COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 33 SOUTH MAIN STREET, COLFAX, CA

“COEFAX | City Council Meeting

»
»

Mayor Marnie Mendoza - Mayor Pro Tem Sean Lomen
Councilmembers - Kim Douglass - Trinity Burruss - Joe Fatula

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
October 14, 2020
Closed Session: 5:30PM
Regular Session: 6:00PM

The open session will be performed via TELECONFERENCE

Join via ZOOM on a computer or mobile device by visiting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84936151423

Dial in by calling one of the numbers listed below and enter the Webinar ID: 849 3615 1423
1 (669) 900-6833 1 (346) 248-7799 1 (312) 626-6799
1 (929) 205-6099 1 (253) 215-8782 1 (301) 715-8592

Or join via Facebook Live on our City of Colfax page: City of Colfax California

1 CLOSED SESSION
1A. Call Closed Session to Order
1B. Roll Call
1C.  Public Comment on Closed Session Items***
1D.  Closed Session
(a) Conference with real property negotiators pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.8

Property: Placer County Assessor’s Parcel No. 006-066-027-000
City Negotiator: City Manager Wes Heathcock

Negotiating Parties: City of Colfax and Edward F. Marson
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms of Payment

***pUBLIC COMMENTS FOR CLOSED SESSION MUST BE RECEIVED BY 4:00PM OCTOBER 14, 2020***
Submit comments to the City Clerk via email at city.clerk@colfax-ca.gov, by mail to PO BOX 702, Colfax CA 95713,
or drop them off in the office at 33 S. Main Street, Colfax CA 95713. Comments received will be submitted to Council.

2 OPEN SESSION
2A.  Call Open Session to Order
2B.  Pledge of Allegiance
2C. Roll Call
2D.  Approval of Agenda Order

This is the time for changes to the agenda to be considered including removal, postponement, or change to the agenda sequence.
Recommended Action: By motion, accept the agenda as presented or amended.

3 AGENCY REPORTS
3A. Placer County Sheriff

3B. CHP
3C. CalFIRE
Colfax City Council Meetings are ADA compliant. If you need special assistance to October 14, 2020
participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk at (530) 346-2313 at least 72 hours
prior to make arrangements for ensuring your accessibility. Page 1of3
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4 PRESENTATION (NO PRESENTATION)
5 PUBLIC HEARING
Notice to the Public: City Council, when considering a matter scheduled for hearing, will take the following actions:
1. Presentation by Staff
2. Open the Public Hearing
3. Presentation, when applicable, by Applicant
4. Accept Public Testimony
5. When applicable, Applicant rebuttal period
6. Close Public Hearing (No public comment is taken, hearing is closed)
7. Council comments and questions
8. City Council Action
Public Hearings that are continued will be so noted. The continued Public Hearing will be listed on a subsequent
council agenda and posting of that agenda will serve as notice.
5A.  Osborn Development Project (Page 4)
Staff Presentation: Amy Feagans, Planning Director
Recommended Action: Continue the public hearing for the Osborn Development Project to October 28,
2020.
6 CONSENT CALENDAR
Matters on the Consent Calendar are routine in nature and will be approved by one blanket motion with a Council vote. No discussion
of these items ensues unless specific items are pulled for discussion and separate action. If you wish to have an item pulled from the
Consent Agenda for discussion, please notify the Mayor.
Recommended Action: Approve Consent Calendar
6A.  Minutes — Special Meeting Cannabis Workshop of May 27, 2020 (Pages 5-60)
Recommendation: Approve the revised Minutes of the Special Meeting Cannabis Workshop of May
27, 2020.
6B.  Minutes — Regular Meeting of September 23, 2020 (Pages 61-64)
Recommendation: Approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of September 23, 2020.
6C.  Colfax Sewer/Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvement Project Initial Study/Mitigation
Monitoring Program (Pages 65-404)
Recommendation: Review the environmental document and Adopt Resolution _ -2020 Adopting
the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Colfax Sewer/Wastewater Treatment
Plant Improvement Project and Approve the 2020 Wastewater Treatment Plant Inflow and
Infiltration Mitigation Project.
7 PUBLIC COMMENT
The purpose of these reports is to provide information to the Council and public on projects, programs, and issues discussed at committee
meetings and other items of Colfax related information. No decisions will be made on these issues. If a member of the Council prefers
formal action be taken on any committee reports or other information, the issue will be placed on a future Council meeting agenda.
8 COUNCIL AND STAFFE
The purpose of these reports is to provide information to the Council and public on projects, programs, and issues discussed at committee
meetings and other items of Colfax related information. No decisions will be made on these issues. If a member of the Council prefers
formal action be taken on any committee reports or other information, the issue will be placed on a future Council meeting agenda.
8A. Committee Reports and Colfax Informational Items — All Councilmembers
8B.  City Operations Update — City Manager
Colfax City Council Meetings are ADA compliant. If you need special assistance to October 14, 2020
participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk at (530) 346-2313 at least 72 hours
prior to make arrangements for ensuring your accessibility. Page 20f3




9 COUNCIL BUSINESS
9A. Quarterly Sales Tax Analysis (Pages 405-408)

Staff Presentation: Laurie Van Groningen, Finance Director
Recommended Action: Accept and File.

9B. Introduction and first reading of an Ordinance Prohibiting Smoking Within Designated Areas in
the City of Colfax (Pages 409-415)
Staff Presentation: Alfred “Mick” Cabral, City Attorney
Recommended Action: Introduce the proposed ordinance by title only, waive the first reading and
schedule the proposed ordinance for public hearing and adoption at the October 28, 2020 regular
meeting.

9C. Introduction and first reading of an Ordinance Approving a Reimbursement Agreement with
Colfax Hospitality Partners LLC for Road Improvements related to the Best Western Hotel
Project (Pages 416-427)
Staff Presentation: Larry Wing, City Engineer
Recommended Action: Introduce the proposed ordinance by title only, waive the first reading and
schedule the proposed ordinance for public hearing and adoption at the October 28, 2020 regular
meeting.

10 GOOD OF THE ORDER
Informal statements, observation reports and inquiries regarding the business of the City may be presented by council members under
this agenda item or requests for placement of items of interest on a future agenda. No action will be taken.

11 ADJOURNMENT

I, Jaclyn Collier, City Clerk for the City of Colfax declare that this agenda was posted
at Colfax City Hall and the Colfax Post Office. The agenda is also available on the City website at www.Colfax-ca.gov.

()ﬁ/*ﬂ/ =
vt

raclyiollier, City Clerk

Administrative Remedies must be exhausted prior to action being initiated in a court of law. If you challenge City Council action in court, you may be limited
to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at a public hearing described in this notice/agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the City
Clerk of the City of Colfax at, or prior to, said public hearing.

Colfax City Council Meetings are ADA compliant. If you need special assistance to October 14, 2020
participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk at (530) 346-2313 at least 72 hours

prior to make arrangements for ensuring your accessibility. Page 3of3




Item 5A

CiTYy OF

‘ CoLFAX w Staff Report to City Council

FOR THE OCTOBER 14, 2020 REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING

From: Wes Heathcock, City Manager
Prepared by: Amy Feagans, Planning Director
Subject: Osborn Development Project
Budget Impact Overview:
|N/A: ¥ | Funded: | Un-funded: | Amount: | Fund(s):

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Continue the public hearing for the Osborn Development Project to October
28, 2020.

Summary/Background

The Osborn Development Project proposed to be located at 1836 Canyon Way, was noticed in the local paper as
a public hearing for this meeting.

Staff is recommending this item be continued to the October 28, 2020 meeting to allow for the completion of
the consultation period with the local tribal communities.

Fiscal Impacts

None

Attachments:

None

City of Colfax Osborn Development Project
Staff Report October 14, 2020



Item 6A

City Council Minutes
‘ CO LFAX Special Cannabis Workshop Meeting of Wednesday, May 27, 2020

City Hall Council Chambers
33 S. Main Street, Colfax CA

Mayor Mendoza called the Special Meeting to order at 11:10AM.

Roll Call:
Present: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Douglass, Fatula

1 PUBLIC COMMENT
1A. Public Comment

2 WORKSHOP
2A. Commercial Cannabis

Wendy Dion inquired if the City would apply the costs of SCI between all available licenses.
Councilmember Burruss requested input from City Attorney Cabral.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed that the direction from Council at the last meeting, SCI charges would be
included, the one applicant would bear the entire cost.

Wendy Dion inquired whether or not the City would align the renewal process with the State rather than continue
renewal processes each year.

City Manager Heathcock mentioned the presentation may cover some of the questions being asked and requested
to proceed with the presentation and receive questions and public comment after.

Mayor Mendoza agreed and requested to receive the presentation, then public comment. She requested City
Manager Heathcock provide information about the presentation.

City Manager Heathcock provided a brief history on the Cannabis topic.

Kyle Tankard with SCI Consulting provided a PowerPoint presentation, noting items he and staff are requesting
direction for.

City Manager Heathcock requested to go back to page 7 to start the discussion.

Mayor Mendoza requested to go slide by slide and discuss questions and answer public comment. She inquired
whether or not public comment had been received.

Councilmember Burruss agreed.
SLIDE 8:

Councilmember Fatula stated virtually everyone he has talked to is in favor of the medical use but the same
amount are opposed to recreational use.
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Councilmember Douglass stated he prefers to stay with the medicinal only.

Councilmember Burruss said she would be amicable to allowing for adult use taking into account combined adult
use medical use provided there were two retail facilities allowed, otherwise she would agree to stick with medical.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen said he has heard similar things as Councilmember Fatula that people don’t want to see
another retail cannabis store but as far as State regulations are going, the best course of action might be to keep it
as one medical retail store but allow adult use permitting for the other avenues because adult use can provide their
product to medical use but it cannot be the other way around. He said it would cut down on the possible number
of applicants, the types of businesses, versus the way the State does it. Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he is in
favor of keeping it as one retail at this time and keep it a medical permit.

Mayor Mendoza stated she would like to continue this pilot project with what we have in place here, and she is
medicinal.

Councilmember Burruss confirmed public comment has been received.

Wendy Dion commented Section 5019 of State Regulations allows only a set number of retail stores per census
tract. She also noted Mayor Pro Tem Lomen was correct in his information about the other licenses.

Denise Helling-Brooks commented she is all for recreational sales in Colfax for adult use, no to an additional
dispensary. She added medical for any of the other licenses would be useless.

Councilmember Burruss suggested Mayor Mendoza circle back to Council Members and ask what their opinions
are on that as it is a clarification point. She requested clarification on whether or not Council is in agreement to
put a medicinal label on license types other than retail.

Mayor Mendoza requested Council provide a yes or no answer.

Councilmember Fatula stated he believes the medical versus retail only applies to retail. He said it doesn’t make
sense to apply it to anything else and he thinks this is a retail only question.

Mayor Mendoza requested clarification of whether or not Councilmember Fatula is in favor of adult use for retail.
Councilmember Fatula answered he did not believe that was the question being posed by Councilmember Burruss.

Councilmember Burruss clarified only retail is where the adult use applies and Councilmember Fatula is voting
no on adult use retail.

Mayor Mendoza inquired if Councilmember Fatula can view the comments coming in, she asked if everyone can
see the comments.

Discussion had between Mayor Mendoza, Councilmember Burruss and Councilmember Fatula about the question
being asked.

Councilmember Fatula confirmed his answer is yes to whether or not the adult use only applies to retail.
Councilmember Burruss requested his position for whether or not we should allow adult use for retail stores.
Councilmember Fatula stated it was answered already and is a no. He then clarified there are two questions here

to be answered; whether or not the adult use applies only to the retail license and whether or not Council is in
support of adult use being added to retail.
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Councilmember Burruss agreed, requested Councilmember Douglass provide his input.
Councilmember Fatula requested Mayor Mendoza run the meeting.

Mayor Mendoza requested City Manager Heathcock come in and assist with turning lights off as she was having
difficulties.

Mayor Mendoza requested to hear from Councilmember Douglass.
Councilmember Douglass requested the question be repeated.

Councilmember Burruss repeated the question asking whether or not the adult use questions apply to the other
licensing types, if they should be split by adult or medical use.

Councilmember Fatula repeated the question in another form.

Councilmember Douglass asked if Council was instructed to provide a yes or no answer.

Councilmember Burruss requested a moment due to a medical issue in Council Chambers.

Councilmember Douglass asked if Councilmember Fatula’s answer was yes, no, or mute.

Councilmember Fatula stated his answer was simple, that he thinks the adult use versus medical use applies only
to retail and if you’re talking about cultivation, how does a person doing cultivation know or care if it is for adult
use or medical use, and that its only when it is sold or distributed that that matters.

Councilmember Douglass stated he believes the question should be posed in a yes or no fashion so it makes sense.

Councilmember Fatula agreed with Councilmember Douglass.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen offered to pose the question in a yes or no format and asked if Council wants medical and
adult use permits in retail.

Councilmember Douglass answered no.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen asked if Council would like to keep retail medical only.
Councilmember Fatula stated medical only.

Councilmember Douglass stated medical only.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen asked Council if they agree that for all other permits, putting a label of medical or adult
use is inconsequential.

Councilmember Douglass answered no.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen explained the way the State has set up licenses now, there is not a reason to put a medical
restriction on the other types of licenses. He asked if Council is okay with allowing for adult use classified permits

for all other types of permits except for retail.

Councilmember Douglass stated he is in favor of keeping whatever the State rule is currently.
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Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed the State currently says adult use can supply medical but not the other way
around.

City Manager Heathcock requested Mr. Tankard provide information for licenses other than retail.

Mr. Tankard provided explanation of how State regulations are currently written, and how putting a medicinal
label on the other license types would limit the viability as a successful business. He clarified the question as
whether the City would like to put a restriction on the other cannabis activities, excluding retail, whether you
want those businesses to have the ability to conduct both adult use and medicinal activities or medicinal only
activities.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen thanked Mr. Tankard for laying the question out elegantly.

Councilmember Burruss inquired how this applies to microbusinesses and whether or not Council’s decision
would apply microbusiness licenses as well, allowing retail transactions for medical only.

Mr. Tankard confirmed.

Councilmember Burruss asked Council if they disagree that retail should remain medical only and all other license
types should be permitted irrespective of adult use or medicinal.

(No response from Council)

Councilmember Burruss asked Council who agrees with the statement.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed.

Councilmember Douglass agreed.

Mayor Mendoza agreed.

Mayor Mendoza confirmed all of Council has answered with the exception of Councilmember Fatula.
Councilmember Fatula answered yes, stated it was the same question that had been raised three times now.
Councilmember Burruss stated she is the only Councilmember who disagrees with that statement, explaining that
her only difference in position is she is for allowing adult use and her condition to that was wanting the ability to
consider a second retail location. She stated that, based on the previous comments and workshops, it would be
dependent on data and knowing what the concentration is because there are such things as natural monopolies.
Councilmember Burruss confirmed she understand she is out-voted on this subject with 4 members of Council in
favor of retail being medical only.

SLIDE 9:

City Manager Heathcock requested Mr. Tankard provide some background information on the item and pose the
question staff is looking for Council to provide direction on.

(Mr. Tankard did not respond)
City Manager Heathcock explained how the current regulations read, the number of retail cannabis businesses are

up to two medicinal allowed and staff is looking for direction on whether or not Council wants to put the cap at
one business or, if not, the number of medicinal type businesses Council would like to allow.
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Mayor Mendoza requested Council provide the number of medicinal type businesses they would like to allow.

Councilmember Fatula stated the current cap is one and he had not heard of a cap of two, inquired where City
Manager Heathcock received the information.

City Manager Heathcock clarified the current ordinance reads there is a total of four, two medicinal and two retail,
Council allowed only one medicinal when GSPC was brought forward, requested correction from City Attorney
Cabral if that was incorrect.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed City Manager Heathcock was correct.

Mayor Mendoza requested Councilmember Fatula answer whether or not he wants more than one.
Councilmember Fatula stated he believes we are still in a trial period, and one was his answer.

Mayor Mendoza requested the answer for Councilmember Douglass.

Councilmember Douglass stated until we get out of the current situation, keep it at one.

Mayor Mendoza requested the answer from Councilmember Burruss.

Councilmember Burruss confirmed if we are sticking with medical only, her answer was one.

Mayor Mendoza requested the answer from Mayor Pro Tem Lomen.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen answered one for the retail portion for now until we get through the pilot project. He
stated he would like for the other business types of permits to see a total of 10 and divide it up between two of
each kind for 5 different leaving one permit open to go into any one of those 5 sections including retail should we
decide to allow additional retail permits later.

Mayor Mendoza answered she is for one.

Mayor Mendoza requested to move on to the second portion of the slide, other cannabis activities, asking whether
or not Council wants to place a cap on that. She asked for Councilmember Fatula’s answer.

Councilmember Fatula stated his answer will depend on a couple other items, one being location stating people
have come to him requesting it to not be in a particular area. He requested to cover the location before answering.

Councilmember Douglass also requested to wait due to location.

Mayor Mendoza requested clarification from Mr. Tankard.

Mr. Tankard clarified it is not required to be written in the ordinance, noting you can establish the number of
permits available by resolution and there have been cities that have done that so that 5-10 years down the road
the city can do that. He said this process can be established outside this ordinance.

Mayor Mendoza requested City Attorney Cabral confirm.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed Mr. Tankard is correct, provided an explanation of the difference between an
ordinance and a resolution being the process in which it was adopted.

Mayor Mendoza requested an answer from Councilmember Burruss.
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Councilmember Burruss stated she agreed strongly with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen’s position, a maximum of 10.
Mayor Mendoza requested an answer from Mayor Pro Tem Lomen.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed, he would like to see 10 and agreed with discussing the zoning as he doesn’t
want to just see businesses pop up all over or cultivation in residential areas.

City Manager Heathcock requested clarification on the 10 licenses, asking if they were requesting 10 per each
activity or 10 in total.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen clarified 10 in total divided up as two for each different activity to avoid having 9
cultivators.

City Manager Heathcock confirmed two permits per activity for a total of 10.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed. He requested two per each except for retail and allow that to be determined by
request.

Councilmember Burruss requested clarification he was wanting two per each and one floating.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed.

Councilmember Burruss agreed with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen’s proposal.

Mayor Mendoza asked if City Manager Heathcock was clear on the request.

City Manager Heathcock stated he was clear but asked for the position of the remainder of Council in regards to
the proposal.

Mayor Mendoza stated she is in agreement with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen, but that she was confused about
Councilmember Fatula and Councilmember Douglass about the part she inquired to City Attorney Cabral.

City Attorney Cabral requested clarification on Mayor Mendoza’s question, he repeated his answer to the last
question and reiterated the current question being posed to Council.

City Manager Heathcock requested Mayor Mendoza inquire to Council Members Douglass and Fatula what their
opinion is on the cap of 10 with two permits per activity other than retail with one floating or if they would like
more clarity on the zoning before they answer.

Mayor Mendoza requested to go back to Councilmember Douglass and Councilmember Fatula to hear from them.

Councilmember Fatula stated he cannot answer the question until the zoning piece is answered.

Mayor Mendoza stated she would come back to Councilmember Fatula for his answer after the zoning piece is
addressed.

Councilmember Douglass requested more clarification on the zoning before answering.
Mayor Mendoza requested to move to the next slide.

SLIDE 10:

10
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Mr. Tankard provided information clarifying the question.

Mayor Mendoza noted she is going in order and requested the answer from Councilmember Fatula.
Councilmember Fatula stated his question is on suspension versus revocation, noting if a business is suspended
for making a mistake and they fix the problem, there shouldn’t be a period of time, if they can’t fix the issue,

there should be a time delay in there.

Councilmember Douglass agreed with Councilmember Fatula but added unless there are some bizarre extenuating
circumstances.

Councilmember Burruss requested a clarification of Councilmember Fatula’s comment.

Councilmember Fatula provided an example of how a business could get their license suspended by fire hazard
for someone leaving trash outside their building, they remove the trash, their license should be reinstated as
opposed to the licensee stating they are not going to fix it and refuses to fix it, now they’re shut down permanently.
He added if they are shut down permanently, they should have a one-year moratorium, but if they fix the defect,
it encourages the business to do the right thing.

Councilmember Burruss requested confirmation that one-year period would only apply to revocation.

Councilmember Fatula clarified yes, assuming revocation means they were unable or unwilling to fix the defect,
suggested permanently suspended versus suspended.

Councilmember Burruss agreed with Councilmember Fatula.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed with the comments.

Mayor Mendoza stated she also agreed with the comments for Councilmember Fatula.
Councilmember Burruss requested Councilmember Douglass repeat his comment.

Councilmember Douglass requested to reword it so people can come back in the loop without having to wait an
entire year. He confirmed he is in agreement with the rest of Council.

Mayor Mendoza requested to receive Public Comment.

City Clerk read public comment received regarding annual license fees compared to Colfax’s proposed fees.
Councilmember Fatula inquired how the question applies to the current slide.

Mr. Tankard requested to hold off on the question until we covered the regulatory fees.

Mayor Mendoza noted Council is going slide by slide and to make public comment in reference to the slide that
is being discussed. She stated we would come back to the licensing fees question when we arrive to that slide.

SLIDE 11:

Mr. Tankard requested policy direction from Council regarding security personnel and whether or not Council
wanted to keep the existing ordinance or amend it to align with the State Regulation.

11
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Councilmember Fatula agreed to the amendment aligning with State Regulations regarding security for retail
businesses. He noted it should be up to the business owner whether or not they want security onsite during non-
operational hours.
Councilmember Douglass stated he does not believe the City should require security 24/7.
Councilmember Burruss stated she agreed with the amendment.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed with the amendment to align with the State Regulations.
Mayor Mendoza agreed as well.
Public comment provided by Wendy Dion stating she agreed with the State Regulation.
SLIDE 12:
Mr. Tankard provided background information and requested Council provide direction for inventory
discrepancies. He noted Councilmember Fatula proposed the ordinance be changed from notifying the City
Manager within 24 hours of discovery to notify within 7 days of the prior month close.
Councilmember Fatula explained his reasonings for requesting the change.
Mayor Mendoza requested Council provide staff with direction.
Councilmember Fatula agreed to make the change.
Councilmember Douglass was not sure, requested time to think about the change.

Councilmember Burruss agreed.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen asked Mr. Tankard how this change would affect the State Regulation, and would the
cannabis business still be required to report to the State within 24 hours.

Mr. Tankard confirmed the cannabis business is still required to report within 24 hours of discovery of any issue.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen requested clarification that this change allows the business more leeway.
Mr. Tankard confirmed.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated the business has to call the state within 24 hours of discovery so it would just be
another call to the City if there was an issue.

Mr. Tankard agreed.
Councilmember Fatula added that the discovery may not occur until the end of the month.

Councilmember Burruss noted she liked Councilmember Fatula’s change because the State Regulations are
everchanging and although it allows more leeway, it may end up aligning better down the road.

Mayor Mendoza requested input from City Attorney Cabral about whether or not this change would put the City
at any risk.

12
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City Attorney Cabral confirmed the change would not put the City at risk.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he agreed with the change.
Mayor Mendoza stated she is okay with the change after consulting with City Attorney Cabral.
No Public Comment was provided for this slide.
SLIDE 13:

Mr. Tankard provided information and requested direction from Council regarding business signage and
advertisement.

Councilmember Fatula noted this is a definitional question.

Mr. Tankard agreed.

Councilmember Fatula questioned whether or not an identification mark, provided example GSPC, is a logo. He
stated his answer would be yes. Councilmember Fatula went on, noting the letters are both identifiable and a logo,
asking why it would be restricted. He provided the example of trademarking GSPC, and asked if it would be text
or a logo, noting the difference is specifying what the font is and the definition is ambiguous. Councilmember
Fatula stated it is different than advertising, provided an example of GSPC versus advertisement.

City Manager Heathcock inquired to Mr. Tankard whether or not the State Regulations are silent on this.

Mr. Tankard responded yes but he would double check. He noted the intention is to keep businesses from
including someone smoking or a bong or similar images that easily identifies it as a cannabis business. Mr.
Tankard said a green cross has connotation to medicinal cannabis use but it isn’t as noticeable to the public and
the intention of this is to prevent other images.

Councilmember Fatula requested to have all signs be required to receive approval by Council.

Mayor Mendoza stated she liked that idea noting other businesses already have to receive approval for signs.
City Manager Heathcock confirmed sign permits are generally approved by the City Planner and by requiring
cannabis signs to come to Council it would delay the process. He then added to Councilmember Fatula’s point
that when you are approving or disapproving whether it is subjective or not.

Councilmember Fatula stated the sign is either text only with no advertisements or it is a logo and if it is a logo,
how do you decide the green cross is okay but something else is not. He stated he does not want to be in the
middle of debates, that he wanted to get the decisions made once and for all.

Mayor Mendoza requested input from Councilmember Douglass.

Councilmember Douglass stated his is not in favor of voting yes on this.

Councilmember Burruss agreed with Councilmember Fatula that it should be removed.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed with Councilmember Burruss and Councilmember Fatula.

Mayor Mendoza stated she is also in favor of removing the requirement.

13



Item 6A

Mayor Mendoza then moved on to the second question on the slide, requesting Council provide feedback and
direction.

City Manager Heathcock added Mr. Tankard would need to verify the previous decision in comparison to the
State Regulations and that if the State Regulations do not cover it, staff will move forward with Council’s majority
recommendation on the matter.

Councilmember Burruss asked City Manager Heathcock if it is not in the State Regulations, is Council required
to write it in the City ordinance.

City Manager Heathcock referred to City Attorney Cabral for an answer.
City Attorney Cabral requested clarification of the question.

Councilmember Burruss asked if Council was to remove this from the ordinance but the State does require this
stand, would it be a moot point if it is in the City’s ordinance or not.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed that is correct because State law would apply.

Councilmember Burruss requested confirmation that by removing it from the ordinance, Council is deferring the
topic to the State.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed, noting that other parts of the ordinance require businesses to comply with state
law.

Councilmember Fatula added that either way the business would need a sign permit from the City.

Mayor Mendoza continued to the second issue presented on the slide which asked Council to decide whether or
not to prohibit cannabis businesses from providing sponsorships.

Councilmember Fatula asked Mr. Tankard to define sponsorship.

Mr. Tankard noted this was an item Councilmember Fatula pointed out as a revision and clarified that currently
there is nothing in the ordinance to prohibit a cannabis business from providing sponsorships such as a sport
event.

Councilmember Fatula provided an example of the cannabis business wanting to sponsor a baseball team and
their identification or logo is on the uniform. He asked, assuming the receiver of the sponsorship accepts it, is the
City saying within the City this is okay or not okay.

Mr. Tankard clarified the State does have advertisement placement requirements. He explained that under State
law they not be place in an area where at least 71.6% of the audience viewing the advertisement or marketing is
reasonably expected to be 21 year of age or older.

Mayor Mendoza inquired to Mr. Tankard if that is his statement, why the slide states State Regulations do not
address this.

Mr. Tankard answered they don’t specifically cover sponsorship and this was a clarification brought up by
Councilmember Fatula since sponsorship is a form of advertisement.

Councilmember Fatula clarified that his question came up when someone sent him a motorcycle race with an
image of a GSPC logo on their uniform and he was asking if it was okay or not okay.

14
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Councilmember Burruss asked what Councilmember Fatula’s position on it was, it was okay or not okay to him.

Councilmember Fatula stated he would look at it as it is sponsorships that affect the youth, he would be against
it, if it is sponsorship things that affect adults, it’s a business decision and the business can decide.

Mayor Mendoza provided an example of the Colfax 3 of July event and asked if Councilmember Fatula was
suggesting a donation from them be declined because there would be youth attending the fireworks show.

Councilmember Fatula responded that is the question being brought up. He said if 71% were kids we would be
in violation of State law. Councilmember Fatula stated that as a City, he wanted to address this so it is clear, and
if he were GSPC he would want an answer yes, it is okay or no, it is not okay rather than create risk.

Mayor Mendoza requested additional clarification on what the state regulation is and if the City can refer to the
State on the matter but that she would like to see that data.

Mr. Tankard clarified the State Regulation reads any advertisement or marketing that is place in broadcast cable,
radio, print, digital communication that is where the audience must be at least 71.6% 21 years of age or older. He
added, in the case of GSPC sponsoring a motorcycle rider, they are not in violation of State Regulations.
Councilmember Fatula stated that seems like a reasonable option assuming majority of the population of a
motorcycle race is not kids. He added print on any media, including shirts, counts as print, that it’s not newspapers
because it would have stated newspaper and magazine.

City Attorney Cabral stated he was in agreement with Councilmember Fatula.

Councilmember Fatula provided another example whereas GSPC prints a banner and puts it on a float, downtown
has 80% Kkids, he asked if this puts the City at risk.

Mr. Tankard answered the City would not be at risk but the licensee would be at risk.

Mayor Mendoza asked Councilmember Fatula if he was clear. She requested clarification that if the participating
business is in the parade with their logo, their business is at risk.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed the licensee or business would be at risk.
Councilmember Douglass requested to see what other City Councils have ruled on this, noting that many times
Colfax has reinvented the wheel rather than referring to what other cities have done so he would like to know

what others have done. Councilmember Douglass stated he does not approve of this.

Councilmember Burruss stated she does not believe we should have anything in the City ordinance about this and
that the City should refer to state law.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed with Councilmember Burruss that a restriction is not needed, the business just
needs to comply with State law.

Mayor Mendoza stated she also agreed the City needs to fall in line with the State law on this item.
Mayor Mendoza requested to received Public Comment on this topic.
Public Comment was received from Wendy Dion.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed the comment from Ms. Dion was a question and had already been answered.
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Councilmember Burruss read a comment received from an anonymous participant stating they agreed with
Councilmember Douglass, stop recreating the wheel.

No additional Public Comment was received.
SLIDE 14:

Mr. Tankard provided information and noted Councilmember Fatula proposed the idea of requiring the business
to purchase a bond.

Councilmember Fatula stated it would be good if the business purchased a bond so that, for example, the hotel
project, there are a number of things the business has to do and if they don’t do it, the City has risk. He asked if
the risk items for the City can be identified so that if a business runs into a problem the City is not left holding a
checkbook to pay the bills.

City Attorney Cabral requested clarification on what bills the City would be required to pay in the event the
business closes. He asked Councilmember Fatula if he was talking about cleanup or abatement costs.

Councilmember Fatula stated it could be that. He said he was looking at the application process and if the
application is done in phases and all payments are made before the phases start, there is no risk to the City for the
payment not being made to complete the phase. Councilmember Fatula went on to state that as long as the City
was whole at each step through the process, the one that wasn’t addressed was if the business was shut down that
occur because the license gets suspended and startups, all those incur costs to the City. He stated he is question is
how does the City recoup those costs and since a lot of these businesses are rental properties or they lease the
property, it’s not like the City can go back to the property owner to recoup the cost.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen commented that you take that risk as it is the cost of doing business and you hope that
every time the permit goes through but it’s no different than getting stuck with a bill because a developer did not
put in the proper sewer or drainage requirement or something like that.

Councilmember Fatula stated he agreed from a structural standpoint but he was thinking about legal liabilities
and costs, he provided the example of the City having to defend itself in court and the indemnification part of the
license can’t be enforced because the company went out of business and now the City is stuck with the cost of
the indemnification piece.

City Attorney Cabral asked what type of lawsuit would put the City in that position.

Councilmember Fatula stated if there is not one that is okay. He stated his question is that Council has not talked
about termination or shut down, and asked what belongs in that bucket.

City Attorney Cabral stated he agreed with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen, that this is a cost of doing business and the
City’s risk is minimal. He added he could not confirm that what Councilmember Fatula was speaking of would
be bondable.

Councilmember Fatula stated that may be true too and agreed to move on to the next item.

Councilmember Douglass agreed there is merit to this item but that if it was going to be implemented, it should
be City wide and not only in this ordinance.

Councilmember Burruss agreed with Councilmember Douglass’ statement.
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Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he would like to stick to his original comments and that Council should move past
this item.

Mayor Mendoza stated she agreed with Councilmember Douglass.

Mayor Mendoza requested to receive Public Comment.

Councilmember Burruss read a question received from Wendy Dion asking if other businesses are required to
hold a bond. Councilmember Burruss began to refer the question to City Manager Heathcock but stated this isn’t

something Council is going to move forward with.

City Manager Heathcock confirmed that other than development or something related to structure, that is required,
he is not aware of a bond requirement. He requested City Attorney Cabral provide input.

City Attorney Cabral commented that in construction projects typically the bidder is required to provide a bid
bond but he did not believe the type of application that would work in this scenario.

Councilmember Fatula noted that what brought this to his attention was when he was reading the indemnification
part, and asked if someone is indemnifying the City and they’re out of business, what does the City do.

City Attorney Cabral stated there should be property insurance, noting it should survive termination of the
business.

Councilmember Fatula asked if the City should be named in that insurance for a termination or shutdown.
City Attorney Cabral answered he believed they’re supposed to be insured anyway.

Councilmember Fatula stated he had not seen any requirement for insurance on any of the documentation as of
yet.

City Manager Heathcock stated it is not something we typically ask or require of our commercial businesses at
this time.

Councilmember Fatula asked if it is insurance it may not even exist.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed it may not, noting that it depends on whether the person occupying the premises
insures the premises. He added normally a renter is required to have a recovery policy and usually the property
owner has a backup policy, but every circumstance is different.

Councilmember Fatula agreed that is how he had his set up.

Mayor Mendoza requested confirmation City Manager Heathcock had the direction of Council on this matter.
City Manager Heathcock confirmed he understands Council does not want to move forward with this requirement
and that he agreed with City Attorney Cabral that there is uncertainty about how it could be bonded. He agreed
Council can move on from this item.

Mayor Mendoza requested to move to the next slide.

SLIDE 15:

Mr. Tankard provided information and requested direction from Council regarding odor control.
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Councilmember Fatula inquired about verbiage that stated it cannot be the person who is sensitive to the odor
who complains, that it must be an average person. He provided the example of a facility moving in next door to
a person who is sensitive to that odor and they can no longer live or work there which devalues their property or
work, and stated if it is on a complaint driven basis, it must be from the person who is sensitive to the problem.
Councilmember Fatula clarified he was asking more about the language of the type person rather than how it is
done.

City Manager Heathcock inquired if this would be more of an air quality control issue. He referred to
Councilmember Burruss stating she is on the board and asked her if she is familiar with this type of stuff.

Councilmember Burruss stated she does not have a specific answer noting it is not permitted in the unincorporated
areas, that she would need to come back to the board for an answer.

City Manager Heathcock requested to get Council comments.

Mayor Mendoza requested to receive Council input then receive public comment and mark this to the side to
allow Councilmember Burruss to come back with a response from the air quality board.

Councilmember Douglass stated he was going to hold off until information is received.
Councilmember Burruss requested to go to the air quality control board before she provides comments.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he believed Council could get through this by requiring businesses have the
filtration methods to prevent nuisances and comply with air quality and state regulations.

Councilmember Burruss agreed.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated air quality does have regulations that, in laments terms, states if you are creating a
smell that is bothering someone, air quality will come out and tell you to do something different and enforce that.
He added that it is complaint driven and if someone files a complaint, air quality will follow up and ensure the
issue is mitigated.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed comments made by Mayor Pro Tem Lomen are correct. He added that if there is
an odor issue, the City can enforce it both under the permit and under the nuisance ordinance.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated it is an easily enforceable item, and you can allow that business to make whatever
minimum installations they need to. He suggested adding checking the HVAC filter to the inspection roll, and
noted the filters should control most of the pollens and regular contaminants. Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated this
allows the City to enforce on a business by business need.

Mayor Mendoza stated she felt comfortable with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen’s comments. She added she did not
want to waste Councilmember Burruss’ valuable time and requested Council provide input if they still want
Councilmember Burruss to provide an answer from the air quality board.

Councilmember Burruss stated she would still get an answer from the board, but that she was in support of Mayor
Pro Tem Lomen’s comments.

Mayor Mendoza requested to receive public comment on this item.

City Clerk Collier read the public comment received from Wendy Dion.
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Wendy Dion commented: Yesterday it smelled like a rotten outhouse all over town which is normal, it makes me
nauseated but there’s no way to stop it. The smell of cooking meat bothers others, the smell of paint, sulfur,
fertilizer, etcetera, creates sensitivities. Are all businesses going to be required to omit no odor outside of their
business or just cannabis?

City Manager Heathcock responded by stating the air quality control board would be doing enforcement on items
of this nature. He added the City can follow up. City Manager Heathcock said he is hearing Ms. Dion inquire
whether or not there are going to be higher restrictions on cannabis than other businesses in the community, he
stated he is not hearing that from Council but noted it is up to Council to put in whatever policy they see
appropriate.

Mayor Mendoza requested to put this item to the side because Council would come back to it when
Councilmember Burruss had comments from the air quality board. She requested to move on to the next slide.

SLIDE 16:

Mr. Tankard provided information and noted this question came from Councilmember Burruss who brought it to
the attention of City Attorney Cabral. He requested input from City Attorney Cabral.

City Attorney Cabral stated it is typical for ordinances to allow certain implementation done by resolution. He
stated when you are adopting fees, creating or implementing regulations it is not a problem using a resolution but
if you want to amend the ordinance, it must follow the ordinance amendment process. City Attorney Cabral added
it is not that big of a deal, it requires a second meeting, but he believed things can be accomplished without
amending the ordinance. He asked if that was understood.

Councilmember Burruss agreed.

Councilmember Fatula asked City Attorney Cabral if the rate structure for all the phases is included in the
ordinance, if by resolution Council could approve this years’ rates.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed Councilmember Fatula’s statement. He stated he would take a closer look to
make sure those types of things could be done by resolution.

Councilmember Fatula commented this is a moot item.

Councilmember Burruss reported Mayor Mendoza stepped out for a moment. She requested comments from
Councilmember Douglass and requested Mayor Pro Tem Lomen run the meeting in the Mayor’s absence.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed and requested comments from Councilmember Douglass.
Councilmember Douglass stated he had not comments.

Councilmember Burruss agreed.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed.

Councilmember Burruss reported Mayor Mendoza had returned.

Mayor Mendoza requested City Attorney Cabral repeat his statement.

City Attorney Cabral provided Mayor Mendoza with a summary regarding the ordinance language that would
allow Council to make changes by resolution rather than having to amend the ordinance every time.



Item 6A

Mayor Mendoza stated she agreed.
Mayor Mendoza requested public comment.
Councilmember Burruss confirmed no public comment at this time.
Mayor Mendoza requested to move to the next slide.

SLIDE 17:
Mr. Tankard provided information about zoning and locational requirements. He requested Council provide as to
whether they prefer to stay with the existing requirements or if they want to make the requirements more
restrictive or if they prefer to align with the State requirements.
Mayor Mendoza requested comments from Councilmember Fatula.
Councilmember Fatula stated he brought this question up because he has had citizens bring the issue up to him.
He stated he is in favor of putting a restriction around the historic zone. Councilmember Fatula stated the second
area of concern that was brought to his attention was when you have a commercial building with residential
property on it, whether or not it would count as 200 feet from a residential area.
Councilmember Douglass stated he was in favor of keeping it the way it is.
Councilmember Burruss stated she was in favor of aligning with the State requirements.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated had a hybrid of previous responses, said he was okay with aligning with the State
requirements with the zoning restrictions of not in a historic zone and limiting it to industrial and commercial
areas of the City, commercial and industrial highways of the City including the non-industrial agricultural
highway zone that runs along Highway 80.

Councilmember Fatula agreed with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen.

Councilmember Burruss requested clarification of whether or not it would include a 200-foot or 600-foot setback
or is that purely if you’re in the zone you’re good to go.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed in that zone as long as it aligns with State requirements and it is 600 feet from
a school or daycare or youth center.

Councilmember Burruss agreed with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen.

Mayor Mendoza agreed with Mayor Pro Tem Lomen.

Mayor Mendoza requested confirmation from City Manager Heathcock that he had clear direction on the item.
City Manager Heathcock requested clarification on non-conforming exceptions, provided the example of
commercial zoned that has been allowed residential use, he asked if it would be looked at as a commercial zoned

area and the commercial zoned that became residential would not be considered in this circumstance.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed, keeping with what the current zoning maps show as long as it is 600-feet from
a school, daycare or youth center and aligns with the State.

City Manager Heathcock requested confirmation it would not be allowed in historic zone as well.
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Mayor Pro Tem Lomen and Mayor Mendoza both confirmed City Manager Heathcock’s statement.
City Manager Heathcock confirmed he has direction on the item.
Mayor Mendoza requested to receive public comment.

Councilmember Burruss stated she received feedback that Facebook Live had a 30 to 60 second delay and she
requested to give a moment to allow the Facebook Live participants a moment to provide comments.

Councilmember Burruss read a comment received from Wendy Dion who commented that there are very few
places that would be able to hold a license if the residential setback is in place and asked if there are setbacks for
bars.

Councilmember Burruss clarified Council is proposing that as long as you’re not zoned residentially so there’s
no actual 200-foot setback anymore based on Mayor Pro Tem Lomen’s proposal, the setback wouldn’t exist, it
would just be the zoning. She requested confirmation from Mayor Pro Tem Lomen that her statement is correct.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed Councilmember Burruss is correct.

Councilmember Burruss stated that is what she agreed with.

City Manager Heathcock added that per the State regulations it would need to be 600-feet from any school,
daycare or youth center as well.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed.

Mayor Mendoza stated Council is loosening up what is currently in place. She stated that currently it is 200-feet,
and Council is opening it up to State regulations which is 600-feet with the exception of protecting the historic
area because there is a lot of opposition in that area.

Councilmember Burruss requested to clarify the 600-feet is only when it is written in the State requirement and
the 200-foot setback from residential areas would go away as well as the 600-foot setback that is proposed here
for the historic area that would not exist, however you would still not be able to operate within the historic area.

Councilmember Fatula agreed. He added if a residential property is next to a commercial property, the 200-foot
restriction no longer would apply, but if the commercial property had a residence on it but is zoned commercial,
the restriction would not apply.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen confirmed, that is what he is proposing.

Councilmember Fatula stated the historic area would be excluded, and he thought that solved all the complaints
he had heard.

Mayor Mendoza agreed.

Councilmember Burruss stated she received a comment on Facebook Live from Travis Berry who commented it
should be important to specify regulation applies only to the downtown historic core of North and South Main
Street, not the historic overlay which can be changed by Council resolution.

Councilmember Burruss requested confirmation the Travis Berry’s comment is correct.

Councilmember Fatula stated he believed that was a work item for staff to take back.
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Councilmember Burruss stated her understanding and what she is agreeing to is that Council is talking about the
historic district downtown, not the entire historic overlay. She wanted to be very clear on what she is in support
of, repeated that she is not in support of the historic overlay zone and she is very strictly supporting the historic
district downtown.

Mayor Mendoza commented she is in support of the historic downtown and the preservation of that, not out in
the overlay zone.

Councilmember Fatula requested a definition of the difference of the historic overlay zone and the downtown
couple block area Council is talking about.

City Manager Heathcock stated he is not aware of a historic district that has been established, requested City
Attorney Cabral correct him if he is wrong. He stated staff would need to go back and define that area for Council
approval.

Mayor Mendoza stated she didn’t really know what Mr. Berry’s comment was about. She said the way she was
looking at his comment was that not within the City limits but the sphere is the historic overlay but that she could
be wrong and requested Mr. Berry clarify what his comment was talking about and Councilmember Fatula go to
what he asked about the overlay of what she is seeing.

Councilmember Burruss requested staff clarify the historic overlay zone encompasses.

Mayor Mendoza stated she was asked to clarify because he wasn’t clear on it.

Councilmember Fatula stated the area that needs to be covered is from about the Library all the way up to the
opposite end of North Main Street where Depot Street is at. He stated that distance in the North South Direction
and the East West direction from Depot Alley to the Railroad tracks plus the little East that extends over by the
museum and the Chamber office.

Councilmember Burruss agreed with Councilmember Fatula.

Mayor Mendoza agreed and stated that is what she was seeing in her vision when Mayor Pro Tem Lomen brought
up the point, this area here, not out by the Red Frog.

Councilmember Fatula agreed and stated he believed that would satisfy the concerns of about 95% of the people
who came to talk to him that were negative about it. He stated Council could go back to the other item and he
would vote yes on it.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed and confirmed that was the area he was talking about, he confirmed four members
of the Council were in agreement, requested comments from Councilmember Douglass.

Councilmember Douglass confirmed he was not in agreement with the rest of Council.

City Manager Heathcock requested City Attorney Cabral add a definition of historic downtown district in the
ordinance as a definition to define the ordinance.

Mayor Mendoza agreed.
Councilmember Burruss agreed and suggested to include a map.

Councilmember Fatula agreed.
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City Manager Heathcock asked City Attorney Cabral if that was appropriate.
City Attorney Cabral confirmed it is appropriate.

Mayor Mendoza confirmed we had already covered public comment on this slide and requested to move to the
next slide.

SLIDE 18:
Councilmember Fatula commented this slide was part of the prior slide.
Councilmember Burruss agreed.
Mayor Mendoza stated it is zoning.
Mr. Tankard requested to go back, said he wanted to clarify one question regarding the industrial greenbelt overlay
which he believed Mayor Pro Tem Lomen alluded to. He asked if Council wanted to prohibit Cannabis businesses

from operating there.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he thought they could include those there; said he was trying to use the terminology
but wasn’t quite able to get to it.

Mr. Tankard agreed. He stated he and staff would make sure the greenbelt was included.

Mr. Tankard requested to move on.

City Attorney Cabral noted there is a historic overlay district shown on the zoning map in the General Plan.
Councilmember Burruss clarified Council wanted to separately define a very clear historic district that is
completely separate from that map in the General Plan. She stated it is good to know there is that map so Council
can make sure they are definite that this is a separate map.

City Attorney Cabral stated he understood.

Councilmember Fatula stated part of the reason for doing that as a long-term thing many of the buildings in the
downtown area we could get declared as National landmarks and if we do, there is other funding for developments
available. He stated that is what he has been trying to go after for the downtown area.

Mayor Mendoza stated perfect.

Mr. Tankard asked if Council wanted to go back to the cap of permits for the other cannabis activities now that
Council addressed the other zoning issues before moving onto the application and procedure guidelines.

Councilmember Fatula stated he believed he is the only one changing his vote on that. He stated he would vote
yes on that.

Mayor Mendoza thanked Councilmember Fatula.
Mr. Tankard confirmed two permits for the different activities.

Councilmember Fatula agreed.
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SLIDE 19:

Mr. Tankard provided information on the three-step application process and requested to point out that this
process will most likely need to be modified now that there is a cap based on the other activities to include a
merit-based selection process, he provided an example of receiving 10 applications for cultivation but there is
only 2 permits available, there will need to be a process in place to select those 2 businesses. Mr. Tankard added
that the old application process did include this so he will add it back in along with language that if the City
receives more than 2 applications during the application period, it would go to a merit-based selection process.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated that is a good add in.

Councilmember Burruss stated she had a couple questions. She asked if someone goes through this process, gets
their license and at the end of the one-year period, would they need to go back through the entire process.

Mr. Tankard responded that typically, from the process of other Cities, it is not the same process. He said they’re
required to complete a permit renewal form so they don’t have to go back through the initial application process.
Mr. Tankard requested City Manager Heathcock confirm whether or not he is in agreement.

City Manager Heathcock stated they’re currently going through a renewal process with the current licensee and
it requires all the same documentation back and it seems onerous, a process that could probably be eliminated
that one, saves staff time, and two saves consultant time for the applicant.

Councilmember Fatula stated the thing you want to prevent is that we don’t go through another one of those
disasters where the process changes, the license becomes void, and the business is left in limbo. He requested Mr.
Tankard add that for a business in good standing, which means they have no violations they haven’t corrected, a
simple renewal process.

Mr. Tankard stated okay.

Councilmember Burruss clarified that if we were to move to a very simple renewal process, Councilmember
Burruss agreed with where Councilmember Fatula was going with this. She agreed that for a business in good
standing, that hasn’t had problems, if minor corrections have been swiftly corrected and maintained good standing
and never had the license suspended since receiving it, a simple renewal seems reasonable. Councilmember
Burruss added that for merit-applications for additional businesses, if we have a cannabis business within City
limits that is doing well, for example, doing packaging, if someone owns licenses for packaging, and they’re
going good, and are in good standing, and they apply for another license type, Councilmember Burruss stated she
believed that should have merit in the further qualification for additional licenses because if you’ve already
operated in our City and maintained good standing, that should be taken in a calculable way to show you have
further merit in the process for those additional licenses.

Councilmember Fatula clarified they are extra merit points if they’re in good standing with another business.

Councilmember Burruss agreed. She stated if you’re operating in the industry and the City has already seen that
you are doing well and you continue to do well, it should count for something.

Mayor Mendoza agreed.

Councilmember Burruss stated she believes that part of what that will do, and what we will see as a long-term
result of that, is we will see a lot more local businesses strengthened by that. She stated one of the concerns she
has with opening up licensing is that we want to support local business owners and their ability to come in and
start a business and that is really what she would like to see out of this, is new local business owners step up to
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the plate and get involved, and this will help support small business and make sure large corporations from out
of town will crush the industry for our town.

City Manager Heathcock suggested for Mr. Tankard to add in for the scoring portion of the application process
some points for an existing business that someone would be coming in to do an activity that does not have
experience here in the jurisdiction, that the existing business have the opportunity for some bonus points.

Councilmember Fatula added the statement provided the business is in good standing.

Councilmember Burruss agreed. She added that she would like it to have significant weight on the calculation.
City Manager Heathcock requested Mr. Tankard weigh in on this item.

Mr. Tankard confirmed Council has discretion to make decisions on how the applicants are scored. He stated he
would look at the City’s existing merit-based scoring process and draft up a copy of how applications will be
scored and what they will be scored on and we can bring that back up to Council and have them weigh in on it.

Mr. Tankard noted they could add any component to that merit-based scoring process.

City Manager Heathcock requested to do this as a separate item to amend the ordinance by resolution and do it
as a subsequent action before accepting formal applications.

Councilmember Burruss stated she had one other question in regards to the merit-based scoring. She asked if we
have people who have a vested interest in Colfax, she noted she is not sure how that would be defined, that is
another area where she would want to consider having merit score increase. Councilmember Burruss added if this
is someone who has lived or operated a business in good standing, she noted this being a conversation that should
be had, requested Council provide a mechanism in scoring that if local business owners or locals would like to
apply for these licensing types, she would like them to have a merit-based priority.

Councilmember Fatula requested clarification that an applicant would receive an increased score if you have a
functioning business in Colfax and you receive and increased score if you are a resident of Colfax.

Councilmember Burruss agreed with Councilmember Fatula’s statement.

Councilmember Fatula stated he agrees with that.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he agreed with the comments.

Mayor Mendoza requested input from Councilmember Douglass.

Councilmember Douglass stated he likes the idea of points for established citizens in general.

Mayor Mendoza stated she liked the idea of local incentives, she added that we don’t want corporate to come in
and blow out our town. She stated we want to support our locals, support the industry and keep moving forward.

Councilmember Fatula suggested negative points for applicants who are a large enterprise.

Councilmember Burruss stated as much as she would like to see that to keep small businesses thriving, she would
hesitate to do that because if the City does receive other applicants it would be prudent that someone with a better
business plan get the license, rather than someone haphazardly throwing together their application. She stated she
definitely wants locals to have priority, while at the same time being cautious about how much of a priority, she
noted she doesn’t want to be unfair, but she does want Council to incentivize for being a local.
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Councilmember Fatula stated the point Councilmember Burruss raised, created another question on the
application components. He pointed out the different plans, stating he had asked for example copies but that he
has not seen them yet, but that asking for a plan and not doing anything other than asking for the plan, he inquired
what the point is of asking for one. He provided an example that if we request a business plan but never refer back
to it to see if the business is following the business plan or their air-quality plan, and the point in time guesses to
where someone is going to be, and they can put anything in it they want and just not follow through.
Councilmember Fatula stated the question he had was what the purpose for each of the plans we are asking for
and do we really need them in the first place to make a decision, and if someone doesn’t follow their plan, so
what.

City Manager Heathcock requested to use the business plan example. He stated one of the thoughts behind what
this was, was for the applicant to come forward and know what their plan is and whether or not their model is
sustainable. City Manager Heathcock stated he recalls reviewing applications in the past, and reviewing their
business plan it was shocking to see some of the math that didn’t add up.

Councilmember Fatula stated that brings him to the other question he wanted to ask. He stated he thought part of
this package that we provide for information to applicants, should there be an example of each one of these plans
that we would consider acceptable. Councilmember Fatula added that if we are asking for a business plan, we
should put in a business plan that shows this is what we are looking for so when the applicant gets it, they know
exactly what it means to fill it out.

Councilmember Burruss stated she thinks that is a great idea but that she was not sure how complex we could get
with that, she noted it would need to be very simplified, but something like this could benefit especially the locals
who have less experience in this field who could run a very successful business and probably save staff time and
effort if they know what we are looking for ahead of time.

Councilmember Fatula agreed and stated what he does not want to see is a person who comes in with a two-page
business plan they think is perfect and we look at it and it is only one percent of what we were looking for or it’s
ninety nine percent of what we are looking for. He stated he wants to have the expectation level set so when a
person comes in with something, it flies through.

City Manager Heathcock stated some of this is driven by the State so we want to make sure they know what the
State regulations are and they’re complying with it. He said we certainly can have somebody put together an
example for each of these items, he noted that this is outside the scope of Mr. Tankard’s contract and there would
be additional costs to create all of these documents Council is thinking about doing. City Manager Heathcock
stated this would be another $10,000 or so contract and we would need more time to do it.

Councilmember Fatula stated he had a problem if we don’t have this. He provided the example of the
Neighborhood Compatibility Plan, and requested a definition of what that actually is.

Mr. Tankard requested Councilmember Fatula turn to page 103 of the agenda packet, it provides a brief
description of each of the components.

Councilmember Fatula stated he looked through that before and he would go back to it again.

Councilmember Fatula stated his packet ended at page 102, that he didn’t see a page 103.

City Manager Heathcock stated it is on page 103, he noted it talks about the Business Plan, Neighborhood
Compatibility Plan, the Safety and Security, it lays out everything that is being asked for from the applicant. He

said that is what the staff will correlate to. City Manager Heathcock stated we could create examples, it just would
take time and additional cost.
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Councilmember Fatula requested to back up, he stated he did not accept the $10,000 additional cost.
Mayor Mendoza stated she does not either.

Councilmember Fatula stated all the work the consulting group has done with all these things, they should have
for each one of these a couple page example of what it is, otherwise it’s smoke and mirrors.

City Manager Heathcock inquired to Mr. Tankard if he has experience with this. He mentioned it was HDL that
created this current model, he asked Mr. Tankard if his firm had examples they could use.

Mr. Tankard stated he didn’t have specific examples on hand, but stated he does have examples of applications
that were submitted but those are not public record that could be shared.

Councilmember Burruss inquired if this was something we could circle back to. She said it is important but this
isn’t in Mr. Tankard’s scope and we are now three hours into the meeting and requested to continue with the
meeting.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen requested to comment.

Mayor Mendoza stated yes, please do.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen said he thought adding those as examples later as an appendix would be fine which could
easily be done by resolution. He referred to City Attorney Cabral for confirmation.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed Mayor Pro Tem Lomen was correct.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen asked Councilmember Fatula if he was satisfied with that answer.

Councilmember Fatula stated yeah. He said when you read through some of these, like a simple line like local
enterprise, he asked what it is.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he understood what Councilmember Fatula was saying and Council can handle
that a little further down with an appendix added and maybe cover each one of those with a definition.

Councilmember Fatula read a part from the packet and provided an example of a possible answer, he inquired if
the provided answer was all that they would need.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed and stated he understood what Councilmember Fatula was saying.

Councilmember Fatula stated if the City is going to ask for something, they know what a good example would
be. He said if someone made up a fake business plan and a fake air quality plan but never had any measurement
to follow through on them, he inquired what the point of the plan was other than to obtain a license.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen suggested that be added to the inspection process and use some sort of general rule saying
it looks like your applying toward your business process.

Councilmember Fatula agreed and said it doesn’t have to be exact and he noted that plans change. He stated he
wanted to weed out the snake oil artists that come in and try to sell snake oil, that we could refer back to the
business plan and show that was the original plan.
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Councilmember Burruss noted that during inspection there will be a check to verify you are complying with your
business plan and if you’re not found to be in compliance, you will be required to file an amendment to your
business plan.

Councilmember Fatula agreed and requested to add that it may put your license at risk if you are not complying
to doing something you agreed to do.

Councilmember Burruss agreed and stated it seemed like basic commonsense logic.

Councilmember Fatula stated that was all he was looking for. He added that he doesn’t want a business to come
in and think they’re doing a good job, and we look at it and think it is terrible.

City Manager Heathcock requested input from Mr. Tankard and for him to elaborate on some of his inspections,
what they look for and what they look for in those application components and whether or not a business is
compliant.

Mr. Tankard provided an example of the City of San Bernardino, they had it written in the ordinance, whatever
was proposed in their application should be incorporated into the business so during the first inspection, before
they open doors, the City has them inspection to verify their plan hasn’t deviated from that.

City Manager Heathcock requested to know what is currently being inspected for at GSPC, he noted this was for
Council’s benefit.

Mr. Tankard stated they’re inspecting for local and state compliance, everything that is listed as a requirement in
the City of Colfax ordinance as well as the State requirements that are above and beyond what is required by the
City’s ordinance, they are checking for compliance with those regulations.

City Manager Heathcock suggested adding a clause requiring the consultant review the application components
submitted are being implemented in the business process.

Councilmember Fatula noted a warning to the license holder, if they aren’t and they haven’t made an update to
them the City can approve, they could put their license at risk. He stated we need to have it positive for their
licensee and positive for the City. Councilmember Fatula stated if you say you are going to do it, and you’re doing
it, no problem, if you say you’re going to do it and you discover you need to change, go meet with the City and
get the change made.

City Manager Heathcock requested to hear from Council about writing the examples, and whether or not it was
something they wanted completed before the implementation of the new ordinance amendments.

Councilmember Burruss said no.

Councilmember Fatula stated he thought the examples should go in the application package so when the
application is put together with all the materials you are going to give the customer, that is where those go.

City Manager Heathcock stated okay.

Mayor Mendoza stated this is not going to delay the process.

City Manager Heathcock said it would take time to develop these or make examples, maybe Mr. Tankard can
modify what he has in a certain way where we are not interfering with the proprietary documents and it’s not

going to take more time to do this and it is outside the scope of the contract so staff will come back to Council
with something to consider. He stated he believes he has direction on staff’s end.
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Mayor Mendoza requested to go to public comment.

Councilmember Burruss read a comment from Wendy Dion who asked how long would it take to draft a
simplified renewal application and can we stay in the current renewal now in order to save money and staff time
spent on this process.

Councilmember Burruss clarified Wendy Dion’s inquiry and stated she is asking if the simplified renewal is
something we can implement fairly quickly.

City Manager Heathcock stated the renewal process is written in the ordinance, so in order to modify that, we
would have to modify the ordinance or by resolution, or whatever else to change the rules we are bound by. He
stated it will fall through the process we are going through with the timing going forward, even if we get through
today and we are in concurrence, we have to make all the changes, the public hearing notice, the first reading
wouldn’t be until June 24" and the subsequent reading in July to make these changes. City Manager Heathcock
stated he thought it was still in the window of time before the application needs to be reviewed by GSPC, their
application expires in August but per the ordinance, currently, the review process is that the applicant is supposed
to notify the City within 60 days prior to all the documents which they have done and we currently are reviewing
those documents for renewal. He stated the short answer is yes, it can be modified, but he stated he did not know
if the timing was going to work out in that GSPC’s current permit is going to be expired.

Mayor Mendoza asked if Wendy Dion got all of that and if there were any other comments.
Councilmember Burruss stated she was reviewing for other comments.

City Manager Heathcock requested City Attorney Cabral weigh in if he felt something else can be done but that
he thought Council being bound by the rules they have established and approved by Council.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed that is correct.

Councilmember Fatula requested Mr. Tankard refer to page 63 of the packet, where it read chemical extraction
using a professional closed loop CO2 system, Councilmember Fatula stated he had no idea what a professional
system is, versus an amateur system, versus some other kind of system. He requested it read a commercially
manufactured, closed loop system.

Mr. Tankard stated he could make that change and he was mirroring off the State regulations which is how their
info reads.

Councilmember Fatula stated professional means someone built something and they used it, he asked if that was
professional or was that amateur, he does not know what that word means.

Mr. Tankard stated okay.

Councilmember Fatula stated as opposed to a commercial system so it has been perused by some manufacturer
somewhere so there is liability in all that traces back to the manufacturer.

Mr. Tankard stated he can make that change.

City Manager Heathcock suggested to Mayor Mendoza that we get back to the slides and get through these
because we were jumping all over the place.

Mayor Mendoza agreed and requested to call a break, stated she did not know how to do that but she wanted a 5-
minute break.
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Councilmember Fatula asked how much longer this would go and how many more slides there were.

Mr. Tankard stated we had the regulatory fees to discuss as the last topic on his list.

City Manager Heathcock stated we have the policy on the fixed application window as well on page 19 that we
need to review on there, and we need to address all the fees. He stated at the discretion of Council we can continue
this to another date to iron out the rest of this stuff or staff can come back with some of these modifications or we
can take a break, figure out how to mute ZOOM and come back, whatever the pleasure is of Council.
Councilmember Fatula stated he had a simple suggestion on the whole fee thing that he felt could make if very
easy to be handled. He stated there should be example fees for this year and then the fees should be set by
resolution by Council each year, that way we make this more of a formula. Councilmember Fatula stated here is
the components that go into the fees each year adjust the fees to where they need to be and then this slide becomes
more of an example of how it’s done and the resolution will set the fees. He stated otherwise, Council will open
this resolution up every year.

City Manager Heathcock stated you could apply a CPI or something to it annually that would make the process.
Councilmember Fatula suggested adding as determined by the City so if labor rates went higher we got it or if we
got a bonus because we’ve done so much contracting work with their consultant they’re giving us a reduced rate,

rates can come down, don’t specify how we set the rates only what components.

City Manager Heathcock referred back to Mayor Mendoza to ask if we were going to take a break or if the meeting
was going to be postponed.

Mayor Mendoza stated we would not postpone, she said we are taking a break thank you.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated that sounded good.
City Manager Heathcock inquired if coming back at 2:00PM worked.
Councilmember Burruss and Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed.
*BREAK*

Mayor Mendoza announced the meeting was back online and requested to do a quick check in to make sure
Council was in attendance.

Councilmember Fatula did not answer.
Councilmember Douglass was present.
Councilmember Burruss was present.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen was present.
City Attorney Cabral was present.
City Manager Heathcock was present.

Mr. Tankard was present.
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Mayor Mendoza inquired if anyone had opposition with the application and procedural guidelines.
Mayor Mendoza confirmed no opposition was raised and requested to move to the next slide.
SLIDE 20:
Mr. Tankard stated this issue would be addressed in the new draft of the application document since there has
been a cap placed on the number of permits, it is advisable for the City to establish a fixed application window to
accept permits. He stated he would work with City staff to proposed language for this and bring it back to Council.
Mr. Tankard noted it could be a process and advised not writing this into the ordinance and establishing this
process by resolution that way it could be opened and closed throughout the year in the event the City does not
receive enough applicants to award all the permits. He asked if that made sense to everyone.
Councilmember Burruss stated she agreed.
Mayor Mendoza requested comments from Council.
Councilmember Fatula agreed.
Councilmember Douglass agreed.
Councilmember Burruss agreed.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen agreed.
Mayor Mendoza agreed.
Mayor Mendoza requested to receive public comment.
Councilmember Burruss stated she was reviewing Facebook Live for comments.

Mayor Mendoza stated she thought she saw a comment from Wendy Dion.

Councilmember Fatula asked if it was about the policy question window and stated he thought it was on the fee
schedule.

City Manager Heathcock confirmed it was regarding the fees.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated it was the next item up.
Mayor Mendoza requested to move to the next item and have discussion.

SLIDE 21:
Mr. Tankard provided information on the slide, he stated it was a recap of the Cannabis Workshop Minutes that
essentially directed SCI to incorporate the implementation costs into the fee study and make these costs
reimbursable by the businesses operating and future applicants. He referred to City Manager Heathcock for input

on the topic.

City Manager Heathcock stated he did not have input on this item. He stated staff just wanted to provide Council
and the public with background and why the fees were structured the way they were, especially the first year of
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the implementation costs that are in there for the groups benefit. City Manager Heathcock stated from there,
unless Council has some comments in regard to that, we can move forward to the next section.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen inquired if they were going to continue to talk about the fee structure.
Mr. Tankard confirmed, yes.

SLIDE 22:
Mr. Tankard introduced the draft regulatory fees and requested to point out that these fees will not be written into
the ordinance and will be established by resolution so the City does have the option each year to revisit or
reevaluate them and increase or decrease them based on the true cost of these tasks. He noted the merit-based
scoring process would need to be added back in. Mr. Tankard requested Council’s opinion to either go through
the fees one by one or answer general questions.
Councilmember Fatula stated he had an item he believed Mr. Tankard missed that needed to be put in there. He
brought up the rapid process for renewal applications and stated he thought we needed to have something that

says the renewal fee that is much less for somebody that has already gone through this.

Mr. Tankard stated he had it built into the cannabis business permit fee but said he agreed with Councilmember
Fatula that it should be a separate stand-alone fee and agreed to pull it out of the commercial cannabis business.

Councilmember Fatula confirmed what that means is a new applicant goes through all these steps and pays all the
fees, but a renewal application goes through a simpler process.

Mr. Tankard agreed.

City Manager Heathcock inquired if in a previous slide Mr. Tankard included a footnote, noted it is on the current
slide, for the additional permit is fifty percent of the applicable fee. He asked if the renewal is in there at all.

Councilmember Fatula requested City Manager Heathcock refer to item 2, which is the $7000 item, and stated it
would be good to break out what does not need to be done so when you go to the next chart, that is where you
should address that item on the renewal piece.

City Manager Heathcock agreed.

Councilmember Fatula added here is what is in and here is what is not in as those rates change and all, Council
does not have to back in and open the Ordinance again.

Mr. Tankard stated he understood that and he could do that.

Councilmember Fatula suggested to review the next couple charts with this and just do one approval for this
section.

Mr. Tankard stated sure and requested to go to the next slide.
SLIDE 23:
Mr. Tankard inquired if there were any questions about the Application Review Step 1 Fee.

Councilmember Fatula inquired if the only activity that went on in this step was Application Completeness
Review.
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Mr. Tankard clarified the other activities being the background check, he noted that has its own fee, and the
zoning verification which he stated he believed the City had a standard fee for.

Councilmember Fatula stated for Step 1, those should be listed so you could see what the total cost is, otherwise
it is not what is shown.

Mr. Tankard stated he could do that but noted the background check is a variable fee based on the number of
owners on the application because it is a per owner charge.

Councilmember Fatula added if it is per owner, you would put it in as per owner.
City Manager Heathcock informed Councilmember Fatula it is separated out as a cost on the previous slide.

Councilmember Fatula requested to go back to the previous slide (22) and pointed out the Criminal Background
Check per owner being part of the Step 1 Review.

City Manager Heathcock agreed and suggested a clarification be put on that statement.

Councilmember Fatula suggested moving it up, he noted Step 1 had three elements we know of, zoning check as
one, criminal background check which is the $450 per owner piece, and then the application completeness review
which will total $903 plus $450, he asked where the third part was.

Mr. Tankard stated he did not include this because Council was not revising that fee, he asked City Manager
Heathcock if that was a Cannabis specific fee or if it is a City fee for all businesses.

City Manager Heathcock clarified it is a Cannabis specific fee because of trying to make sure the businesses
comply with the setbacks which takes some of the planner’s time to do that review.

Councilmember Fatula added that with the simplification Council made for zoning, that fee should come down.

City Manager Heathcock stated you still have things you could be in a commercially zoned area and have a
daycare within the 600 feet there so staff still needs to do some high-level review on it as well just in compliance.

Mr. Tankard added he will restructure the fees so the background check and zoning verification fall under step
one so that is all consolidated.

Councilmember Fatula stated okay and requested to move on to Step 2.

City Manager Heathcock asked Mayor Mendoza if there was additional discussion from Council before moving
on.

Mayor Mendoza stated she had heard from Councilmember Fatula but not heard from Councilmember Douglass.
Councilmember Fatula inquired if this should be reviewed element by element or one package.
Councilmember Burruss and Mayor Mendoza said one package.
Councilmember Fatula requested to go on to Phase 2 and review that slide.
SLIDE 24:

Councilmember Fatula asked if everything was listed here or were there other items like there were for Phase 1.
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Mr. Tankard stated he believed this was just a single line item.
Councilmember Fatula stated perfect and requested to move on to Step 3.
SLIDE 25:
Councilmember Fatula asked the same question on this, were there any items besides what was listed here.

Mr. Tankard stated not to his knowledge based on a conversation with City Manager Heathcock and City Attorney
Cabral he believed they captured all of the required tasks.

Councilmember Fatula stated other than if somebody has a debate about the actual estimates under the numbers
in here, the structure to him, he stated, looked pretty good.

Mayor Mendoza thanked Councilmember Fatula and requested comments from Councilmember Douglass.
City Manager Heathcock requested to add a step, an additional piece for the competitive scoring.

Mr. Tankard confirmed, yes there will be another step in this process for the competitive scoring.
Councilmember Fatula added there will be another piece for the rapid application.

Mr. Tankard confirmed, yes, the renewal.

Councilmember Burruss stated she had a question pertaining to the schedule. She stated this fee schedule is based
on the cost incurred as of the State to include all the costs that we are incurring in rewriting this ordinance.
Councilmember Burruss requested confirmation.

City Manager Heathcock confirmed that is correct.
Councilmember Fatula requested to go back to the first chart. He stated the answer is both yes and no.

Councilmember Burruss stated she would like to see the first chart and get some clarity. She stated she wanted to
know once we open the application period this year, based on these fees, based on the chart, she requested to
know if we only had one applicant, how much this one applicant would pay this year versus if we only had one
applicant next year, how much they would pay next year.

City Manager Heathcock stated he would start that conversation. He stated the implementation costs is what
Council directed staff to recover all costs incurred. City Manager Heathcock stated we still have an outstanding
invoice for our legal services, he stated you’ve got staff on the line today, we’ve been on this for over three hours
now, those costs are added in there for the implementation costs so that is a one-time deal. He added that Council’s
direction is that we recover those costs in the first year and that is what the understanding of it. City Manager
Heathcock added the remaining costs in there with the addition that we need to add a fourth step in there, just a
cost that is anticipated, plus we need to add a cost in there just for renewal which will be significantly less, he
noted he believed all are in agreement on that. He stated just in the cost you see before you, just if we were to
assume one application received, he stated which is probably not the case, the total cost of what you see before
you is $43,186. City Manager Heathcock stated that doesn’t include adding step four in here or additional staff
costs that will be built into it as well.

Councilmember Burruss stated the reason she asked this, she noted she understood some of these costs are fixed
and others the implementation costs in particular are the ones she is concerned with. She stated we have had some
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previous discussion on the implementation costs, and she noted Mr. Tankard could maybe speak on this, we had
discussed ways to spread that cost out over time to make sure it is more fair over the total number of applicants.
Councilmember Burruss stated she would like to revisit that to make sure they don’t skip over that. She provided
the example of receiving three businesses applying this year, she stated if they eat the full burden of this and then
next year, we get a total of 10 applications, she stated she did not think that was fair. Councilmember Burruss
added that she believed the rest of Council would probably with her as they are benefiting from it just as much.
She stated her position would be something closer to spreading it out over a five-year period for recuperation of
these costs and then setting a fixed amount that needs to be recuperated per year. Councilmember Burruss
provided the example of the total implementation costs come out to $50,000, she stated she would say that we
would need to recover $10,000 in the first year and that would be split among the applicants. She stated the second
year, another $10,000 would be required to be recuperated which would be split among the applicants and so on
and so forth. Councilmember Burruss requested to receive the rest of Council’s position on that.

Councilmember Fatula stated he would be strongly opposed to that. He stated the City would be funding a
particular business to the disadvantage to all the other businesses in the town. Councilmember Fatula asked why
the City should float this money for one business but not for other businesses.

Councilmember Burruss stated she had an answer to that. She stated this is an industry and the reason the City
would be floating that cost on a temporary basis with a fixed schedule for recuperation, the reason would be that
the State has put us in a position where we are being forced to regulate something that we would not normally be
required to regulate. Councilmember Burruss added that in other cases when it comes to bars and other things
like that, we have the Alcoholic Beverage Control to step in and take a lot of the responsibility and costs out of
our hands, and in this case we do not. She stated that is the reason why we have such a steep price schedule that
we have to provide in first place, she stated she thought it would be our duty to try to make that as fair as possible
while making sure we are recuperating the full cost to the taxpayers.

Councilmember Fatula stated he had a problem with that statement by itself. He stated we have another option,
that we could choose to do nothing and doing nothing would not have cost the City this money.

Councilmember Burruss stated she did agree, it would not have cost the City this money but stated she thought
there is a more fair way that Council could come up with a solution here. She stated she understood she probably
would not be able to sway Councilmember Fatula on it and acknowledged that was fine but that she was interested
to hear how Councilmember Douglass, Mayor Pro Tem Lomen, and Mayor Mendoza feel about it as well.
Councilmember Burruss added that she might get shot down like the adult use, she acknowledged that was fine,
but added that she wanted to discuss it.

Councilmember Fatula stated part of what he sold the people is what they talked about last time is this won’t cost
the average resident of Colfax one dollar because this money is all going to be paid upfront. He added if we say
it is going to be paid over five-years, that is not a true statement. Councilmember Fatula stated that would be his
vote to be against this whole thing.

Councilmember Burruss requested to back up and stated this is something that she has brought up in previous
discussions as well.

Mayor Mendoza requested to hear from Councilmember Douglass, noting he is Council’s senior on this topic and
she would like to know what he has to say as he really holds a lot of data on this item.

Councilmember Douglass stated he did not have an approach today but he did kind of like the idea of sharing it
among the applicants and maybe at a later meeting, he noted the three and a half hours, he stated he did like

Councilmember Burruss’ approach in general but that he didn’t know how to work that out in detail.

Mayor Mendoza requested to hear from Mayor Pro Tem Lomen.
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Mayor Pro Tem Lomen suggested Council assume to be at least $30,000 into this. He stated Council is talking
about possibly approving up to nine or ten licenses, he asked if we could take it as a business risk and say we will
divide that $30,000 among the ten licenses add that to the cost. He added if we find the cost next year are greater
than that where we didn’t recover it, the money over that year, can we, he inquired, by resolution, change the fee.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated either way if we recover all the costs, lower the fee by the $3,000 per license or if
we don’t recover the fee, keep the costs concurrent with collecting the rest of the amount of the implementation
cost, he stated writing up a resolution is not going to take up that much staff time to it. He noted we can incorporate
that into whatever changes we need to make each year as we make a resolution as to what the fees should be.

City Attorney Cabral stated the answer is yes, you can do that.
Mayor Pro Tem Lomen thanked City Attorney Cabral.

City Attorney Cabral confirmed yes you can do that. He noted it may take some staff time and some calculations
such as that but that is a policy issue for Council.

Councilmember Burruss requested clarification on what Mayor Pro Tem Lomen is proposing. She asked if his
proposal was that Council say each applicant would accept one tenth of the cost at this time, this year and when
next year rolls around, if we have not recuperated the full cost, we would assess it among the licensees or among
the applicants, she stated she wanted to understand.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen clarified continue to keep the cost spread evenly among the ten licenses until the money
is recouped. He added that if we assume we only have five license requests this year, we will only recover half of
the money we are out but if we are going to adjust that every year, we can adjust as to what the cost would be if
we had ten licenses. Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated that way if we do receive the full ten licenses, everyone is
paying their fair share but if we don’t, we are taking it as business risk and yes we are out that money for that
year but as each license gets renewed, we have the opportunity to get caught up as licenses get filled. He added it
keeps the license costs down a little bit for everybody and it will, no matter what, keep it spread among the
businesses that are open or the number of applicants that year.

Councilmember Burruss stated she liked that.

Mayor Mendoza stated okay and requested to go back to Councilmember Fatula. She requested he give his
reasoning one more time for why he is in opposition to this.

Councilmember Fatula stated the moment we push money out to a future period of time, what it means is that it
is being funded by the residents of Colfax. He stated if we have 2,000 resident homes in Colfax, every home is
kicking in $20 towards funding doing this and we have a lot of people who are opposed to this entirely but would
agree to it if it didn’t cost them any money. Councilmember Fatula stated he has to go back to his constituents
and tell them this is now going to cost money out of tax dollars that is not going to roads and streets and other
stuff, it’s going to fund future cannabis activities because it’s not going to be recovered this year which is opposite
of what we said at the last meeting.

Mayor Mendoza and Councilmember Fatula both began speaking.
Councilmember Burruss stated she did not recall coming to a Council agreement on that at the last meeting. She
stated she wanted to be clear that may have been discussed but she did not recall Council coming to a policy

decision on that at the last meeting. Councilmember Burruss requested a point of clarification there.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he definitely remembered agreeing the City should recover all the costs but he
stated he did believe it should be divided among the total number of licenses.
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Councilmember Burruss agreed and stated she did not recall agreeing to a 12-month period.

Mayor Mendoza inquired if was at a workshop Council attended.

Councilmember Burruss stated she would like to clarify that if Council is going to say that they made promises
that they are not keeping, she stated she wanted to make sure they didn’t make a promise they are not keeping.
She noted maybe staff could go back and check the minutes but that she did not recall agreeing to a 12-month
specific period, she did however recall agreeing they would recuperate the costs and that that was a requirement
for Council to move forward. Councilmember Burruss stated she would absolutely admit that she was wrong if
she was wrong.

Mayor Mendoza requested to pause and have staff check the minutes, she stated she believed it was a workshop.
Councilmember Fatula stated yes it was a workshop.

Councilmember Burruss requested to circle back on the item.

Mayor Mendoza requested clarification that it was the workshop.

Councilmember Fatula stated yes.

City Manager Heathcock informed Mayor Mendoza it is in the slides, he pointed out the quote from the December
11™, 2019 meeting. He requested the City Clerk go back to the slide he was referring to (SLIDE 21).

Councilmember Burruss inquired if it mentioned 12-months.
City Manager Heathcock referred to the minutes that were on the slide.

Councilmember Burruss confirmed nowhere in the minutes on the slide does Council say it has to be recovered
in the first year, she clarified that the minutes show Council stating it must be recovered.

City Attorney Cabral stated he was going through his notes, he stated he recalled it was in the first year.

City Attorney Cabral and Councilmember Fatula began speaking at the same time.

City Attorney Cabral requested clarification of whether or not Councilmember Fatula was Mayor at that time.
Councilmember Fatula confirmed yes.

City Attorney Cabral stated he recalled Councilmember Fatula asked Jim Dion this is going to be paid (City
Attorney Cabral was unable to finish as Councilmember Fatula began to speak).

Councilmember Fatula stated Jim’s comment was this will be no problem; I can pay that $25,000 in a blink of an
eye.

Councilmember Burruss clarified her comment here is that she did not recall Council making a policy decision
that promised the people that this would be recovered within 12-months. She added that we have had a lot of
discussion, she noted maybe not in full agreement, but that she did not recall a policy decision being made and
she requested clarification whether or not one was.

Councilmember Fatula stated Council specifically stated this would be covered in this next round of licenses. He
added we did not say a timeframe of a year but it is this next round which is probably less than a year.
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Mayor Mendoza inquired whether or not City Manager Heathcock found the information.
Councilmember Burruss stated they’re working on it right now.

Councilmember Fatula stated he believed it was really important because with so many people that are against
this, if it costs them nothing they don’t care, he stated he thought it was an important place for us to reach as a
City.

Mayor Mendoza stated she understood Councilmember Fatula’s point and that is why we are trying to look up
this information so we can make sure we are very transparent here.

Councilmember Burruss stated she believed there is an important distinction between a discussion and a policy
decision. She added having a discussion and saying that we intend to go a certain direction versus actually making
a decision on it and having Council agreement by quorum are two completely different things when it comes to
our ability to have this final discussion and iron out the works.

Councilmember Fatula stated we have not made any policy decisions on any of these items yet, he added not until
this comes to Council as a vote. He stated we are just providing guidance to staff to get written into the ordinance
which is when Council makes the decision.

Councilmember Burruss stated that is the point she is trying to make, she stated she does not think this is a closed
discussion yet. She stated she absolutely appreciated the fact that maybe other members of Council do not see
eye to eye with her on this matter, she noted that was fine and that was Council’s job and why each has their
prospective they bring to the table. Councilmember Burruss requested to clarify this is not a closed discussion we
are done having at this point, she stated we still have the ability to have this discussion and if Council feels we
have a different methodology in which we can recoup these costs, and be more fair to everybody, it is a discussion
that needs to be had.

City Manager Heathcock and Mayor Mendoza began speaking at the same time.
Mayor Mendoza stated she was wanting the City Clerk to read off data she had.
City Clerk read public comments received as follows:

Wendy Dion asked if all these large fees are paid this year, yet someone who applies next year, they by
default are not held to the same fee as those who paid this year that is simply unfair. She inquired if the
money that comes in from the taxes paid from the retail store be used to float the costs. Wendy Dion noted
GSPC paid close to $30,000 in business taxes last year, she commented she thought most residents will
be willing to let that float as part of the process.

Jim Dion commented if he had one of each license, he would be happy to pay it and that is in the minutes
of this presentation. He requested we look back and review the actual statement from Jim Dion rather than
mixing his words, he noted it wasn’t intentional but his words were very clear.

Travis Berry commented weighing in the benefit of future sales tax income versus the expenditure of City
services in-kind to generate these revenues, he commented he believed it was safe to say it’s in the City’s
benefit to follow Councilmember Burruss’ plan. He noted the City extends services in-kind all the time,
he stated that is what the City should do to enable the increase of economic and service viability this
community desperately needs and doing those things by its own means. Travis Berry commented that the
distribution of sales taxes to the City are what’s meant to support the management of new businesses. He
added supporting the creation of new businesses should be at the heart of the decisions Council makes and
especially those with a significant expected contribution to future sales taxes. Travis Berry noted
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capitalizing on the unique position these businesses are in and that are having a difficult time finding
suitable localities to legally operate in is in very poor taste. He added application fees are exorbitant in
relation to the fees other businesses are charged with much higher sales. Travis Berry commented that
while he agreed there will be an increase in initial admin time, the benefit over time via sales tax revenue
is obviously a lot more than $30,000.
Mayor Mendoza requested to hear comments from City Manager Heathcock.
City Manager Heathcock stated for the sake of time, he was requesting to move beyond this as it is something
that unless there is a majority of Council in concurrence, we could probably table this to be brought forward as a
separate item by resolution for Council to consider. He added Councilmember Douglass had another meeting and
needed to get off of this line.
Councilmember Fatula stated he has a 3:00 coming up.

Mayor Mendoza requested to go to each member and ask them for a yes or a no to the item they have been
discussing.

Mayor Mendoza inquired if Councilmember Fatula was a no.

Councilmember Fatula requested Mayor Mendoza ask the question. He asked if he was a no to deferring the cost
over multiple years, he stated yes, he was against deferring the cost.

Mayor Mendoza requested input from Councilmember Douglass.

Councilmember Douglass stated he thought he had answered this when he said he liked the idea but he stated it
needs to be spelled out but he stated he liked the idea of doing it.

Mayor Mendoza asked Councilmember Douglass if he was a yes.
Councilmember Douglass stated it is an abstain until next meeting.
Mayor Mendoza requested comments from Councilmember Burruss.

Councilmember Burruss stated yes, she was in support of ironing the kinks further and figuring out a way to defer
the payments in a more fair spread out schedule we don’t need to recover in the first four months.

Mayor Mendoza called on Mayor Pro Tem Lomen.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen stated he is in favor of looking at a more spread out schedule since Council has approved
more than one license. He added he definitely wants to ensure the costs are recovered through the license process.

Mayor Mendoza requested City Manager Heathcock clarify if they push this out to another day, whether or not
Council will be able to accomplish what they set out to accomplish at this workshop. She inquired if the fees
being discussed have anything to do with the ordinance or if Council can table this off on a separate deal.

City Manager Heathcock confirmed, Council can separate this and requested City Attorney Cabral weigh in. He
stated if Council allowed the fees to be adopted by resolution in the ordinance, you can table this to a side
conversation to bring forward to Council. City Manager Heathcock asked if City Attorney Cabral concurred.
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City Attorney Cabral stated he agreed with that. He added that both Councilmember Burruss and Councilmember
Fatula are right, no policy decisions have been made yet, they are all still open for discussion. City Attorney
Cabral added this is one of the things that can be done when Council is ready to establish fees.

Mayor Mendoza requested to separate this out and come back to it. She asked if public comment was received on
this item already.

Councilmember Burruss confirmed public comment was received.
Mayor Mendoza stated there was one more public comment on this slide.
City Clerk read the comment which came from an anonymous user.

Anonymous User commented typical national license application fees are in the area of $5,000, typical
annual license fees are approximately $1,000 to $10,000. They added $28,000 seemed extremely steep for
such a small community. Anonymous asked how this fee structure compared to other business permit fees
in Colfax. Anonymous provided the example of a retail pharmacy selling narcotics and other drugs, liquor
sales, and asked if such businesses are under similar scrutiny in regards to inspection, audit, and security
etcetera.

City Manager Heathcock requested to suggest to Mayor Mendoza that Council had already made that point, that
the intent is to recover the cost, that is why the $28,000 initial cost is in existence. He added that moving forward,
as Council discussed, the renewal fee is going to be greatly reduced over the new application fee and staff will
bring those structures forward for Council to consider at a future date.

Mayor Mendoza stated that would be great. She stated this would be moved off to a different day and requested
to move on to the next slide.

Mr. Tankard stated he believed that was it.
Mayor Mendoza asked if we were at the end.
Mr. Tankard stated yes.

Mayor Mendoza requested City Manager Heathcock provide the number of items that were moved off the working
sheet, how many different areas Council needed to come back to. She stated she wanted to make sure that was
captured.

City Manager Heathcock stated he believed all items, he stated he would also ask Mr. Tankard and City Attorney
Cabral, that all items specifically needed for the ordinance had been addressed. He added there were some items
that are outstanding that would be addressed by resolution at a future date. City Manager Heathcock inquired if
Mr. Tankard concurred.

Mr. Tankard stated he concurred and confirmed the two items were the regulatory fees and the application
procedures and processes.

City Attorney Cabral stated he agreed.

City Manager Heathcock stated with that, for timing for Council’s benefit, he stated as he mentioned earlier,
getting the modifications done and getting the proper notification and everything out for the ordinance
amendment. He stated he believed the first meeting we could have for the first reading of this ordinance would
be on the June 24" meeting and then the subsequent reading could be held on the July 8" meeting.

40



Item 6A

Councilmember Fatula asked when we would have the ordinance in its final version so we could preview it.

City Manager Heathcock requested confirmation from Mr. Tankard of whether or not he could have the edits
done in a week or so.

Mr. Tankard stated that is correct.

City Manager Heathcock requested clarification that by the week of June 8" we should be able to get the
modifications and the track changes of the ordinance in Council’s hands for review for the 24" meeting. He added
that gives just over two weeks to review the documents.

Councilmember Fatula requested the Clerk provide his as a hardcopy.
Mayor Mendoza reported receiving another public comment.
City Clerk stated the comment was from the Anonymous User.

Anonymous User commented sorry Wes, you failed to address the last line of my comment. They provided
the example of retail pharmacies selling narcotics and other drugs, liquor sales, are such businesses under
similar scrutiny in regards to inspection, audit, security, etcetera.

Councilmember Fatula stated that question had already been addressed. He stated all the change to the ordinance

are extra costs the other businesses don’t have to go through. Councilmember Fatula stated that is why this has
the $28,000 chunk in there.

Mayor Mendoza stated yes.

Councilmember Burruss stated any scrutiny or security requirements they are subject to are under the jurisdiction
of other authority. She added that unfortunately, cannabis is one of those industries that is not currently regulated
on the same level with the state and they’ve put it in the lap of local jurisdictions where we are forced to eat the
burden of cost and time of figuring out not only how we are going to regulate it but actually doing the regulating
itself. Councilmember Burruss stated that is the key distinction between the other businesses and these.

City Manager Heathcock stated that in an ideal world, he stated from staff’s perspective, ABC would be regulating
this industry, not the City of Colfax.

Councilmember Fatula agreed.
City Manager Heathcock stated that is unfortunately not the world we are in.

Mayor Mendoza stated all she wanted to do, she noted she knew Councilmember Douglass needed to get off the
line, she stated she wanted to make sure we have everything that we took off to the side to work on, that we have
that captured. She asked the City Clerk if that information had been captured.

City Manager Heathcock stated Mr. Tankard mentioned the outstanding items and requested he mention them
again.

Mr. Tankard confirmed a revision of the application documents to include the merit-based selection process and
reevaluation of the regulatory fees to include a fee for renewal as well as the additional application review step.
He confirmed both the items would be handled through resolution and are not required to be put in the ordinance
so it shouldn’t hold up the process of moving forward with the ordinance.
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City Manager Heathcock suggested to Mayor Mendoza that we are good.

Mayor Mendoza stated we are done and requested to close it. She said she just wanted to makes sure that we had
everything we are coming back to captured, she stated Mr. Tankard captured that. Mayor Mendoza stated she also
needed to makes sure Councilmember Fatula’s questions were answered on the zoning, she stated he did
concurrently agree with the rest of Council on the zoning issue. She stated that was it, close it out.

3 ADJOURNMENT

As there was no further business on the agenda, Mayor Mendoza adjourned the meeting, without
objection at 2:41PM.

Respectfully submitted to City Council this 14" day of October, 2020.

JaclynLollief, City Clerk
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SLIDE #8 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Medicinal vs. Adult-use Activities

« Commercial cannabis businesses currently restricted to Medicinal Cannabis
activities only

*Allow Adult-Use activities?

State Requlations:

 Licensees can conduct business with other licensees irrespective of their
designation as adult-use (A-designated) and/or medicinal (M-designated)
licenses.

» M-designated retailers may only sell cannabis to medicinal cannabis patients

—ﬁ
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SLIDE #9 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Cap on Cannabis Permits

Retail:

 Currently capped at one (1) business

= Modify number of retail permits?

Other Cannabis Activities:

* Place a cap on other cannabis activities?

ﬂ
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SLIDE #10 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Suspension or Revocation of Permit

* Should we add a time horizon like: “In no case shall a permittee or
cannabis business reapply for a local permit within one year of the

effective date of suspension or revocation.”

ﬂ
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SLIDE #11 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Security Personnel

« Existing Ordinance:
= Requires on site security personnel 24/7 for all cannabis

businesses

« Amendment to align with State Regulations:
= Security personnel required for retail businesses only

= During hours of operation only

= Aligns with State Regulations

ﬁ
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SLIDE #12 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Inventory Discrepancies

« Existing Ordinance:
= Requires business to notify City Manager within 24 hours of discovering inventory

discrepancies, diversion/theft, or other breach of security

 Or change to:
= Notify within 7 days of the prior month close

ﬂ
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SLIDE #13 Chapter 5.32

Policy Direction: Business Signage / Advertisement

Remove requirement that business identification signage shall be limited to that
needed for identification only and shall not contain any logos?

Make exception for existing signage?

Prohibit cannabis businesses from providing sponsorships?
o State regulations do not address this

ﬂ
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SLIDE #14 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Termination/Shutdown Plan

* Protection for City in the event that an applicant withdraws or a business

ceases operations

* Require applicant/business to purchase bond

ﬂ
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SLIDE #15 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Oder Control

* QOder control devices and techniques required for all cannabis
businesses — e.g. exhaust air filtration system and/or negative air
pressure system

* Enforced through facility inspections and on a complaint-driven basis

* Should the ordinance include “pollen control™?

ﬂ
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SLIDE #16 Chapter 5.32
Policy Direction: Ordinance Amendments by Resolution

* Received direction to explore language to allow amendment of the

ordinance by resolution

 General Rule: ordinances must be amended using same process by

which they are adopted

o Not unusual for an ordinance to allow, for example, establishment or

modification of fees or promulgation of regulations by resolution.

—ﬁ
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SLIDE #17 Title 17

Zoning: Locational Requirements

* Existing Requirements:
o 200 feet from any residentially zoned parcel

o 600 feet from any public or private school (K-12), commercial daycare center,
youth-oriented facility, church, or City, County or Federal government building

e Make More Restrictive?

o 200ft from parcels where residential use is permitted
o 600ft from Historic Overlay Zone

OR
e Align with State Requirements:

o Acannabis business shall not be located within a 600-foot radius of a school
(K-12), day care center, or youth center

—ﬁ
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SLIDE #18 Title 17

Zoning: Commercial Cannabis Activities

COMMERCIAL ZONE DISTRICTS PERMITTED USES

COMMERCIAL USE TYPES C-R C-H
Commercial Cannabis Activites

Cultivation P P

Cultivation Nursery P P

Distributor P P

Manufacture P P

Microbusiness P P

Retailer P P *Not permitted in
Testing Laboratory P P Historic Overlay Zone*

INDUSTRIAL ZONE DISTRICTS PERMITTED USES

COMMERCIAL USE TYPES I-L I-H
Commercial Cannabis Activites

Cultivation P P
Cultivation Nursery P P
Distributor P P
Manufacture P P
Microbusiness P P
Retail P P
Testing Laboratory P P

“P” = Principally permitted use

ﬁ
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SLIDE #19

Application and Procedure Guidelines

Application Components

Three Step Process: * Proposed location of business
. . s ag_ugs . . * Business Plan
 Step 1: Determination of Eligibility and Application + Neighborhood Compatibility Plan
o Owner/Principle criminal history check L o
o Application Completeness review . chhanced Product Satety
. - . . nvironmental Benefits
o Zoning Verification * Labor and Employment

Local Enterprise
Qualification of Owners

» Step 2: Staff and Third-Party Review . Air Quality Plan

o Detailed application review for Local and State Compliance

 Step 3: City Manager’s Recommendations and Final Approval
« City Manager recommendation to City Council
* Presentation from applicant
« City Council — approve, deny or continue application

—ﬁ
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SLIDE #20

Policy Question: Fixed Application Window

 Does the City want to establish a fixed application window to accept cannabis

applications (e.g. from 8/1-8/31 each year)?

o Recommended for a competitive selection process

o Problematic if the City does not receive any applications

« Work around — Open application period by resolution or grant authority to City
Manager

ﬁ
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SLIDE #21

Cannabis Workshop Minutes — December 11, 2019

» “Councilmember Burruss inquired if Mr. Dion was prepared to pay the full cost of three separate licenses —

manufacturing, distribution, and retail cannabis — as well as the cost of the SCI Consulting contract, as there

IS only one retail cannabis license currently allowed due to the City’s current ordinance.

» Mr. Dion stated he was, if he was issued the manufacturing and distribution licenses.

» Mayor Fatula requested confirmation that Council agreed the total cost would include three separate license
fees, the SCI Consulting contract fee, and all costs incurred by staff time. Council members Douglass,
Burruss, and Lomen, as well as Mayor Pro Tem Mendoza all agreed. ltem 6A 107 Councilmember Burruss
stated she would like to offer direction for Council to proceed with SCI’s services not to exceed $25,000 and
a Stipulation to recoup fees used by the City. Additionally, she requested to confirm staff time would be

presented prior in the form of an estimate for the Dion’s and that Council time is not applicable.”

ﬂ
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Draft Regulatory Fees

Item 6A

Fee Description Fee' Unit

Current Fees
Application Review Step 1 $903 per application Application Review - Phase 1 $3,696
Application Review Step 2 $2,627 per application Application Review - Phase 2 $1,466
Application Review Step 3 $3,686 per application Application Review - Phase 3 $1,633

. . . . , 9 Application Review - Phase 4 ~ $1,165

Annual Commercial Cannabis Business Permit $7,011 per permit annually Total'—$7 960
Criminal Background Check $450 per owner
Implementation Costs” $28,509 Annual CCB Permit:

3 compliance Inspections $4,500
Notes: Annual Financial Audit $3,500
1 Proposed fees are rounded to the nearest dollar. Total:  $8,000
?Each additional permit for the same business at the same location shall be charged 50% of the applicable fee.
3 Implementation Costs will be divided equally by the total number of applicants in the first year.

ﬁ
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SLIDE #23

Application Review Step 1 Fee

City Administration Other
-
[%] (@]
5 7 = &% B -
S & o 2 = - Services,
S 5§ £ o5 2 £ & .
S £ & o o & = Supplies,
= & o 5 & o 2
> = “3', 2§ 3 ®  Labor Labor &Other Total
General Tasks/Activities O o o @ i@ O 3 Hours Cost Expenses Cost

Fully Burdened Hourly Rate $85 $308 $148 $116 $103 $36  $200
Application Completeness Review 1.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 050 200 200 750 $903 $0 $903
Total 1.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 050 200 000 7.50 $903 $0 $903

Proposed Fee: $903 per application

;—ﬂ
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Application Review Step 2 Fee

Item 6A

Commercial Cannabis Application Review - Step 2. Staff Review

City Administration Other
S .
. 2 3
S T 5 o 2 - Services,
g = c = o o c
S 2 & © g & S Supplies,
§ ; ; S § i; § Labor  Labor & Other  Total
General Tasks/Activities o O o @ T O 8 Hours Cost Expenses Cost
Fully Burdened Hourly Rate  $85 $308 $148 $116 $103 $36  $200

Staff Application Review 200 200 0.00 0.00 2.00 1.00
Total 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 1.00

8.00 15.00 $2,627 $0 $2,627
8.00 15.00 $2,627 $0 $2,627

Proposed Fee: $2,627 per application

ﬁ
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SLIDE #25

Application Review Step 3 Fee

City Administration Other

Services,

Supplies,
Labor Labor & Other  Total
Hours Cost Expenses Cost

City Manager

City Attorney

City Planner
Building Inspector
Finance Director
City Clerk
Consultant

General Tasks/Activities

Fully Burdened Hourly Rate  $85 $308 $148 $116 $103 $36  $200

Public Meeting Noticing 000 000 100 0.00 000 200 0.00  3.00 $219 $0 $219
Staff Report 200 1.00 1.00 0.00 000 000 100  5.00 $826 $0 $826
Public Meeting 250 250 250 000 0.00 250 6.00 16.00 $2,641 $0 $2,641

Total 450 350 450 0.00 0.00 450 7.00 24.00 $3,686 $0 $3,686

Proposed Fee: $3,686 per application

ﬂ
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City Council Minutes
‘ CO LFAX Regular Meeting of Wednesday, September 23, 2020

City Hall Council Chambers
33 S. Main Street, Colfax CA

1 CLOSED SESSION (NO CLOSED SESSION)

2 OPEN SESSION

2A.  Call Open Session to Order
Mayor Mendoza called the open session to order at 6:02PM
2B.  Pledge of Allegiance
Councilmember Burruss led the Pledge of Allegiance
2C. Roll Call
Present: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Fatula
Absent: Douglass
2D.  Approval of Agenda Order

Recommendation: By motion, accept the agenda as presented or amended.

MOTION made by Councilmember Burruss and seconded by Councilmember Fatula to approve and
approved by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Fatula
NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT: Douglass

3 AGENCY REPORTS
3A.  Placer County Sheriff — Ty Conners provided an update.

*Councilmember Douglass joined the meeting*

3B. CHP - Chris Nave provided an update.

4 PRESENTATION (NO PRESENTATION)

5 PUBLIC HEARING

5A.  Mitigation Impact Fees — Annual Report
Staff Presentation: Laurie Van Groningen, Finance Director
Recommended Action: Conduct a public hearing, review annual report, consider public and staff
comments, accept report and adopt Resolution 58-2020 accepting and approving the Annual AB 1600
Mitigation Fee Report and making findings pursuant to Colfax Municipal Code Chapter 3.56 and the
Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code 8§ 66000 Ed Seq).

Laurie Van Groningen provided information and reviewed the report.
Mayor Mendoza opened the public hearing at 6:31PM.

Eric Stauss provided public comment.
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Councilmember Douglass provided comments.

Councilmember Burruss responded to comments made by Mr. Stauss and Councilmember Douglass.
Councilmember Fatula provided comments in agreement with Councilmember Burruss.

Mayor Pro Tem Lomen inquired to Mr. Stauss about use of herbicides on the property.

Mr. Stauss provided information on where herbicides were sprayed.

No additional public comments were received.

Mayor Mendoza closed the public hearing at 6:39PM.

MOTION made by Councilmember Burruss and seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Lomen to approve and
approved by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Douglass, Fatula
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
6 CONSENT CALENDAR
6A.  Minutes — Special Meeting Cannabis Workshop of May 27, 2020
Recommendation: Approve the Minutes of the Special Meeting Cannabis Workshop of May 27, 2020.
6B.  Minutes — Regular Meeting of September 9, 2020
Recommendation: Approve the Minutes of the Regular Meeting of September 9, 2020.
6C. Cash Summary — August 2020
Recommendation: Accept and File.
6D.  On-Call Construction Inspection Services — UNICO Engineering
Recommendation: Approve Resolution 59-2020 authorizing the City Manager to enter into a
Consultant Services Agreement with UNICO Engineering for On-Call Construction Inspection Services
for a 3-year term in an amount not to exceed $100,000.
6E. Temporary Wastewater Operator Services — Coleman Engineering

Recommendation: Approve Resolution 60-2020 authorizing the City Manager to enter into a
Consultant Services Agreement with Coleman Engineering in an amount not to exceed $62,000.

Councilmember Fatula requested to pull Items 6A and 6C.
Councilmember Burruss requested to pull Item 6E.

MOTION made by Councilmember Burruss and seconded by Councilmember Fatula to approve Items 6B
and 6D on the Consent Calendar and approved by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Douglass, Fatula
NOES:

ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:



Item 6B
ITEM 6A:

Councilmember Fatula requested to have the slides referenced in the May 27, 2020 Special Meeting
Cannabis Workshop Minutes added into the Minutes.

MOTION made by Councilmember Fatula and seconded by Councilmember Burruss to hold the May 27,
2020 Special Meeting Minutes to add the referenced slides and bring them back to Council for approval
at the next regular meeting and approved by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Douglass, Fatula
NOES:

ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

ITEM 6C:

Councilmember Fatula requested Finance Director Van Groningen provide an explanation of the negative
balances shown on multiple funds.

Finance Director Van Groningen provided information and an explanation for each fund Councilmember
Fatula requested details for.

MOTION made by Councilmember Fatula and seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Lomen to approve Item 6C
and approved by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Douglass, Fatula
NOES:

ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

ITEM 6E:

Councilmember Burruss clarified the Coleman Engineering contract is not an increase in the budget. She
confirmed there are two vacant positions and this contract combines both.

Councilmember Fatula inquired about cross training.
City Manager Heathcock confirmed there will be cross training.

MOTION made by Councilmember Burruss and seconded by Councilmember Fatula to approve ltem 6E
and approved by the following roll call vote:

AYES: Mendoza, Lomen, Burruss, Douglass, Fatula
NOES:

ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

7/ PUBLIC COMMENT

8 COUNCIL AND STAFF REPORTS
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9 COUNCIL BUSINESS (NO COUNCIL BUSINESS)

10 GOOD OF THE ORDER

11 ADJOURNMENT

As there was no further business on the agenda, Mayor Mendoza adjourned the meeting, without
objection at 7:21PM.

Respectfully submitted to City Council this 14™" day of October, 2020.

Jaclyn%olliﬁ, City Clerk
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CiTYy OF

‘ CoLFAX w Staff Report to City Council

FOR THE OCTOBER 14, 2020 REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING

From: Wes Heathcock, City Manager
Prepared by: Amy Feagans, Planning Director
Subject: Colfax Sewer/Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvement Project Initial

Study/Mitigation Monitoring Program

Budget Impact Overview:

| N/A:

| Funded: v | Un-funded: | Amount: | Fund(s):

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Review the environmental document and Adopt Resolution _-2020 Adopting
the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Colfax Sewer/Wastewater Treatment Plant
Improvement Project and Approve the 2020 Wastewater Treatment Plant Inflow and Infiltration Mitigation
Project.

Summary/Background

In 2018, the City of Colfax applied for and was awarded a $500,000 Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF)
Small Community grant. The funding is to be used to identify the Wastewater related project with the goal of
improving operational efficiency at the City’s wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), increasing the capacity of the
City’s sewer collection system by reducing storm water inflow and groundwater infiltration (I&1) into the system,
and reducing the overall cost of operating and maintaining the WWTP and collection system (Attachment 2). The
Project has been titled “2020 WWTP and &I Mitigation Project” (Project).

The Project consists of the following aspects:

1)

2)

Solar System Installation at the WWTP

The cost of utilities (primarily electricity) is the second highest cost of Sewer Operations and accounts
for approximately 15% of total operating costs. Information gathered to date indicates that the City may
save more than $100,000 the first year of full operation and at least $2,500,000 over 30 years. Utilizing
the Planning Grant fund, Staff has solicited proposals from design/build solar system installers and is in
the process of selecting a design/build firm for this project.

Algae Reduction at the WWTP

During the wet season, influent flows that are higher than the WWTP is designed to handle are stored in
the plant’s pond system. The water is then recovered from the ponds and added to the influent for
treatment.

Storing nutrient rich water, combined with warm temperatures and sun, causes algae to grow. The WWTP
is not equipped to deal with algae, as it causes an increased, but false, Chemical Oxygen Demand
(measurement of chemicals in the water that can be oxidized) and turbidity issues. The plant operators use
the Chemical Oxygen Demand to calculate process changes needed. Turbidity monitoring is a NPDES
(National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) requirement per the State Water Resources Control
Board’s permit for the WWTP.

The WWTP’s permit requires dewatering the storage ponds adequately for the next wet weather season.
Currently the WWTP has no treatment process to facilitate the removal of algae to effectively dewater the
ponds on a consistent basis. The goal is to purchase a 0.25mgd (million gallons/day) Dissolved Air
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3)

4)

Item 6C

Flotation (DAF) or Suspended Air Flotation (SAF) to allow the operators to coagulate and dispose of the
algae prior to adding stored water back into the treatment system.

Utilizing the Planning Grant Fund, Staff has completed studies and a run pilot test in preparation for design
of a DAF or SAF system.

I&I Mitigation of the Sewer Collection System

Storm water inflow and groundwater infiltration is caused by groundwater and street level storm water
entering the sewer collection system. Once in the system, the City must treat this water at a significant
cost. The goal of 1&I Mitigation projects is to reduce to the greatest extent possible 1&I. Along with
treatment cost reductions, benefits include increased sewer capacity to support new development without
costly upgrades to the sewer system and less wear and tear on the pipes and manholes.

The City completed two large 1&I remediation projects in 2010/11 and 2012/13. The projects replaced or
lined nearly 18,000 feet of sewer main (40% of total), rehabilitated over 47 manholes (29%), and replaced
more than 187 laterals (27%) between the main and the property lines. A new I&I project goal is to further
reduce the flow peaking factor to four times the dry flow, thus diminishing the need to upsize collection
pipes leading to the WWTP.

Utilizing the Planning Grant, Staff has completed studies and inspection of the sewer collection system to
locate potential sources of 1&1. This information will be used to prepare construction plans to rehabilitate
these pipeline, manhole and house laterals.

Lift Station #3 Force Main Replacement

The City maintains Sewer Lift Station #3 located south of Culver Road. The lift station force main is in
need of replacement due to past failures. The project will replace those portions of the force main to
extend its useful life.

Environmental Documentation

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the City engaged an outside environmental consultant to prepare the
necessary environmental documentation for the project. The Draft Initial Study/Notice of Intent to Adopt a
Mitigated Negative Declaration (DIS/MND) for the Colfax Sewer Collection System and Wastewater
Treatment Plant Improvements Project (Attachment 3) Colfax WWTP was circulated for agency and public
review from August 12 through September 11, 2020. Comments were received from the following:

Central Valley Regional Water Board

Native American Heritage Commission

Placer County Air Pollution Control District

Placer County Environmental Coordinator

Placer County Flood Control and Waste Conservation District

Responses to the comments were prepared and are provided in the memo attached to this report (Attachment 4).
Also included is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as part of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Attachment 5).

Fiscal Impacts

Project is funded from the Fund 560 with reimbursement from CWSRF Small Community Grant.
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Attachments:
Resolution _ -2020

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Draft Initial Study Response to Comments
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Item 6C

Proposed Pipeline & Manhole Rehabilitation Project Exhibit
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Item 6C

City of Colfax

City Council
Resolution Ne _ -2020

ADOPTING THE DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE
COLFAX SEWER/WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT I<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>