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A regularly scheduled meeting of the Carson City Planning Commissonwas hdd on Tuesday, November 19, 2002,
at the Community Center Bonanza Room, 851 East William Street, Carson City, Nevada, beginning at 3:00 p..m

PRESENT: Chairperson AllanChrigtianson, Vice Chairperson Richard Wipfli, and CommissonersRon
Allen, Mark Kimbrough, John Peery, Wayne Pedlar, and Roger Sedway

STAFF PRESENT:  Community Development Director Water Sullivan, Senior Planner Lee Plemd, Senior
Engineer Rob Fellows, Deputy Didtrict Attorney Jason Woodbury, Recording Secretary
Katherine McLaughlin, and Associate Planner Jennifer Pruitt (P.C. 11/19/02 Tape 1-
0007.5)

NOTE: Unless otherwise indicated, eachitemwasintroduced by the Chairperson. Staff then presented or clarified
the saff report/supporting documentation. Any other individuaswho spoke arelisted immediately following theitem
heading. A tape recording of theseproceedingsis on file in the Clerk-Recorder’ s office. Thistapeis availablefor
review and ingpection during norma business hours.

A. ROLL CALL,DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM, AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Rall
cal wastaken. A quorum of the Commissionwas present dthough Commissoners Wipfli and Sedway had not yet
arived. Chairperson Christianson led the Pledge of Allegiance.

B. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (1-0032.5) - None.
C. PUBLIC COMMENTS (1-0036.5) - None.

D. AGENDA MODIFICATIONS (1-0053.5) - None.
E. DI SCL OSURES (1-0056.5) - None.

F. CONSENT AGENDA (1-0061.5)

F-1. D-02/03-5- ACTION TO ACCEPT AN OFFER OF DEDICATION OF RIGHT-OF-
WAY FOR MOLLY DRIVE AND MILLENNIUM TERRACE

F-2. D-02/03-6 - ACTION TO ACCEPT AN OFFER OF DEDICATION OF ACCESSAND
STORM DRAIN EASEMENT AT MOLLY DRIVE AND CORBETT

F-3.  V-96/97-4- ACTION ON THE REVIEW OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED VARI-
ANCE FOR BRIAN SMITH

F-4. U-96/97-5- ACTION ON THE REVIEW OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SPECIAL
USE PERMIT FOR BRIAN SMITH

F-5.  U-01/02-16 - ACTION ON THE REVIEW OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SPECIAL
USE PERMIT FOR EVA SULPRIZIO - Commissoner Pedlar moved that the Items on the Consent Agenda
be approved as recommended by staff. Commissioner Peery seconded the motion. Motion carried 5-0.

G. PUBLIC HEARING
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G-1. U-02/03-14 - ACTION ON A SPECIAL USEPERMIT APPLICATION FROM SILVER
STATE CONSULTANTS (1-0168.5) - Associate Planner Jennifer Pruitt, Senior Planner Rob Fellows,
Community Development Director Walter Sullivan, Applicant’ sRepresentative Julio Sandova, Richard Rossi Louie
Lucero, Marie Lucero - Sides of the Ste were displayed and explained. The fence has aready been ingtalled.
Discusson noted a difference in devations between the gpplicant and the neighbors. The law requiring property
owners to perpetuate the drainage wasnoted. The developer constructed the applicant’ shomefirst. Thedirection
of the drainage for the surrounding parcels was described as flowing to the front of those parcels. The gpplicant’s
parcel drainsto the back of the lot. The adjacent property owner has documents alowing his property to drain to
the north and/or south. He has expressed a willingness to support the application if the fence is not raised. The
retaining wall is the property line for the other house. Thelast page of the packet illustratesthe western property line
whichhastwo properties abutting the goplicant. The retainingwall islocated onthe southernportion. Thegpplicant
would haveto raise the back of the lot to force the water to drain to the sireet. Asthe applicant isin abasin, he
needs a higher fence. Condition 6 will not block the drainage but dlows it to flow to the street. (Commissioner
Wipfli arrived—3:22 p.m. A quorum was present athough Commissoner Sedway had not yet arrived.) The gpplicant
and this neighbor need to develop a mechanism to address the drainage to perpetuate its flow to the Street. 1t was
hoped that the applicationwill resolve future fencing problems. The Commission isto addressthe fence. Thefence
will dam the water’ s flow to the neighbor’ s property. Clarification indicated that the fence is Sx feet in height from
one neighbor but at the adjacent lot it is 7-1/2 feet.

Mr. Sandovad daified that the fence is to be Sx feet inhaght but will be ona12-1/2 inchretainingwal. If the fence
Is maintained, there should not be a drainage problem. The origind fence blew down dueto rot. The entire fence
is on Mrs. Mendoza s property. The gpplicant’'s home was built one-and-a-haf years before the neighbors. Its
drainage was to flow one or two blocks aong the back of the property and then into the street. Mr. Sandova felt
that the drainage issue will be back to the Commission for resolution within a short period of time. (Commissioner
Sedway arrived a 3:27 p.m. The entire Commission was present, congtituting a quorum.) The posts are ten feet
in height and are not ingtdled in concrete. If necessary, it will bereinforced inthe future. Mr. Sandova fdt that the
drainage would be addressed as part of Phase |1.

Public commentswere solicited. Mr. Ross explained thelocation of hishome. Hehad vigted theSte severd times.
The property dopesto the back of thelot. The backyard was compared to a marsh after a heavy raingorm. He
hoped that the fence would help solve the problemin the future. The block wall was ingaled when the house was
congtructed. It wasassumed that the contractor had donethework. Theback of that lot wasraised to dopetoward
the street. The house on the opposite sde of the fence purportedly drains toward Desert Peach. He indicated that
his testimony was in support of thefence. Additiona public comments were solicited but none were given. Public
comment was then closed.

Mr. Lucero explained the location of his home and the drainage flow onhis property. The developer had given him
a drainage easement which alows the water to flow to the bottom and left. He did not have a problem with the
fence, however, Ms. Mendoza dleges that the water from his property drainsto their sdeand floodsthe property.
Hefdt that the accumulated water came from her lot and needed to have an escape route dong the back of the lots
to the street. Garth Richards had purportedly visted the steand removed Mr. Lucero’ sfence. Theblock wal and
fencing that was put up to replaceit wasleft looseat one end. Thewind thenblew down severa pands of thisfence.
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He had suggested that Ms. Mendoza have Mr. Richards put the postsin and he would tack the panelson. He had
shown her how hiswater drained to the left and not on her property. Thereisadrain under the concrete. Pictures
had purportedly been taken to illustrate how the water runs off that property. The next thing he knew Mr. Richards
was removing the fence. Half of the fence is purportedly hisasit ison his property line. Chairperson Christianson
explanedthat Ms. Mendozadamsthefenceis entirdly onher property. Mr. Lucero explained that his pictures show
that the replacement fence is now on her property but the origina fence was on his property. Hedid not opposea
higher fence asit will give immore privacy, however, was concerned about the difference in the fence description
asonhissdeit isonly Sx feet seveninches.  The information he had received from staff shows that the fenceisto
be seven feet Sx inchesin height. The fence should be the same height on both Sdes. His photographs of the area
were given to the Commisson. Chairperson Christianson explained that the Commission is consdering only the
fence. The other issueswill have to bedecided inthe future. Clarification by Commissioner Sedway indicated that
he would abstain on thisitem. Mr. Lucero discussed the photographs with the Commissioners.

Additiona public comments were solicited. Ms. Lucero daimed that Ms. Mendoza wanted aten-foot fence. They
had attempted to get the City tolook into the matter without success. Shefdt that the fenceisto be on the property
line and no where dse. She could not understand why her fence was removed. The Commission attempted to tell
her that this is a civil matter which the Commission could not mitigate. She did not care how tdl thefenceis. Itis
possible for her to seeinto Ms. Mendoza s home. She felt that she had been harassed for five years. Chairperson
Chrigtianson reminded her that this information does not relate to the fence and thanked her for her comments.

Commissioner Peery moved to gpprove U-02/03-14, a Special Use Permit request from Silver State Consultants
to alow the placement of a 7.5 foot fencewithin the required sde yard setback based on sevenfindings and subject
to 9x conditions of approval contained inthe staff report and with the understanding that any acknowledgementsto
the Commission by the applicant may be considered as further sipulations or conditions of gpprovd on this
gpplication. Commissioner Kimbrough seconded the motion. Mation carried 6-0-1 with Commissioner Sedway
abstaining. Mr. Sullivanbriefly explained the appeal process. Clarification indicated that the fenceisto be 7.5 feet
tdl as it currently is. Mr. Lucero reiterated his lack of understanding on how the fence could be 7.5 feet tal when
his measurement showed it was 6.5 feet tdl. Chairperson Christianson repeated that the fence as it is now is to
remain and indicated that the drainage issue would have to be resolved e sewhere. Mr. Lucero indicated that there
would be no continuation. He fdt that staff should come over to his Sde and they would measure it together.

G-2.U-02/03-13 - ACTION ON A SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION FROM KYLE

AND VICTORIA HUDAK (1-1352.5) - Senior Planner Lee Plemd, Kyle Hudak - Slideswereshownilludrating
the addition. Thelate materid which wasdigtributed to the Commission and Clerk prior to the meeting had included
a letter of support from the neighbor across the street from the applicant. The 1963 building is consdered legd
nonconforming as it was congtructed beforethe setback and variance requirements were added to the Code. Mr.
Hudak agreed withthe staff report. Commissoner Kimbrough complimented him on hisbuilding. Public comments
were solicited but none were given. Commissioner Pedlar moved to approve U-02/03-13, a Specid Use Permit
gpplicationfrom Kyle and Victoria Hudak to alow the expans onof existing nonconforming buildings |ocated within
the required front and side yard setbacks based on seven findings and subject to five conditions of approva
contained in the g&ff report and with the understanding that any acknowledgements to the Commission by the
goplicant may be cons dered asfurther sipulationsor conditions of approval onthis gpplication. Commissioner Allen
seconded the motion. Motion carried 7-0.
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G-3. Z-02/03-1- ACTION ON A CHANGE OF LAND USE REQUEST FROM DENNIS
SMITH, WESTERN ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING SERVICES (1-1622.5) - Senior Planner Lee
Pleme, Deputy Didrict Attorney Jason Woodbury, Community Development Director Water Sullivan, Applicant
Dennis Smith, Albert Le Bach, Senior Engineer Rob Fellows - Staff’ s attempts to contact the adjacent property
owner were not successful. The proposed change is consstent with the Master Plan. Uses that would be alowed
on the property werenoted. Skip Canfied’ s letter was distributed to the Commission and Clerk and read into the
record. (A copy isinthefile) Discusson ensued on the Statutory and City Code noticing requirements. The
property taxes onthe smdl parcel have been paid. Staff sent anoticeto that address. It wasreturned undeliverable.
Mr. Plemd indicated that other attemptsto reach the owner are being pursued. Mr. Pleme committed to attempting
to contact the owner prior to action by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed office commercid zoning will alow
more uses thanthe multi-family gpartment zoning does. It wasfédt that thischange would enhancethe property vaue.
Mr. Woodbury opined that there would have to be a notice given to the property owner before the Board of
Supervisors could act. Discusson pointed out the divergence in opinions between Mr. Canfidd and Staff.
Commissioner Kimbrough fet that the genera officezoningmademore sense due to the topography and surrounding
uses. Mr. Sullivanindicated for the record his attempt to contact the only Russdll Best who is listed in the telephone
directory. Heleft amessage on the ansering machine at that number asking thet the individud return hiscdl if he
owned the parcel. He has not recelved aresponseto histelegphone message. The undeliverable notice was sent to
a Carson City address. He then listed the primary, accessory, and conditiona uses for the multi-family apartment
digrict and the generd office zone. The proposed change is considered an upzone. Mr. Canfield's concerns
regarding the ability to have generd commercid uses on the property were explained.

Mr. Smith explained his efforts to contact the property owner and committed to continuing the attempt. He then
explained some of the issues his dlient has encountered when trying to develop his property. Reasons for seeking
the zone change included the traffic safety concerns.  The tenants had been asked where they send the rent monies.
A responseto thisinquiry was not provided. Thisis another avenue they were atempting to followto find Mr. Best.
Mr. Smith expressed the desire to add Mr. Smith’ sproperty to the zone change due to the feding that his property
is an eye sore and would be detrimentd to his client’s office complex.

Public testimony was solicited. Mr. Le Balch fdt that splitting the property into two zoning districts was poor
planning. He urged the Commisson to make it either Conservation Reserve or Generd Office. He questioned
whether the Conservation Reserve area would be dedicated to Open Space in the future or be developed at some
future date. Commissioner Allen agreed that the Conservation Reserve area has steep topography. Mr. LeBalch
aso fdt that itsdevelopment would require abooster pump in order to have water service. Discussonindicated that
the devel oper would have to pay for the booster pump. (Commissioner Pedlar stepped fromthe roomat 4:15 p.m.
and returned at 4:17 p.m. A quorumwaspresent theentiretime.) Mr. Sullivan explained that the creation of aparce
requires aminimum of 20 acres. Rezoning of aparcd isalowed on smdler lots. He aso agreed that the topography
for the dope supported the Conservation Reserve zoning. Mr. Le Bach urged the Commisson to redrict
development on the Conservation Reserve area. Mr. Sullivan noted that the City has split zoned parcels in the
community, however, aparcel map has not beenrequired in the past to split the parcd into different zoning didtricts.
Thiswould create asubstandard parcel asone parcel, the 0.21 acre area, would be less than 20 acres. A variance
would be required for this parcel. A specid use permit is aso required to show the proposed use. Thiswill dlow
the Commission to control the usage. Mr. Fellows explained that a conservation easement could be placed on the
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property which would eiminate the need to parcd the property. Mr. Sullivanagreed that thisis another option and
explained Open Space Manager Juan Guzman's plans for this program. Additional comments were solicited but
none were given. Public testimony was closed.

Mr. Woodbury suggested that the motion include the four findingsin the staff report. Commissioner Wipfli moved
approve application Z-02/03-1, a Change of Land Use request fromWestern Engineering and Surveying Services,
property owner: The Lloyd B. Augin DDS Limited Profit Sharing Trugt, to change the zoning of a 7.95 acre parce
fromMulti-Family Apartment to General Officeand ConservationReserve located onM oses Street, APN 009-151-
50, and to change the zoning of a0.21 acre parcel from Multi-Family Apartment to Generd Office, located at 531
Moses Street, APN 009-151-49, based onthe four findingsinthe staff report. Commissioner Pedlar seconded the
mation. Mr. Smith agreed to entertain a conservation easement on the portion which is to be designated
ConservationReserve. He explained that they did not have any intent to devel op that portionwhichwasthe reason
for the request that it be zoned Conservation Reserve. Motion carried 7-0.

G-4. M-02/03-3 - DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE REVIEW OF THE PROCESSING
OFAPPLICATIONSFOR THE PLANNING COMMISSI ON (1-2961.5) -Community Development Director
Wadter Sullivan, Senior Engineer Rob Fellows, Discussion ensued regarding who should make the determination
that it is an emergency and a continuation should be alowed; the deadline for requesting a continuance without a
pendty; whether the proposed 43 day process provided adequate time for staff’s review of the application; the
posshility of providing a preiminary decison; the Mgor Project Review process and how it would fit into the
program; and how the change would provide gaff withbetter informationand requireless“legwork” for staff. Ten
days were needed to develop the prdiminary decison. The proposed program will require the gpplication to be
heard after day 35. A continuationfeewill be assessed if the itemis listed on the agenda published in the newspaper
whichoccursonday 21. Continuationscould be granted for unforeseen emergencies such asfamily illnessor westher
conditions which prohibit the consultant/applicants attendance at the meeting. If the procedure is approved, an
operationd plan will be developed and presented to the Commission. It should cover dl foreseeable Stuations that
may occur under the program. Com-missioner Peery fet that the program should be merciful if an occasion occurs
that has not been foreseen. Commissioner Kimbrough asked that the processindudealis of items which will alow
acontinuance. Mr. Sullivan felt that gaff will have meet with the gpplicant before day 20 so that the continuation
deadline of the 21% would be doable. Thedeadlinefor appeaswould not be changed. Commissioner Pedlar pointed
out that emergency continuations will require the gpplicant to gppear before the Commissionto seek a continuance.
There should not be a controversy over the reason for the continuance. If there is controversy over a project, a
continuation should be requested earlier in the process. He aso fdlt that the process should be clearly spelled out.
The media agenda should indicate what has been continued. Commissioner Sedway gpologized for being late and
thanked gteff for the review. Hedso felt that the program would addresstheissues and that it wasthelarge projects
which have beenthe problem. He asked that the agenized item be heard even if there are small issues remaining to
be resolved between the applicant and taff or if staff has recommended denid. The public should understand the
issuesand that the Commission has the ability to continue the item if deemed appropriate and the gpplicant requests
it. The process should diminate what has become an automatic last minute continuation of anitem. Public comments
were solicited but none were given. Commissioner Sedway moved that the Planning Commission approve
and adopt the recommended Planning Commission applicationtimeline process with the 43 day schedule.
Discussion indicated that under the current process an application must be submitted by the 20" of amonth. The
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proposed processwill cause the deadline for submitting gpplications to “float” asthe meeting date will be used asthe
43" day and the deadlines will be worked backwards from that date. Commissioner Sedway continued his
moation to include requiring continuancesto bereceived on or beforeday 21 without a fee penalty, after
day 21 with a payment of a fee penalty to day 35, after day 35it isthe Planning Commission’s policy that
no continuances will be considered unless it was a family emergency; secondly it is the Planning
Commission’s policy that requested continuances unless approved by two-thirds majority vote of the
Planning Commission will be automatically scheduled for the following month from the requested
continuancedate; lastly, continuancesfor unexpectedper sonal matter s suchasunexpecteddeathor iliness
will be automatically continued to the following month with or without payment of the continuance fee.
Commissioner Pedlar seconded the motion. Discusson indicated that day 21 is for saff comments to be
completed. Following Mr. Sullivan's request for an amendment and Commission discussion as to whether the
continuance fee should be $150 or $250 and whether the continuance fee should be required for unexpected
emergencies, Commissioner Sedway amendedhis motionto adopt staff’s recommendationthat thefeeafter
day 35 be l€ft, as he preferred, at $150 and waiveit under the death or illness. Commissioner Pedlar
concurred. Motion carried 7-0.

Commissoner Sedway thanked the staff for including the intent to hear the item a the next Commission meeting as
thiswasanissue of discussonasto whether it could be agenized for that meeting. Mr. Sullivan expressed theintent
to work with dl gpplicants to inform them of the new palicy.

RECESS: A recesswasdeclared at 4:53 p.m. The entire Commission was present when Chairperson Christianson
reconvened the meeting & 5 p.m., congtituting a quorum.

G-5. ACTION ON REVISIONSTO THE FEE AND SERVICE CHARGESFOR THE
PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATIONS AND PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOP-
MENTMATTERSUNDER CCM C18.02.055(2-0731.5) - Community Development Director Walter Sullivan,
BuildersAssociationof Western Nevada (BAWN) Representative Rick DeMars - Staff had di scussed the proposed
fee schedule withthe Chamber of Commerce and BAWN. The previous action established the continuation fee at
$150. The proposed fees do not recover 100 percent of the cost incurred for the applications. Other entities
subddize ther Planning Commisson and Planning and Community Development applications.  Mr. Sullivan
complimented Associate Planner Jennifer Pruitt for her work on the program. The BAWN and Chamber of
Commerce |etters were read into the record. Both supported the proposed fee structure. Commissioner Sedway
explained his belief that the fee for an appeal should be zero. Reasons for this recommendation were limned.
Commissioner Peery fdt that the recommended $25 was reasonable. Clarification indicated that the gpplicant was
not required to pay afeeto appeal the Commisson’ sactionas the gpplication fee had included an dlocation for an
apped. All other gppellants are assessed the fee due to the noticing requirements and saff time required to handle
the apped. Commissoner Pedlar fet that there should be a token fee required of anyone appeding the
Commission’ sactions withthe exception of thegpplicant. Otherwise, gpped scould becomeadtalling tactic/nuisance
concern. Hedid not fed that afee of $25 or $50 was an insurmountable cost. Mr. Sullivan explained the problems
encountered with afunera home gpplication severd years ago which had required the Board to hear the matter on
at least three separate occasions. Staff has since restricted the gpped s to individuas who participate in the process
and that dl of the appeals areto be heard at one time rather thanmaking it arevolving door. A review of the appeds
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indicates that gpproximately 5-6 percent of the Commission’s decisions have been gppeded since the 1980s. The
Board has uphdd two-thirds of the Commission’s decisons. He had not conducted a study of the cost to handle
appeds and could support the Commission’s decision regarding its fee as there are vaid points for both views.
Clarificationindicated that the Didtrict Attorney’ s office had issued an opinion which supported the decisonto have
al of the gppedls consdered at one time and that the gopellant has participated in the process. Thisinduded the
submission of aletter or email. The gpped must be based on the information provided a the Commission hearing,
otherwise the Board will return the item to the Commission for reconsderation. Commissioner Wipfli supported
Commissioner Pedlar’ scomments due to hisfeding that the proposed feeis a nomind amount, otherwise the process
could become a revolving door asitisin an adjacent county. The fee should be less than $100. Commissioner
Pedlar suggested that the fee be $55. The mgjority of the gppea sare from the applicant. Hisapplicationfeeincluded
the fee for an gpped. The remainder had beenfromgroups of individuas who should be able to handle the $50 fee
reldively easily. The $50 fee will discourage nuisance gppeds. Commissioner Allen supported the $50 fee. Mr.
Sullivan suggested thet the fee be left at $25 for this year and next year and increased to $50 the following yeer.
Commissioner Kimbrough supported the $50fee. Discussionindicated that appea sby nonprofit organ-izationscoul d
bewaived. Individudsat or below the poverty leve are addressed under adifferent code and havetheir feeswaived.
Commissioner Wipfli expressed his concern about the fact that the $25 fee does not cover al of the costs but was
willing to accept either the $25 or $50 fee as neither is exorbitant. Mr. Sullivan felt that there had never been any
discussion concerning the apped fee. The gppdlant hasdways paid it. Commissioner Peery reiterated his support
for the $25 fee.

(2-1599.5) Commissoner Allen suggested that the minor gpplication fee be reduced as it is possble that the
suggested $500 fee could be more than the cost to do the project. Devel opers have the ability to passthe fee onto
the buyers. Mr. Sullivan explained that the actual mailing costswill be assessed. Thevariancefee currently is$250.
The proposal increases it to $375 and then $500 later. Commissioners Allen, Peery and Pedlar supported this
“family rate’. Commissioner Kimbrough expressed the hope that withthe fee increases the Department will recelve
additiond funding. He asked that the record show that some of the fee enhancement be used to provide an
enhancement to the Department which the public could see. He asoindicated thet the entirefeedid not have to be
used for the Department. Commissioner Pedlar explained his position that the Generd Fund provides some funding
for the Department. The fee increases should not be used to judify a aff increase. The budget process should
determine the need for additiona gtaff. The increased fees should reduce General Fund support even though the
Department isnot considered anenterprisefund. Chairperson Christianson felt that thefeeincreaseswerethe City’s
attempt to recover the loss in salestaxes created by the relocation of Wamart. He dso felt that it was shortsighted
for the City to increase the fees without looking at the entire budgetary needs. Mr. Sullivan explained his attempts
to increase the fees over the last ten years and the funding that was provided 18 months ago to conduct a study on
the fees. Discusson indicated the feding Washoe and Douglas County fees were less than Carson City’s.
Chairperson Christianson asked BAWN Representative Rick DeMars to address comments he had received from
adeveloper that it costs more to do ahousein Carson City than the other counties. Commissioner Peery fdt that
additiona staff is needed by the Department and, spedificaly, for increased Code Enforcement due to the growth
that has occurred in the area.

Commissioner Sedway reiterated his positionthat the fees are not under the Commission’s purview. Judtification of
his positionincluded the reasons for the increases and the comments which the Commisson had just made. He felt
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that it compromised the Commisson’s purposes. Elected officids should be the onesto addressthe feeissue. It
should not be a competition issue with the surrounding counties.

(2-2001.5) Public comments were solicited. Mr. DeMars explained BAWN's work with staff on the fees. He
hoped that the Commissonwould not wait 15 years for another increase. He asked that a decisionbe made so that
the builders budget could be adjusted to handle the feeincreases. He fdt that the Carson City feeswereinlinewith
the surrounding counties’ fees. Discussonamong Mr. DeMars, Chairperson Christianson, and Commissioner Wipfli
pointed out the infrastructure costs to do infill projectsin the older sections of the City. Theland inthe Silver Oaks
areais vauable which causes the homes to be more expensive. The City has the state of the art water and sewer
plants which other communities do not have. For these reasons Commissioner Wipfli felt that the products were
different and should not be compared. Mr. DeMars aso pointed out that builders have gone to Washoe County and
Reno and Sparks and have quickly returned to Carson City due to the problems they had encountered there. He
felt that they receive fantagtic service from Carson City and that isit a good working environment. Discusson dso
pointed out that land is becoming aprime commodity in the City. Growth in Douglas County has been limited until
acourt decisionisreceived. The City’ s three percent growth management ordinance alowslatitudefor planning by
the developers.

Mr. Sullivanasked that the mationreferencedocument 10/9/02. Additiond public commentswere solicited but none
weregiven. Mr. Sullivan dso indicated that the appea fee would be $25 for thisyear and next and increased to $50
incalendar year 2004. Specid Use Permit feefor minor projectsfor caendar year 2003 will be $375 and increased
to $500 in 2004. Continuances will be $150 asindicated in the previousitem. Commissioner Kimbrough moved
to approve A-02/03-05 and recommend the fee options as amended be approved. Commissioners Pedlar, Peery,
and Allen seconded the motion. Motion carried 6-0-1 with Commissioner Sedway abstaining.

G-6. A-02/03-10- DISCUSSION ONLY REGARDING REVISSONSAMENDMENTSTO
CCMCTITLE 18 (ZONING) AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (2-2399) - Community Development
Director Walter Sullivan, Senior Planner Lee Plemd, Associate Planner Jennifer Pruitt - The suggested revisons
werereviewed and discussed withthe exceptionof the “typographica errors’ found onthe firg four pages of the saff
report. It wasfdt that the “light and glare’ ordinance should not be enforced in resdentid zonesat thistime due to
the impact it would have on Code Enforcement. It was aso fdlt that the resdentiad CC& Rs could handle thisissue.
Notice derting the developers about this issue could be provided as part of the subdivison process. Consensus
supported natifying 30 separatel y owned property ownerswhenthere are not 30 separately owned property owners
within the statutory 300 feet noticing area. The amended ligt of findings for Section 18.02.075 was supported.
Discussionensued concerning the zoning digtrictswhichalow billboards and whether to revisethe lising. Mr. Plemd
indicated that billboards are dlowed in the Gl and GC zones. For this reason staff was requesting that they be
removed from the PR zone. Discusson and forma action will be taken by the Commission at the next mesting.
Public commentswere solicited. Al LeBach pointed out that the Statutes require notification be givento anarea of
1500 feet when hazardous materids areinvolved. Mr. Sullivan indicated that the Code had referenced this Statute.
Mr. LeBalch suggested that the distance beincluded inthe Code. He dso pointed out that the suggested definitions
for the indudtrid areas had been rgjected by the Board, however, the definitions had not been removed from the
Code. Hislist wasto be provided to staff. Chairperson Chrigtianson thanked him for hislist. Mr. Sullivan agreed
to add the listing to the packet for presentation to the Commission for actionat the next meeting. Anexampleof the
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need for the change was provided. No formal action was taken or required.

G-7. ACTIONTO ELECT A CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON (2-3488) - The
elected officers will take office a the next meeting. Chairperson Christianson thanked the Commissioners for their
support during his tenure as Chairperson and assured them that the selected person would provide the Commission
withsound guidance. Commissioner Pedlar moved to nominate Commissioner Wipfli asChairperson. Commissioner
Peery seconded the motion. Additiona nominationswere solicited but noneweremade. Commissioner Allenmoved
to close the nominations. Commissioner Kimbrough seconded themotion. Moation carried 6-0-1 with Commissioner
Wipfli dbstaining. The motion to appoint Commissoner Wipfli as Chairperson wasvoted and carried unanimoudy.

(3-0030) Commissioner Wipfli moved to nominate Commissioner Peery as Vice Chairperson. Commissioners
Sedway and Kimbrough seconded the motion. Additiond nominations were solicited but none were given.
Commissioner Allenmoved to close nominations. Commissioner Kimbrough seconded the mation. Motion carried
6-0-1 with Commissioner Peery abstaining. The motion to appoint Commissioner Peery asVice Chairperson was
voted and carried unanimoudly.

H. INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS- NON-ACTION
ITEMS

H-1. BRIEFING ON THE STATUSOF COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONSTO THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (3-0060) - The Board had overturned the Commission’s decision regarding the
billboard. The finad map for Northridge 11 was gpproved. The Code amendment for Doreen Mack was approved
with subgtantid rewording. The Planning Commission will have a specia medting on December 5 to consider her
application. The Code amendment for youthrecreationd facilitieswas approved onfirg and second readings. The
Boys and Girls Club will soon submit a specid use permit gpplication. The Code amendment for the temporary
aggregate operation and the specia use permit for it were denied. New language has been proposed by Scott
Heaton. Hewill ask the Board to return theitem to the Commission for consderation at itsnext meeting. TheBoard
will consider the master planelements, the personal storage containers, and second reading of the ordinance regarding
the downtown directiona sgns a its Thursday meeting. Mr. Sullivan explained the reasons the City’s billboard
ordinance had not been chdlenged. If the billboard complies with the Code it should be dlowed. This was the
reason the Board had overturned the Commission’s decison. To do otherwise could cregte a conditutiond issue
which could toss the City’s ordinance out and alow them to be located everywhere. Problems encountered in
Washoe County, Reno and Sparks were noted. Eventudly the sites will be used and additiond billboards will be
prohibited. Mr. Sullivan explained the Board's review process for the planning fees. It will be consdered as a
resolution on December 19. Notices will be placed in the newspaper.

Chairperson Chrigtiansonwished dl a happy Thanksgiving. Hethanked the Commissionersfor atending the meeting
as he would not have been able to attend the medting if hed on the last Wednesday of the month. Mr. Sullivan
thanked Mr. Swope for taping the meeting and staff for having it in a different meeting room. He aso wished

everyone a happy Thanksgiving.
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H-2. FUTURE COMMISSION ITEMSAND DATES - No discussion occurred beyond that in
the preceding mesting.

l. ADJOURNMENT (3-0399) - Commissoner Peery moved to adjourn. Commissioner Kimbrough
seconded the motion. Moation carried unanimoudy. Chairperson Christianson adjourned the meeting at 6:15 p.m.

The Minutes of the November 19, 2002, Carson City Planning Commission meeting

ARE SO APPROVED ON___January 29 , 2003.

I
Richard Wipfli, Chairperson




