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A regularly scheduled meeting of the Carson City Planning Commission was held on Wednesday, September 24,
2003, at the Community Center SierraRoom, 851 East WilliamStreet, Carson City, Nevada, beginning at 3:30 p.m.

PRESENT: Chairperson Richard Wipfli, Vice Chairperson John Peery, and Commissioners Allan
Chrigianson, Mark Kimbrough, Craig Mullet, Roger Sedway and Roy Semmens

STAFF PRESENT:  Senior Planner Lee Plemd, Senior Engineer Rob Fellows, Deputy Didtrict Attorney Mary
Margaret Madden, Recording Secretary Katherine McLaughlin, Associate Planner Jennifer
Pruitt, Assstant Planner Kathe Green, Senior Enginearing TechnicianKathryn Streeter (PC
9/24/03 Tape 1-0015)

NOTE: Unless otherwise indicated, eachitemwasintroduced by the Chairperson. Staff then presented or clarified
the staff report/supporting documentation as well asany computerized didesthat may have beenshown. Any other
individuals who spoke are listed immediately following the item heading. A tape recording of these proceedingsis
onfileinthe Clerk-Recorder’ soffice. Thistapeisavailablefor review and ingpection during norma business hours.

A. ROLL CALL, DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE -
Chairperson Wipfli convened the meeting & 3:30 p.m. Roll cal was taken. The entire Commisson was present
condtituting aquorum. Commissioner Sedway lead the Pledge of Allegiance.

B. COMMISSION ACTION - APPROVAL OF MINUTES - 7/30/03 (1-0027) - Commissoner Peery
moved to accept the Minutes of the August 27 mesting as submitted. Commissioner Kimbrough seconded the
motion. Motion carried 7-0.

C. PUBLIC COMMENTS (1-0058) - None.

D. AGENDA MODIFICATIONS (1-0034) - Senior Planner Lee Plemd explained the requestsfor a
continuance of Items G-2A and Band G-3. Thefeesfor acontinuance have been paid. The continuance requests
will be condgdered when the Items are reached on the agenda. He dso noted that individuas wishing to spesk on
Item G-7 will be present at 5 p.m. He requested this item be taken after 5 p.m. Item G-9 is agenized for discussion
a 5:30 p.m.

E. DI SCLOSURES (1-0055) - Commissioner Sedway explained his professond relationship with

Pdmer and Lauder Enginesring.  This relationship will not cause a conflict for him and he will participate in the
discussion and voteonltems G-2A and B and G-3. Hedso indicated that he would recuse himsdf from Items G-5,
10 and 11, which are regarding property adjacent to the Hospital. Chairperson Wipfli disclosed his personal
relationship with John Uhart. It will not affect his ability to be subjectiveregarding Item G-3. He had casudly met
with Gene Berger. Thiswill not impact his ability to participate indiscussonand actionon thet item. Commissioner
Mullet disclosed his knowledge of the Chamber’ s involvement with visud items in the City induding its corridors.
He had briefly discussed Item G-5 with Chamber of Commerce Chief Executive Officer Larry Osborne.
Commissoner Semmens disclosed hisrelationship with Gary Lehman. It should not impact his decision regarding
Item G-4.
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F. CONSENT AGENDA (1-0100) - U-02/03-6 - ACTION AND REVIEW OF A PREVIOUSLY
APPROVED SPECIAL USE PERMIT FROM FILIBERTO ANGUIANO - Commissioner Peery movedto
nulify U-02/03-6 after a one year review of a Specid Use Permit request from Filberto Anguiano/Stanton Park
Deveopment to dlow outdoor seeting and cooking facilities in conjunction with a restaurant asa conditional useon
property zoned Neighborhood Business zoning digtrict located at 933 Woodside Drive, APN 010-445-02, based
on the fact that the use has never commenced and the Specia Use Permit expired pursuant to the Planning
Commission conditions of gpprova and isno longer vaid. Commissoners Kimbrough and Christianson seconded
the motion. Motion carried 7-O.

G. PUBLIC HEARING

G-1. AB-02/03-3- ACTION ON AN ABANDONMENT REQUEST FROM DAVID P. AND
GLORIAJ.HARJESFOR ABANDONMENT OF PUBLICRIGHT-OF-WAY (1-0127) - Associate Planner
Jennifer Pruitt, David Harjes - Mr. Harjes indicated that he had read the dtaff report and agreed with it. Public
comments were solicited.  Josh Wineberg supported the abandonment as it does not impact his property or its
development. Additiona public comments were solicited but none were given. Commissioner Peery moved to
recommend that the Board of Supervisorsapprove gpplication AB-02/03-3, an abandonment of a 33-foot wideand
132 foot in length portionof the right-of-way |ocated within the northerly property line of APN 009-134-03, based
on seven findings and subject to four conditions of approva contained in the aff report. Commissoner Mullet
seconded the motion. Motion carried 7-0.

G-2A. U-3-103- ACTION ON A SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION FROM PALMER

AND LAUDER ENGINEERS, INC.; AND G-2B. V-03-113- ACTION ON A VARIANCE REQUEST
FROM PALMER AND LAUDER ENGINEERS, INC. (1-0218) - Associate Planner Jennifer Pruitt,
Applicant’ s Representative Mark Pamer, Randy Harris, Donna Harris, Senior Planner Lee Plemd - The Applicant
had requested a continuance and paid the appropriate fees. Mr. PAmer explained the reasons for requesting a
continuancewere based onthe desireto work withstaff and NDOT to resolve the issueswiththe parking lot. Public
comments were solicited. Mr. Harris voiced his objection to granting the variance as it eliminates a buffer between
his gpartment buildingand the proposed use. Chairperson Wipfli explained the gpplicant’ srequest for acontinuance.
Ms. Harris urged the Commissionto look at the variance and the impact it will have on their gpartments. She asked
the Commission to maintain the current satus quo. She gave S&ff a letter ddineeting their concerns. Mr. Plemdl
thanked them for their comments. Chairperson Wipfli pointed out that the continuance would alow time to work
through the problems. Commissioner Christianson moved to continue to next month’s meeting Items G-2A and B.
Commissioner Peery seconded the motion. Motion carried 7-0.

G-3. V-03-102-ACTION ON A VARIANCE REQUEST FROM PALMER AND LAUDER
ENGINEERS, INC. (1-0362) - Senior Planer Lee Pemd, Mark Pamer, Homeowners Associaion’s
Architectura Review Committee Gary Oswald - A continuance had been requested. The Applicant had paid the
required fees. Staff supported the continuance. Mr. PAmer requested a continuance so the Applicant could meet
with the Homeowners Association.  Public comments were solicited. Mr. Oswad explained that the gpplication
violatesthe CC& Rsand that the Applicant was aware of the Association’ sdenid. Heurged the Commission to deny
therequest. Clarificationindicated that the Applicant had the ability to apped the Architectura Review Committeg's
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denid to the Association’s Board.  Judtification for the Committeg’s denid was indicated. Chairperson Wipfli

expressed hisdesire that the Associationand Applicant work out the problems before the Commissonconsidersthe
request. Commissioner Peery encouraged them to have adidogue. Commissioner Christiansonexplained that the
Commissioncould not consider the CC& Rs. Commissioner Kimbrough pointed out the conflict between the CC& Rs
and the City Codes. Commissioner Chrigtianson explained the need for the Commission to follow the City Code.

Mr. Oswdd fdt that the CC& Rs complied with the Statutes and were adopted to stop exceptions from occurring.

Chairperson Wipfli reminded the audience that the discussion should reate to the request for a continuance only.

Additiona public commentsweresolicited but none were given. Commissioner Peery moved to continue G-3, V-03-

102, action regarding a variance request from Pamer and Lauder Engineers pursuant to their request for a
continuancedated September 23, 2003, fromMark PAmer. Commissoner Semmens seconded the motion. Motion
carried 6-1 with Commissioner Kimbrough voting Naye.

G-4. V-03-101- ACTION ON A VARIANCE REQUEST FROM BILL RANKIN (1-0510) -

Senior Planner Lee Flemd, Assstant Planner Kathe Green, Applicant Gary Lehman- Mr. Lehmanhad read the Saff
report and concurred with it. Public comments were solicited but none were given. Commissioner Sedway moved
to approve V-03-101, a Variance request from Bill Rankin/Gary W. Lehman to reduce the required rear yard
setback from30feet to 20 feet for adetached garage on property zoned Single Family One Acrelocated at 6 Farady
Circle, APN 008-711-16, based onthreefindings and subject to seven conditions of approval contained inthe staff
report. Commissioner Semmens seconded the motion. Motion carried 7-0.

Chairperson Wipfli explained his reasons for supporting the application were based on the neighbors support.
Oppostion or prejudice againgt a project causes problems for him.

G-5. U-03-100- ACTION ON A SPECIAL USEPERMIT APPLICATION FROM VERIZON
WIRELESS (1-0662) - Senior Planner Lee Plemd, Lori Novotny, Gary Oswald, Carson-Tahoe Hospita Chief
Operating Officer Kevin Stansbury - Commissioner Sedway disclosed that he would recuse himsdlf and suggested
that Items G-5, 10 and 11 be heard together. As comments had not been received from the public on any of these
items, Chairperson Wipfli ruled that they would be heard together. Commissoner Sedway stepped from the
room—4:05 p.m. (A quorum of the Commissionwas present.) Ms. Novotny had read the Saff report and concurred
withit. The proposed location will provide better coverage dong Highway 395 for the locd community and the
Airport. The term co-location was described. The proposed site is to be for Verizon only at thistime. The
possihility exigtsthat other vendors may want to lease space on the polein the future. The location of such antennas
will depend on the carrier’ s needs. Discussion explained that the telephone towers located on Duck Hill provide
digital service. The cdlular phonesrequire line of Sght connections. The Hospital had received notice regarding the
proposal. They had not submitted any comments either pro or con on the application. The service produces
electromagnetic energy. Public comments were solicited.

Mr. Oswald briefly noted his experience with cdlular towers and asked if the tower would create a problemfor the
Hogpitdl’s helipad or the Airport. He suggested that the location be moved closer to the trees and that it be
decorated o that it is not so obvious. Chairperson Wipfli explained that cellular towers are opposed for two
reasons-Not InMy Back Y ard and aesthetics. Mr. Plemd pointed out that the Hospital had been given notice about
the gpplicationand faled to submit comments. Hebriefly noted hisinvolvement with the new Hospita building under
condruction a thistime. Hefdt that the building would betdler thanthe cdlular tower due to the topography. He
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also pointed out that thereisnot much vegetation in the area where the cdllular tower is needed to be mogst effective.
Hethendescribed the process used to make the tower as aesthetically pleasing aspossible. Ms. Novotny explained
that they presently have several cdlular tower sites on hospitds and in parking lots. She was not aware of any
interference concerns witheither the Hospita or the Airport. They must obtain FAA clearance before construction
occurs. Commissoner Kimbrough pointed out that some towers are made to look like trees so they are not so
obvious. The proposed location is near agateway to the community and its topography will make the tower stand
out. Ms. Novotny described the different towersthat could be used for the Ste including a mono-pine and the flag
pole design. Reasonsfor regjecting these poles were provided. She fdt that the flag pole design would be a good
selection for the Ste due to the Hospitd. It would have eight foot panels and be flesh colored. Thiswould restrict
itsability to be used for co-location. Mr. Plemel described the mono-pine on Mt. Rose. Commissioner Kimbrough
expressed his desire to have the dternative. Commissioner Semmens fdt that the Hospita would block the view of
the tower. Mr. Plemd agreed that this is possible as the Hospital will be a large building which may attract an
individud’ s attention. Ms. Novotny fdt that the Hospital may cause some shadowing or interference. 1t may adso
be possible that the engineers will want a Site on the Hospita.  She agreed to consider the Hospital as alocation
before construction occurs.

Mr. Stansbury explained the Hospital’ s aesthetic concerns and questioned the impact the tower will have on the
helicopter’ sflight path and ability to use ahelipad ontop of the Hospital. He also expressed an interest indiscussing
the possibility of co-location at the Hospitdl.

Ms. Novotny described the poor and no reception received by cdlular phonesin the vicinity. For this reason they
wished to begin construction as soon as possible which could be as soon as two months. She suggested that the
tower be conditiondly approved for afour-year period. This dlows them time to negotiate with the Hospita. The
30-year lease for the proposed site includes language that dlows them to void the contract if interference occurs.
Hve yearsisan ided contract for thar purposes. A dim pole with afive-year term will not allow them to do co-
location.

Mr. Stansbury explained that constructionof the Hospital is scheduled for completion by December 2005. He also
explained that many hospitals are co-locationsites. To hisknowledge, thetransmission’ selectro-magneticforcedoes
not create any adverse interference for the hospitals or their medical equipment.

Ms. Novotny then suggested that awood pole with flesh mounted antennas be alowed as they are less expensve
to design and congtruct. The pole will be brown. Commissioner Peery expressed hisfeding that the aesthetic view
for travelers going north would befinebut it would be bad for travelers going south. He noted the City’ s efforts to
cleanup the City and improve its aesthetics. This posed a problem for him.

Mr. Plemd suggested that the item be continued to dlowtime to anadyze whether there are other suitable locations
available. Ms. Novotny had offered to dim up the tower which will makeit less obtrusive and that there may be other
improvementswhichwill improve the aesthetics. He also noted hisinvolvement withother cdlular phone companies
who need sSites in the vicinity. This will provide opportunities for co-location. Otherwise, there could be a
proliferation of towersinthat area. A two-year period without coverage is not acceptable to Verizon dueto ther
growth. Thelong term concernisthe need for fadilities whichwill providefor co-location, and the location for such
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fadlities Chairperson Wipfli agreed that they need alocation to meet their service requirements. He suggested that
the proposed site be approved and that Ms. Novotny look &t the Hospital as an dternaive when it is completed.
The tower should be congtructed to be as aestheticaly pleasing as possible. Co-location may be more obtrusive.
Her needs will require asmadl mono-pole. The indalation of it would be short sighted and create a location with
severd towers. The service is needed which mandates that a locationbe found. The Hospital isagood location for
it. Commissioner Mullet agreed that it is an opportunity for the Hospital dthough it istwo years away. It may be
possible for the Hospita to be used sooner as the schedule isfor the entire building. Thehdipad will requirelighting.
He was unsure whether the FAA had been asked for permissionto put the helipad at the new structure. The tower
will require alight after the hdipad is moved to the new building. He hoped that there was a compromise possible
and encouraged the Applicant and Hospital to tak to the FAA. Commissioner Christianson noted that the proposed
location is lower than the Hospital due to the area’s topography. Mr. Plemd noted that there isa smilar pole on
Lepire Drive. 1t isin a Generd Indudtrid area and is the same height. He aso explained that the area is retail
commercid and that there will be a hospital and offices for related services. The buildings could be 45 feet tal.
Commissioner Christiansonfdt that the tower will not be inaflight pathif the helipad is placed on top of the Hospitd.
It isfar enough away fromboth the Hospita and the Airport to creete little impact on either. Service requirements
mandate that a tower be located somewhere in the vicinity.

Ms. Novotny reiterated her belief that thisisthe only available ste on the north end of the City. Two yearsistoo
long to wait for a location. They were willing to come back with another project a the Hospitd in the future.
Reasons were provided for not putting the tower inthe freeway right-of-way. Public commentswereagain solicited.
None were given.

Discussonbetween Commissioner Christianson and Mr. Stansbury indicated that V erizonand the Hospital had not
talked about theconcept. Mr. Stansbury felt that they would be ableto discusstheissueswith Ms. Novotny/Verizon
and resolve the issues including the aesthetics and flight pathitems. They had not filed for permission from the FAA
asafind decison on the future location of the helipad had not beenmade. They have discussed having the helipad
on top of the new building. This requires relocation of the present hdlipad. He agreed to meet with Verizon/Ms.
Novotny and negotiate. The walls should start going up by the end of the year. The building should be closed in
within sx months theregfter. The tower could be placed on the building at that time. Ms. Novotny reiterated the
importance of the location to Verizon. 1t may require more than 30 days for the Hospita to make afina decison
regarding the placement of the tower. She felt that a more redistic estimation of the time to negotiate the contract
would be sx months.

Chairperson Wipfli drew attentionto the short termneed for atower at the location. Commissioner Chrigtianson felt
that a30-day continuance should begrantedto allowthe partiesto negotiate and to determine the FAA requirements.
Ms. Novotny questioned the permitting process that would berequiredfor both the temporary and the Hospitd sites.
Mr. Plemd explained that a ten-foot tower on top of the Hospital would be handled adminigrativdy by gaff. It
would aso require abuilding permit. A tower taler than ten feet would require Planning Commission action on a
specia usepermit. Ms. Novotny explained for Commissioner Semmensthat a45-foot tower would not providethe
desired coverage. Commissioner Peery expressed hispersond desirethat the continuance not require additional fees
from the Applicant. He dso suggested that an dternate plan that would include aesthetics be developed in case
negotiations are not successful/completed. He aso fdt that 30 days should be adequate to determine if negotiations
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are possible and the timeframe for the temporary facility. The Commisson had already granted a “cable’ type of
structure which could be condructed and removed. This could be considered as another option and does not
congrain the businesswhile protecting the community’ sinterest. Ms. Novotny then requested a30-day continuance
to negotiate with the hospitd and develop an dternative future design and request a temporary facility.
Commissoner Peery moved to continue U-03-100, a Specid Use Pemit for Verizon Wirdess Tower.
Commissoner Christianson seconded the motion. Motion carried 6-0-1 with Commissioner Sedway abstaining.
Commissioner Peery reiterated the Commission’s direction to not assess the Applicant afee for the contin-uance.

G-10. MPA-03-115- ACTION ON A MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT REQUEST FROM
CARSON CITY PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT; AND G-
11. ZMA-03-114 - ACTION ON A CHANGE OF LAND USE REQUEST FROM CARSON CITY
PLANNINGAND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT (1-1457) - Senior Planner LeePlemd
- Commissioner Sedway had previoudy recused himself and was not in attendance. (A quorum was still present.)
Themapping error wasexplained. Public commentswere solicited but none were given. Commissioner Kimbrough
moved to adopt Resolution 2003-PC-7 recommending to the Board of Supervisor approva of MPA-03-115, a
Master PlanAmendment to change theland use designation of a portion of APN 008-054-08 fromCommercid-High
Dengty Resdentid to Commercid located at 4550 North Carson Street based on the findings contained in the staff
report. Commissioner Semmensseconded themotion. Mation carried 6-0-1 with Commissioner Sedway abstaining.

Commissioner Kimbrough moved to recommend to the Board of Supervisors approval of Z-03-114, a Change of
Land Use gpplication to change the zoning designation of a portion of APN 008-054-08 from Single Family One
Acreto Retall Commercid located at 4550 North Carson Street based on the findings contained in the staff report.
Commissioner Semmens seconded the motion. Motion carried 6-0-1 with Commissioner Sedway abstaining.

G-6. Z-03-104- ACTION ON A CHANGE OF LAND USE REQUEST FROM CARSON

CITY PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (1-1575) - Associate Planner Jennifer Pruitt,
Property Owners Association President Gary Anderson - Commissioner Sedway returned. (TheentireCommission
was present, condituting aquorum.) Thezoning error waslimned. Mr. Anderson indicated that he had read the Saff
report and concurred with it. Public comments were solicited but none were given. Commissioner Peery moved to
recommend to the Board of Supervisors gpprova of Z-03-104, a Change of Land Use application to change the
zoning designation of APN 007-371-62 from Public Community to Single Family One Acre based on the findings
contained in the staff report. Commissioner Christianson seconded the motion. Motion carried 7-0.

G-7. M-03-125- ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA (1-1698) - Senior Plamer Lee
Plemd, Consultant CharlesLong, Corridor Committee Member David Ruf, Chamber of Commerce Chief Executive
Officer Larry Osborne, Deputy Didrict Attorney Mary Margaret Madden - Mr. Long distributed his outline of
comments to the Commisson and Clerk. (A copy isin the file) The plan was developed based on committee
feedback. The prdiminary plan is an effort to revitdize the corridors. The redevelopment plan and the land use
dement areto beadded to the zoning and master plans to provide conformity. Hiscommentsexplained the proposed
corridor locations, the schedule for consderation of the plan, the blight issues found dong the corridors, the
recommended action plan, the success of the downtown redevelopment digtrict and its incentive program indluding
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judtification for its incentive program, concerns regarding eminent domain and the financia impact on the School
Didrict due to the reduction in property taxes, suggested redtrictions limiting the use of eminent domain, and a
potentia agreement to mitigateany |losses to the School Digtrict. The redevelopment process should not be used to
develop open fields but would be used to redevel op old business sites. Judtification for this policy was limned. He
then reviewed alig of items which could be accomplished that would help the corridors.

Discusson between Mr. Long and Chairperson Wipfli explained the gpproximate amount of time that would be
required to complete the presentation for the audience who wished to discuss Item G-9.

Mr. Long then described the successful downtown redevelopment program.  The Redevelopment Authority had
never abused itseminent domain powers while cregting this programand itsimprovements. Concernsregarding the
sze of the redevelopment corridors werenoted. The areas may be revised asthere are other areasthe work group
Isdiscussing that may need to beincluded. Parcels that have aready been redeveloped will be diminated from the
program. The corridors al share the same economic challenges. He then referenced Page 17 which listed the
required findings that must be madewhenthefind plan is adopted. The plan will be presented for consderation at
the next Flanning Commissionmeeting. The planwill then beforwarded to the Redevel opment Authority. Committee
Members comments were solicited.

Mr. Ruf explained his involvement and the process used to establish the preliminary plan. It took two years to
complete this process. The discovery of sites outside the downtown area brought to light the need to expand the
Redevelopment Didtrict. Feedback on the concept indicates concerns about the term “blighted”, therefore, they
suggested that the termbe * economic potentia nodes for potential development”. The second issue was the ability
to use eminent domain. The Committee supported the redevelopment spirit established 20 years ago which had
redtricted the ability to useeminent domain. They did not wish to throw anyone out or seam roll over anyone. He
reiterated that it isagroup of private dtizens who are making the recommendations. Committee memberswerelisted
to show that there are private citizens and businessmen/women who provided input and want/support the
recommendations.

Commissioner Chrigtianson questioned how the restrictions on eminent domain will be enforced and who will make
the decisons regarding the grants. He felt that adequate information regarding these items had not been provided.
Hewas a so concerned about the legdity of such processes and the court’ s ability to overturnany decisons related
to them. He questioned whether additional saff would be required for this purpose, how the public felt about using
itstax fundsfor privateinvestments, and whether retail saleswill offset the property tax losses. He suggested another
mesting regarding these issues.

(1-2630) Mr. Ruf explained the Committee' s suggested committee compaosition. He then described how eminent
domain could be used which would dlow development to occur for those Stes where the property owner has not
done anything with his property and a mgor project is being held up. The use would be overseen by the dtizens
committee. Commissioner Christianson explained that his concern relates to government’ sprocess for establishing
the property’ svdue. A board of mediatorsthat is certified as arbitrators was suggested to intercede in such cases.
Mr. Ruf explained that this matter could be discussed in more depth in the future. Theintent isto diminatethe need
for an attorney to represent the property owner and to protect that individud’ srights. The intent dso developsa
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“friendly” process of helping the individud for the com-munity’s benefit. He then explained that the City recelves
more in retail saes tax than the property tax generates. Spending is also increasing faster than the property tax
revenue isgrowing. Commissioner Chrigtianson asked for supporting documentation illustrating his satements. Mr.
Ruf acknowledged the impact K-mart’ s closure and the relocation of Wamart to another county had onretall sdes
tax revenue. He dso indicated that the Redevel opment property’s ad valorem tax rate had increased only one
percent last year. The sales tax revenue for the last three yearsis more than that amount.

ChairpersonWipfli explained that today’ s actionwould merely move the process forward to the next levd. Changes
will be made to the program in the future. Discussion between Commissoner Sedway and Mr. Ruf explained that
the funding generated within the digtrict would be alocated the same as it is for the Downtown Redevel opment
Digrict. Commissoner Sedway aso expressed his concern about the possbility that the funding will not be there.
Mr. Ruf acknowledged that the first three years therewould belittle funding available. But with assstance from the
private sector redevelopment’ s incentives a chain reaction will commence that causes neighbors to do upgrades.
New businesses must meet the landscaping, design, and parking standards for the community. Old businesses are
not required to do them. They can be enticed to do them with the incentivesin order to “keep up with the Joneses’.
Chairperson Wipfli explained Redevel opment’ s ability to provide funding for City sewer and waterline upgrades to
illugtrate how the programworks.  Discussion ensued between Commissioner Kimbrough and Mr. Ruf on how this
process works. Mr. Ruf reiterated that the funding applications must be approved by the committee before it is
alocated. If no one gpplies for the funds, the committee may want to rethink its criteria for grants. Chairperson
Wipfli explained the repayment programfor the grantsif the property is sold induding its timeframe and criteria. Mr.
Ruf indicated that the origind programhad giventen percent incentives. More funds are there now and 20 percent
incentivesare being paid. Carson City’s School District isreluctant to enter into the agreement, however, the success
of the Sparksredeveopment program hasdlowed it to acquireagym, build another dementary school and provide
other needed items. The intent is to provide funding for the School Didtrict to replace the funds lost due to the
economic property tax cap.  Commissioner Kimbrough thanked him for hisknowledge, dedication and effort onthe
program. Chairperson Wipfli explained Mr. Ruf’s previous dedication to this effort and belief that if he supported
the program he had studied it stringently. Additiond Committee comments were solicited. None were given.

Mr. Osborne explained that he had beenamember of the Economic Vitdity Committee. He had not served on this
Committee. The Chamber thanked the Committee Membersfor their dedicationand efforts. His involvement with
the different Economic Vitdity Committees and the workshopswas noted. Hefédt that the community supported the
suggested program. Redevelopment is atool that can be used to assst economic development. Examples of how
redevel opment had beenusedin both Carson City and Douglas County were noted. Judtificationfor theLegidature' s
changes to the redevel opment process was provided. Blight was fdlt to be an antiquated term. The Chamber has
concerns and strong reservations about the program. Hefdt that it would be some time before the program can be
findized. A meeting had been held yesterday on the program and more are scheduled. He hoped that the final
document could be something that they could support. Eminent domain had not been used in the smdl downtown
area. It could be the teeth but should be used only as a final resort. He questioned who should be the one to
determine the highest and best usefor a property. The price should be set by the property owner and not someone
else. The City presently has the zoning and should dlow mgor retailers an opportunity to utilize the same incentives
found inredevelopment areas. Therewere dso concerns about the conflict zones and how the program will be used
to mitigate them. The Chamber does not fed that the community is “down the tubes’. There are pogtive things
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happening. There are mgor retallers who are interested inthe community that are not in the redevel opment zones.
The Chamber a so has concerns regarding the Sze of the corridors and had suggested that a sunset clausebeincluded
sothat it can be dismantled if nothing happens.  Discuss onbetween Chairperson Wipfli and Mr. Osborne indicated
the need for additional workshops before going to the Board of Supervisorsfor final gpprova. Mr. Osborne asked
that some of these meatings be formd recorded hearings. Additiond input is necessary. The Chamber’ s effortshad
created a lot of turnout for the previous meetings. Commissioner Peery explained his concerns about the amount
of territory included inthe programand itsscope. He fdt that it was rather unwieldy as conceived. He dso did not
want to burn bridges or have negaive rhetoric on big boxes. The community needs to recaive them with afriendly
dtitude. Progtitution was cited as an obvious example of an unwanted business. Itisnot dlowed in Carson City.
Therefore, thereisno need to indludeit inthe discussons or to consider incentivesfor it. All other typesof businesses
should be consdered. Mr. Osborne agreed and indicated that the City is open and welcomes dl legd businesses.
Commissioner Mullet indicated his need to become better informed onthe topic. Headso fdt that the areawasrather
unruly and that a portion of the downtown area gtills needs revitdization. His persond involvement with the
downtown areawas explained to indicate that the incentive program does not dways make a project pencil out. Mr.
Oshorne expressed awillingness for the Chamber’ s committee to meet with him and try to bring him up to date.

Mr. Plemd explained that the Commission will have to review the design sandards and compare it with the
redevelopment program. These issues are going to the Redevel opment Authority and its Redevel opment Authority
Citizens Committee. The Planning Commisson’srole will beto consider the land use aspects for redevel opment.
Mr. Long assured the Commission that the redevel opment standards would be administered the same asthe City's
standards are and that it would be under the same process. The Commission will not be bypassed by the
redevelopment standards. The area will be treated the same so that the standards are the same. At thistime the
Downtown Redeve opment Didtrict has separate standards and gpprova processes. The proposed program does
not have this separation of powers. Mr. Osborne indicated that thisis another concern expressed by the Chamber.
He dso questioned whether thereisaneed for additiond gaff. Commissioner Chritianson’ s comments emphasi zed
that they were not being negative about the program but have questions regarding it that show areas which need to
be addressed. They aso urged the Committeeto have more public meetings on the program. Discussion between
the Commission and Mr. Osborne explained that the Board of Supervisorsis the Redevelopment Authority and a
reason it was given back to the Board by the former Citizens Committee. The Board will decide who should serve
on the Redevelopment Authority. Ms. Madden agreed to research the requirements for using eminent domain for
the Commission.

Mr. Long briefly explained his experience with Redeve opment and an IRS Code which alows shdtering of funds
when property is taken under eminent domain purposes. For this reason property owners will sometimes seek a
“friendly condemnation” inorder to qudify for thistax treatment. Additiona public commentswere solicited but none
were given.

(2-0066) Commissioner Peery noted that it isapreiminary plan and not the find plan. Commissoner Peery then
moved to approve the Preliminary Redevelopment Plan for the Commercia Corridor Redevelopment Project Area
for submisson to the Redevelopment Authority as presented. Commissioner Kimbrough seconded the motion.
Motion carried 7-0.
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RECESS: A recess was declared at 6:22 p.m. The entire Commission was present when Chairperson Wipfli
reconvened the meeting a 6:37 p.m., condtituting aquorum

G-9. P-03/04-1- ACTION ON A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REQUEST FROM

NW SUNRISE DEVELOPMENT (PROPERTY OWNERS: MARK AND SHERRY FUNK) (2-0094) -
Senior Planner Lee Plemd, Senior Engineer Rob Fellows, Keith Shaffer, Ann Gerkin, School Didrict Director of
Operations Mike Mitchdll, Neil Cebalos, Mark Funk - Mr. Plemd’ s introduction included judtification for saff’s
recommendation and reasons gaff could not support the Applicant’ srecommended modifications to the conditions.
Discussion with the Commisson explained the location of the park inthe northeast corner of the project, remova of
the open space area on the hill, and dedi cation of an easement whichincreased the lot Szes and reduced the origina
amount of open space. The overdl number of lotswas reduced by two creating 68 duplexes or 34 duplex parcels.
The single family units located on the east side of Lepire are on 12,000 square foot lots. Ther current zoning is
generd indudrid. The Applicant had requested dimingation of the trail from Lepire to Hells Bells which staff could
not support. The road improvementsincludeasidewak connecting the project to Pheasant and the sgnd. 1t isdill
required. The Applicant had requested a reduction in the easement continuing dong Mexican Ditch. Staff had
requested enough space to congtruct the trail/fadility. The Applicant had proposed a 25-foot wide bicycle easement
on his property for the Mexican Ditch tralffadlity. At this time Mr. Fellows bdlieved that the proposed street
improvementsto L epireand Pheasant and thetraffic Sgnd at Pheasant and Edmonds were acceptable athough there
are concerns regarding locations for parked cars. The road width, signa, and capacity are adequate for the
subdivison. Commissioner Semmens noted that there are eight |ots containing 5,400 squarefeet. He had previoudy
asked for 6,000 square foot lots. The Commission had aso asked that Lots 16 and 19 be combined and used for
open space. The plan does not include this revison. Discussion ensued concerning the ability to count the private
backyard space as open space. Private open space can be fenced. The PUD induded arequest for a variance to
allow setbacksof 15 feet rather thanthe 20 required by Code. Chairperson Wipfli explained that the PUD process
had been suggested to provide flexibility and provide a better understanding of the plan. A 55-foot roadway isa
standard roadway width. The request is for a 38-foot roadway, however, the lot sizes were not increased. A
variancefor both the front and rear yardswas being sought. Thisappearsto have dlowed additiond duplexes. This
had not been his purpose in suggesting the use of the PUD process. Mr. Plemd explained that a variance was not
being requested for the front yards. Chairperson Wipfli explained that when the roadway isreduced, the community
winds up with additional open space or landscaped areaasaconcesson. In this application, however, dl that was
provided for this variance is additiona duplexes. Discussonexplained the location of the unitswiththe 15 foot rear
yard setbacks and the units with the five foot Sdeyard setbacks. Commissoner Kimbrough explained reasons a
“gangetrack” trall dong the Mexican Ditch should not be dlowed induding the width of the trail dong the remainder
of the Ditch. Mr. Fellows explained that the proposd isfor the trail to the Ditch to be smdler than that dong the
Ditch.

(2-0460) Mr. Shaffer asked that the residents be alowed to makethar presentations first. They would then respond
to thar comments. They had read the Staff report. Many of the conditions had aready been agreed upon previoudly.
Chairperson Wipfli agreed to dlow them to have a period for rebuttal. Public comments were then solicited.

Ms. Gerkinindicated that she had alig of resdentswho were present for the record. (Thelig wasgiventothe Clerk
after the motionand vote,) Ms. Gerkin felt that the map illustrated that thereis only one access/egressto an adjacent
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subdivison. Mr. Fellows explaned that the subdivis onwas devel oped before the Code wasrevised to require two
accesses/egresses. Judtification for not providing sidewalks onthe east sdeof Lepire aoutting the five sngle family
resdents was provided. Ms. Gerkin explained the residents request that sdewaks be required dong those
residences due to pedestrian safety concerns. They had met with the devel oper and requested three Single Family
21,000 lots abutting their lots. The project dtill has five lots for that location. Her desre thet they have a Single
Family 21,000 buffer between the residences and the project was noted. The Applicant had utilized some of the
open space areato provide five Single Family 12,000 square foot lots. The need for a second access/egress was
described. She aso questioned the school impact statement and the calculations used to estimate the number of
children that would be living inthe PUD. Shefdt that the project would pencil out if their requests were included in
the PUD asthereis alarge demand for low end single family resdences. She dso fdlt that the Commission should
followits missongtatement whichisto have responsble environmenta planning and that the project should be single
familyresidences. Clarification of her satementsindicated thet the residentswere concerned about thetrafficimpact,
the proposa to dump traffic into thelr area, and the safety of the resdents dong Pheasant Drive if the resdents use
it to access Edmonds.

Commissioner Chrigtianson fdt that the residents may choose to use Lepire to access Edmonds and that it may
warrant adgnd a that location. Ms. Gerkin then used the map to explain the present single family zoning dong
Lepire Drive to judtify their request that the lots be Single Family 21,000. Her green dot indicated the terminus of
anunnamed street. Discussion then explained the need for an emergency/fire accessroad. A fire/lemergency access
road cannot be used as a second accessegressto aproject. Clarification by Ms. Gerkin explained her proposal to
have Single Family 6,000 housing across Lepire Drive from the presently zoned Single Family 21,000 district.
Discussion aso explained that Ms. Gerkin owns the corner lot on Lepire and described her plans for that lot.
Commissoner Mullet’ ssuggestionremoved the“ S’ and created a“T” intersection, however, as different people own
the | ots, the devel oper could not make the suggested changesto the street’ s configuration. Ms. Gerkin then reiterated
theresdents desire to have threelotsadjacent to their subdivison and willingness to accept 6,000 square foot lots
on the remainder of the development. She aso encouraged engineering to look at having sdewalks on the east Side
of Lepire.

Mr. Mitchell agreed that the estimated impact on the schools was a wide range.  The difficulty in estimating the
number of children who will be resding in apartmentswas described. Thenumber of childrenliving intheimmediate
vicinity was described to illustrate the reasons for the range. Discussion indicated that knowing the actua number
of bedrooms per residence may assist in establishing a better range. Mr. Mitchell then explained that Empire
Elementary School is presently at capacity. Portables cannot be added. The options are to go to a multiple track
schedule or rezone to transfer childrento another school. A comparison with last year’ selementary student numbers
was provided. He dso noted that the buildout period for the project will impact the sudent population. He was
uncertain how they will handle 50 additional studentsat Empire and acknowledged the difficulty the Didrict ishaving
in projecting its sudent population. He fdt that the Digtrict would have to wait and see what the actud impact is
before making any changes. He dso explained the difficulty the Didrict is having at projecting the population for the
older section of the community that surrounds the Bordewich-Bray Elementary School. Families are now moving
into that area which makes it harder to estimate its student population. Thisis a sign of a vibrant community.
Discussionpointed out that the City’ sGrowthManagement Ordinancecontrol sthe number of building permitsissued.
The City’s permit issuance rate has been at 1.5 percent. The School District’s growth, however, has been at four
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percent. Thisratio had been maintained for four years.

Ms. Gerkin explained that her contact with the Empire Elementary School indicated that there is more than 3/4 of
a student per resdence living on the east side of Edmonds. Her contact indicated that there are 88 students living
inthe PUD gpartment complex. Her group’s concern with the gpartment complex isthat a amilar project will be
congdructed next to their homes. Mr. Mitchdl explained that the area he Sghted is larger than what she had used.
The School Didgtrict does not knock on doors to determine the number of sudentsresdinginanarea. They look at
the zoning and the number of childrenintheir schools. They aso know that some studentswill attend private schools.

Mr. Cebalos explained that he and his father own the property south of the development onLepire. He questioned
what would happento their zoning if resdences are congructed abutting the property. Mr. Plemd indicated that his
gteiszoned Generd Indudtrid. Its permitted uses will be alowed to continue there. Parking isnormdly placed in
the 50-foot setback between the building and the adjacent residentid properties. Thelotsare 70 to 100 feet deep.
The proposed application will change the zoning from Industrial to Residential. The potential impact of the
topography was adso noted. Mr. Ceballos had been advised that in order to use his quarry, he would have to
congtruct ablock wall to contain the sound and to provide a safety factor for children. 1t was fdt that hewould be
able to congtruct resdentia uses on the property in the future. Mr. Plemel explained that the City does not have a
standard mandating construction of the block wall. Discussionaso indicated that he would be able to construct on
the property up to the property line before the firg resdenceis constructed. Then he would be required to provide
a50-foot buffer. It wasfdt that the adjacent industria property owner will face the same problem and, in essence,
had an unusable lot dueto Lots 29, 28, 23, and 24. Commissioner Mullet referenced a letter from Chamber of
CommerceManufacturersGroup ChairpersonPhillip Harrisonabout their concerns regarding the lossof the General
Indugtrid zoning and the inability to provide an offset e sawhere in the community. Commissioner Mullet felt that
more of the General Industrid property ownerswould have expressed concerns if they knew they would lose 50 feet
for the setback.

Ms. Gerkin explained that Mr. Ceballos does have a structure onthe parcel which she described asbeing open on
four sdesand covered witharoof. Shefdt that he would be able to construct abuilding that is 45 feet inhaight with
azero setback and afour-hour firewall. Mr. Plemd indicated that he was not familiar witheither the Building Code
or the four-hour firewall requirement. The rear yard setback is zero. The haght redtrictionis45 feet. Ms. Gerkin
then pointed out the zoning line between the Generd Industria and Residentid. The 50-foot setback isrequired for
theindudtrid zone. It isanarrow pad that drops off the bank. The parcd is not buildable for industria uses. Last
year there had dlegedly been a proposal to have 21,000 squarefoot lotswitha 50-foot setback on it. She had not
been aware of the requirements for the General Industria property.

Mr. Funk noted the dilemma he and the community arein. Itisan interesting and chalenging piece of property. The
competition with Douglas County was noted. He had viewed the video tape of the first meeting. Commission
discussion explained that the City does not have an impact fee for schools. Mr. Plemd explained that there isa
resdentid constructiontax for parks. Mr. Funk thenexplained the desire to have agood-looking project. The odor
fromthe wastewater treatment plant, the commercid and industrid uses, and the topography were sited as concerns.
They do not have an estimate indicating the number of students who will be living in the duplexes. They develop
datisticstosupport ther projects and target a pecified market. Hefdt that “empty nesters’ will purchasethe homes.
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It will not be a high dengty project. These individuds want a smal amount of yard work and a nice place for
retirement. Some want an income. Thereisfinancing for the duplexes. His experience in the field and discussons
with the gaff were limned to illugtrate the reasons they had developed the project. The PUD was developed as
suggested by gaff. It will be aunique project. 1t will buffer theindudtrid zone. Hefdt that staff had not interpreted
the Code aswritten. Heagreed that it isnot the Commission’ srespong bility to makethe project pencil out for them.
The project doeshdp the community’ stax base whichthe Commissionshould remember. They had put condos next
to the neighbors in an effort to mitigate thair concerns. Deed redtrictions alow the units to be owned by different
individuas. This meetsthe criteriafor asingle family unit. He had not read the Code to mean that the open space
areahad to be centrdly located. 1t requiresa 30 percent classification for open space. Itisfor the mutua enjoyment
of the community. He had provided the corner area as open space rather than the “remnants’ as requested. The
bank |oanwas based on 35 duplexlotsand five angle family lots. 1t will barely work with thisnumber of units. Other
changesmust be made in order to makethe 34 unitspencil. Hefdlt that the community should accept his project due
to itsneed for economic development and the loss of tax revenue. 1t should be aquestion of the needs of many rather
than afew. If the project does not fly, he was unsure what options were available asthe project wasthe best for the
neighborhood and the property. He had never been asked to meet with the neighbors on any of his other projects.
Itisstaff’ sresponghility to sdl the project to the neighbors. They had attempted to work through the problems. It
iIsagood planthat will be beneficid to the community.  Discussion with the Commission indicated that they had been
told three months ago of the need to have centralized open space such asinthe area of Lots 16 and 19. HisPUD
sought many variances and setbacks. The Commissonisopenandligenstodl. TheCommisson’spalicy isto have
the Applicant and the neighbors work together onaproject. Thisalowsacompromiseto beworked out that would
be acceptableto dl. His proposa had been SF 6000 withfive lotsonthe hill dbutting the neighbors. Theneighbors
knowthat the propertyis zoned industria. Justification for recommending theuseof the PUD processwas provided.
The proposed application contains 38 foot streets with no additiona open space instead of the required 50 foot
streets. The PUD Ordinance dlows for clustering which provides more open space. It is not the Commisson’'s
respongbility to makethe project pencil out. Now thereisanissuewith theindustrid setback. Discusson indicated
that neither Mr. Funk nor ChairpersonWipfli fdt that the other one saw the other’svison. Mr. Funk explained the
attempt to provide open space a the front of the units. The origind comments had indicated that they would not
receive any credit for it. A PUD in Sesitle was described to illustrate how this concept had worked in that
community. It had not beenanattempt to jam in more units. Some of the concerns had been the strip between the
mortuary and the plating company, which had been proposed as the park, and the green open space designated by
the Mexican Ditch. Thetopographic map did not support using the areanear the Mexican Ditch asapark. Mr. Funk
indicated that this had been removed as the neighbors did not support that use. Chairperson Wipfli thenexplained
that theproposed use of the 12 feet from the street had not been shown. Mr. Funk pointed out that this space equas
Lots 16 and 19.

Commissioner Peery explained that by having the devel oper work withthe neighbors, they have been able to devel op
projects which remove the “Not In My Back Yard” concerns. It aso provides asolutionthat everyone fed's good
about. The square area designated as open space that had been Lots 16 and 19 are understandable, however, the
areas with “flower pots or monuments’ at the entrances and the driving range whichisthe detentionbasinis not their
visonof aPUD. The property has unique characteristics. Although some compromise had been shown, thereisa
“log jam” on other items. Hefdt that it would be a better plan if the open space is put in Lots 16 and 19 asit will
bemore centraly located. Thefour other areasarerather dubious. He suggested consideration be given to changing
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them. Something aso needed to be given if the Streets are to be 38 feet wide.

Chairperson Wipfli voiced his concerns about the commercid property. He did not want to impact it or stop their
uses. It may be necessary to put the open space in that area to avoid adversely impacting their uses. Mr. Pleméd
explained that discussion on a previous manufacturing project for that location had included the need for buffering.
The owner had attempted to acquire additiona property for that purpose without success. Therefore, hefdt that the
property will need variances when developed. Chairperson Wipfli felt that the Site would create a precedence for
future development asit isnot compatible. Mr. Pleme pointed out that the same Situation occurswith the Applicant’s
dte. Thereare Single Family residences abuttingaCommercia zone. The conceptud ideaiisto minimizethefrictiond
zone asmuchaspossible. Chairperson Wipfli indicated that hewanted to seethe project constructed and be an asset
to the community but the problems need to be solved before this occurs. Commissioner Sedway then questioned
the conditions which the devel oper did not support.

Mr. Pleméd explained for the record and to clarify Mr. Sullivan’ sreport that the open space had been discussed with
the Applicant before this meeting. This had occurred during the PUD conceptud review. Staff had recommended
at that time that the open space be centrdly located. It did not require remova of the two lots. Staff had
recommended that the open space be placed dong the backside of the project and dong the corridor. Theplanwas
submitted asindicated. Staff thenincluded itsrecommendationinthe packet. 1t had not been alast minute decision.
Condition 2 relatesto the open space, whichhas beendiscussed. Staff’ srecommendation wasmadebased on staff’s
yearsof planning and presentation of PUDsto the Commisson. Headso felt that saff could work with the Applicant
on Condition No. 3 and reassgn some of the parking areas. It should not be an onerous change. Part of the revised
plan included access to the Eagle Vadley Middle Schoal, i.e., Condition 15.

Mr. Shaffer expressed his desire to obtain clarity and not to be argumentative. The conceptud plan did not have
open space. Staff had required it. The Code does not indicate that it must be centrally located. They had severd
meetings with staff prior to authorizing the design. The conceptual design was created. The centrally located open
spacewas never discussed. Whenthey decided to move forward withthe project, saff informed themthat they had
todoitasaPUD. The project is 9.8 unitsper acre which is medium dendty. None of the lots have azero lat line.
Thar prdiminary design had included 50 foot right-of-ways and very few varianceson 6,000 squarefoot lots. This
created the same number of lotsasincudedinthis PUD. Staff had indicated that the Commission would not accept
it unlessit wasinaPUD form. Clarification between the Commission and Mr. Shaffer indicated Chairperson Wipfli
had recommended that the project be a PUD and designed by the community. Chairperson Wipfli explained that
his suggestion that a PUD be used was due to the mixed uses that arefound inthe area. No one could understand
what the concept was. The PUD wasrecommended after the Millennium project had been completed and wasvery
successfully received. It givesmorelatitude in the street width, setbacks, the boundaries, open space, the creation
of acommunity-like environment, etc. Heis not dlowed to tdll the Applicant that he must do aPUD. Hedso did
not wishto be confrontationa as they will not be able to proceed with the project. They must work together onthe
project. The problems seem to remain. They have now discovered another problem which may be worse than
origindly conceivedwhichrelatesto the indudtrid property. Mr. Shaffer felt that they would not haveto provide open
space if they had submitted a tentative map with 6,000 square foot lots and a zone change. The PUD
recommendation had been madeto provide the open space. Chairperson Wipfli felt that this would not bedlowed
as he was unable to makeit fit with 38 foot streets. Mr. Shaffer indicated that they had been ableto do it. He then
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expressed hisdesirefor the first application to be successful. They had not heard that centraly located open space
is required. They met the percentages. The plan provides some open space dthough it is not designed as the
Commission desires. It does, however, meet the Code requirements. It includes the fenced private rear yards as
allowed by the Code.

RECESS: A recess was declared at 8:26 p.m. The entire Commission was present when Chairperson Wipfli
reconvened the meeting at 8:40 p.m., congtituting a quorum.

ChairpersonWipfli explained that origindly there had been arequest for multi-family units. No one understood what
it would look like. 1f the Commission had accepted the request, there would be no way to control the project.
Therefore, he had requested a PUD. He supported centralizing the open space as the PUD requires it to be
accessible to the community. Hedid not likethe proposed location in the corner. He personally liked for the open
space to be centralized as he believed that isthe intent of the PUD process. He questioned what the plans were for
Lot 29. Mr. Shaffer indicated that the present singlefamily duplex footprint does not meet the setback requirements.
Therefore, it must be modified. Chairperson Wipfli indicated that he did not have a problem with Lots 30 and 31
athough they, and severa others, may prgudice the Industria zone. The decisionshould be based onwhether the
project will be an asset to the area. This concern may impact his decison. It had been indicated that the project
would bea“magor tax” benefit. Hefdt that unless the resdentid unit salls for $300,000 it will be a*“hemorrhage “
of money. Mr. Shaffer indicated that the target is $300,000 for each residentia house. Chairperson Wipfli asked
that he indicate his concerns with staff’ s recommended conditions.

Mr. Shaffer then explained that the staff recommendations were the same as they had seen at the previous medting.
The Applicant had submitted a modified list of conditions, however, none of the conditions had been revised.
Condition 2 should be specific regarding the wording related to Sze and location. They will provide open space
whichis open space that is usable for the community. They will provide it asaPUD and ask that the Commission
look at it progpectively. Itisasmall property of seven acres. Chairperson Wipfli responded that if he was saying
that the Commission should gpprove the PUD and dlowthemto determine the locationfor the open space, he could
not agree. Mr. Shaffer requested Condition12 be amended to alow 38 foot wideinternd streets with 14 feet from
the centerlinesto the Type 1 curb. He asked that Type 1 curbing be modified and arolled curb be dlowed. He
asked that Item 15, the improved path fromthe southern portionof Lepireto Mexican Ditchand continuing to Hells
Bell Road, be removed. The students have an existing pathway. They were willing to provide a*“ safe path to that
areg’ but did not want toimprove the full width and provide a drainage crossing. Their property does not abut the
Mexican Ditch. They are aware of the desire to have a 40-foot easement for the bicycle path dong the Mexican
Ditch. They fdt that the property line plus 25 feet should be adequate. Condition 17 should be revised regarding
sdewaks on both sides of the streets within the development but not dong Lepire Drive. The resdents have
requested the sidewalk be on both sides of Lepire Drive. The lack of sidewaks on both sides of the streets within
the development provides a more open feding. This will provide five additional feet for landscaping such asis
provided inMillennium. Thehillsdewill be open and provide aplaceto play Frishee. It will not beabal park. Item
33 relatesto the same 40-foot wide Mexican Trall easement. I1tem 35 wasaddressed during thelast submittal. They
wanted 20 feet fromthe back of the property lineto the garage which isthe Code. Staff had requested 22 feet. He
then indicated that the mgority of the Commission’s comments had related to the open space. The neighbors had
never mentioned it. They had tried to work with them to meet their needs which were property values and traffic.
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There is nothing that they can do about the traffic. There are deed restrictions on the lots abutting the east Sde of
Lepire Drive that restrictsthe homesto one story. They cannot afford to do al of theitems requested and still make
the project work. They had attempted to balance dl of the requests.

Mr. Fellows explained the pedestrian safety concerns created with the rolled curbs. The Type 1 curb provides a
barrier for the pedestrian and diminatesthe problems created whenyouhit arolled curb. Commissioner Peery aso
fdt that the roll curbsdegradefaster. Mr. Fellows agreed that it is shorter and hasless capacity. Hedid not believe
that it would degrade the asphdt faster.

Mr. Pleme then read Finding No. 3 and explained that the Commisson must make thisfinding in order to approve
the PUD. Claification by Mr. Shaffer indicated that they do not propose to provide a centraly located Site for the
open space. He recommended a revison that the open space will be a contiguous area of not less than 10,000
square feet and that the open space area will contain park type amenities in accordance with recommendationsin
Condition No. 4. They will provide the percentage required by the Code. Thiswill remove the terms designating
the sze and that it is centraly located. Commissioner Chrigtianson fdlt that if the units cost $300,000 each, therewill
be few children residing there. Commissioner Sedway clarified the price as being $300,000 per duplex and not per
unit. Commissoner Chrigtianson indicated that he did not care where they locate the park as he had been involved
withthe project northof thissite. He was ashamed thet it had gotten passed by the Commission. The Commission
had attempted to make it aworthwhile project when the second unit was submitted. He fet that the PUD was an
upgrade. The resdents could walk around the corner to reachthe open space. Mr. Shaffer explained that it would
be 100 feet to the sgnificant chunks of open space. They will landscape the detention basin and it will provide an
areawherepeople canrecreate. Clarification by Mr. Shaffer indicated that they could not agreeto Condition 2 when
it says Lots 16 and 19. They have met the Code with their proposed location(s). He was not sure what the
agreement was regarding the Type 1-L shaped curb. They will make the improvements to the tral down to the
Mexican Ditch which will dlow the students to have access to the foot path to the school. They want to put the
sdewaksononly one side of the internd street. The changeto Condition 35isto reducethe 22 feet to 20 feet. The
property line will remain the same. The 20 feet isto be from the front of the garage to the property line. The curb
is 25 feet from the front of the garage. They were willing to work with Engineering on this point. They want
sidewaks on both sdesof the street. If they need it, they asked that a variance be granted for thisreduction. They
did not want to put asidewak onthe east side of Lepire Drive. Commissioner Christianson noted that the driveways
in the adjacent subdivison were 15 feet long. He was unsure how that was gpproved. Mr. Shaffer explained that
theywanted the type of driveway likethose in Northridge and other subdivisons whichhave 20 foot drivewayswhen
measured from the back of the sdewalk to the garage.

Mr. Fellows explained that the lack of a pedestrianimpact inthe traffic study had created the need to have the path
to the Eagle Vdley Middle School improved. The neighborhood is located in an area which requires the students
towak to school. The students should be provided a safe method to do so. The master plan for the routeincludes
this pathway. If the traffic impact study had indicated that there will be no impact, the condition could have been
diminated. Theproposd isfor them toimprovethe path with “dg”’ from their southern boundary to Hells Bells Road,
which is gpproximately 300 feet. Commissioner Christianson pointed out that they do not own the property. Mr.
Felows pointed out that the children in the subdivison will use the path. Mr. Shaffer reiterated that the path is
established and used by the students today. The impact of his project is questionable to significant. Thetrall only
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goesto one school. Mr. Felows explained that the Sdewaks dlow the dementary sudents a safe mechanism for
accessing their school viathe Sgnd a Pheasant and Edmonds. The Parks Department had removed the remaining
portion of Condition 15. He had fdt that, asthe Mexican Ditch Trail is on the master plan, they should construct
their section.  The Parks Department had agreed to an easement instead. Regarding Condition 17 relating to
sdewaks, the City standard is to have sidewaks on both sides of the streets. This provides a safe zone for dl
resdents. Having sidewalks on one side force the pedestrian to cross the street for the safe zone. Thisis not equal
treatment for both sides of the Street.

Commissioner Peery pointed out theimportant concernisthe abutment of resdentid to indudtrid. Mr. Shaffer pointed
out that this condition has existed since the zoning was changed for thetriangle. 1t may be difficult to put aGl use
on this property if the 50-foot setback requirement is mandated. This dso creates a“new can of worms for them
to have to ded with’. Commissoner Peery listed the Lots which would be impacted by the industria zone.

Mr. Fellowsthenexplained why st&ff had requested Condition 33—a 40 foot easement dong the Mexican Ditch. He
admitted that asmdler anount may work, however, without a design was unsure of the amount required. He agreed
that the setback for the garage could be 20 feet from the sdewak athough it may create a hazard for pedestrians
if longer vehidlesare parked inthe driveway. The standard pardle parking spaceis 22 feet by ninefeet. People do
not park against the garage door.

Claification reiterated that Mr. Fellows wanted Condition 12 requiring the“L/Type 1" curb; that the last sentence
had been removed from Condition 15; and Condition 15 requiring an improved pathway dong therr property
remained. Clarification indicated thet this pathway isto be ten feet wide and have “dg” and not asphat. The bridge
Isto be elther asphalt or concrete and provide alow flow culvert crossing of Kings Canyon Creek and the Linear
Park Ditch. Judtification for requiring the two bridges was provided. Sidewakswere to be required on both sides
of the street aslisted in Condition 17. Mr. Shaffer pointed out that changing this conditionto require asidewak on
only one sde would provide additiond open space. Mr. Funk aso indicated that he wanted the green open space
rather than the sdewak. He then responded to Commissioner Christianson’s question regarding whether he had
dipulated to this condition, “that itsfing’. Commissioner Christianson indicated that Condition 33 isto be 25 feet
wideand that Condition 35 isto be 20 feet fromthe garage to the Sdewak for the driveway setback. Commissoner
Mullet explained the flooding that had occurred in the ditch during the 1997 flood. Such events will destroy the
bridge/pathway. He questioned who will replaceit. Mr. Fellows explained that the children are currently usng alog
and arock to cross the ditch. Commissoner Mullet pointed out that the ditch is the basin’'s main waterway to the
Carson River. Chairperson Wipfli explained that the proposd has lots of potential, however, he would opposeit if
there are too many loose ends. There are SO many things that need to be done including addressing the neighbors
concerns. He then requested amotion.

CommissonKimbrough moved to recommend to the Board of Supervisors approva of P-03/04-1, a Planned Unit
Development request including aMaster Plan Amendment to change the land use designationof APNs 10-351-05,
08, 09, and 31 fromIndustrid to High Resdentia, and a Change of Land Use to change the zoning of these parcels
fromGenera Industrid and Single Family 21,000 to Multi-Family Duplex-Planned Unit Devel opment; aM aster Plan
Amendment to change the land use designationof APNs10-352-04, 05, and 06 fromIndustria to Medium Dengity
Resdentid, and aChange of Land Useto change the zoning of these parcels from General Indudtrid to Single-Family
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6,000-Planned Unit Development and a Tentative Subdivison Map to dlow the development of 35 duplex parces
and five sngle family residentia parcels based on the sx findings contained in the saff report and subject to the
recommended conditions of approva which sand in this document without any discussion that took place.
Discussion between Commissioner Kimbrough and Mr. Fellows corrected the motion to indicate that he wanted to
have 37 duplex parcels and that the dengty wasto be Medium Dendty Residentid on APN 10-351-04, 08, 09, and
31 and that the zone change for the Single Family PUD should be 12,000 squarefoot lots. The 37 Conditionswere
toremanaswritten. Clarification indicated that none of the tipulations were to be considered inthe mation. 1t was
aso indicated that the revised planunder discussionthis evening had diminated the ot inthe upper right corner, which
isthe reasonthe revised plan contained only 34 duplex parcels. Commissioner Semmensindicated that thishad been
Lot 10. Commissioner Kimbrough indicated that he had combined Lots 16 and 19 for the centraly located park
which reduced the duplex parcelsto 35 fromthe origind 37. A second was not provided. Themotion died for lack
of a second.

(3-0031) Commissioner Chrigtiansonthenmovedto recommend to the Board of Supervisorsapproval of P-03/04-1,
a Planned Unit Development request, induding aMaster Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of
APNs 10-351-05, 08, 09, and 31 from Industrid to Medium Dendity Resdentid, and a Change of Land Useto
change the zoning of these parcelsfromGenera Industrial and Sngle Family 21,000 to Multi-Family Duplex-Planned
Unit Development; a Master Plan Amendment to change the land use designationof APNs 10-352-04, 05, and 06
fromIndustrid to Medium Density Resdentid, and a Change of Land Useto change the zoning of these parcels from
Generd Indudtrid to Single Family 12,000-Planned Unit Development; and a Tentative Subdivison Map to alow
the development of 34 duplex parces and five single family resdentia parce s based onsx findings contained inthe
saff report and subject to staff’s recommended conditions of approva which number 37; these 37 conditions
include: achange to No. 2 whichdlowsthe open space to be inthe northeast quadrant of the proposed subdivision;
Condition 12 stays the same; Condition 15 changesthe last sentence from40 feet to 25 feet; Condition 17 staysthe
same; Condition 33 changes from 40 feet to 25 feet wide, and Condition 35 changes 22 feet to 20 fest.
Commissioner Semmens seconded the mation. Mationwasvoted by roll cal with thefollowing result: Sedway - No;
Kimbrough - No; Semmens - Yes, Mullet - No; Peery - No; Chrigianson - Yes;, and Chairperson Wipfli - No.
Motion failed on a 2-5 vote.

Discussion indicated a postive vote was unnecessary. Mr. Plemd explained that the Commission makes
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on al Planned Unit Developments. The Board will consider theitem
at itssecond meeting in October. Anyone interested in having a packet or wishing more information should contact
the Department. Discussion indicated that it would not be necessary to have a positive maotion.

G-8. ZCA-03-123- ACTION TO DIRECT THE PLANNING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT STAFF TO PREPARE APPLICATIONS FOR ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT
AMENDMENT AND CHANGE OF LAND USE REGARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A
BREWERY ARTS CENTER-LIMITED COMMERCIAL OVERLAY DISTRICT (2-0085) (3-0105) -
Following Mr. Plemd’ s explanation of the request and having no one respond to the request for public comments,
Commissioner Semmens moved to direct the Planning and Community Development Department  taff to prepare
the proper notices for zoning ordinance text amendment and change of land use applications to incorporate the
Brewery Arts Center-Limited Commercia Overlay Didtrict in an area generaly surrounded by Third Street to the
South, Heischmann Street on the North, mid-block between Curry and Nevada Streets, and Phillip and Minnesota
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Streets on the West sde. Commissioner Peery seconded the motion. Motion carried 7-0.

OTHER MATTERS(3-0149) - Discussonbetween Commissoner Sedway and Deputy Didrict Attorney Madden
indicated a need to agenize an item to discuss an exparte communications issue,

H. ADJOURNMENT (3-0173) - Commissoner Peery moved to adjourn. Commissioner Semmens
seconded the motion. Motion carried 7-0. Chairperson Wipfli adjourned the meeting at 9:30 p.m.

The Minutes of the September 24, 2003, Carson City Planning Commission meseting

ARE SO APPROVED ON___ October 29 , 2003.

el
Richard Wipfli, Chairperson




