: Bill Shipsey) 
 
ACTION:  By motion, adopted Resolution No. 2386, recommending that the City Council 
certify the FSEIR, E-2004-065, adopt findings and a statement of overriding considerations, 
and approve a mitigation monitoring program for GPZ-2004-009, SPZ-2005-002.  Vote 3 – 0.  
Ayes – Commissioner Brown, Everett, and Waterfield; Noes – None; Absent – Commissioner 
Benedetti; Abstained – Commissioner Hunter. 
 
ACTION:  By motion, adopted Resolution No. 2387, recommending that the City Council 
adopt a resolution approving the General Plan (Land Use) amendment, zone change, and 
specific plan amendment for GPZ-2004-009 and SPZ-2005-002. Vote 3 – 0.  Ayes – 
Commissioner Brown, Everett, and Waterfield; Noes – None; Absent – Commissioner 
Benedetti; Abstained – Commissioner Hunter. 
 
Commissioner Hunter addressed Chairwoman Waterfield that she needs to step down from 
this item, due to owning property in the area. 
 
Mr. Kirk Lindsey, Director of Community Development Department presented the staff report 
by stating that the item before the Commission is the request to consider findings prepared 
by staff and determine whether the findings accurately reflect the reasoning for your support 
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of a request to amend the General Plan and Zoning on property generally located south of 
Betteravia Road and west of College Drive. 
 
The project is a request to change the General plan designation from CPO (Commercial 
Professional Office) to CC (Community Commercial) and to change the zoning from PD/CPO 
and to change the zoning from PD/CPO (Planned Development/Commercial Professional 
Office) to PD/C-2 (Planned Development/General Commercial). 
 
The applicant proposes a 64,100 square foot retail shopping center at the site.  Staff 
recommends denial of the General Plan and zone change. 
 
At the September 7, 2005, regular meeting, following staff’s presentation and public input, 
Planning Commission was nearly prepared to take action in support of the request and closed 
the public hearing.  The action would have been to recommend to City Council, approval of 
the General Plan/Zone Amendment.  Because findings were not prepared, the item was 
continued to this evening’s meeting to allow staff time to prepare findings that support the 
Planning Commission’s action of support and reasons verbalized by the Planning 
Commission during the aforementioned September 7, 2005 regular meeting. 
 
The findings prepared by staff may be found on Page 3 and 4 of the Staff Report.  There are 
five findings listed. Mr. Lindsey pointed out that in the report and the agenda the Planning 
Commission both have the option of the staff’s recommendation and the option of the 
Planning Commission.  At the September 7, 2005 public hearing the Planning Commission 
wanted to recommend to City Council recommendation of approval of the General Plan 
Amendment and zone change.  He verbally went over the findings. This concludes staff’s 
presentation on this item and staff is available to answer any questions. 
 
Commissioner Everett commented that staff has done a great job putting together his 
concerns, which expressed his views. 
 
Commissioner Brown commented that it was everything that was mentioned at the last 
hearing. 
 
Commissioner Waterfield commented that it was great.  But when she gave directions with 
findings, she thought more research would have been done by staff.  She also agrees with 
the five findings. 
 
Mr. Lindsey stated that if the Commissioners are satisfied with the findings, then the action to 
take, would be the alternative recommendations on Page 2 of the staff report, listed as 1a 
and 2a. It will be necessary to send your recommendation of approval of the General Plan 
Amendment and Zone change to the City Council. 
 
Commissioner Brown commented that as long as he has been on the Planning Commission 
he has never seen recommendations presented with one vote in favor of what staff 
recommends, and if the Commissioners didn’t vote in favor of staff, then the item would then 
need to come back. 
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Mr. Lindsey stated that there could have been the possibility of further discussion of the 
project so both recommendations were listed.  He also stated that staff would be sending 
both Staff’s recommendation and Planning Commission’s recommendation to City Council. 
 
Ms. Wendy Stockton, Deputy City Attorney, responded to Commissioner Brown by stating 
that Mr. Shuttie came to the study session to offer new testimony, he wanted to offer different 
evidence to dispute the findings, in other words to dispute the finding if they were factually 
correct, and that would be offering additional evidence. The study session meeting was not 
notice for that purpose to be re-open.  Mr. Shuttie could have spoken on the topic that was 
before the Commission but he could not offer additional evidence for the Commissioners 
consideration to go into changing the truth of the findings. 
 
Ms. Stockton responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that she spoke with Mr. Shuttie’s 
representative (Mr. Shuttie was late to the study session meeting) she’s the Assistant Mall 
Manager, she came to present a letter to the Commission, Ms. Stockton stated please let her 
make her presentation to introduce the item and to explain what they were there for if the 
representative wanted to comment then, she may do so, she made the choice not to present 
the letter, and to Ms. Stockton’s understanding, the letter is what Mr. Shuttie wanted to 
presented.  Ms. Stockton also made it clear to the Mr. Shuttie. 
 
Ms. Stockton responded to Commissioner Brown by stating that the methods of 
recommendation that is currently being used, is proper method, but in the further, is the 
opportunity to have alternatives at the first meeting, which also has been used in the past. So 
these methods can go either way. 
 
Commissioner Brown responded to Commissioner Waterfield by stating that five years ago, 
when this project was presented was not the same, because of other properties involved.  
Some did get a zone change, but this particularly site did not.  Ms. Stockton stated that there 
were several Commission meetings regarding this. 
 
Mr. Lindsey, stated that what could have been beneficial is that staff had findings that might 
have accommodated recommendation for approval, however typically staff would take the 
finding that is more consistent with what staff is recommending and then reverse them, if staff 
had done this, it would find that those findings would not be the same that staff created based 
upon the testimony heard from the September 7th hearing. So, even if there were an 
alternative recommendation one for an approval, staffs finding would have been different then 
what was presented this evening. 
 
Commissioner Brown clarified that at the August 25, 2005, study session meeting, 
Commissioners Benedetti and Hunter both stepped down and Commissioner Everett was not 
present.  So the item was not discussed at all for the lack of a quorum, therefore, both sides 
were not heard.  He hopes that in the future that there is both ways on a resolution.  And 
hopefully this would not happen again at a study session were the item is not discussed. 
 
Mr. Lindsey stated that hopefully this would not happen again were an item is not discussed 
at a study session.  But the findings that would not have created as staff wouldn’t have 
necessarily mirrored the ones that the Commission would have adopted as in the one tonight.   
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Chairwoman Waterfield noted there were no one who spoke in favor or opposition to the 
project. 
 
Chairwoman Waterfield closed the hearing to the public. Commissioner Brown made the 
motion to adopt Resolution No. 2386, Alternative 1a, recommending that the City Council 
certify the FSEIR, E-2004-065, and adopt findings and a statement of overriding 
considerations, and approve a mitigation monitoring program for GPZ-2004-009, SPZ-2005-
002.  Commissioner Everett, second the motion and it was carried. Vote 3-0; AYES-
Commissioner Brown, Everett and Waterfield; NOES-None; ABSENT- Commissioner 
Benedetti; ABSTAINED: Commissioner Hunter. 
 
Commissioner Brown made the motion to adopt Resolution No. 2387, Alternative 2a, 
recommending that the City Council adopt a resolution approving the General Plan (Land 
Use) Amendment, zone change, and specific plan amendment for GPZ-2004-009 and SPZ-
2005-002, Commissioner Everett second the motion and it was carried. Vote 3-0; Vote 3-0; 
AYES-Commissioner Brown, Everett and Waterfield; NOES-None; ABSENT- Commissioner 
Benedetti; ABSTAINED: Commissioner Hunter. 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS: 
 
ITEM 4 – REFORMAT OF THE ZONING MAP FOR THE CITY OF SANTA MARIA, SP-
2005-16, E-2005-066. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed 
zoning map and recommend that the City Council authorize the printing and distribution of the 
reformatted color map as the official zoning map of the City of Santa Maria.  Staff will also 
recommend that the City Council set the price of the map at $25.00. This is not a project 
under CEQA. 
 
ACTION:  By motion, approved the recommendation that the City Council authorize the printing 
and distribution of the reformatted color map as the official zoning map of the City of Santa Maria 
with the price of $25.00. Vote: 4-0, Commissioner Benedetti absent. 
 
Mr. Benjamin Kimball presented the staff report by stating that the time has come for the Staff 
of the City of Santa Maria to update the Zoning Map, there has been a lot of changes over 
the years and a fresh new zoning map would be helpful.  The process that was used a few 
years ago, involved cutting out letters on little pieces of paper and gluing them to a master 
copy that could be photocopied and printed out by a print shop, this would be time 
consuming, often at times an Intern during the summer just to update the zoning map.  
 
The time came again, and did not want to go through that process, knew that there was a 
some GIS software available in the city and other departments, so they sought out after it for 
the purpose of digitizing the zoning map, to make this update and future updates go much 
more quickly, when ever then is a change.  In addition, having it digital version of the map of 
a GIS platform allows staff to use that maps other things like analysis. GIS software is much 
quicker than analyzing things by hand going through numbers by hand and then writing them 
down, this will expedite some of the long range planning even project based planning.   
 
The New Zoning Map has been digitized and color-coded each of the zones, which is helpful 
to the Planners, and will be for the public.  This look will be more professional, so the zoning 
map is available and there are number of ways to get it to the public; posting it on a website, 
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emailing it or sending out GIS layers to other organizations that use GIS, so now we are more 
versatile in a way staff could present this to the public.  Staff recommend that the Planning 
Commission recommend to the City Council adopt an ordinance approving this as the official 
zoning map and setting the price at twenty-five ($25.00), which staff believes is a fair amount, 
the actually cost to produce the map may be slightly more. 
 
Mr. Lindsey responded to Chairwoman Waterfield by stating that staff is satisfied with the 
pricing of $25.00.   
 
Commissioner Brown compliment staff on a nice job, Commissioner Everett seconded and 
Chairwoman Waterfield third the motion. 
 
Commissioner Everett made the motion recommending that the City Council adopt an 
ordinance approving the color zoning map setting the purchase price for the color zoning map 
at twenty-five dollars, Commissioner Brown second the motion and it was carried.  Vote 4-0. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 7:35 p.m. to a Study Session on October 
6, 2005, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. in the Community Development Department Conference Room, 
110 S. Pine Street, Santa Maria. 
 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
      _______________________________ 
      KIRK LINDSEY, SECRETARY 
      CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
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