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        PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 
        PUBLIC HEARING  

               OCTOBER 11, 2018 
               PRESCOTT, ARIZONA 
 
MINUTES of the PRESCOTT PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MEETING held on 
OCTOBER 11, 2018 at 9:00 AM in COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, 201 S. CORTEZ 
STREET, PRESCOTT, ARIZONA. 
 
I.    CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chairman George Sheats called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  He thanked Councilman 
Lamerson and Councilman Goode for attending.  George Worley introduced the new Community 
Development Director, Bryn Stolter.  Director Stolter gave a brief summary of her service with the 
Prescott community.  

 
II. ATTENDANCE 

 

 
III. REGULAR AGENDA ITEM 
 

1. Approval of the May 31, 2018 and July 26, 2018 Meeting Minutes 
 
Mr. Marshall, MOTION to approve of the May 31, 2018, meeting minutes. 2nd, Mr. 
Roop, Motion Passes 6-0. 

 
 Mr. Nanke, MOTION to approve the April 12, 2018, Meeting Minutes. 2nd, Mr. 
 Mabarak.  Motion passes 6-0. 
 
 Mr. Gambogi, MOTION to approve the May 31, 2018, Meeting Minutes 2nd, Mr. 
 Nanke.  Motion passes 6-0. 
 
2. PLN18-00015, Site Plan Review in association with a requested Water Service 

Agreement for the Blooming Hills Apartments project, a proposed 40-unit 
apartment complex. Location: 1979 Blooming Hills Drive. Zoning: Business 
General (BG); Property owner: PL Commercial Investors, LLC. Site APN 105-04-
174F  
 
George Worley presented the project and described the site on the overhead projector.  
He said that the City Council approved the Final Plat of the property years ago.  He said 
that the purpose of the Site Plan approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission is for 
practicality of the project with information that will be provided for the Water Issues 
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Committee.  Mr. Worley went into the details of the project stating that the site is located 
on the south side of Blooming Hills Drive, west of the intersection of Blooming Hills Drive 
and Prescott Lakes Parkway. The site is zoned Business General, which allows multi-
family apartments at up to 32 units per acre.  He said that parking is provided from the 
Land Development Code is one space per bedroom, plus a half guest space per unit.  
He said that there is a shared driveway that provides access to the site with a secondary 
driveway for Fire Department access at the west end.  All of the parking spaces are 
accessed from the central driveway through the site. More detailed architectural, 
construction and landscaping plans will be required at the building permit review stage.  
 
Chris Ferguson said that he would entertain senor apartments approach.  If we went the 
senior apartment route, we would have a few more parking spaces than a multi-family 
scheme.  Mr. Ferguson then answered the Commission’s question of why is the second 
access for fire only and not a full access.  The access is shared with an existing 
development to avoid too many roadways on a curve.  The Commissioner’s stated that 
they are concerned that travelers will miss the driveway due to landscape and ground 
cover over 3’.  Mr. Ferguson said that if we develop this senior living versus multi-family, 
an elevator would be included, wider corridors and easier acciblity to the units. 
 
The Commissioners felt that a few upgrades would help with accessibility to the entrance 
with signs being one of them.  The Commissioners also discussed the size of the 
sidewalks being 6’ wide and is that enough to allow for cars to overhang.  The Land 
Development Code requires minimum access is a 5’ wide sidewalk with a depressed 
curb and wheel stops. 
 
The Commissioners also discussed the drainage which moves in a south to northwest 
direction of the property and just less than 4% is the slope and asked the developer to 
address this if it was a concern.  Mr. Ferguson responded that there are storm retention 
drains under the property and they are labeled on the site plans.  He described them as 
pre-fabricated chambers that go underground and the site will have pick-ups and 
collection points between the building and the walkway and even the water coming off 
the roof will be channel to the retention drains underground.  Mr. Worley stated that the 
City’s requirement is that storm water flow off the site is no greater than pre-construction 
storm water flow off the site. There are requirements for pre-treatment as well, such as 
parking run-off will be pre-treated before it gets into the City’s systems. The pre-
fabricated ribbed, domed chambers are plastic, designed by the Fire Department, that 
you can drive over without collapsing, they don’t have go into the ground as far as a 
culvert, and they are good system and safer than a holding pond.  The water perks on 
the site and is retained for later use. 
 
Mr. Gambogi , PLN18-00015, Site Plan Review in association with a requested 
Water Service Agreement for the Blooming Hills Apartments project, a proposed 
40-unit apartment complex. Location: 1979 Blooming Hills Drive. 2nd Mr. Nanke 
 
Addendum to the MOTION:  Mr. Mabarak stated that City staff work with the 
developer to re-evaluate the primary entrance to the site. 
 
Mr. Ferguson stated that the entrance is not on their property and that considerable 
amount of time was spent working with the City staff to have the second access as an 
ingress/egress, but hit several brick walls.  Mr. Worley stated that the driveway is fixed 
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however; the surrounding property can be designed to create better visibility and to 
provide signage in practical locations.  
 
Mr. Gambogi agreed to the Amended Motion.  2nd, Mr. Nanke.  6-0. Motion passes. 
 
 

3. Temporary Sign Land Development Code Regulation (LDC) Review and Discussion 
 

 Katie Peterson presented the Temporary Sign LDC review and discussion and said that 
she is going to go over the background and how the sign code is currently being 
regulated, criteria for the content of the signs, and options for how to proceed with 
regulations into the future.  Ms. Peterson stated that as a result of a 2015 Supreme 
Court decision, in 2016 the City Council adopted Prescott’s current sign regulations and 
revised the 2003 LDC sign regulations and in 2016, the City Council motioned for a 
moratorium on enforcement of the regulations.  Ms. Peterson then gave a little more 
detail of how the sign codes were regulated in the past. She said that court decisions 
have limited the scope of speech regulations to time, place and manner components. 
Ms. Peterson said that the current LDC sign regulations are similar to many cities’ 
regulations in limiting sign size or placement, depending upon the type of sign. She said 
that in the past, the LDC regulations treated campaign signs differently than other types 
of signs, such as garage sale signs and signs on commercial buildings were before it 
was based on the message of the sign; therefore, the content of the speech.  

 
Ms. Peterson reported on the adopted regulations for temporary non-residential signs for 
commercial use to inform the public of intermittent or individual events or occurrences 
such as sales, grand openings or to display other messages that are relevant for a 
limited time period. She said that the number of signs is limited to one per business and 
up to 24 square feet in size. A time limitation of 180 days is applied because the signs 
are temporary, not intended to replace permanent signs, and are limited in size. The sign 
may be mounted to a wall or freestanding and the proposed location, materials and 
means of support or attachment specified in the permit application. A permit is required 
to assure compliance with the size and time limitations. As with permanent signs, the 
message or speech conveyed by the sign is not regulated. A temporary commercial sign 
could convey messages related to products, sales, events, social issues, political 
support, or religious beliefs. 
 
Ms. Peterson then reported on the adopted regulations for temporary residential signs 
that allow property owners the ability to display signs in residential areas with limited 
controls to prevent clutter and dilapidated or dangerous displays. She said that individual 
sign size is limited to 6 square feet, with a maximum height of 5 feet. No time limit is 
imposed, and no permit is required; however, the sign must be maintained for safety.  
 
Ms. Peterson described the range of options for the Commissioners to consider.  She 
said that Staff researched the sign regulations of other jurisdictions’ of their temporary 
signs and the options are to retain the existing LDC regulations that was adopted in 
2016 regarding temporary signs or 1) allow larger individual temporary signs, with an 
increase from the currently allowable 24 square feet to 36 square feet for non-residential 
signs, with no aggregate maximum square footage, or 2) allow an increase in size from 6 
square feet to 16 square feet for residential signs, with no aggregate maximum square 
footage, or 3) implement a maximum aggregate square footage of signs on a lot for non-
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residential and/or residential signs, such as 36 square feet, or 4) require a permit and 
fee for certain types of temporary signs, for example, banners over a certain size.   
 
Mr. Worley stated that the next steps are to introduce the temporary sign review and 
discussion to the City Council at their meeting on October 23rd.  He said following the 
Commissions’ discussion of the sign regulations, the sign ordinance and to make an 
amendment to the LDC will be next on the agenda to review and make a 
recommendation to the City Council. 
 
The Commissioners discussed the size and number of political signs and that they are 
already exceeding the limits on residential and commercial properties and are that they 
are out of compliance.  Mr. Worley reported that the Commission and City Council ruled 
to limit the individual sign size, but not the total number of signs.  Political signs are the 
most common temporary sign.  The City Code Compliance regulates temporary signs as 
other signs. City Council ruled that temporary signs are not to be located within the right-
of-way.  Right-of-way signs tend to be a visibility issue for traffic.  Mr. Worley concluded 
that although the City cannot limit the type of message on a sign according to the 
Supreme Court, the City can regulate their location within the right-of-way.  Some of the 
Commissioners were surprised that there are no limitations to the number of signs 
erected on private property within the City, and limit the number of signs to 1 with a 
maximum square footage on commercial property.  He said that the number limitation is 
1 on commercial property which is protected by the first amendment of the Constitution.  
The Commissioners discussed taking the Temporary Sign LDC Regulation Review and 
Discussion to the Unified Development Code Committee. 
 

III. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Chairman adjourned the meeting at 10:35 a.m. 
 

 

  

Darla Eastman, 
Recording Secretary 

 George Sheats, Chairman 
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