CITY OF CONNELL, WASHINGTON MEETING
OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

February 20, 2024
The meeting of the Connell Planning Commission was called to order at 5:35 p.m. in City Hall.
ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Commissioners —Robert Misener, Jerry Sackmann, Ray Minor, Vangi Ellwein, and Jack
Brandt was excused

STAFF: City Administrator Cathleen Koch, Public Works Director Hallie Tuck, Secretary
Sterling Joyner, AHBL Planner Nicole Stickney

APPLICANT: Amy Honeywell
MEMBERS OF PUBLIC: Burl Booker
APPROVAL OF MINUTES September 25, 2023 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

Commissioner Ellwein had questions concerning the minutes. Specifically:

Were tiny homes defined, did the proposed ordinance include sprinklers to be required for the duplexes
wanting zero lot line ability, are we removing industrial uses from certain commercial zones, is the
moratorium still in effect, wasn’t alternative energy systems approved in the comprehensive plan?
Cathleen and Nicole addressed the questions mentioning that the only item brought forward to be worked
on by City Council was the zero-lot line and it will be discussed tomorrow at the Council meeting.
Nicole stated that information is provided in the packet for tomorrow night, that talks about how many
states have taken out the requirements for sprinklers. The other items will be brought forward in “bite
sized pieces” to be worked on along the way. The moratorium will expire March 6, 2024 due to the
Council not wishing to extend it. The comprehensive plan includes large scale energy, but the zoning has
not taken place yet.

A motion to approve the minutes from September 25, 2023 was made by Commissioner Sackmann
and seconded by Commissioner Minor. Motion passed unanimously.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Prior to starting the Hearing, Commissioner Misener read the following statement, as a reminder of what
the Commission is, and what its charge is.

The Connell Planning Commission serves all citizens in the City by providing a vision for improving the
quality of life. The Planning Commission promotes and coordinates comprehensive long-range planning,
land use and development, growth-management, transportation, and environmental protection, and makes
recommendations to the City Council.

PUBLIC HEARING BEGAN AT 5:46 PM
PUBLIC HEARING — SINGH REZONE

Chairman Misener stated the purpose of the public hearing is to consider the proposed rezone of one
parcel from Urban Reserve to Commercial General. He explained the procedure of the hearing while



explaining to the public that the Commission was requesting input so they could understand the issues
more clearly to make better recommendations to the City Council. He invited Nicole Stickney to present a
report on behalf of City staff.

STAFF REPORT — SINGH REZONE

Nicole Stickney with AHBL introduced herself. She had prepared the staff report for this evening, and
had some slides that she would go over when I present that information. Nothing in the slides or in the
presentation tonight is new. It's all information which is included in your packet.

This is a rezone application. The applicant is Amy Honeywell, who's here this evening, and she is
applying for this rezone on behalf of the property owner, Karl Singh. The request is a rezone application
to change the classification of one parcel, about 67 acres in size, from the category of U, urban reserve, to
CG, which is your general commercial designation.

The parcel number is shown on the screen and it's listed in the staff report. This property is vacant,
undeveloped and has no address. It is located east of the Coyote Ridge Corrections Center and west of
U.S. 395.

Right now the comprehensive plan classifies this property as commercial, therefore the property is
eligible for the proposed rezoning. That being said, staff is making a recommendation of denial for this,
and she will provide our reasons for that recommendation as she goes through the slides tonight.

This slide shows the proposed rezone area. it is pretty easy to understand where this property is located in
the city. It's directly east of the Coyote Ridge Corrections Center, the higher security level portion. There
is a lower level facility further south. The site does share a property line along with the highway, U.S.
395. So anyone can get an idea of the layout of the land and the location of it.

In the aerial picture, it is undeveloped and not used for agriculture or any other uses.

This shows the same subject parcel, which is labeled with respect to the surrounding zoning district.

The property is zoned urban reserve (light green designation). That used to be called agriculture, but the
name changed a couple years back. We're calling it urban reserve instead because it may or may not be an
agricultural use.

Certainly, agriculture is allowed in that zoning district. The city wanted to maintain those uses as they
were existing or where people wanted to do that activity. Agriculture with respect to the Growth
Management Act in the state of Washington is typically an activity that does not occur within city limits.

It is known there are exceptions, especially in this part of the state.

To the north and immediately to the west, there's public facility designations, of course, on the
correctional facility. Some areas around there are within the city's urban growth area, but not within the
incorporation limits. So it's quite a ways from any residentially zoned property. There is some RL, which
is residential low zoned property further south. But again, quite a distance away.

This slide shows a repeat, basically, of what you find in the adjacent area. It is shown, the surrounding
land uses so that you can make a recommendation, on how this proposal to rezone could fit in with

developed properties around it and the designations of zoning and land use around it.

She then presented a little information about the existing zoning district, known as the urban reserve



district which used to be called agriculture.

The Urban Reserve district is discussed in Connell Municipal Code, Chapter 17 .05. This can be seen on
the screen, this designation is intended to be applied to properties, which are important to the future
growth of the city but could be used for agricultural uses until that development occurs.

In the Urban Reserve district the city includes lands in the city prior to the Growth Management Act and
remain within the city and also continue to be used for farming and agricultural activities until such time
that demand dictates a change in land use. The purpose of the district is to allow for interim resource
activities and utilization to prevent the premature division and development of land in a manner that
would preclude logical future urban development, and also to provide limited interim partitioning
development uses of the existing parcels until the lands are needed for urban development and can be
easily accessed by public services.

Basically it's a holding district and can be used for agriculture. In the staff report outlined the permitted
uses, conditional uses, minimum lot size and other development factors, see page four. It showed the
existing district on the left hand side labeled “urban reserve district” and compared it to what the
applicant is requesting, “commercial general.” The next slide again shows this is more of the overarching
high purpose statement for the district.

The purpose of the Commercial General District is to provide areas for more intense commercial uses
catering to the traveling public and to agriculture or farming community and for services supporting uses
in other districts and those uses which are not compatible within the commercial downtown district.

And that is just to distinguish that we have a different district for commercial downtown different set of
uses to kind of separate out those things are appropriate in the downtown area and then commercial uses
that could be appropriate in lots of other places.

She emphasized, there is a minimum lot size of five acres in the urban reserve district whereas there is no
minimum lot size in the commercial general district.

That means that if they were granted approval for the rezone, they could break up the land according to
the city's planning policies into pretty small lots. Right now without the rezoning they could do that but
they'd be very limited in what they could do because there'd be that five acre minimum lot size.

So in terms of analysis these are the things that staff wanted to point out to the commission. The urban
reserve zoning district is intended as a holding zone signifying that future development would need to be
analyzed and we feel there are many reasons why the property is just not ready for development that
would be expected in a commercial general district.

For example, and very significantly, the subject parcel has severe limitations on its ability to access city
water and sewer. She would go into both of those items later in her presentation. And in general staff
considers this rezone application premature due to those infrastructure limitations.

The property is on the north end of city where there's not a lot of connections available. Let’s discuss
Water. The site is not within the city's service area for water. The city limits extend further out and
beyond the area that is planned to be served with the water that's available.

The city’s water system plan shows a specific area that’s in the water service area but the property lies
outside of it. To be specific, in the city's 2016 water system plan this parcel is in a future service area.
So, this means the city does intend to serve it in the future but that's not happening yet. We also
emphasize that the city does not have a duty to serve the property. Next, the city does not plan to expand
the current service area (as it was stated in the 2016 plan) for the 20 -year planning period.

So it's not as though we only have to wait a couple years and then we'll have water there. No - It's not



something that's been planned out, penciled out, or programmed. And to get water, the developer would
need to work with the city to amend the city's water plan and then put in significant and costly investment
of infrastructure.

So, it's not just a matter of putting extra pipe out there. It's a matter of having water available at the site.
She thought it was up the hill so they probably have to worry about pressure zones all those types of
things.

So a lot of studying would have to be done and we don't know the specifics that would need to be studied.
As for sewer we also know that only limited sewer services are available near the proposal area. There is
sewer nearby, but it was built specifically for the correctional facility, and the treatment capacity is
reserved for that purpose because the State of Washington made an investment and so they have the rights
to that treatment capacity, there, for sewer.

The city doesn't have any current plans to extend the sewer system to the proposal area. In order to get
sewer access, the developer would need to put in a significant and costly investment of infrastructure.
When staff consulted with Anderson Perry, the city's engineering consultant, they stated that while it
might be possible for developers to provide sewer services by installing a sewer collection line, a lift
station, and a force main that connects the existing gravity sewer main, it would be upstream of lift station
number five.

However, staff also knows that no system modeling has been done to determine the specific requirements
to upsize the system. So again, a lot of studying would need to be done to even find out exactly what that
dollar value of that investment would be.

Just a lot of unknowns. So what staff wants to be very clear about tonight is that this proposal is only
partially supported by the comprehensive plan. Certainly the requested zone of commercial general could
implement the comprehensive plan's map.

The map shows that in the future it should be commercial. That's why they didn't first have to come to us
with a comprehensive plan amendment because it fits in with the map.

But, there's also these factors that she talked about, and there's also some goals and policies that she liked
to highlight pertaining to provision of utilities and growth management and orderly development that
should also be factored in.

On the next slide, she had listed selected comprehensive plan policies. And certainly we must consider the
comprehensive plan. It's available on the city's website if anyone maybe isn't familiar with that document.

It's a whole lot of information, but these are just the things that she wanted to highlight and provide in the

staff report.

The land use element (the chapter pertaining to land use) in the city has one goal and three policies that
we specifically call out. First is to promote land use patterns that efficiently use public infrastructure and
utilities such as transportation, water and sewer.

We question whether that efficiency could be attained if the city is expanding our system beyond what
would be called for. Next, there's a goal that says that the city should provide for the orderly development
of the city.

She stated that this seems like it's a little bit of a leapfrog development, right? It's a little bit far north from
most of the physical build out of the city at this point. There's infill development opportunities in other
locations.



That might be a reason why the city staff’s recommendation says it's not ready for a rezone yet. Goal
three policy one says that the city should encourage development where adequate city services exist or
could be feasibly extended in a cost effective manner.

Goal three policy seven says that the city should require new development to be served by complete
streets, public water, and sewer. So absent water and sewer, some development could occur, but since we
are in a city, we would want to see those services - ideally - be up in that area for development.

Looking next at our economic development element or chapter in the comprehensive plan, goal two states
that the city should ensure infrastructure support for the orderly and cost effective development of
commercially and industrial zoned land.

This repeats what was found on land use element and with a little different take on it. Goal two policy
four says that the city should limit commercial development to areas where adequate facilities and
services exist or can be provided at the time of development.

And finally, we called out goal two policy five, which says the city should encourage the infill of existing
commercial centers and strips before creating new neighborhoods and community commercial centers.
These are selected comprehensive plan policies. There's probably some in there that might support the
development, but think these are very significant and these are reasons why we've made our
recommendation of a denial of this proposal.

A couple of housekeeping notes in terms of processing and the details are in the staff report as well, but
wanted to make it clear that staff went through the proper noticing procedures for this hearing tonight.
Also, there was a SEPA determination of non -significance for this item, which was issued on November
30th, 2023. Now, that DNS did actually set forth that if things were to move forward, a lot would need to
occur for environmental mitigation, and she offered to go over that if it's helpful. Notice was published
on the site, also in the city's newspaper of record, and at City Hall. It was mailed to to property owners
according to code and also emailed to applicable agencies. In terms of the SEPA determination, the city
routed it several agencies, including Washington State Department of Transportation and Department of
Corrections, being the two adjoining landowners on both sides. No appeals had been received of the DNS,
WSDOT and Ecology both provided comment letters, but no response from the Department of
Corrections. I'll also note that this public hearing had to be rescheduled due to weather, and so we've
made sure that we've met all of those requirements.

When talking about review criteria, the city at this point hasn't codified any review criteria for rezones, so
we can't look directly to the code. However, the city's application does include four criteria that is used to
look at this, and the applicant provides responses for those, which is included in all the materials for
planning commissioners tonight.

The courts have ruled that a rezone must bear a substantial relationship to the public health, safety,
morals, or welfare for the community.

And of course, the city has called on to use and implement and draw upon its comprehensive plan,
making these types of decisions. Again, staff recommends denial of the rezone request for the reasons that
I've outlined.

Once we're done with the hearing tonight and you render your recommendation on the matter, the city
council would next review the Planning Commission's recommendation and hold a closed record hearing.
What that means is that they would review the record of this meeting. So anything that needs to be said at
this meeting should be stated for the record. There's no further testimony intended for the city council



meeting.

This is the hearing on the matter. But a closed record hearing means that they review the record from this
open record hearing. So it'll ultimately be a council decision to either approve or deny the rezone request
and they will do so by ordinance.

When they were ready and wanted to go along with the recommendation of staff, she had prepared a
recommended motion for the commissioners so that they had all the wording. She concluded her
presentation and was happy to answer questions at any time.

She thanked the Chairman.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Commissioner Minor- It concermed him, having an obsession against developing an area where there's
only one road leading into it. And right now there's not even one serious street. And if someone develops
there, there's not really any room to put another road out. And so because the people that own the property
on that end of the prison, he didn't think they want people going through that area. And it would be fairly
expensive to develop a road all the way out. And so that's always bothered him about this. And the other
thing was that they're not even ready to do anything. They just want to rezone it so they can break it up
into smaller lots and resell it. He thinks that, like the staff has suggested, that's a little premature. If they
actually had people that wanted to develop something and were willing to come up with enough money to
put in the infrastructure, well, then he would be all for them going ahead and rezoning it. He couldn’t see
it happening.

Commissioner Ellwein- Had a couple of questions for her own understanding and clarity. Why is this
site still in the city limits and the other areas around it are not?

Stickney- She didn't ook back to see exactly when it was incorporated. She didn’t know the date of
annexation. She believed it's been in the city for some time. She presumed that it's been in the city since
the growth management act was introduced. She thought that it's kind of a legacy item that the city limits
included all that land because things used to be looked at differently and from a planning perspective in
the state of Washington they used to make the cities as large as anybody wanted them to be.

Ellwein- It was confusing to her that if it’s being called an urban reserve area, in the comprehensive plan,
it's already designated as commercial. So, if it's already designated as commercial, why does this even
have to be a re -zoning application?

Stickney- A comprehensive plan sets forth the policy and guidance for the city. This property which is
designated in the Comprehensive Plan as Commercial certainly couldn't be rezoned to something like
residential or industrial unless the comprehensive plan map were changed first.

It's a guiding document, however. The comprehensive plan land use map does not confer entitlement like
the zoning map does, meaning it does not give specific development rights. That's done through zoning.
Through zoning the city sets out the allowed uses, and the development conditions. So right now, as it
stands, this property can be developed according to that urban reserve classification. If they want to go
more intensive through commercial, they have to go through this rezoning process. The applicant will
have her opportunity to make their case. It would be interesting to see what they want to say about their
intent for the property, their vision for the property. All I know so far is what I read in the written
application materials.

Remember this is a big parcel. It's a big chunk of land, 66 acres. So as one can imagine, this is pretty
significant for the city. This is a quasi-judicial decision, it’s not a policy decision. The policy decision



was already made a while back when the comprehensive plan was adopted and then amended throughout
the years showing the city wants the land to be commercial, eventually.

The Comprehensive Plan map is forward thinking, and remember the comprehensive plan spans out a 20 -
year time horizon. That’s why policies in there talk about timing, sequencing, that sort of thing.

Ellwein- So you're saying that we wouldn't be able to have her address or let us know what are some of
the possibilities of what they would put there?

Stickney- They can certainly disclose that, but it's not something that commissioners would consider.
Like, it wasn't in the application, and that's on purpose. We don't say, “what are you going to do? Are you
going to put a hotel.... or are you going to.....2 "

We don't ask those types of questions. Instead, we do consider, if the property were to be rezoned
commercial, there’s a whole host of different possibilities of how it could be developed, there's a range
there of different possibilities.

We have to think about all the range of possibilities when we're considering a rezone, because they could
also sell off the land. You know, it could go different directions. So it's interesting to hear what they say
about their approach to development.

That's how we should put it. It's interesting to hear what they say about their approach to development,
not necessarily what they say they're going to put in the ground there, because that's uncertain, right?
We're not doing a permit.

Chairman Misener- in the document it says that they want to have it rezoned so they can sell it. That
was it. That was pretty clear in there. He thought during Nicole's presentation if somebody came in that
had the capital to do an investment in infrastructure and helping with infrastructure that that would be a
heck of a thing to have up there. You can do a lot with it but right now he’s not sure that the city can
afford it.

APPLICANT PRESENTATION

Amy Graber Honeywell, realtor for John L. Scott, explained that Mr. Singh is her client that owns a
chunk of land in Connell. That land has been sitting for a very long time. It was purchased from a local
farmer as an investment and Mr. Singh would like to bring it up to the “highest and best use”. He believes
that people will not mind driving 30 minutes to Connell for a place to live and shop. They have a lot of
ideas for the property such as: another grocery store or data warehouse. Ms. Honeywell noted that the
City has a plan for increasing population by 10% by the year 2025. She also said that they have no
intention of breaking up the lot, at this point, because they are simply trying to make it as valuable as
possible by cutting through some of the red tape before offering it to developers. She said that putting it
into a commercial zone is more valuable to Mr. Singh and will attract more buyers.

Ms. Honeywell talked about infrastructure needs of the City. She realizes that access to the property is an
issue because even the City uses an easement to access the sewer plant. She also mentioned that the City
allocated water to a residential development in the same area and wasn’t sure about the status. She shared
that she knows water is an issue in Connell and believes it’s an issue everywhere. Because of that she
thinks people need to use less water and refrain from long showers. As developers do feasibility studies,
she will be ready to share what she knows about the City’s infrastructure needs, including sewer
infrastructure. She wants to be ready to share details based on what they have already done so a feasibility



analysis can be conducted within 60 to 90 days.

Ms. Honeywell mentioned population figures that she obtained. In the 2020 Census, she said Connell had
a population of 5,441 in 2020 and was estimated to have a population of 5,736 in 2025. She reiterated that
she did not see dividing the property into little pieces or even 20-acre parcels because one developer will
need all the profits from that one piece in order to make the case to spend the money on the necessary
infrastructure.

COMMISSIONER QUESTIONS FOR THE APPLICANT

Commissioner Misener- You are going for a re-zone, what else is he willing to do?

Applicant- They will let the future buyer know what will need to be done, referring to access and water
and sewer.

Commissioner Ellwein- What attracted him to buy that particular land?
Applicant- Just an investment.

Misener- A lot of times when property is bought for investment, there's some more investment to make
that attractive for sale. You're coming to the planning commission as if somebody has already approached
him and said they would possibly buy.

Applicant- It has not been listed on the MLS because we are doing this re-zone.
Ellwein- Let’s say this is denied. He's still trying to sell it?

Applicant- He may, and you know, he may say this is what it is, and then they'll just explain what we've
done. And go from there. But highest and best use is from what he and I spoke about, not the things listed
in the list of items for urban reserves.

Ellwein- She thinks it would appeal to the traveling public if something were developed there.

Commissioner Minor- Those things that are permitted under the present zoning would need water and
sewer also. So if somebody applied to do one of these things that is permitted, then it would have to go
through all the reviews and would probably be told, no you can't do that yet.

Stickney- Some land uses could be done with on -site services, like a well and a septic system. There are
limitations. Remember that because something's allowed in the zoning code, it does not always mean that
you can do all the things on every property. As we know, there's site characteristics, there's access, there's
lots of things to be considered. And there can also be constraints, if something's got a very steep slope or
a wetland sits on it, then there's constraints beyond doing some of the listed items.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Burl Booker commented on the lack of parcels as large as this one anywhere else in Connell, other than
the city farm, that can be developed. Supports the idea of making the parcel commercial otherwise,
nobody will look at it. Agrees with applicant that whoever is looking probably wants 66 acres to make it
work. They will develop it and pay for the infrastructure. Clarified to applicant that half of Connell
population mentioned is inmate numbers. This land is not even suitable farm ground, so it sits there more
or less a weed patch. To have dry warehouse space, like AutoZone in King City, would be a great spot
right off the freeway like it is. When Darigold was looking to locate in Connell, water and sewer was not



an issue. When an industry like that comes along, you have got to be ready for them and not have to stop
and go through a process like we are now. They will go somewhere else. So for the growth and goodness
of the town, let the water and sewer be the developer’s issue.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS:

Minor- Liked Mr. Booker's comments, and he’s contemplating doing the rezone.

Hallie Tuck- The other issue with that, is there is actually no road there. That Ford Road is kind of a
really weird on how it's even worded in the title, that it's giving the city sole access to be able to get to the
wastewater plant. There is no road easement there, no street. It really doesn't have a legal way into it.

Ellwein- The comprehensive plan is our vision and marks this as commercial, so we should have it
commercial. What Mr. Booker presented is really how she would like to see the tone of the way we think
and we have all the little things. It looks to her like that the city's denial is based on the fact that they don't
want to put in the infrastructure, and that isn't the point. If you make it commercial, that makes it more
attractive for somebody to come in and they would then be responsible to put in the infrastructure.

Minor- So there is no water?
Tuck- There is, but it is the water owned by the prison, controlled under contract.

Ellwein- Wanted to go back to what was said at the very beginning, what is our purpose? Our purpose is
to make a recommendation to the City Council. So bottom line, the City Council is going to decide.

If this is recorded and they truly listen to the input here, and what our thinking is, when we have
somebody from our community who's been here a long time and is expressing something that makes
sense. It isn't emotional, it's just making sense for our community and the forward thinking of our
community, then I would hope they would listen to that.

Minor- Wanted to listen to Mr. Booker and show the citizens that the commissioners do listen and care
what they think. Commissioners want to put in things, transactions that are going to make the citizens

happy.

Misener- We will close the comment period of this hearing at 6:56 pm.
Minor- Recommended approval of the zoning map.
Sackmann- Basically what Commissioner Minor is trying to say is that he wants to recommend rezoning.

Stickney- Asked the Chairman for a point of order.

She wanted to point out that if the commissioners want to pass a motion that's contrary to what we've
prepared in the staff report, they will have to come up with findings to forward on to the city council.
She suggested what they might want to do is go through those suggested findings of fact. If you start on
page 10 of our staff report, and they could tell her which ones they are keeping by number, and which
ones they do not want to keep as your findings of fact.

Some of these are just statements, and some of these are more conclusionary, so they can just go through
those and review each of them. They could also just change the word. For example, number 11 says the
proposed change does not appear to promote public necessity...

They could change it into the affirmative. The proposed change does appear to promote, and so on and so
forth. And they would just want to express that in the motion. So they would say, based on suggested
findings of fact one through seven, however they want to formulate it. Thank you.



Ellwein- This one says it’s designated as a future service area.
Kock- Not in the water system plan.
Tuck- It’s not in the retail service area, kind of a placeholder.

Stickney- In the proposed findings it reads that the proposal area is not within the city's service area for
water which means that today a person can’t hook up water. The water system plan would need to be
amended. It does say that it's in a future service area, so it's setting out that in the future the city could
amend its plan and include it. But right now, if we look at the water system plan, there's no capital for
infrastructure. There's no programming, there's no work that's been done to even come up with rough
numbers of what it would cost to serve that area with water.

Tuck- It's not in our retail service area. So to do that, you have to change the water system plan. You
have to do modeling. Modeling and hydraulic and it has to be a lot of extensive engineering and analysis.

Koch- And it's not probably going to be just putting in water lines and that sort of thing It's probably a
reservoir and stuff that is not going to be something a developer is going to do. But how does it get done
and what are they proposing to help us to get that done? So it's a big discussion.

Misener- [s it ok that we adopt the findings but not the conclusions just the findings?

Stickney- She didn't write it that way, but it was also just my statements of fact. She thinks we'd have to
go through them one by one. She was willing to read them, and they would give me a response to it. Then
she asked if that would that be helpful?

Ellwein- Sure. This is her concern, that the city comes to the commissioners with a printed
recommendation that is for them to say that they recommend this. Really does that mean that this
Planning Commission is unable to alter that recommendation?

Stickney- Absolutely not. In fact at the end of the report staff prepared says “additional suggested
findings may be provided following the Planning Commission's hearing based on public testimony
information provided by the applicant etc. for consideration by the City Council.” Please know that we
have done our best staff work for you, going into this with research and looking through the
comprehensive plan and we look through the codes and with that we give you our staff recommendation.

Of course there's always more information that's given at the evidentiary public hearing and that's part of
the process that staff is going through. Typically, if a Planning Commission met more often than you do,
like if you were going to meet in another two weeks, I'd say give us two weeks, we'll bring you back a
new set of findings based on what we heard tonight and you can deliberate over that. Unfortunately,
because this public hearing had to be postponed, staff needs to get this item to City Council sooner rather
than later so that remain within our 120 -day time window to process a rezone by state law. And so if we
can do the hard work tonight to just go through these findings, one by one, very quickly, then the
commission can provide their motion, which hasn’t been voted on yet, with some findings that you are
comfortable with. Then the planning commission would have a written recommendation ready to go to
City Council and then it would be very clear to them what your recommendation was.

So with the Chairman’s permission, she started going through the findings of fact.

After going through items 1-11 one at a time:



Stickney- So really all you're doing is just changing number 11.

Ellwein- Yes, and striking part of eight.

Koch- Staff will get the minutes that will be very detailed. Almost transcribed. She asked the
commissioners if they would like her to tell you the way she marked it up for them? “I move to adopt the
findings and conclusions as modified and to forward a recommendation to the City Council approving the
zone change request changing to commercial general zoning for the property. «

Minor- Moved to ...as read.
Sackmann- Seconded it.
Misener- Stated “let record show that the motion carried.”

Applicant- The duty to the service of a realtor is based on cooperation and knowing that and some of the
things she learned here tonight just as far as getting into the City’s plan and some goals that will help her
to know when they're looking at developers to know which ones would be the most suitable, not that they
get to pick them, but what her goal is to be able to tell them they went and did this research and to do their
best work this is who needs to talk to the City and these are some of the things they'll want to be aware of
and she really appreciated eveyone’s time.

Misener- It's 7:13 and the hearing is closed.

MOTION:

It was moved by Commissioner Minor to adopt the findings and conclusions as modified and to forward a
recommendation to the City Council approving the zone change request changing to commercial general
zoning for the property. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Sackmann. Motion carried
unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED AT 7:13 PM

MEETING ADJOURNED

The meeting was adjourngd-at 7:13 p.m.
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Planning Commission Chair Robert Misener
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ATTEST:

Planning Commissic& Secretary Sterling Joyner




