SIERRA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
July 15, 2021
10:30 a.m.
Chair: Mike Filippini
Vice Chair: Janet Baldridge
Irv Christensen
Liz Fisher
James Kelley

LOCATION: Sierra County Courthouse
Board of Supervisors Chambers
100 Courthouse Square
Downieville, CA 95936

This meeting will be conducted “in person” and the public is welcome to attend. The public also may observe
and provide comments by using the Microsoft Teams online/dial-in options below:
________________________________________________________________________________

Microsoft Teams meeting

Join on your computer or mobile app
Click here to join the meeting
or: https://tinyurl.com/cdmuan5x
Or call in (audio only)
+1 323-892-2486,,413073683# United States, Los Angeles
Phone Conference ID: 413 073 683#
Find a local number | Reset PIN
Learn More | Meeting options

________________________________________________________________________________
The Sierra County Planning Commission welcomes you to its meetings which are regularly scheduled for the
second Thursday following the first Tuesday of each month. Special meetings may be called from time to time
and the meeting location, time, and date will be announced at the appropriate time as required by law.
Supporting documentation for meeting agenda matters are available for public review on-line at:
www.sierracounty.ca.gov/agendacenter or at the Office of the Sierra County Planning Department located in
the annex building directly across from the Sierra County Courthouse, 101 Courthouse Square, Downieville,
California, 95936, during regular business hours (M – F, 8:00am – 5:00pm).

1.

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL / INTRODUCTIONS

2.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
July 15, 2021 Agenda

3.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
•

Draft Minutes from November 12, 2020
1

•
•

4.

CORRESPONDENCE
4.1

5.

Draft Minutes from January 14, 2021
NOTE: Minutes from March 11, 2021; April 15, 2021; and May 27, 2021 Special
Meeting not yet available

Letter from State Housing and Community Development (HCD) regarding 2020 Local
Early Action Planning (LEAP) Grants Program Award

PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY
At this time, the public can address the Commission concerning any item of interest not listed
on the agenda. The Commission may not discuss or take any action on any item presented
during the public comment period that is not on the agenda. The Commission may briefly
respond to statements made or questions posed by members of the public. Upon recognition by
the Chair, please state your name, county of residence, and subject matter. Discussion of any
non-agenda items will be limited to three (3) minutes or such reasonable time as is granted by
the Chair of the Commission.

6.

WORKSHOPS
There are no workshops scheduled for this meeting.

7.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
The Planning Commission conducts all public hearings in accordance with its governing bylaws as approved by the Commission and in accordance with Sierra County Resolution 76-80,
entitled “Rules of Conduct.”
7.1

Filberto Ferroni, Applicant; Kronish Family Trust, Landowner-TPM:
NOTE: Staff is requesting a continuance of this item. A staff report and recommendation
has not been completed and the Planning Director has requested a meeting with the
applicant to consider a possible re-design and re-submittal. The proposed project is for
consideration of a Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) to allow a subdivision of a 53.17 acre
parcel, zoned Rural Residential 1 du/1.5 ac.), into three (3) parcels, two (2) of which are
intended to be used exclusively for pasturing horses and “open space.” The project site
(APN 023-080-026) is located off of Hill Lane (no situs address) in Verdi, CA. No
development or improvements are proposed in connection with this project. A deed
restriction prohibiting habitable structures on Parcels B & C is proposed by the subdivider.
Planning Staff’s preliminary environmental assessment: exempt under CEQA Guidelines
Cal. Code of Regs. Title 14, Sections 15315 (Class 15) Categorical Exemption and
15601(b)(3) (“Common Sense Exemption”).

7.2

Sierra County, Applicant; County-Initiated Zone Amendment-CIZA:
The proposed project is a county-initiated rezone of a single parcel owned by Mr. Jay
Skutt, located at 204 So. Lincoln Street, Sierraville (APN 015-072-004). The property
owner petitioned the Board of Supervisors for a county-initiated rezone, and the Board of
Supervisors at its June 15, 2021 regularly-scheduled meeting directed staff to process the
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proposed zone change and return with a recommendation by the Planning Commission
following a duly-noticed public hearing as required by law. The proposed project would
rezone the parcel from Residential One-Family District (R-1) to Community Commercial
(CC) District, consistent with the Sierra County General Plan. Planning staff’s preliminary
environmental assessment: Statutorily Exempt from CEQA under Public Resources Code
§21083.3.
8.

BUSINESS REQUIRING ACTION OR DISCUSSION
There are no items for action or discussion.

9.

PLANNING DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORTS
Brief announcements or brief reports by the Sierra County Planning Director on upcoming
projects, county staff activities, upcoming workshop or training opportunities, or other items of
interest to the Planning Commission.

10. PLANNING COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS
Brief announcements or brief reports by Planning Commission members on their activities or
items of interest to Sierra County.
11. ADJOURNMENT
The next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for: Thursday, August
13, 2021.
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SIERRA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
November 12, 2020
Chair: Mike Filippini
Vice Chair: Janet Baldridge
Irv Christensen
Liz Fisher
James Kelley

LOCATION: Sierra County Courthouse
Board of Supervisors Chambers
101 Courthouse Square
Downieville, CA 95936

In accordance with the Governor’s Executive Order pertaining to convening of public meetings in
response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Planning Commission conducted this meeting in person in the
Board of Supervisors Chambers in Downieville, and the meeting was broadcast and open to the public
only via teleconference and WebEx.

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLLCALL/INTRODUCTIONS
Chairman Filippini called the regular meeting to order at 10:05 am.
Roll Call:
Present:

Commissioners Janet Baldridge, Irv Christensen, Liz Fisher, James Kelly, and Chairman Mike
Filippini

Absent:

None

Staff Present: Planning Commission Secretary and Planning Director, Tim Beals; Assistant Planning Director,
Brandon Pangman; Planner II, Corri Jimenez; and Administrative Secretary, Jill Molaris.
Chairman Filippini introduced newly-appointed Commissioner James E. Kelley. Mr. Kelly was appointed by the
Board of Supervisors on November 3, 2020. Director Beals welcomed Mr. Kelley and mentioned he would be
given an Oath of Office, which was done. Commissioner Kelley introduced himself. Chairman Filippini then
asked the room to introduce themselves, and the Commissioners and Planning Staff each did so.

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Commissioner Christensen moved to approve the agenda without amendment. Seconded by Commissioner
Kelly. Vote: 5/0, approved.
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3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
-

November 21, 2019 Minutes:
Motion:
Commissioner Christensen, to approve the draft minutes without revision.
Second:
Commissioner Kelley
Vote:
5/0, approved.

-

Note: Minutes from the March 18, 2020 meeting and October 15, 2020 meeting were not yet available.

4. CORRESPONDENCE
At the request of Chairman Filippini, Director Beals stated that there were no correspondenc items.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY
Chairman Filippini announced the opportunity for members of the public to provide comments to the Planning
Commission concerning items or issues not on the agenda. There were no public comments. Chairman
Filippini closed Public Comments.

6. WORKSHOPS
There were no workshops scheduled for this meeting.

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS
Public hearings were held via WebEx/teleconference on the following items:
7.1

Mettler-Dancing Pines Conditional Use Permit Amendment: Consideration of proposed amendments
to a conditional use permit (#1645) to: 1) extend the life of the entitlement from 5 years (expiring March
30, 2022) to instead allow the CUP in perpetuity (without expiration), with compliance reviews at 5-year
intervals; and 2) allow the installation of a 6’x3’ sign advertising special events venue. The project site, a
20-acre parcel zoned General Forest, is identified as APN 019-130-003 and located at 2500 Fibreboard
Road, south of Sierraville, approximately 2 miles west of Little Truckee Summit at Highway 89. Planning
staff’s Preliminary Environmental Assessment: exempt under CEQA Guidelines Sections 14-CCR 15301
(Class 1), 15304 (Class 4), 15311 (Class 11), and 15323 (Class 23) Categorical Exemption.
Chairman Filippini introduced Item 7.1.
Assistant Director Brandon Pangman addressed the Commission and introduced the item as described
above. Mr. Pangman explained the proposed amendment to the applicant’s original 2017 Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) was two-fold—to: (1) Extend the life of the entitlement from five (5) years to instead allow
the CUP in perpetuity (without expiration), but with compliance reviews at 5-year intervals; and (2) to allow
the installation of an on-site 6’ x 3’ sign advertising the special events venue.
Staff Report and Recommendation no. 1210 was entered into the administrative record as PC Exhibit 1.
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The CUP application and Staff Rec no. 1210 were discussed, with Mr. Pangman explaining the proposed
modifications to the permit. Mr. Pangman provided details regarding the original permit and changes that
would be recorded in the amended CUP.
Mr. Pangman noted that the Planning Department had received noise complaints regarding the Mettlers’
special events venue from three (3) neighbors, each of which had been investigated. There was no evidence
to substantiate the complaints, or evidence that the Mettlers had violated their Conditions of Approval
(CoA). Planning staff had learned, however, that the complainants’ neighboring properties were listed in
county records as vacant; and upon further investigation it was discovered that the complaining parties were
occupying RVs or travel trailers without proper permits, a violation of Sierra County Code Chapter 12.12.
Mr. Pangman stated that Planning Department staff had met with the neighbors and had informed them of
the noise-limiting condition attached to the CUP (COA #14), which was consistent with the Sierra County
General Plan policies and based on the decibel level recorded “within an enclosed residence on neighboring
property”; but that their unpermitted travel trailers did not meet this qualification. Nonetheless, Mr.
Pangman related that he had invited the neighbors to submit letters to the Planning Commission stating why
they opposed the amended CUP—which they had.
Mr. Pangman entered in the record Exhibits 2 through 19, which had been provided to the Commission
along with the Staff Report. Exhibit 2 is an e-mail dated 2/27/2020 from complainant/neighbors Lux and
Risse requesting further conditions to the CUP (no amplified music; and limiting the number of events
allowed per season to 14); and Exhibits 3 through 19 consist of various letters of support for the Mettlers’
venue.
Staff concluded remarks with a recommendation to approve a 10-year extension on the life of the CUP
(instead of the requested “perpetuity”) and recommended against a compliance review every five (5) years;
and recommended approval of the proposed sign. Mr. Pangman referred the Commissioners to the proposed
amendment language contained in Conditions of Approval #1 and #8; and noted that the rest of the existing
fourteen (14) conditions of approval would remain unchanged. This concluded the staff presentation.
Chairman Filippini asked the Board if they had any questions or comments. The number of events allowed
per year/season, and whether this should be limited, was discussed between staff and the Commissioners.
The Chair opened the public hearing and offered time for the applicant to speak first. Via WebEx,
comments were heard from Greg Gatto, the applicant’s attorney. Mr. Gatto commented that staff’s
recommendation of a ten (10) year extension was acceptable to the applicants, as well as the proposed sign.
With regard to the compliance review and the neighbors who had made the noise complaints, Mr. Gatto
reminded the Commissioners that the complainants were in violation of Sierra County Code Chapter 12.12;
and that the current zoning of the property (General Forest District) is not intended to provide for “placid”
conditions—the General Forest zoning allows logging and potentially a host of noisy uses with a CUP. The
applicants were abiding by the approved project description and conditions of their permit.
The Chair recognized the applicant, Liz Mettler, via WebEx. Mrs. Mettler testified that they had been good
stewards of the land; good neighbors; and philanthropists.
At the request of the Planning Commissioners, staff clarified several items: (1) it was estimated to be
approximately 300-yards distance to the complainants’ neighboring property (RVs); (2) the permittee was
required to, and had been, contacting local authorities per COA #11 prior to their hosted special events—
the Planning Department, local EMS/Fire Department, and the Sierra County Sheriff (but not the USFS);
(3) there was currently no restriction on the allowable number of events, other than the seasonal restrictions
and limit on number of guests provided in COA #10; and finally, with respect to the noise restrictions, they
were referred to COA #14.
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The Chair recognized Charlie Lux, who identified himself as the Mettlers’ neighbor. He clarified for the
Commissioners that they (the Lux’) used their RVs merely for seasonal, recreational use between June and
September. Mr. Lux testified that the Mettlers were good neighbors; it was just the weddings that were the
issue—including things like amplified music, car alarms, backup alarms, drones, and similar “city noise”
which is not appropriate for this pristine rural setting.
The Chair recognized Bobbette Lux (Charlie Lux’s wife). Mrs. Lux testified that she did try to talk to
Bryan Mettler; but that he was unresponsive to their concerns.
Chair asked if there were any other public comments.
Director Beals was then recognized by the Chair. Mr. Beals said he had made several random visits to the
area of 2500 Fibreboard Road, Sierraville, including observing events three (3) times at night and found no
issues of concern. He said that music could be heard but was very faint. Mr. Beals stated he did not witness
any violations of the conditions of approval, and felt the applicants were complying with the terms and
conditions of their entitlment. Mr. Beals mentioned he did not enter the applicant’s property but walked
and/or drove nearby.
Director Beals then discussed the issue of the “term” of the permit, and whether or not to impose a
compliance review. Compliance reviews, he said, are essentially equivalent to revocation proceedings;
they are available to the county any time. Therefore, it is not particularly beneficial in this case to add a
condition of approval establishing a mandatory compliance review every five (5) years or so. On the other
hand, he said, there are certain benefits of imposing a “term” (as opposed to approving a CUP in perpetuity
with periodic compliance reviews). He cited examples of: changes in ownership of the property (since the
CUP entitlement “runs with the land”); land use pattern changes; USFS forest management changes; and
other factors which could have an effect on the compatibility of a special events venue with the surrounding
area. With respect to the number of events permitted, Director Beals stated that there was no reason to
specify a limiting number of events per season if the applicant had not specified or self-limited in this way
(similar to other special event venues in Sierra County). Mr. Beals mentioned that a field review in the
Little Truckee Summit area was still forthcoming, as they had previously discussed—so the Commissioners
could get more familiar with the area.
Commissioner Fisher stated she was still wondering about capping the number of events--?
Chairman Filippini stated that he did not want it to be an arbitrary number—what is the rationale?
Commissioner Baldridge stated that if it was left ‘unlimited’ and exercised each day of the week, the
neighbors could not cummne with nature. Equity would be compromised.
Greg Gatto (applicant’s attorney) stated via WebEx that it was a “self-limited season” because of the
seasonal access on Fibreboard Road; and that not all events have amplified music. He then suggested a
limit of three (3) events per week (with noticing, etc. still required).
Commissioner Baldridge stated that 50 +/- events per year is a lot.
Commissioner Christensen stated he had no problem with 50 events per year.
Discussion continued among the Commissioners regarding how to strike a reasonable balance. Chairman
Filippini then stated: “OK, I just wanted to summarize briefly. It seems that the recommendation by the
Planning Department—the Commission seems to be in agreement on every point except now the number
of events that could occur during the season for this particular venue. One of the complaints that came
through suggested a number of ‘14’. Mr. Gatto mentioned that they would be willing to limit themselves
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to 3 (three) per week during the season, which would be 50 – 56, wherever that falls. So, there’s quite a
difference in that. So that seems to be what we need to resolve to move forward with an approval of
this. So, is there any further question along those lines?”
Commissioner Christensen made the following motion: “I’d like to make a motion….to support 54 events
per year—Wednesday, Saturday, and Sunday.”
Chairman Filippini stated, “OK, let me just clarify that the motion includes the things that we’ve
discussed. Irv Christensen has made the motion to approve the Mettler Use Permit, extending it to a total
of 15 years; and that the conditions would include their ability to put out a sign---" [Clarification by staff:
15 years total from the original date of approval. 10 additional years on the life of the permit, as
recommended.]
Chairman Filippini (to Irv): “That’s what you intended in your motion?”
Commissioner Christensen: “Yes sir…I recommend the Planning Department’s recommendation, plus
mine, the extra number.” [The motion recommended by Planning Staff reads as follows: “I move that the
Planning Commission find that a categorical exemption is appropriate under CEQA for this project, and
approve the proposed amendments to the Mettler CUP conditions of approval, with modifications proposed
by staff, and subject to the findings and conditions of approval contained in staff rec. no. 1210.”]
Chairman Filippini: “OK. And the other issue that Mr. Christensen has included in this motion is that the
Mettler project would be able to have 3 (three) events per week during the season…which might vary
depending on what else goes on. So that’s the motion. Is there a second to the motion?”
Commissioner Jim Kelley seconded the motion.
Further discussion ensued by Commissioner Liz Fisher, expressing concern about ’52 events during the one
season’ and ‘possibly further limiting the number of amplified music events.’ Chairman Filippini reminded
the Commission that there was a motion on the floor and asked if Mr. Kelly and Mr. Christensen would
like to amend the motion. Commissioner Christensen said ‘no.’ Chairman Filippini called for a roll call
vote.
APPROVED, 5/0
Voting “Aye”: Commissioners Baldridge, Christensen, Fisher, Kelley, Filippini.
Voting “No”: none.
Abstaining: none.
[Ref., PC Resolution no. 2020-03]
Chairmain Filippini thanked those that attended the meeting (via WebEx), mentioning the appeal process,
and then closed item 7.1.
Chairman Filippini next opened Item 7.2 as described in the agenda:
7.2

Steinwert/Halliday Zone Variance: Consideration of a zone variance application to reduce the rear yard
setback in the R-1 zoning district from 25 feet to 17 feet (8 feet reduction) to accommodate a proposed
remodel, addition, and deck for an existing residence. The project site is identified as APN 003-050-006,
located at 506 Main Street, Downieville. Planning staff’s Preliminary Environmental Assessment: exempt
under CEQA Guidelines Sections 14-CCR 15303 (Class 3) and 15305 (Class 5) Categorical Exemptions.
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Chairman Filippini summarized Item 7.2 as noted above. Present via WebEx were applicants Laurie
Halliday and Scott Steinwert. The Chair recognized Planning Staff.
Planner Corri Jimenez introduced the project, noting Staff Recommendation No. 1211, and entering it
into the administrative record as PC Exhibit 1, together with Appendices A - F. The following additional
Exhibits were entered into the record:
Exhibit 2: “506 Main Street, Architectural Rendering of Laurie Halliday/Scott Steinwert house
(east elevation).” Received as email on November 2, 2020.
Exhibit 3:

“Examples of Downieville Decks on the River,” Assembled August 2020 by
applicants, Laurie Halliday and Scott Steinwert.” Received as email on November 2,
2020.

Exhibit 4: “Frank & Mary Jo Lang, 184 Pearl Street,” letter of support, November 3, 2020.
Exhibit 5: “Tom Potter, 507 Main Street,” letter of support, November 5, 2020.
Exhibit 6: “Christopher Scott Rossi, 15 Bailey Ranch Road,” letter of support, November 5, 2020.
Staff’s summary recommendation was to approve the proposed zone variance, subject to eight (8)
recommended Conditions of Approval.
The Chair opened the public hearing and recognized the applicants, via WebEx. Applicant Scott Steinwert
addressed the Board and staff, thanking them as well as stating the care and consideration they had put into
the project.
Laurie Halliday spoke next via WebEx, also thanking staff and expressed her excitement in completing the
project. Mrs. Halliday requested a correction on p. 11 of the Staff Report under Finding (d), clarifying that
the project would not require removal of trees/shrubs.
There were no further public comments and Chairman Filippini closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Baldridge made the following motion: “I move to adopt the findings provided by staff and
approve the Steinwert/Halliday zone variance subject to the conditions of approval contained in Staff Rec.
no. 1211.”
Second: Commissioner Christensen.
The Secretary called a roll call vote.
APPROVED, 5/0
Voting “Aye”: Commissioners Baldridge, Christensen, Fisher, Kelley, Filippini.
Voting “No”: none.
Abstaining: none.
[Ref., PC Resolution no. 2020-04]
Chairman Filippini closed Item 7.2.
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Chairman Filippini next introduced Item 7.3 as described in the agenda:
7.3

RR Lewis Small Water Company--Wixson Springs Chlorinator Conditional Use Permit:
Consideration of a conditional use permit application to allow the construction or installation of a 6’x8’
utility building for chlorination equipment for the RR Lewis Small Water Co., a State-licensed (private)
Community Water System. Located on a private 1.7 acre residential parcel in the R-1 zoning district;
pursuant to Sierra County Code Section 15.12.080(D). The project site is identified as APN 008-230-014
and located at 101 Wild Plum Road, Sierra City. Planning staff's Preliminary Environmental Assessment:
exempt under CEQA Guidelines Sections 14-CCR 15303 (Class 3) and 15305 (Class 5) Categorical
Exemptions.
Chairman Filippini recognized Planning Staff. Present via WebEx was Jennifer Spalletta, attorney
representing the applicant.
The Chair recognized Planning Staff. Assistant Director Brandon Pangman presented Staff Report and
Recommendation no. 1212, and entered it into the administrative record as PC Exhibit 1, including
Appendices A – H. Mr. Pangman also entered into the record the following Exhibits:
Exhibit 2: State Division of Drinking Water order
Exhibit 3: Sierra County “Notice of Violation” Letters
Exhibit 4: Landowner Walter Brett response letter to Planning Dept.
Mr. Pangman noted one amendment to the Staff Recommendation, on the advice of Director Beals: COA
#1 should be amended to require all RR Lewis Small Water Co. water lines to be located within Public
Utility Easements. Proposed language was given.
Commissioner Kelley inquired about the location of the Anderson Spring. Mr. Pangman responded.
Chairman Filippini opened the public hearing and recognized the applicant’s attorney, Jennifer Spalletta,
via WebEx. Ms. Spaletta thanked Mr. Pangman and staff for their hard work and stated she was happy to
answer any questions. Discussion ensued about Planning Staff’s proposal to relocate the pipeline into a
P.U.E. (Public Utility Easement) versus a private easement.
Director Beals recommended a continuance of the hearing to address the P.U.E. issue so the county does
not lose control and the pipeline/easement ends up bissecting the underlying property owned by the Brett
family.
Ms. Spaletta objected to conditioning the CUP on moving an existing pipeline that is 50-years old into a
P.U.E.—“that is physically impossible.” She stated that they have no problem continuing discussions on
relocating the existing water line and the P.U.E. issue—but that she was disappointed in the timing and
trying to tie an existing waterline relocation into the CUP conditions. The issues, she said, was one of
procedure. She again stated that a waterline relocation that is physically impossible is not appropriate to
make a condition of approval on the CUP.
After further discussion Director Beals stated he was “OK reverting back to the original COA language [in
the staff report]”; and that “we [staff] will continue to work with the applicant [Larry Ostrom] and owner
[Walter Brett] on the P.U.E. issue.”
With no further comments or concerns expressed by the Commissioners, a motion was made by
Commissioner Kelley as follows: “I move that the Planning Commission find that a categorical exemption
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is appropriate under CEQA for this project, and adopt a Resolution approving the Conditional Use Permit,
subject to the findings and Conditions of Approval contained in Staff Rec. no. 1212.”
Second: Commissioner Christensen.
APPROVED, 5/0
Voting “Aye”: Commissioners Baldridge, Christensen, Fisher, Kelley, Filippini.
Voting “No”: none.
Abstaining: none.
[Ref., PC Resolution no. 2020-05]
Chairman Filippini closed Item 7.3.
Chairman Filippini next introduced Item 7.4 as described in the agenda:
7.4

2019-2024 Housing Element Update. County-initiated General Plan Amendment to update the Housing
Element as required by State law (Cal. Government Code Sections 65580 – 65589.8). The proposed
Housing Element Update does not include any changes to land use designations, zoning, building heights
and intensities, or residential densities. The Planning Commission decision is advisory only in this matter.
Following a public hearing and consideration of any testimony, the Planning Commission will adopt a
resolution making recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve, conditionally approve, deny,
or remand the project back to staff for further revision. Preliminary Environmental Assessment: exempt
under CEQA Guidelines “common sense” exemption, Cal. Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section
15061(b)(3).
The Chair recognized Planning Staff. Staff Rec. no. 1213 was entered into the record as PC Exhibit 1 and
the Housing Element Update was introduced by Assistant Director Brandon Pangman. Details of the
document were summarized by Mr. Pangman, who provided the board with details on the contents of the
Housing Element Update, the process, grant applications, 5-year requirements to update the Housing
Element, outreach, workshops, goals, public hearings, and final adoption by the Board of Supervisors.
Discussion ensued among the Commissioners over short-term vacation rentals. Mr. Pangman noted related
land use and permitting issues and explained the relationship of short-term rentals to building codes,
accessory dwelling units (ADU), definitions of ‘transient’ and ‘non-transient’ in the Code, and recent
changes to State law restricting the use of ADUs as short-term rentals—emphasizing the State legislature’s
intention to streamline the construction of ADUs as affordable housing, not vacation rentals.
Chairman Filippini opened the public hearing. There were no public comments, and the public hearing
was closed.
Commissioner Christensen made the following motion: ““I move that the Planning Commission adopt a
resolution recommending to the Board of Supervisors that they approve the proposed General Plan
Amendment and adopt the Housing Element Update presented by staff.”
Second: Commissioner Fisher.
APPROVED, 5/0
Voting “Aye”: Commissioners Baldridge, Christensen, Fisher, Kelley, Filippini.
Voting “No”: none.
Abstaining: none.

Page 8 of 11

November 12, 2020 PC Minutes
Chairman Filippini closed Item 7.4.
[Ref., PC Resolution no. 2020-06]

8. BUSINESS REQUIRING ACTION OR DISCUSSION
Chairman Filippini introduced the next item on the agenda as follows:
8.1

Firm Foundation Academy, Permittee and Intellectual Investments LLC, Landowner:
Annual review of the extent of substantial compliance of the terms and conditions of Special Use Permit
#1608, issued September 1, 2015 by the Sierra County Board of Supervisors. Annual review shall be
limited in scope to: 1) Ensuring that only those activities permitted by, or ancillary to, the Special Use
Permit are conducted upon the property; 2) ensuring compliance with the Conditions of Approval; and 3)
ensuring compliance with the adopted mitigation measures in accordance with Section 21081.6 of the
Public Resource Code of the State of California.
Chairman Filippini recognized Planning Staff.
Assistant Director Brandon Pangman explained the background of this project, and how the original
approval by the Board of Supervisors in 2015 included the condition that the school is subject to an annual
compliance review for the first five (5) years of operation. This would be the final compliance review,
unless the Commission opted to require another.
Mr. Pangman introduced Staff Report and Recommendation no. 1214 as PC Exhibit 1, as well as Exhibits
2 through 5 (attached to the staff report), consisting of: the Conditions of Approval Checklist; the CEQA
Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program; the Permittee’s Compliance Report and supporting
documentation (dated 11/4/2020); and a Septic Inspection Report (dated 11/4/2020), respectively. Mr.
Pangman explained that the school’s operation was severely limited during the pandemic of the past year.
Staff received no complaints or comments of concern about the school since the last compliance review.
Mr. Pangman noted that the school had a change of Directors in November or December 2018, and that the
new Director, Peter Terry, had been working with Planning staff to understand the conditions and mitigation
measures attached to the Special Use Permit for the school, and the reporting and compliance requirements.
Mr. Pangman noted that technically the compliance review was due by September 1st, but due to the
pandemic and the fact that the Planning Commission had not met between March and October of 2020, this
was the first opportunity to conduct one. Mr. Terry had requested a waiver of the compliance review this
year, but the Planning Director informed him that it was required by the Conditions of Approval of his
permit even if it was conducted later than usual.
Mr. Pangman stated that staff had not been provided all the background data and compliance reports needed
to make a finding of satisfactory compliance this year (9/1/19 – 8/31/20); but since the school was forced
to shut down for most of the year, it was staff’s recommendation that the Commission exercise some
leniency and recognize that most of the usual reporting requirements made little sense when the school is
vacant. Mr. Pangman noted that the staff report included a detailed summary of all the conditions of
approval and compliance items, and offered to either walk the Commissioners through them one-by-one or
leave it up to the Commissioners to identify any specific questions or concerns instead. By general
consensus the Commissioners chose the latter approach. Mr. Pangman concluded his remarks by
recommending that the Commission find that the permittee is in substantial compliance with the terms and
conditions of the Special Use Permit.
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Chairman Filippini invited the permittee to speak first. School Director Peter Terry lost his connection
through the WebEx conference phone line, and called back in on staff Planner Corri Jimenez’s personal
cell phone. Mr. Terry patched in Pam Davis, who was recognized by the Chair. Mrs. Davis stated that she
was formerly opposed to the school when it proposed 200+ students; but she had since gotten involved in
the school she was impressed with Peter Terry and the school. She stated that the organization was reaching
out to the community, and the community was responding positively.
Chairman Filippini thanked Mrs. Davis for her time and comments.
Permittee Peter Terry, speaking via phone, addressed the Commission and stated that he had been
endeavoring to remain compliant with the permit’s conditions through his role as manager for the Firm
Foundation over the last couple years.
Planning Director Tim Beals discussed the timing and need for future compliance reviews, and
recommended that the Commission wait a couple years before the next one. Mr. Beals reminded the
Commissioners that they can always bring it back whenever they desire.
Commissioner Fisher made the following motion: “I move that the Planning Commission find that the
permit-holder is in substantial compliance with the approved project description, the conditions of approval,
and the adopted mitigation measures.”
Second: Commissioner Baldridge.
APPROVED, 5/0
Voting “Aye”: Commissioners Baldridge, Christensen, Fisher, Kelley, Filippini.
Voting “No”: none.
Abstaining: none.
Chairman Filippini closed Item 8.1 and moved to Item 9.

9. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORTS
Planning Director Beals reported on several items of interest to the Planning Commission, including:
(1) A new local ordinance pertaining to Electric Vehicle Charging Stations was required by the State by January
1, 2021. Staff would return to the Commission with a presentation of some kind in the near future.
(2) State law has been changing rapidly pertaining to Accessory Dwelling Units, and it was noted that the County
was in need of updating its ordinance to comply with these changes.
(3) Staff was working on a future workshop presentation and would be recommending a draft ordinance
addressing Short Term Rentals. Staff would return to the Commission with sample ordinances from other
jurisdictions; identify issues of local concern; and it was discussed whether the Commissioners felt a sense
of urgency surrounding this issue. Commissioners Fisher and Baldridge indicated it was an urgent issue.
(4) The FEMA Floodplain Management ordinance was in need of updates, and staff was working on an amended
ordinance and would return with a draft for a future agenda item.

10. PLANNING COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS
There were no Commissioner reports—except it was noted that, “Mark and Anne have an electric vehicle.”
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11. ADJOURNMENT
It was noted by staff that the next regularly-scheduled Planning Commission meeting was scheduled for:
December 10, 2020.
Motion to Adjourn: Commissioner Baldridge
Second: Commissioner Christensen.
Chairman Filippini adjourned the meeting at 1:17 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Jill Molaris
Administrative Secretary

Approved as Witnessed:

----------------------------------------Tim H. Beals
Planning Commission Secretary
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SIERRA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
January 14, 2021
1. -CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL/INTRODUCTIONS
Chair Filippini called the regular meeting to order at 11:17 am.
Present: Commissioners Filippini, Baldridge, Christensen, Kelley, and Fisher
Staff Present: Planning Director, Tim Beals; Assistant Planning Director/Planner,
Brandon Pangman; Planner II, Corri Jimenez, and Administrative Secretary Jill Molaris.
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
January 14, 2021, Agenda
APPROVED: Motion: Kelley/Christensen/Vote: 5/0
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Minutes from October 15, 2020, to be reviewed for approval at next meeting.
Minutes from March 18, 2020, and November 12, 2020, meetings not yet available.
4. CORRESPONDENCE
4.1
Letter from Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
regarding Sierra County's 6th Cycle (2019-2024) Adopted Housing Element.
Chair opened Item 4.1 as described above. Mr. Pangman provided information regarding the
letter from HCD and the Adopted Housing Element Update to the General Plan and went on to
explain Item 4.2, as noted below.
4.2

Letter from HCD approving Sierra County's SB-2 Planning Grants Program.

Mr. Pangman explained how certification of the Housing Element Update for the General
Plan opened eligibility for grants. Sierra County was awarded a 120k Planning Grant, the focus of
the grant is to create an affordable housing plan to support future development. Mr. Pangman stated
the grant money is not to build new homes, rather it is earmarked for consultants to assist in creating
General Plan and zoning code updates, background studies and so forth that might help support
future affordable housing.
Also discussed were LEAP Grants (Early Action Plan) and REAP (Regional Early Action Plan)
Grants which had been applied for. Mr. Pangman explained again, these are Planning grants, not on
the ground infostructure. Mr. Pangman mentioned possible projects: Loyalton Mobile Home Park
being one example
Chair thanked Mr. Pangman and Planning staff for their work and success.
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5.

PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY
There were no public comments.
Chair closed Agenda Item 5.

6.

WORKSHOPS
None.
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Chair opened agenda Item 7.1 as it reads below:
7.1
AAT&T Cell Tower-Conditional Use Permit-Site Plan Review: (Applicant: AT&T;
Property Owner: Peter and MaryAnne Bryan) Consideration of a Conditional Use Permit and Site Plan
Review for a new cell tower and equipment shelter at 160 Galloway Street (APN 002-150-010), a 38.07acre private parcel just south of Downieville, on the hillside overlooking town. The property is zoned
General Forest (GF) District and is in the Scenic Corridor (-SC) Overlay zone. The site is accessed from
Galloway Street via Nevada Street and Front Street.
The proposed project consists of installation of a new telecommunication facility within a 35x35 foot
square AT&T lease area on the Bryan property, including a 120’ lattice-style tower with nine (9) panel
antennas and 24 remote radio heads installed, and an 8x8 square foot walk-in equipment cabinet and
emergency backup generator within a fenced-in area at the base of the tower. The project area, including
minor grading to allow access to and construction of the proposed facilities, will cover 0.34 acres.
Planning staff’s proposed environmental assessment: Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND), under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Sections 15063 and
15071. The comment period for the Draft IS/MND was from November 25 through December 30, 2020.
Chair recognized and asked Mr. Pangman to introduce the above Item.
Mr. Pangman summarized the entitlement requests: Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Site
Plan Review stating the purpose of both permit applications, however, the CUP and Site Plan
review were taken together and considered as a single action.
Mr. Pangman continued, providing details of the project. Mr. Pangman also explained why this
project - AT&T Cell Tower - is not exempt from CEQA.
Project details, research, surveys, consultants, revisions, and other project details were provided
by Mr. Pangman. Mr. Pangman continued, entering into Administrative Record Staff Report No.
1221 and Exhibits 1-12.
Mr. Pangman began closing with the following:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a Resolution, taking the following actions:
1.
Adopt the Analysis and Findings contained in this staff report.
2.
Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration as the appropriate determination under CEQA for
this project and adopt the corresponding Mitigation Monitoring Plan.
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3.

Approve the proposed Conditional Use Permit and Site Plan Review as presented in the
applicant’s project description and Revision ‘1’ plans, as modified by the mitigation
measures, and subject to the [following conditions of approval]:

Listed were six (6) Conditions of Approval which Mr. Pangman explained.
Mr. Pangman concluded his presentation after asking if there were any questions.
.

Chair opened Public Comments giving those present via WebEx an opportunity to speak. Ms.
Jimenez announced callers that were present. Chair invited applicant agents to speak first. Carl
Jones, representation for Epic Wireless on behalf of AT&T was introduced.
Mr. Jones addressed the Board, thanking Mr. Brandon for his work on the project which began 2years ago. Mr. Jones concluded his brief statement, welcoming any questions the Commission
wanted to ask.
The Board had no questions for Mr. Jones.
Chair thanked Mr. Jones and invited the next speaker.
John Bryan, who is the son of the project’s property owners, was present via WebEx. After thanking
staff for their work, Mr. Bryan stated he had nothing else to say and muted his audio.
Chair thanked Mr. Bryan. Speaking next was Bryant Milesi, agent for AT&T. Mr. Milesi thanked
the Planning Commission for considering the application and read what could have been a
commercial script for AT&T cell service. Mr. Milesi also thanked Planning staff for their work and
stated AT&T cell would provide FirstNet service to the area for First Responders, etc.
Mr. Milesi reassured Commissioner Fisher the dedicated hardline would continue to be available
and maintained by AT&T. Mr. Milesi answered some questions, other questions he would bring to
AT&T’s Site Team for answers. Mr. Milesi would forward that information to the
Commission/Planning.
Lee Brown, Office of Emergency Services spoke next, addressing the Commission regarding
FirstNet, and related AT&T services.
Chair thanked Mr. Brown, and if there were no more questions from the Board, Chairman Filippini
would close Public Comments and Item 7.1
Commissioner Kelley asked Mr. Pangman a couple questions, which Mr. Pangman answered and
also stated the information is in Staff Report No. 1221.
Chair asked that the language used in the agenda packet be used for the following motion:
“I move that the Planning Commission adopt the findings
contained in the staff report; adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Mitigation Monitoring Plan; and approve the project subject to the conditions of
approval contained in Staff Recommendation no. 1221.”
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APPROVED: Motion: Fisher/Christensen Vote 5/0
Chair thanked Planning staff and moved to the next Agenda Items:
8.

BUSINESS REQUIRING ACTION OR DISCUSSION
8.1
Electric Vehicle Charging Station Policy: Discussion and initial direction from
the Planning Commission so a policy can be drafted by staff and returned to the Planning
Commission for a future public hearing and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.

Chair opened Item 8.1 asking Planning staff to give the Board an idea of what was needed by
them (Planning Commission).
Mr. Beals introduced the Item and provided background and the need for a policy as required
by State law, as well as recognizing what need the County might have/has for Electric Vehicle
Charging Station (EVCS) facilities. Mr. Beals continued, providing details of the various contents that
would need to go into a policy. After additional outlining Mr. Beals asked the Board to provide issues
they feel should be addressed in creating a policy to amend the county code.
Discussion continued between staff and the Commission and included Agenda Item 8.2 as
shown below.
8.2
Short- term Vacation Rental Policy: Discussion and initial direction from the
Planning Commission on the potential regulation of “AirBnb,” “VRBO,” and similar shortterm, transient occupancy rentals of private residences, so a policy can be drafted by staff
and returned to the Planning Commission for a future public hearing and recommendation to
the Board of Supervisors. A Workshop presentation is also being prepared by staff for a future
Planning Commission regular meeting.

It was decided after some discussion Planning staff would continue researching and would draft an
ordinance to be reviewed by the Board before being submitted to the Board of Supervisors.
9.

PLANNING DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORTS
None.

10. PLANNING COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS
None.
11. ADJOURNMENT
Motion to Adjourn: Baldridge/Christensen. The meeting was adjourned at 1:47 p.m. with the next
meeting being scheduled for February 11, 2021.
Respectfully submitted,
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Jill Molaris
Admin Secretary
Approved as Witnessed

Tim H. Beals
Commission Secretary
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PC Agenda Item

7.1

Planning Commission Staff Report
July 15, 2021
Project:
File:
Staff Rec:
Request:
Location:
APNs:
Planner:

PC Exhibit 1

Ferroni Subdivision
1690
1227
Tentative Parcel Map
Verdi, CA
023-080-026-000
Brandon Pangman

Applicant

Property Owner

Filiberto Ferroni

Kronish Family Trust

1. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission continue this item to a future date, or pull the
item from the agenda. Staff has requested a meeting with the applicant to discuss a number of
issues of concern and possibly request a redesign. Following this staff meeting and a decision or
direction by the applicant, staff will complete our review and analysis; re-circulate the project to
commenting agencies if necessary; complete the staff report and recommendation; and renotice the project for a future public hearing.

2. Project Description
The proposed project is a Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) to allow a subdivision of a 53.17 acre
parcel, zoned Rural Residential-1.5 (1 dwelling unit per 1.5 acres), into three (3) parcels, two (2)
of which are intended to be used exclusively for pasturing horses and “open space.” The
project site (APN 023-080-026) is located off of Hill Lane (no situs address) in Verdi, CA. No
development or improvements are proposed in connection with this project. A deed
restriction prohibiting habitable structures on Parcels B & C is proposed by the subdivider.
Planning Staff’s preliminary environmental assessment: exempt under CEQA Guidelines Cal.
Code of Regs. Title 14, Sections 15315 (Class 15) Categorical Exemption and 15601(b)(3)
(“Common Sense Exemption”).
A copy of the latest revision of the Tentative Parcel Map (Rev. 1) is enclosed; but please be
aware that this map may be subject to further revision.
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PC Agenda Item

7.2

Planning Commission Staff Report
July 15, 2021
Project:
File:
Staff Rec:
Request:
Locations:
APNs:
Planner:
Applicant
Sierra County (County-initiated)

PC Exhibit 1

County-Initiated Zone Amendment:
1695
1228
Zoning Amendment (Zone Change)
One (1) parcel in: Sierraville
015-072-004
Corri Jimenez
Property Owners
Jay Skutt, Sierraville Service & Country Store

1. Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the zoning
amendment to the Board of Supervisors.

2. Project Description
The proposed project is:
• Zoning Amendment(s) (aka, “zone change” or “rezone”)
The project is county-initiated per a petition to the Board of Supervisors by the property owner
Mr. Jay Skutt, who owns 204 S. Lincoln Street, Sierraville (APN 015-072-004). The applicant is
looking to re-zone one (1) parcel from Residential One-Family District (R-1) to Community
Commercial (CC) District, consistent with the General Plan. The property is located in
unincorporated Sierra County within the community of Sierraville.

3. Background
The countywide zoning map was first adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 5, 1973. In
1996, Sierra County adopted a General Plan update that included countywide and communitylevel land use designations. While most of the existing zoning districts and designations remain to
be consistent and compatible with the existing General Plan maps, there were notable changes
that included the need to create some completely new zones, delete or amend other zones,
and in some cases, significantly change the designations to reflect new planning priorities, such
as the creation or recognition of whole unincorporated communities which were not previously
recognized or addressed in the 1973 zoning map.
Since 1996, the Planning Department has made an effort to update the zoning code
concurrently with update the General Plan, which has been underway for the last several years.
Once that project is complete, the department hopes to be able to revisit the countywide
zoning map and recommend zone changes wherever necessary to finally bring every parcel’s
zoning district into conformance and consistency with the underlying General Plan land use
designation. In the meantime, a number of parcel-to-parcel zone changes have been
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undertaken that were either applicant-initiated or directed by the Board of Supervisors as
county-initiated, and the last significant one was the rezoning of nine (9) parcels in 2019.
Some parcels, however, still retain their original 1973 zoning and are inconsistent with the current
General Plan designation, such as 204 S. Lincoln Street, and rezoning these properties is a matter
of priority for the County (see below Table 1).

Parcel

(Assessor’s
Parcel No.)
1)

015-072-004

Table 1 – Parcel to be rezoned
Community (Ownership & Use)

General Plan

Sierraville (J. Skutt; vacant lot)

Zoning*

Current  Proposed

CC

R1  CC

*Key: General Plan Land Use Designations: R1 = “Residential One Family District”; CC = “Community Commercial
District”
Mr. Skutt, the owner of the Sierraville Service & Country Store, contacted the Planning
Department on May 27, 2021 asking for guidance on how to rezone his parcel (see Appendix A).
Staff replied to the owner that it is the County’s “’desires’ to see this property developed/used as
a commercial property” for that lot, not residential, per the General Plan. Staff’s advice to Mr.
Skutt was either (a) complete a zone amendment application or (b) petition the Board of
Supervisors. The owner chose the latter and wrote a letter petitioning the Board of Supervisors to
rezone the adjacent vacant lot to his store at 204 S. Lincoln (APN 015-072-004) (see Appendix A).
Under their direction, the Planning Department began the process of rezoning the property
through a Record to Proceed from the Clerk-Recorder’s Office (see Appendix B).

4. Setting
204 S. Lincoln Street fronts Lincoln Street/California Highway 89 and represents a vacant lot that
is south of the Sierraville Service & Country Store. Both properties are owned by Mr. Skutt (see
Figure 1). A site visit was completed on June 28th (see Figures 2-3).

126 S. Lincoln St.
Sierraville Service &
Country Store

204 S. Lincoln
Street

Figure 1. Sierra County GIS layer, Sierraville. Note, 015-110-004 is highlighted in yellow.
Sierra County Planning Commission
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Figure 2. 204 S. Lincoln Street, looking northeast from Highway 89/S. Lincoln Street (Photo by C. Jimenez).

Figure 3. 204 S. Lincoln Street, looking southeast from Highway 89/S. Lincoln Street (Photo by C. Jimenez).
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126 S. Lincoln Street,
Sierraville Store

204 S. Lincoln
Street

Jean Lane

Figure 4. Zoning Book 15, Page 7 (2001). Note, rezone parcel is in red line.

204 S. Lincoln Street

Figure 5. General Plan, Sierraville Map detail (1996; 2009). Note, the rezone parcel with red arrow.
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Comparing the zoning map with the General Plan, 126 S. Lincoln Street that houses the Sierraville
Service Station & Store appears to be split-zoned Community Commercial (CC) and Residential
One Family District (R-1) and cited in the General Plan as “Community Commercial” (see Figure
4-5). Staff contacted Mr. Skutt on July 7, 2021 and asked him how the store was zoned
residential and he explained the building had two doors on the façade with an entrance to the
store or the residence. This morsel of history explains its current zoning (see Figure 4). Second, on
the parcel scoped to be rezoned, research indicates it has been a vacant lot since 1985,
according to Google Earth imagery. Rezoning of this lot to be consistent with the General Plan
as commercial would be ideal and compatible with the nearby store.

4. Findings
4.1 General Plan Consistency
Finding: The proposed rezones are consistent with the land use designations, goals and
policies of the Sierra County General Plan.
Evidence:
1. The proposed zoning amendment is consistent with the respective underlying
General Plan land use designation.
2. Continued and proposed uses of the properties is anticipated to remain consistent
with the respective proposed zoning and current General Plan land use designations,
and associated policies and ordinances.
4.2 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Finding: The proposal will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment
and is statutorily exempt from CEQA.
Evidence:
1. This project is eligible for a Statutory Exemption from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), under Public Resources Code §21083.3: re-zoning consistent with
a General Plan for which an EIR has already been certified and adopted.
2. The county-initiated project is a re-zone to bring the zoning of one (1) parcel into
consistency with the County General Plan land use designation. The General Plan EIR
anticipated the kinds of uses already occurring and/or proposed on each property
at the time it was written and adopted in 1996.
3. The proposed project consists merely of zone changes consistent with existing and
historical uses and General Plan designations that have been in place for over
twenty (20) years, and represents a “clean up” of inconsistent zoning designations, as
required by State law.
4. The EIR adopted in conjunction with the General Plan policies regulating uses,
development and allowable accessory uses in Community Commercial as a land
use designations will be relied upon and those provisions, policies, and mitigation
measures implemented in the Zoning Code, as amended, shall be enforced at the
time of development permit application or other proposed uses.
5. The project was routed to commenting agencies between June 21, 2021 and July 5,
2021 (see Appendix C). There were no responses received containing comments of
environmental concern warranting further investigation, or excepting the project
from the statutory exemption, or requiring the preparation of an Initial Study.
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6. On the basis of the exemption, comments received, and the whole record, there is
no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant detrimental effect on
the environment.

5. Staff Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions:
A.
Find that this project is statutorily exempt under CEQA, and transmit such finding
to the Board of Supervisors.
B.
Adopt a resolution recommending to the Board of Supervisors that it approve the
proposed zoning amendments and adopt an ordinance effecting this action,
pursuant to GC §65853 – 65857 and Sierra County Code §15.32et.seq. (Note:
attached is both a draft Resolution, see Appendix D, and draft Board of
Supervisor’s ordinance, see Appendix E).

6. Summary
Planning staff has processed the requested zone amendment of 204 S. Lincoln Street (APN 015072-004) at the direction of the Board of Supervisors. The project has been analyzed for
compliance with the policies and goals of the Sierra County General Plan, the Zoning Code, the
California Environmental Quality Act, and relevant state statutes and local ordinances. The
project as proposed will be compatible with the surrounding land uses and will not have a
significant effect on the environment.
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval as proposed, and
transmit such recommendation in writing to the Board of Supervisors no later than October 13,
2021 (90 days from the publication of the notice of this hearing; ref. GC §65857, SCC §15.32.040).

7. Recommended Motion
Should the Planning Commission agree with staff’s recommendation, the following motion is
suggested:
“I move that the Planning Commission find that the project is statutorily exempt
under CEQA; and adopt a resolution recommending to the Board of
Supervisors that they approve the proposed zoning amendment and adopt the
findings as contained in Staff Recommendation no. 1228.”

8. Attachments
Appendix A – Request to the Board of Supervisors from Mr. Jay Skutt, dated May 27, 2021
and correspondences from Assistant Director Brandon Pangman on May
27, 2021 to Mr. Skutt.
Appendix B – Board of Supervisors, Record to Proceed, dated June 15, 2021
Appendix C – CEQA Routing packet to commenting agencies, June 21, 2021
Appendix D– Draft Planning Commission Resolution for the Board of Supervisors.
Appendix D

Draft Board of Supervisor’s Ordinance for the July 20, 2021 meeting
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APPENDIX A

APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B

SIERRA COUNTY

APPENDIX C

Department of Planning and Building Inspection
Post Office Box 530
Downieville, California 95936

Tel (530) 289-3251
Fax (530) 289-2828

Early Consultation / Project Review Routing Sheet

Date: June 21, 2021
To:
Commenting Agencies
County Departments

County Assessor
County Treasurer-Tax Collector
County Counsel
County Sheriff
County Environmental Health Department
County Surveyor-Engineer
County Supervisor
County Public Works Department
County Fire Safe & Watershed Council
County Fish and Game Commission
County Historical Society

State Departments

Federal Departments
USFS—Forest Supervisor Office:
______________________ National Forest
USFS Yuba River, SV District Ranger Offices
BLM—Regional Office:_________District
US Army Corps of Engineers
FEMA—NFIP - Region IX

AB 52 Tribes

Washoe Tribe of Nevada & California
T’Si-akim Maidu
Greenville Rancheria of Maidu Indians
United Auburn Indian Comm. /Auburn Rancheria

Dept. of Fish & Wildlife—Regional Office
Dept. of Fish & Wildlife—Local Warden
Dept. of Fish & Wildlife—Area Biologist
State Reg. Water Quality Control Board—
Lahontan Region
State Reg. Water Quality Control Board—
Central Valley Region
California Public Utility Commission
State Department of Forestry & Fire
Protection (CalFire)
Air Resources Board
Department of Health Services
Housing & Community Development
Department of Conservation
Energy Commission
Department of Water Resources
CalTrans-District Office-Planning & Project
Review
CalTrans-District 3; Sierraville
Native American Heritage Commission
State Office of Planning and Research
State Water Board-Division of Drinking Water
Other:__________________________________

Other Agencies

Sierra-Plumas Joint Unified School District
City of Loyalton
Sierra Brooks Homeowners Association
Northern Sierra Air Quality Management
Sierra Valley Resource Conservation
Nevada County Resource Conservation
Sierra Economic Development District
Public Utility/Water/Waterworks District: Sierraville
PUD
Fire Protection Districts: SVFPD#1
Hospital or Health Care District:__________
Sierra Valley Groundwater Management**
Long Valley Groundwater Management
Contiguous County Planning Department:
________________________________
Liberty Utilities
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Plumas Sierra Rural Electric Cooperative
SBC/ATT-Serving Phone Communications
Private or Public Water Company: Sierraville PUD
California Historical Resources Information System,
Northeast Center, Chico
Other:_________________________________

Project Description
The following application has been submitted to the Sierra County Planning Department. The project is being sent to your agency for early review
and comment. The purpose of this “early consultation/routing” is to identify any unforeseen issues or reasons why the project should not be “exempt”
from CEQA, and/or to solicit review comments and recommended conditions of approval.

Application Number:
Application Title:
Assessor’s Parcel Number(s):
Property Address/Location:
Project Description:

1695
County-Initiated Zone Amendment
015-072-004
204 S. Lincoln Street, Sierraville
The project involves a County-Initiated Zone Amendment to re-zone one (1) vacant, 1.5acre parcel identified by the Board of Supervisors. The parcel, 204 S. Lincoln Street,
Sierraville, is in the Residential One Family Zone District (R-1) and is proposed to be rezoned
in the Community Commercial Zone District (CC), which is consistent with the 2012 General
Plan. See attached maps.
Planning staff’s preliminary environmental assessment: statutorily exempt under CEQA, PRC
Section 21083.3(e) [rezoning consistent with GP for which an EIR was already certified]

Comments and Conditions

If you have any questions regarding this project, or require additional information to evaluate and prepare comments or
recommended conditions for the project, please send us a list of these requests within two weeks.
Please send your comments and conditions to us no later than July 5, 2021. If we do not receive a response by this date,
we will presume that your agency has “no comment.” If you require additional time for review, please contact me at (530)
289-3251 or cjimenez@sierracounty.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

_________________________________________
Signature, date

Corri Jimenez
Planner

Comments are:

Attached

No comment

________________________________________
Print Name and Title
_________________________________________
Print Agency
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204 S. Lincoln Street,
Sierraville (APN 015-072-004)

204 S. Lincoln Street,
Sierraville (APN 015-072-004)

APPENDIX D
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF SIERRA
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
RESOLUTION NO. _____
IN THE MATTER OF
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL TO
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FOR COUNTY-INITIATED
ZONE AMENDMENT ON ONE PARCEL
WHEREAS, pursuant to Sierra County Code Section 15.32.020, the Sierra County Board of
Supervisors directed the Planning Department to process and initiate a rezone of one (1) parcel of land in
unincorporated Sierra County, to bring each into conformance with the Sierra County General Plan; and,
WHEREAS, the affected parcels to be considered for a zone amendment were identified as
APN 015-072-004, Sierraville (Skutt) R1 to CC

AF
T

follows:

WHEREAS, the Sierra County Planning Commission conducted a duly-noted public hearing and
considered the proposed zone amendments pursuant to the Sierra County General Plan, the Sierra County
Zoning Code, California Environmental Quality Act, and all other applicable state and local regulations;
and,
WHEREAS, the Sierra County Planning Commission hereby adopts the following findings and
evidence as presented in Staff Recommendation No. 1228:

R

General Plan Consistency

Finding: The proposed rezones are consistent with the land use designations, goals and policies of the
Sierra County General Plan.

D

Evidence:
1. The proposed zoning amendment is consistent with the respective underlying General Plan
land use designation.
2. Continued and proposed uses of the properties is anticipated to remain consistent with the
respective proposed zoning and current General Plan land use designations, and associated
policies and ordinances.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Finding: The proposal will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment and is statutorily
exempt from CEQA.
Evidence:
3. This project is eligible for a Statutory Exemption from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), under Public Resources Code Section 21083.3: re-zoning consistent with a
General Plan for which an EIR has already been certified and adopted.
4. The county-initiated project is a re-zone to bring the zoning of one (1) parcel into consistency
with the County General Plan land use designation. The General Plan EIR anticipated the

PC Res. No. _____
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6.

7.

8.

kinds of uses already occurring and/or proposed on each property at the time it was written and
adopted in 1996.
The proposed project consists merely of zone changes consistent with existing and historical
uses and General Plan designations that have been in place for over twenty (20) years, and
represents a “clean up” of inconsistent zoning designations, as required by State law.
The EIR adopted in conjunction with the General Plan policies regulating uses, development
and allowable accessory uses in Community Commercial as a land use designations will be
relied upon and those provisions, policies, and mitigation measures implemented in the Zoning
Code, as amended, shall be enforced at the time of development permit application or other
proposed uses.
The project was routed to commenting agencies between June 21, 2021 and July 5, 2021.
There were no responses received containing comments of environmental concern warranting
further investigation, or excepting the project from the statutory exemption, or requiring the
preparation of an Initial Study.
On the basis of the exemption, comments received, and the whole record, there is no
substantial evidence that the project may have a significant detrimental effect on the
environment.

AF
T

WHEREAS, the Sierra County Planning Commission, pursuant to Sierra County Code Section
15.32.040, must report its findings and make recommendation with respect to the proposed amendment to
the Board of Supervisors for final determination.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Sierra County Planning Commission hereby
adopts the analysis and findings contained in Staff Recommendation No. 1228, including determination
that the project is statutorily exempt from CEQA; and upon the record of proceedings from the July 15,
2021 public hearing the Planning Commission hereby recommends approval of the proposed zoning
amendments to the Board of Supervisors.

D

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

R

Adopted by the Planning Commission of the County of Sierra, State of California, on the 15 day of July, 2021
by the following vote:

ATTEST:

Tim H. Beals
Secretary, Planning Commission

PC Res. No. _____

Mike Filippini
Chair, Planning Commission
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SIERRA
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ORDINANCE No.
ORDINANCE AMENDING SIERRA COUNTY CODE
TITLE 15 CHAPTER 13 TO RE-ZONE ONE PARCEL
IN UNINCORPORATED SIERRA COUNTY
TO BRING THE ZONING INTO CONFORMANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
Ordinance Section 1:
Section 15.13.010 of the Sierra County Code is hereby amended to add Subsection D to read as
follows:
D. The following County Assessor parcel is added to the properties zoned Community
Commercial (CC) District:

AF
T

015-072-004
Ordinance Section 2:
This ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its passage. Before expiration of fifteen
(15) days after passage of this ordinance, it shall be published once with the names of the
members of the Board of Supervisors voting for and against the ordinance in the Mountain
Messenger, a newspaper of general circulation published in the County of Sierra, State of
California.

D

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

R

Introduced at a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors, and passed and adopted by the
Board of Supervisors of the County of Sierra, State of California, on ________ by the following
roll call vote, to wit:

COUNTY OF SIERRA

LEE ADAMS, CHAIRPERSON
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

HEATHER FOSTER
CLERK OF THE BOARD

DAVID PRENTICE
COUNTY COUNSEL

