MINUTES
Carson City Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Wednesday, February 22, 2023 @ 5:00 PM
Community Center Robert “Bob” Crowell Boardroom
851 East William Street, Carson City, Nevada

Commission Members

Chairperson Chair — Teri Preston Vice Chair — Sena Loyd
Commissioner — Charles Borders, Jr. Commissioner — Ellen DeChristopher
Commissioner — Nathaniel Killgore Commissioner — Vern Krahn

Commissioner — Richard Perry

Staff
Heather Ferris, Planning Manager
Todd Reese, Deputy District Attorney
Stephen Pottéy, Sr. Engineering Project Manager
Heather Manzo, Associate Planner
Danielle Howard, Deputy Clerk
Minutes By: Tamar Warren, Senior Deputy Clerk

NOTE: A recording of these proceedings, the board’s agenda materials, and any written comments or
documentation provided to the Public Meeting Clerk during the meeting are public record. These materials
are on file in the Clerk-Recorder’s Office and are available for review during regular business hours.

The approved minutes of all meetings are available on www.Carson.org/minutes.

1. CALL TO ORDER
(5:01:09) — Chairperson Preston called the meeting to order at 5:01 p.m.
2. ROLL CALL AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM

(5:01:19) — Roll was called, and a quorum was present.

Attendee Name Status Arrived
Chairperson Teri Preston Present
Vice Chair Sena Loyd Present
Commissioner Charles Borders, Jr. Present
Commissioner Ellen DeChristopher Present
Commissioner Nathaniel Killgore Present
Commissioner Vern Krahn Present
Commissioner Richard Perry Present
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3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

(5:01:38) — Commissioner Borders led the Pledge of Allegiance.

4, PUBLIC COMMENTS

(5:02:30) — Chairperson Preston entertained public comments; however, none were forthcoming.
5. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES - JANUARY 25, 2023.

(5:02:58) — Chairperson Preston introduced the item and entertained comments or changes; however, none
were forthcoming. She also entertained a motion.

(5:03:17) — Commissioner Borders moved to approve the minutes of the January 25, 2023 meeting
as presented. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Killgore.

RESULT: APPROVED (7-0-0)

MOVER: Borders

SECONDER: Killgore

AYES: Preston, Loyd, Borders, DeChristopher, Killgore, Krahn, Perry
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

6. MEETING ITEMS

6.A LU-2023-0018 FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
REGARDING A REQUEST FROM HARRAH’S LAKE TAHOE (“APPLICANT”) FOR A
SPECIAL USE PERMIT (“SUP”) TO RETAIN AN EXISTING BILLBOARD ON PROPERTY
ZONED GENERAL COMMERCIAL (“GC”) LOCATED AT 4900 S. CARSON STREET,
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER (“APN”) 009-284-01.

(5:03:43) — Chairperson Preston introduced the item. Ms. Ferris provided background and presented the
Staff Report which is incorporated into the record. She also recommended approval of the Special Use
Permit (SUP) because Staff had been able to make all the required findings. Ms. Ferris responded to
clarifying questions and informed Commissioner Krahn that the Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC)
specifically addressed damaged billboards. She also informed Commissioner Borders that per the CCMC,
Billboards were not subject to administrative approval and had to be approved by the Planning
Commission. Ms. Ferris read excerpts from the CCMS for Commissioner Perry regarding the allowable
locations for billboards.

(5:10:48) — Applicant Brandon Pulliam acknowledged reading and agreeing with the Conditions of
Approval outlined in the Staff Report. Chairperson Preston inquired whether the applicant would accept
an additional Condition of Approval to point the billboard lights down and become dark sky compliant.
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Mr. Pulliam accepted the amended Condition of Approval and agreed to comply within 90 days. There
were no public comments; therefore, Chairperson Preston entertained a motion.

(5:12:54) — Commissioner Perry moved to approve LU-2023-0018, based on the findings and subject
to the Conditions of Approval contained in the Staff Report, with the addition of Condition 8 to
reorient the billboard lights downward within 90 days. The motion was seconded by Commissioner
Borders.

RESULT: APPROVED (6-1-0)

MOVER: Perry

SECONDER: Borders

AYES: Preston, Loyd, Borders, DeChristopher, Krahn, Perry
NAYS: Killgore

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

6.B LU-2023-0019 FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
REGARDING A REQUEST FROM RICHARD ATKINS (“APPLICATION”) FOR A REVIEW OF
THE SPECIAL USE PERMIT (“SUP”) FOR FOUR METAL STORAGE CONTAINERS ON
PROPERTY ZONED GENERAL COMMERCIAL (“GC”) LOCATED AT 4261 HWY 50 E.,
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER (“APN”) 008-292-27.

(5:13:48) — Chairperson Preston introduced the item. Ms. Ferris gave background and presented the Staff
Report and supporting documents which are incorporated into the record. She also explained that Staff had
not received any complaints to date regarding the storage container and recommended an added Condition
of Approval No. 8 to read: Any further review that may be required by the code shall be administrative,
although the Community Development Director may refer the review to the Planning Commission.

(5:16:30) — Applicant Cynthia Petittpas informed the Chair that she had read and agreed with the
Conditions of Approval. Ms. Ferris informed Commissioner Perry that the five-year approval would begin
on this day despite the fact that a five-year review of approvals of the storage containers was due in 2020.
She also informed Commissioner Loyd that the reason for the Planning Commission review at this time
was due to a Condition of Approval at the time requiring the approval. There were no additional comments;
therefore, Chairperson Preston entertained a motion.

(5:18:53) — Commissioner Borders moved to approve LU-2023-0019, based on the ability to make
the required findings and subject to the Conditions of Approval contained in the Staff Report, with
an amendment to Condition No. 8 to note that the item would be reviewed administratively by the
Community Development Director on February 22, 2028. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner DeChristopher.
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RESULT: APPROVED (7-0-0)

MOVER: Borders

SECONDER: DeChristopher

AYES: Preston, Loyd, Borders, DeChristopher, Killgore, Krahn, Perry
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS:  None

ABSENT: None

6.C LU-2023-0017 FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
REGARDING AN APPLICATION FROM LENNAR RENO, LLC (“APPLICANT”) FOR A
SPECIAL USE PERMIT (“SUP”) TO ALLOW A TEMPORARY TRACT SALES OFFICE,
MODEL HOMES, PARKING AREA AND ADVERTISING SIGNAGE ON PROPERTIES ZONED
SINGLE FAMILY 6,000 (“SF6”) LOCATED AT 1484 WEST SUNSET WAY AND 1409, 1419, 1429
AND 1439 PICKAXE STREET, ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS (“APNS”) 001-263-01
THROUGH -04 AND 001-264-10.

(5:19:55) — Chairperson Preston introduced the item. Ms. Manzo provided background and presented the
Staff Report and the accompanying documentation, all of which are incorporated into the record. She also
noted that two public comments were received regarding the SUP request one of which was the concern
that potential buyers would park on Mountain Street and another regarding fencing, landscaping, and
lighting which Ms. Manzo had discussed with the commenter. Ms. Manzo recommended approval based
on Staff’s ability to make all the findings and responded to clarifying questions.

(5:25:28) — Applicant Tom Sosa introduced himself and noted his agreement to the recommended
Conditions of Approval. He also clarified that the model home landscaping would be completed “in the
next couple of months,” citing weather issues. Mr. Sosa explained to Commissioner Borders that the
parking lot would be asphalt and clarified that the signage would be removed once the last home on the
property is sold. Commissioner DeChristopher expressed concern regarding parking on North Mountain
Street and Ms. Manzo noted that directional signage would point the way to the model homes and the
parking. Vice Chair Loyd was informed by Mr. Sosa that the model homes would be open seven days a
week. Commissioner Krahn inquired about gated parking lots and Mr. Sosa did not believe that had been
an issue in the past. Chairperson Preston entertained public comments.

(5:33:10) — Patrick Anderson introduced himself as an area resident and inquired about the lighting and an
easement. He also requested adding a Condition of Approval to ensure the unfinished portion of the
sidewalk is completed on Mountain Street. Ms. Manzo clarified that the lighting would be in the front of
the model homes, similar to those of the homes to be constructed, and noted that the Commission would
be able to request additional Conditions of Approval. Vice Chair Loyd was informed that the Sidewalk
would be considered part of the overall Anderson Ranch project. Discussion ensued regarding the
completion timeline of the sidewalk due to weather conditions. Christopher Moltz, representing Westex
Consulting, believed that a Condition of Approval could be added regarding the completion of the sidewalk
on Mountain Street; however, he was concerned that the weather and a holdup “from a permitting and
right-of-way standpoint” could present a problem. Chairperson Preston was informed by Project
Engineering that the permit had already been issued; therefore, no holdups should be expected from the
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City. Chairperson Preston entertained public comments and Mr. Anderson was concerned that he “will not
have access to the back of my property for probably the next five-to-ten years if there is not some
accommodation made that allows me to do so.” Chairperson Preston entertained a motion.

(5:47:16) — Commissioner Borders moved to approve LU-2023-0017, based on the findings and
subject to the Conditions of Approval contained in the Staff Report, and with the addition of
Condition No. 10 which states that the Sidewalk on Mountain Street should be completed prior to
the opening of the model homes. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Krahn.

RESULT: APPROVED (7-0-0)

MOVER: Borders

SECONDER: Krahn

AYES: Preston, Loyd, Borders, DeChristopher, Killgore, Krahn, Perry
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

6.0 LU-2023-0016 FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
REGARDING AN APPLICATION FROM CARSON LUXURY HOUSING, LLC (“APPLICANT”)
FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT (“SUP”?) FOR A MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE STAFFORD GREENS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ON
A PROPERTY ZONED NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS (“NB-P”) LOCATED ON THE
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF STAFFORD WAY AND SILVER SAGE DRIVE, ASSESSOR’S
PARCEL NUMBER (“APN”) 009-563-07.

(5:48:16) — Chairperson Preston introduced the item. Ms. Manzo provided background and presented the
Staff Report and the accompanying documentation, all of which are incorporated into the record. She also
responded to clarifying questions and addressed a specific written public comment, incorporated into the
record, confirming that the Planning Division had properly notified 90 residents in the 300-foot notification
area. Ms. Manzo addressed the issue of accessing Silver Sage Drive, noting that there would be direct
access from Stafford Way to Silver Sage Drive without accessing Heaton Way. She noted that east of the
project, on Chubasco Way, there were two-story units that had been built in the 1980s, adding that the
height limitation in that zoning area was 26 feet and the proposed project was under that limitation. She
recommended approval based on Staff’s ability to make all the findings.

(5:55:11) — Mr. Moltz introduced himself as the applicant’s representative and noted that the applicant was
in agreement with the Conditions of Approval outlined in the Staff Report. Commissioner Borders
disclosed his affiliation with a Texas entity also named Westex, noting that the company was unrelated to
the applicant, and explained that he would participate in discussion and action on the item. He also inquired
about Condition No. 6: Prior to the issuance of a site improvement permit, the Applicant shall have plans
approved that include a photometric plan that demonstrates compliance with the non-residential lighting
standards contained in Carson City Design Standards (CCDS) Division 1.3. Ms. Manzo clarified that the
project was in a non-residential zone and was in the Neighborhood Business (NB-P) zoning which required
a lighting plan that is “downlit, shielded, and [does] not extend beyond their property line.” She also
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informed Commissioner Borders that Condition No. 7 would prohibit the use of garages as storage as they
should be used for vehicle parking, adding that Heaton Way was a private road with signage prohibiting
parking on it; however, she believed that a condition could be added to prohibit parking on that street. Mr.
Moltz clarified that each house with a backyard along Heaton Way would be fenced: however, the applicant
would be amenable to a single fence that must incorporate drainage. Commissioner Krahn believed that
“additional screening” might be needed along the south property line. Chairperson Preston entertained
public comments.

(6:03:43) — Catherine Borde introduced herself as the owner of two properties on Heaton Way, noting that
they were directly affected by the project. She also read into the record her written public comment which
is incorporated into the record. Sandie Stephen objected to the zoning of the project and to the two-story
nature of the proposed buildings, citing congestion and traffic issues. Eugene Carhart, another Heaton Way
resident, noted that the project would lower home values in his neighborhood by building apartments
“against the will of the people living in their neighborhood.” He also questioned whether the
Commissioners would allow the project in their neighborhoods, adding that the two-story buildings in the
area are single-family residences. Alex Echo noted that he agreed with the previous comments, thanked
them for bringing the issues forward, and believed there were “flagrant violations” of the CCMC. A
resident who did not provide his name noted that he was speaking for his wife who was the owner of a
condominium in the neighborhood. He also noted his agreement with Ms. Borde’s testimony and believed
that the project would create more traffic, congestion, and parking issues, adding that the two-story
structures were condominiums and not apartments. Fran Hedman noted her agreement with the previous
public comments and expressed concern about noise and traffic, especially during construction, as the
project parking lot would be adjacent to her property. Mr. Reese clarified that a petition may be accepted
as late material if the petitioner has enough copies for the Board, the record, and the back table for the
public.

(6:23:16) — Ms. Manzo noted that she would accept the petition (which is incorporated into the record as
late material) and responded to the public comments. She noted that in the NB-P zone, a commercial-use
building may be constructed as high as 26 feet with a building permit, adding that this project required a
SUP because “residential uses within a non-residential zone require a [SUP].” She added that the parking
requirements were based on CCMC (two parking spaces per unit, including the garage space). Ms. Manzo
explained that the access would be from Stafford Way to Silver Sage Drive, adding that “apartment uses
are considered an acceptable and appropriate use within a neighborhood and are often times located
adjacent to a single-family neighborhood,” clarifying that the only reason a SUP was required in this case
was that residential use was being sought in a non-residential zone as CCMC did not differentiate between
single-family and multi-family residential uses. Ms. Manzo also stated that residents have the ability to
call and file a complaint with Code Enforcement regarding noise; however, she noted “we don’t have
construction hours limitations — that’s not stated in code.”

(6:26:12) — Commissioner Krahn believed that the building elevations utilized many of the construction
materials used throughout the neighborhood to “visually blend the buildings into the neighborhood.” He
also wished to see a more enhanced landscaping plan to match the mature landscaping of the neighborhood.
The applicant noted that the number of trees was limited by the City’s engineering code due to the presence
of the utilities nearby, and suggested additional shrubs instead. Ms. Manzo clarified that according to code
a tree must be planted every 30 feet and noted that the Commission could suggest a Condition of Approval
that concentrates the trees along the southern portion of the development. She also informed Commissioner
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Borders that an additional Condition regarding hours of construction would be appropriate since the project
is adjacent to residential neighborhoods. Commissioner DeChristopher clarified that she had walked the
neighborhood and cited her personal experiences of purchasing properties near vacant lands. She
considered this project complimentary to the neighborhood. She also noted that it was not within the
Commission’s purview “to make a call” on possible noise by children or barking dogs.

(6:34:18) — Commissioner Perry was informed that this vacant lot was the last of the undeveloped land
within the Stafford Greens Planned Unit Development (PUD) and that Heaton Way was a private road
maintained by the homeowners’ association (HOA) and that Stafford Way and Silver Sage Drive were
maintained by the City. Ms. Manzo clarified that Stafford Way had been classified as being in poor
condition as did certain parts of Silver Sage Drive.

(6:38:44) — Chairperson Preston explained that as a member of the 2019 Planning Commission that had
approved the project, noting that land was set aside for commercial development, similar to many other
PUDs such as Silver Oak. She called the SUP “a great infill project,” preferable to projects such as a
previously approved taller U-Haul storage facility. Discussion ensued regarding trees being used as screens
and the applicant clarified that they would be building a fence as well. Commissioner Borders was in favor
of adding Conditions of Approval for a six-foot fence on the Heaton Way side of the project and for
specified hours of construction. It was also noted that the Commission’s role would be to decide on the
use and not the building height, acknowledging that many commercial uses would generate “substantially
more” noise, parking, and traffic issues. There were no additional comments; therefore, Chairperson
Preston entertained a motion. Ms. Manzo recommended the following language to the added Condition of
Approval regarding construction hours:

Hours of construction will be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 7:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday. If the hours of construction are not adhered to, the Carson City
building department will issue a warning for the first violation, and upon a second violation, will have the
ability to cause work at the site to cease immediately. The applicant agreed to the amended Conditions.

(6:47:25) — Commissioner Borders moved to approve LU-2023-0016 based on the ability to make the
required findings, and subject to the Conditions of Approval Contained in the Staff Report with the
added Condition No. 10 for a six-foot fence to be constructed along the property line adjacent to
Heaton Way and Condition No. 11 to specify that the construction hours will mirror the “subdivision
hours” based on the above language proposed by Ms. Manzo. The motion was seconded by
Commissioner Krahn.

RESULT: APPROVED (6-1-0)

MOVER: Borders

SECONDER: Krahn

AYES: Preston, Loyd, Borders, DeChristopher, Krahn, Perry
NAYS: Killgore

ABSTENTIONS:  None

ABSENT: None
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(6:48:12) — Commissioner Killgore explained his “nay” vote by stating “if it doesn’t work for the
surrounding community it doesn’t work for me.”

7. STAFF REPORTS (NON-ACTION ITEMS)
- DIRECTOR'S REPORT TO THE COMMISSION

(6:49:54) — Ms. Ferris reminded everyone of the joint meeting between the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors to discuss Title 17.10, Title 18, and the transient/non-transient use of the hotels and
motels would be held in the Nugget Hall of the Western Nevada College on Friday, March 3, 2023, at 8:15
a.m.

- FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

(6:52:23) — Ms. Ferris indicated that seven five-year billboard reviews would be agendized for the
Commission’s March meeting. Additionally, three SUPs, an amendment to a SUP, and two Tentative
Subdivision Maps would also be agendized for the next meeting, according to Ms. Ferris.
Chairperson Preston recommended an earlier meeting start time in March.

- COMMISSIONER REPORTS/COMMENTS
8. PUBLIC COMMENT
(6:56:17) — Chairperson Preston entertained public comments; however, none were forthcoming.
9. FORPOSSIBLE ACTION: ADJOURNMENT
(6:56:34) — Chairperson Preston adjourned the meeting at 6:56 p.m.

The Minutes of the February 22, 2023 Carson City Planning Commission meeting are so approved this 29"
day of March, 2023.
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Cecilia Rice

From: HOWARD INGERSOLL <footingersoll@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2023 4:45 AM

To: Planning Department

Subject: Public Hearing on LU-2023-0017

This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use caution if this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for information.

Dear Sir or Madam,

, My wife and | are the owners of the property at 1407 Mountain Street. | am an original occupant
of the house as it has been in our family since approximately 1959.

| regretted very much seeing the pasture land across the street be sold and turned into more
housing, but it was the right of the family to sell the land. To put it mildly, the construction has been a
mess.

My concern with LU 2023-0017 is traffic and parking. Your map appears to show that West
Sunset Way will be the main parking street for these model homes. However, we all know that
people will park wherever they can to save walking.

So, my question is -- will there be "no parking" signs on Mountain Street and strict traffic
control so that the occupants of the older houses facing West will not have free access
blocked by the hordes of people coming to view the new homes?

Bob Crowell was a friend of mine, and he once worked for my mother so | am glad you are in the
meeting room named after him.

Please acknowledge receipt of this email. | am also at 253 988 4829.
Thank you,

Howard J. Ingersoll
Brig Gen, USAF (Ret)



Cecilia Rice

From: panderson3692@charter.net

Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2023 2:12 PM

To: Planning Department

Cc: Heather Ferris; Heather Manzo; 'Dustin.Barker@lennar.com'’

Subject: Comments - Special Use Permit for Temporary Tract Sales Office at Andersen Ranch
Estates

This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use caution if this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for information.

All in all, I am pleased with the application as it adequately addresses most of my primary concerns
as outlined below, with one exception (item #6):

(1) Is a temporary parking lot an allowable use? While not expressly called out in the
regulations, I have been assured by staff that it is routine to allow for a temporary parking lot
adjacent to a temporary tract sales office, which is an allowable use under the code.

(2) How will dust from the temporary parking lot be mitigated? Since the lot will be paved,
and trees/shrubs/ground cover will be placed along the buffer between my property and the
temporary parking lot, dust issues should be minimal, and well within the tolerable range.

(3) Visual mitigation issues. Again, since the temporary parking lot will be landscaped, and
judging by the proposed landscaping plan, I anticipate the final aesthetic to be quite pleasing.

(4) The desire to not have the temporary parking lot lit up at night. I have been assured by
staff that there is not any night lighting proposed other than normal lighting associated with the
temporary tract sales office's porch and entryway.

(5) Hours of operation. I have been assured by staff that the normal daytime work hours of 8:00
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. will be adhered to. I would appreciate clarification as to whether this is
Monday through Saturday, or seven days a week.

(6) Access to the back of my property. Ever since development of the Andersen Ranch site first
became a tangible proposal back in 2016 with The Vintage, I have had conversations with all three
developers associated with this site, two of which have come and gone, regarding my desire to
attain an easement or outright purchase the land that sits adjacent to the Southwest corner of my
property. On the current map of the site, this appears as this odd Cape Cod looking peninsular
appendage to Lot #7 (#00126304). To date, the applicant and I have yet to reach consensus, but I
sincerely believe that this is just a matter of timing, and that eventually we will arrive at a

satisfactory transfer/easement agreement.
1



In the meantime, I would like to at least be able to access the back of my property through an
existing gate in my fence line. 1 am simply getting too old to move landscaping materials to the
gardens I have constructed in the back of my property one wheelbarrow at a time from my existing
driveway on Mountain Street. What I am proposing is that the fencing and landscaping being
proposed by the applicant stop 25 - 30 feet short of the Southwest corner of my property, or that a
gate be included in the fencing plan, and an alternative landscaping design be used in that area
that would allow vehicular access to the back of my property.

While I don't currently have any projects proposed for the remaining 6,000 square feet of
undeveloped land in the back of my property, this Special Use Permit could easily extend 5 - 10
years before the temporary parking lot is removed and a single-family home is built on Lot

#7. Based on the easement conversations that have taken place thus far, I anticipate that it will be
at that transitionary moment when we finally reach an agreement. That is a long time to not have
easy access to the back of my property. I believe that the applicant can still achieve the aesthetic
they're aiming for with their model home complex, while allowing me to access the back of my

property.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Patrick & Jacqueline Anderson
1502 Mountain Street
Carson City, NV 89703

775-720-8396



Statement regarding proposed multi-family 2 story apartment development on Stafford and
Silver Sage Submitted to the Planning Commission 2-17-23

Submitted by Catherine Borde, on behalf of residents living on Heaton Way, 2-17-23

These objections are raised by the residents who will be directly affected by the requested special use
permit.

1. The surrounding zoning is: East - single family

West - offices

North - single family

South - single family
There are no multi-family units within at least 1 mile of this proposed building site. Apartments would
be 2-story. There are no 2-story buildings in the immediate area. There could be at least 26 renters,
and 28 parking spaces This would all be on less than % of an acre. The residential population of
Heaton Way, east and west, north to south, is 34.

2. Violates CCMC 18.02.080
a. Section 5b: Use, Peaceful Enjoyment, Economic Value and Compatibility
b. Section 5c: Traffic/Pedestrian
c. Section 5f: Public Health, Safety, Convenience and Welfare

3. Violates Building Department regulations

a. Not consistent with Master Plans for the area.

b. Detrimental to use, allows objectionable noises and increased physical activities in immediate
area.

c. Car traffic and pedestrian traffic will considerably effect immediate surrounding area. Vehicles
exiting onto Stafford can only turn right. Heaton Way, a private street, would be used by renters as a
short-cut to make a left turn onto Silver Sage.

d. Detrimental to public health, safety, convenience and welfare of immediate area.

e. Will result in prejudice to other properties in the vicinity.

4. Per CCDS 1.18
a. There is no maximum renter density. Would allow for many, many residents

5. Special Use Permit:

a. Is not be consistent with master plan elements.

b. Will be detrimental to use, peaceful enjoyment and economic value of established residences.

c. Will cause objectionable noise, fumes, odors and physical activity.

d. Will have detrimental effect on vehicular and pedestrian traffic,

e. Density will be 16.6 units on less than % of an acre,
Required parking will be 2 spaces per unit and 1 extra parking space for every 2 units. Results in
at least 28 required spaces on less than % of an acre,

g. Each apartment will have 2-3 bedrooms, increasing the renter population. No maximum density
has been stated,

h. Downstairs units will have private yards. Result will be increased noise, odors and disturbance
of quiet residential area.

—h



6. FALSE statements by developer:

a. “Project will be in keeping with the residential nature of of surrounding area.”

1. Wrote conflicting statement in proposal: “Building and architectural elements will be
distinctive.” It will not in keeping with architectural nature of surrounding area.

b. “Community will benefit from additional residential square footage.” As statistics have proven,
property values of established residences will decline dramatically.

c. “Approval of the project will only help complete the neighborhood and add to its’ aesthetic and
community value.” No other apartments or 2 story buildings are in the immediate area. As statistics
have proven, apartments built in an established community of single family residences causes the value
of those residences to decline. Residents will suffer economic losses.

7. The Panning Commission letter states it was sent to “90 residents” within 300 feet of the proposed
building. There are not 90 people within this 300 foot range. In addition, several of those within this
300 foot range did not receive a letter regarding the proposal and the meeting date.

8. In conclusion, there are are 2 questions which each Commission members must answer for
themselves:

a. Would you approve a multi-family apartment building in your well-established neighborhood?
Would you approve this if it was across the street from your home?

b. Is profit and income generating more important that the peaceful existence of current property
owners? In the name of more money, are these residents to be subjected to increased traffic, noise,
noxious odors, nuisances and inconveniences? None of these conditions currently exist in this
neighborhood.

1. If the answer to the first question is “no”, why is it being approved for an established
neighborhood of single family residences?

2. If the answer to the second question is “yes”, it is obvious that greed and money are more
important than maintaining the integrity of the surrounding community. You are to be pitied for your
stance on this.
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