STAFF REPORT FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF DECEMBER 17, 2019
FILE NO: SUB-2019-0022 AGENDA ITEM: E-8
STAFF CONTACT: Hope Sullivan, AICP, Planning Manager

AGENDA TITLE: For Possible Action: Discussion and possible action regarding a request for a
Tentative Subdivision Map known as Andersen Ranch to create 203 single family lots on 48.2
acres zoned Single Family 6,000 (SF6) and Single Family 12,000 (SF12), located at 1450
Mountain Street, APN’s 007-573-09, -10, and -11. (Hope Sullivan, hsullivan@carson.org)

STAFF SUMMARY The applicant is proposing to create 203 residential lots, with a minimum
lot size of 4,407 square feet. Vehicular access will be from Mountain Street, Ormsby Boulevard,
West Sunset Way, North Richmond Avenue, Lexington Avenue, La Mirada Street, and Bolero
Drive. The plans include a multi-use path along the southern property line, and open space
along the Mountain Street trailhead. The Planning Commission makes a recommendation to the
Board of Supervisors, and the Board has final authority to approve a Tentative Subdivision Map.

RECOMMENDED MOTIONS:
“I move to recommend approval of Tentative Subdivision Map SUB-2019-0022 based on the
ability to make the required findings and subject to the conditions of approval.”

VICINITY MAP:
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: Tentative Map

The following are conditions of approval required per CCMC 18.02.105.5:

1.

2.

10.

All final maps shall be in substantial accord with the approved tentative map.

Prior to submittal of any final map, the Development Engineering Department shall
approve all on-site and off-site improvements. The applicant shall provide construction
plans to the Development Engineering Department for all required on-site and off-site
improvements, prior to any submittals for approval of a final map. The plan must adhere
to the recommendations contained in the project soils and geotechnical report.

Lots not planned for immediate development shall be left undisturbed and mass grading
and clearing of natural vegetation shall not be allowed. Any and all grading shall comply
with City standards. A grading permit from the Nevada Division of Environmental
Protection shall be obtained prior to any grading. Noncompliance with this provision
shall cause a cease and desist order to halt all grading work.

All lot areas and lot widths shall meet the zoning requirements approved as part of this
tentative map with the submittal of any final map.

With the submittal of any final maps, the applicant shall provide evidence to the Planning
and Community Development Department from the Health and Fire Departments
indicating the agencies' concerns or requirements have been satisfied. Said
correspondence shall be included in the submittal package for any final maps and shall
include approval by the Fire Department of all hydrant locations.

The following note shall be placed on all final maps stating:

"These parcels are subject to Carson City's Growth Management Ordinance and all
property owners shall comply with provisions of said ordinance."

Placement of all utilities, including AT&T Cablevision, shall be underground within the
subdivision. Any existing overhead facilities shall be relocated prior to the submittal of a
final map.

The applicant must sign and return the Notice of Decision for conditions for approval
within ten (10) days of receipt of notification after the Board of Supervisors meeting. If
the Notice of Decision is not signed and returned within ten (10) days, then the item may
be rescheduled for the next Planning Commission meeting for further consideration.

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

The applicant shall adhere to all City standards and requirements for water and sewer
systems, grading and drainage, and street improvements.
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The applicant shall obtain a dust control permit from the Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection. The site grading must incorporate proper dust control and
erosion control measures.

A detailed storm drainage analysis, water system analysis, and sewer system analysis
shall be submitted to the Development Engineering Department prior to approval of a
final map.

Prior to the recordation of the final map for any phase of the project, the improvements
associated with the project must either be constructed and approved by Carson City, or
the specific performance of said work secured, by providing the City with a proper surety
in the amount of one hundred fifty percent (150%) of the engineer's estimate. In either
case, upon acceptance of the improvements by the City, the developer shall provide the
City with a proper surety in the amount of ten percent (10%) of the engineer's estimate to
secure the developer's obligation to repair defects in workmanship and materials which
appear in the work within one (1) year of acceptance by the City.

A "will serve" letter from the water and wastewater utilities shall be provided to the
Nevada Health Division prior to approval of a final map.

The District Attorney’s Office shall approve any Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions
(CC&R's) prior to recordation of the first final map.

The following conditions are required per CCMC 17.10.050

16.

17.

18.

Three-Year Maintenance Plan. Provisions shall be made to monitor and maintain, for a
period of three (3) years regardless of ownership, a maintenance plan for the common
open space area. The maintenance plan for the common open space area shall, at a
minimum, address the following:

Vegetation management;
Watershed management;

a

b

c. Debris and litter removal;

d. Fire access and suppression;
e

. Maintenance of public access and/or maintenance of limitations to public access;
and
f.  Other factors deemed necessary by the commission or the board: vector control and
noxious weed control.

The maintenance plan shall be submitted prior to final map recordation, recorded at the
time of final map recordation, and referenced on the final map.

Permanent Preservation and Maintenance. Provisions shall be made for the permanent
preservation and ongoing maintenance of the common open space and other common
areas using a legal instrument acceptable to the city. This shall be addressed prior to
final map recordation. A home owners association (HOA) or similar entity must be
formed for maintenance of common open space and other common areas.

Screening and Buffering of Adjoining Development. Provisions shall be made to assure
adequate screening and buffering of existing and potential developments adjoining the
proposed common open space development. To meet this requirement, landscaping
and buffering shall be installed along the rear of Lots 1 — 6, and on the side of Lot 7. A
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detailed landscape plan shall be submitted with the site improvement permit application
demonstrating compliance with this requirement. The landscaping may be installed with
the development of the individual lots, although a deed restriction must be recorded if
the landscaping is placed in a buffer easement explaining the function of the buffer
easement.

Common Open Space Restrictions. Desighated common open space shall not include
areas devoted to public or private vehicular streets or any land which has been, or is to
be, conveyed to a public agency via a purchase agreement for such uses as parks,
schools or other public facilities. This shall be demonstrated at the time of final map.

Other Conditions of Approval

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The required setback shall be minimum front setback of 10 feet to the house, minimum
front setback of 20 feet to the garage, minimum rear setback 20 feet, minimum side
setback 5 feet, and minimum street side setback 10 feet. These setbacks shall be
stated on the final map as well as in the CC&Rs.

All lots will front the internal roadway system, resulting in the peripheral setbacks being
the rear setback, which is 20 feet. Note that in most cases, open space is located
between the rear of the lot and the perimeter.

Conceptual design for the trailhead improvements are to be submitted at the time the
site improvement permit application is submitted. The improvements will be subject to
review and approval by the Parks and Recreation Commission.

The minimum lot area shall be 5,000 square feet.

The site improvement plans must demonstrate that the project meets Carson City
Development Standards and Standard Details including but not limited to:

a. The project must obtain FEMA LOMR approval and any necessary flood volume
mitigation must be included in the site improvement plans.

b. Half-street improvements must be installed on North Ormsby Boulevard along the

project frontage. This will include striping, curb, gutter, and paving to meet the City

standard detail for a two-lane urban collector with bike lanes. Bike lane striping must
be installed on both sides of the street. The final map submittal must include a clear
history of the width of this segment of North Ormsby Boulevard, and right-of-way
must be dedicated as necessary to contain the required improvements.

A five foot sidewalk must be installed along the entire Mountain Street frontage.

Main locations must meet standard detail C-1.2.4.

e. Public utility easements must be shown on all parcels and must meet minimum width
standards.

f. The unified pathways master plan indicates bike lanes on Mountain Street. The
street has sufficient width to meet the standard detail for a 2-lane urban collector with
bike lanes with parking on one side only. Mountain Street must be striped on both
sides with bike lanes. The bike lane must be offset for parking on the east side, and
“No Parking” signhage installed on the west side.

g. A full water main analysis must be submitted with the site improvement permit
application, which analyzes the capacity and pressures of the proposed and existing
mains. This site is located within two pressure zones. The water design will need to
consider accommodating both pressure zones. Pressure reducing station(s) will
likely be required.

h. Street suffixes of new streets must meet the naming convention provided in the

oo
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Carson City Development Standards.

i. The following street names conflict with existing or reserved street names and must
be changed: Fletcher Street, John Henry and Mesquite Lane.

J.  The North-South and East-West segments of “Fletcher Street” must have separate
names.

The City’s Transportation Master Plan includes extending North Ormsby Boulevard to
West Winnie Lane. This project must enter into a development agreement with the City
to pay for its pro rata share of the cost of these improvements, based on AM and PM
peak traffic volumes. This agreement must be fully executed prior to Board approval of
the first final map.

The interior streets must have a minimum asphalt thickness of 4" as shown, or per the
geotechnical engineer's recommendations, whichever is thicker.

A site specific geotechnical report must be submitted with the site improvement permit
submittal. This report must give construction recommendations for foundations, paving,
and utilities, must provide the observed groundwater depth if encountered, and must
provide minimum construction requirements for high groundwater if applicable.

Haul route(s) for cut/fill must be approved by the transportation manager and included in
the site improvement plans.

A sampling tap must be installed in a common area of the project near one of the
entrances. The sampling tap must be a Kupferle Eclipse #88 or approved equal. This
improvement must be included on the site improvement plans.

At the time of recordation of the final map, a private Home Owner’s Association (HOA),
or similar entity, must be formed to provide maintenance for all the following areas in
perpetuity: common area landscapes/medians, open space, buffer areas between the
development and neighborhoods, path system, street corridors, recreation
facilities/amenities. The HOA will also be responsible for snow removal on path system,
trailhead improvements, and snow storage. The maintenance and funding shall be
addressed in the development’'s CC&R'’s to the satisfaction of the Carson City Parks and
Recreation Director. Common area maintenance shall include at a minimum, but not
limited to the following:

e Debris, weed, and litter removal

¢ Noxious weed management

¢ Maintaining firebreaks/defensible space

e Care and replacement of plant material

¢ Plant material: irrigation, system repairs, plant health (pruning, planting and
replacement)

The HOA will provide 100% funding and maintenance for all public park and recreation
amenities (i.e. multi-use path system and trailhead improvements). The maintenance
and funding shall be addressed in the development's CC&R’s to the satisfaction of the
Carson City District Attorney and Carson City Parks and Recreation Director. A
separate agreement regarding maintenance of these facilities shall be entered into
between the HOA and the City at time of recordation of the first final map. A recorded
covenant or deed restriction shall be placed on all properties within the proposed
development to ensure maintenance of these amenities is funded in perpetuity. The
restrictions will provide that should the HOA ever cease to exist, an assessment will then
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be implemented by the City to form a Landscape Maintenance District (LMD), per CCMC
to provide for 100% of the maintenance and upkeep of the public recreation amenities,
including the trailhead and the multi-use path.

The applicant will construct and dedicate to the City the multi-use path, as well as
implement recreation improvements to the Mountain Street trailhead. This shall be
coordinated through and agreed upon by the Parks, Recreation & Open Space (PROS)
Department. The applicant shall provide a 30’ wide (minimum) easement for the path.
Easement shall be a non-motorized public access trail easement. The easement
document shall indicate that maintenance of the easement shall be the responsibility of
the HOA in perpetuity. The applicant will design and construct a multi-use path (off
street/paved/shared) at a 10’ wide (minimum) AASHTO standard concrete path with an
adjacent 3’ wide decomposed granite path, including interpretive/wayfinding signage, pet
waste receptacles, trash receptacles, benches and related amenities. The path will be
constructed from the City’s Mountain Street Trailhead to Ormsby Blvd, and have an at
grade pedestrian crossing with flashing lights on North Ormsby Boulevard. All other
street crossings associated with the multi-use path must be reviewed and approved by
Carson City Public Works and PROS Departments to ensure pedestrian safety. This
trail must be constructed prior to Board consideration of the first final map, and
dedicated with the final map.

Paths, sidewalks and on-street bike lanes along the street frontage shall conform to the
standards as outlined in the Carson City Unified Pathways Master Plan. The Unified
Pathways Master Plan (UPMP) identifies on-street bike lanes along the street frontage of
the proposed development on North Ormsby Boulevard. This UPMP requirement needs
to be coordinated with Development Engineering’s requirements for the development’s
street frontage design and improvements.

A multi-use path shall be constructed in the buffer area on the west side of the property,
connecting to a five foot paved trail on the north side of the property to create a looped
train system. Both trails will be owned and maintained by the HOA. All street crossings
associated with these paths must be reviewed and approved by Carson City Public
Works and PROS to ensure pedestrian safety.

The developer shall use best management practices during construction to prevent the
spread of noxious weeds and will incorporate language in construction documents to
ensure contractors and subcontractors comply. The PROS Department will assist the
applicant with this condition.

The applicant shall demonstrate connectivity between the trailhead/multi-use path and
the development’s sidewalk/path system. Sidewalk connections to the trailhead and
multi-use path will provide convenient and logical access to these facilities and the
overall sidewalk network within the development.

All drainage facilities (channels, ditches, and detention basins) within the development
will be the responsibility of the HOA and shall be maintained to City Standards.

The City and the developer will enter into a development agreement that will waive the
Residential Construction Tax in exchange for the construction and dedication of
improvements.  This agreement should be executed at the time of final map
consideration.
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Neighborhood Park improvements shall be incorporated into the existing Mountain
Street Trailhead. The applicant shall design and construct and, at its expense design
modifications to the trailhead, including but not limited to a picnic shelter, signage,
restroom facility (including utility connection fees associated with a permanent flush toilet
facility), parking lot infrastructure preservation/maintenance (crack sealing, slurry seal,
restriping, curb cut for access etc.) and a 10’ wide concrete multi-use path with an
adjacent 3’ wide decomposed granite path connecting to the trailhead. It is expected
identified trailhead improvements shall be constructed prior to Board of Supervisors
consideration of the first final map.

The multi-use path shall be located outside the project’'s perimeter fence, if one is
installed, for ease of access by the general public. Gate(s)/fence openings providing
pedestrian/ADA access for the development’s residents to the path will be allowed at
locations approved by the Parks, Recreation & Open Space Department.

The multi-use path will include landscaping with a variety of non-fruit baring trees (either
evergreen or deciduous) that will be planted to International Society of Arboriculture
(ISA) standards at approximately 1 tree per 50 lineal feet (tree groupings are acceptable)
with a minimum of 6 shrubs per tree.

Carson City is a Bee City USA. As a result, the applicant shall use approximately 50%
pollinator friendly plant material for any required common landscaping areas/open space
on the project site. Also, any remaining landscape plant material selection needs to be
consistent with the City’s approved tree species list or other tree species, as approved
by the City.

The applicant shall construct a multi-use path on the west side of the property, and a 5
foot wide concrete path in the buffer area on the north side of the property to complete a
loop trail system surrounding the development. The loop will connect at the multi-use
pathway on west side of the property, and connect with the sidewalk on the east side of
the development. The path design, construction and alignment shall be to City
standards in a manner acceptable to Carson City Public Works and PROS Departments.
The trail shall have a non-motorized trail easement dedicated to the City and maintained
by the HOA in perpetuity.

At the time of application for site improvement permit, the applicant shall provide an
open space diagram demonstrating compliance with the provisions of CCMC 17.10.046.

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS: CCMC 17.05 (Tentative Maps); CCMC 17.07 (Findings); CCMC
17.10 (Common Open Space Development); NRS 278.330

MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION: Medium Density Residential (MDR)

ZONING DISTRICT: Single Family 6000 (SF6) and Single Family 12,000 (SF12)

KEY ISSUES: Is the Tentative Map consistent with the required findings? Does the proposal
meet the Tentative Map requirements and other applicable requirements?
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SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION

NORTH: Single Family 6,000 and Single Family 12,000 / Single Family Residential

SOUTH: Single Family 6,000 and Single Family 12,000 / Single Family Residential and vacant
WEST: Single Family 12,000 and Single Family 1 Acre / Single Family Residential and vacant
EAST: Single Family 6,000 and Public Community / Trailhead Parking Lot and Single Family
Residential

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION:
FLOOD ZONE: AO (100 year flood plain)
SLOPE/DRAINAGE: Generally flat
SEISMIC ZONE: Zone | (Severe)
FAULT: Within 500 feet

SITE DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION:
SUBJECT SITE AREA: 48.2 acres
EXISTING LAND USE: Vacant

SITE HISTORY:
CSM-19-086: Conceptual Subdivision Map for 204 lots

MPA-16-091: Amendment to the Master Plan Master Plan Land Use Designation of a 5.6 acre
area from Medium Density Residential (MDR) to Mixed Use Residential (MUR)

TPUD-16-092: Tentative Map approval to create 212 single family residential lots ranging in size
from 1,690 square feet to 17,000 square feet; a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone 5.6 acres of
land from Single Family 6,000 (SF6) and Single Family 12,000 (SF12) to Neighborhood
Business (NB) zoning; and a Special Use Permit for Congregate Care Housing in the
Neighborhood Business (NB) zoning district.

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION:

The applicant is seeking to utilize the provisions of CCMC 17.10: Common Open Space
Development to subdivide 48.2 acres to create 203 single family lots, with 7.96 acres of open
space. The property is comprised of three contiguous parcels, that when considered as a
whole, have frontage on Mountain Street and Ormsby Boulevard. Lexington Avenue, North
Richmond Avenue, West Sunset Way, Bolero Drive, and La Mirada Street all dead end into the
subject property. The applicant proposes extending all of these dead end roads into the
development for vehicular and pedestrian access, as well as providing for access from Mountain
Street and Ormsby Boulevard. Each lot will take access from the internal streets.

The application indicates all lots will be a minimum of 5000 square feet, but the plan itself
includes lots that are less than 5000 square feet. Staff has recommended a condition of
approval that requires all lots to be a minimum of 5000 square feet. Also, the applicant
proposes the following setbacks:

Front Setback House: 10 feet
Front Setback Garage: 20 feet
Side Setback: 5 feet

Rear Setback: 20 feet

The applicant did not propose a specific setback for the street side. As a 10 foot public utility
easement will exist along all roads, to avoid conflict with the easement, staff is recommending a
street side setback of 10 feet.
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Of note, all lots will front the internal street system. Therefore, the rear setback is the setback
that may impact adjacent development. The required rear setback in the SF12 is 20 feet, and in
the SF6 is 10 feet for portions of the building less than 20 feet in height, and 20 feet for portions
of the building 20 feet or greater in height. Therefore, the future homes will not be any closer to
adjacent development than if using the base zoning without the Common Open Space
Development provisions.

Open space is proposed along the perimeter of the site, with a multi-use path proposed along
the southern portion of the property connecting the City’s existing trailhead on Mountain Street
to Ormsby Boulevard. Per the standard conditions of approval for a Common Open Space
Development, the project must provide for adequate screening and buffering of existing and
potential development adjoining the proposed common open space development. The proposal
fails to meet this standard with respect to Lots 1 — 7. Therefore, staff has included a condition of
approval requiring adequate screening and buffering be included in the site improvement plans,
demonstrating compliance with this condition.

The subject property is identified in the Open Space Plan as a high priority area for protection
due to its irrigated agricultural lands. The property owners have not initiated discussions with
the City regarding acquisition. Therefore, acquisition outside of the pathway system is not
proposed at this time.

As noted, the applicant is proposing to subdivide the subject property utilizing the provisions of
17.10: Common Open Space Development. This provision allows for variation of lot size,
including density transfer (cluster) subdivisions, in order to preserve or provide open space,
protect natural, cultural and scenic resources, achieve a more efficient use of land, minimize
road building and encourage stable, cohesive neighborhoods offering a mix of housing types.
The Common Open Space Development may be allowed in any residential zoning district.

The Common Open Space Development does not allow for increased density from the base
zoning. The allowable density, or total number of dwelling units, is determined utilizing the base
zoning, SF6 and SF12. In this case, the maximum total number of units allowed is 203.

The Common Open Space Development mandates 250 square feet of open space per unit be
provided. At least 100 square feet per unit of open space must be designed for recreation. In
the case of the proposed development, 1.17 acres of open space is required. The applicant is
providing 7.96 acres.

The Board of Supervisors is authorized to approve a tentative map. The Planning Commission
conducts a public hearing and advises the Board if the proposed tentative map is consistent
with the provisions of the Municipal Code and NRS 278.320.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: On November 26, 2019, public notices were mailed to 424 property
owners within 900 feet of the subject site pursuant to the provisions of NRS and CCMC. As of
the completion of this staff report, 13 written public comments have been received. Any
additional written comments that are received after this report is completed will be submitted
prior to or at the Planning Commission meeting depending upon their submittal date to the
Planning Division.

Public comments focused on the timing of the meeting, traffic, flooding, density, buffering, open
space preservation, connectivity of Ormsby Boulevard to Winnie Lane, adequacy of water,
conflict with the airport, and adequacy of recreational amenities.
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OTHER CITY DEPARTMENT OR OUTSIDE AGENCY COMMENTS: The following comments
were received from City departments. Recommendations have been incorporated into the
recommended conditions of approval, where applicable.

Engineering Division:
The Engineering Division has no preference or objection to the tentative map request, provided
that the following conditions are met:

e The project must meet Carson City Development Standards and Standard Details including

but not limited to:

0 The project must obtain FEMA LOMR approval and any necessary flood volume
mitigation must be included in the site improvement plans.

0 Half-street improvements must be installed on North Ormsby Boulevard along the
project frontage. This will include striping, sidewalk, curb, gutter, and paving to meet the
City standard detail for a two-lane urban collector with bike lanes. Bike lane striping
must be installed on both sides of the street.

0 Main locations must meet standard detail C-1.2.4

Lot public utility easements must meet minimum width standards.

0 The unified pathways master plan indicates bike lanes on Mountain Street. The street
has sufficient width to meet the standard detail for a 2-lane urban collector with bike
lanes with parking on one side only. Mountain Street must be striped on both sides with
bike lanes. The bike lane must be offset for parking on the east side, and “No Parking”
signage installed on the west side.

o A full water main analysis must be submitted with the site improvement permit
application, which analyzes the capacity and pressures of the proposed and existing
mains. This site is located within two pressure zones. The water design will need to
consider accommodating both pressure zones. Pressure reducing station(s) will likely
be required.

o The City’s Transportation Master Plan includes extending North Ormsby Boulevard to
West Winnie Lane. This project must enter into a development agreement with the City
to pay for its pro rata share of the cost of these improvements, based on AM and PM
peak traffic volumes,

o

o The interior streets must have a minimum asphalt thickness of 4” as shown, or per the
geotechnical engineer’'s recommendations, whichever is thicker.
o A site specific geotechnical report must be submitted with the site improvement permit

submittal. This report must give construction recommendations for foundations, paving,
and utilities, must provide the observed groundwater depth if encountered, and must
provide minimum construction requirements for high groundwater if applicable.

. Haul route(s) for cut/fill must be approved by the transportation manager and included in
the site construction plans.
. A sampling tap must be installed in a common area of the project near one of the

entrances. The sampling tap must be a Kupferle Eclipse #88 or approved equal.

The Engineering Division has reviewed the application within our areas of purview
relative to adopted standards and practices and to the provisions of CCMC 17.07.005.
The following Tentative Map Findings by the Engineering Division are based on
approval of the above conditions of approval:

1. Environmental and health laws and regulations concerning water and air
pollution, the disposal of solid waste, facilities to supply water, community or
public sewage disposal and, where applicable, individual systems for sewage
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disposal.

The approved subdivision is served by municipal sewer and water. The
developer will be required to meet all applicable development standards related
to sewer and water design.

. The availability of water which meets applicable health standards and is sufficient
in quantity for the reasonably foreseeable needs of the subdivision.
The City has sufficient water production to meet the needs of this subdivision.

. The availability and accessibility of utilities.
Water, storm drain and sanitary sewer utilities are available and accessible.

. The availability and accessibility of public services such as schools, police
protection, transportation, recreation and parks.

The road network necessary for the subdivision is available and accessible. All
analyzed intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable level of services..

. Access to public lands. Any proposed subdivision that is adjacent to public lands
shall incorporate public access to those lands or provide an acceptable
alternative.

Development engineering has no comment on this finding.

. Conformity with the zoning ordinance and land use element of the city's master
plan.
Development engineering has no comment on this finding.

. General conformity with the city's master plan for streets and highways.
The development is in conformance with the city’s infrastructure master plans if
the above conditions of approval are met.

. The effect of the proposed subdivision on existing public streets and the need for
new streets or highways to serve the subdivision.

The proposed and existing infrastructure is sufficient to meet the additional
demand imposed by the subdivision.

. The physical characteristics of the land such as flood plains, earthquake faults,
slope and soil.

The site includes FEMA AO flood zone. As with the original approval, flood
mitigation requirements must be met.

10.The recommendations and comments of those entities reviewing the subdivision

request pursuant to NRS 278.330 thru 278.348, inclusive.
Development engineering has no comment on this finding.

11.The availability and accessibility of fire protection including, but not limited to, the

availability and accessibility of water and services for the prevention and
containment of fires including fires in wild lands.
The subdivision has sufficient secondary access, and sufficient fire water flows.
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12.Recreation and trail easements.

A trail easement is proposed on the southern portion of the project.

These comments are based on the tentative map plans and reports submitted. All
applicable code requirements will apply whether mentioned in this letter or not.

Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS)

1.

A private Home Owner’'s Association (HOA), or similar instrument, will be formed to
provide maintenance for all the following areas in perpetuity: common area
landscapes/medians, open space, buffer areas between the development and
neighborhoods, path system, street corridors, recreation facilities/amenities in perpetuity.
The HOA will also be responsible for snow removal on path system, trailhead
improvements, and snow storage. The maintenance and funding shall be addressed in
the development’'s CC&R’s to the satisfaction of the Carson City Parks and Recreation
Director. Common area maintenance shall include at a minimum, but not limited to the
following:

e Debris, weed, and litter removal

¢ Noxious weed management

e Maintaining firebreaks/defensible space

e Care and replacement of plant material

¢ Plant material: irrigation, system repairs, plant health (pruning, planting and
replacement)

The HOA will provide 100% funding and maintenance for all public park and recreation
amenities (i.e. multi-use path system and trailhead improvements). The maintenance
and funding shall be addressed in the development's CC&R’'s as well as in the
Handbook to the satisfaction of the Carson City District Attorney and Carson City Parks
and Recreation Director. A separate agreement regarding maintenance of these
facilities shall be entered into between the HOA and the City, and the agreement shall
be referenced in the Handbook. A recorded covenant or deed restriction shall be placed
on all properties within the proposed development to ensure maintenance of these
amenities is funded in perpetuity. The restrictions will provide that should the HOA ever
cease to exist, an assessment will then be implemented by the City to form a Landscape
Maintenance District (LMD), per CCMC to provide for 100% of the maintenance and
upkeep of the public recreation amenities, including the trailhead and the multi-use path.
A multi-use path is required along the southern property. The multi-use path will be
designed to conform to the standards and policies of the Carson City Unified Pathways
Master Plan adopted April 6, 2006 (as revised March 15, 2018).

Paths, sidewalks and on-street bike lanes along the street frontage shall conform to the
standards as outlined in the Carson City Unified Pathways Master Plan.

Sidewalk connections to the trailhead and multi-use path will provide convenient and
logical access to these facilities and the overall sidewalk network within the
development.

As part of the improvement plan, the applicant will construct and dedicate to the City the
multi-use path, as well as implement recreation improvements to the Mountain Street
trailhead. This shall be coordinated through and agreed upon by the Parks, Recreation
& Open Space Department. The applicant shall provide a 30’ wide (minimum) easement
for the path. Easement shall be a non-motorized public access trail easement. The



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Andersen Ranch
Planning Commission — December 17, 2019
Page 13 of 17

easement document shall indicate that maintenance of the easement shall be the
responsibility of the HOA in perpetuity.

The developer shall use best management practices during construction to prevent the
spread of noxious weeds and will incorporate language in construction documents to
ensure contractors and subcontractors comply. The Parks, Recreation and Open Space
Department will assist the applicant with this condition.

The applicant shall demonstrate connectivity between the trailhead/ multi-use path and
the development’s sidewalk/path system.

All drainage facilities (channels, ditches, and detention basins) within the development
will be the responsibility of the HOA and shall be maintained to City Standards.

The developer, at their expense, will construct and dedicate the land and all agreed
upon improvements for the multi-use path to the City upon successful completion, and
final project acceptance of said work by the City, through its Parks, Recreation & Open
Space Department. As a result, the Residential Construction Tax (RCT) described in
CCMC 15.60 - Residential Construction Tax et. seq. will not be collected by Carson City
at the time building permits are issued for residential dwelling units in the project area.
An RCT agreement, or similar instrument, between the applicant and the City regarding,
neighborhood park improvements to the trailhead and trail construction, compliant with
Nevada Revised Statutes, will be required for future consideration by the Carson City
Board of Supervisors.

Neighborhood Park improvements shall be incorporated into the existing Mountain
Street Trailhead. The applicant shall design and construct, at its expense design
modifications to the trailhead, including but not limited to a picnic shelter, signage,
restroom facility (including utility connection fees associated with a permanent flush toilet
facility), parking lot infrastructure preservation/maintenance (crack sealing, slurry seal,
restriping, curb cut for access etc.) and a 10’ wide concrete multi-use path with an
adjacent 3’ wide decomposed granite path connecting to the trailhead. It is expected
identified trailhead improvements shall be constructed during Phase | and at the same
time as the trailhead/neighborhood park components.

The applicant will design and construct a multi-use path (off street/paved/shared) at a
10" wide (minimum) AASHTO standard concrete path with an adjacent 3’ wide
decomposed granite path, including interpretive/wayfinding signage, pet waste
receptacles, trash receptacles, benches and related amenities. The path will be
constructed from the City’'s Mountain Street Trailhead to Ormsby Blvd, and have an at
grade pedestrian crossing with flashing lights on North Ormsby Boulevard. All other
street crossings associated with the multi-use path must be reviewed and approved by
Carson City Public Works and Parks, Recreation and Open Space Departments to
ensure pedestrian safety.

The multi-use path shall be located outside the proposed project’'s perimeter fence for
ease of access by the general public. Gate(s)/fence openings providing pedestrian/ADA
access for the development’s residents to the path will be allowed at locations approved
by the Parks, Recreation & Open Space Department.

The multi-use path will include landscaping with a variety of non-fruit baring trees (either
evergreen or deciduous) that will be planted to International Society of Arboriculture
(ISA) standards at approximately 1 tree per 50 lineal feet (tree groupings are acceptable)
with a minimum of 6 shrubs per tree.

The development’s Conceptual Subdivision Map is located on property currently owned
by Andersen Ranch LLC. This property is identified in the Open Space Plan as a high
priority area for protection due to its irrigated agricultural lands. The current owners
have not initiated discussions with the City regarding acquisition. Therefore, additional
acquisition outside of the multi-use path is not proposed at this time.
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16. Revise the proposed development’'s documents to state all open space references refer
to private common areas that are required by the City’s development standards and not
the City’'s Open Space Program.

17. The Unified Pathways Master Plan (UPMP) identifies on-street bike lanes along the
street frontage of the proposed development on North Ormsby Boulevard. This UPMP
requirement needs to be coordinated with Development Engineering’s requirements for
the development’s street frontage design and improvements.

18. The applicant will be required to incorporate “best management practices” into their
construction documents and specifications to reduce the spread of noxious weeds. The
Parks, Recreation & Open Space Department is willing to assist the applicant with this
aspect of their project.

19. Carson City is a Bee City USA. As a result, the applicant shall use approximately 50%
pollinator friendly plant material for any required common landscaping areas/open space
on the project site. Also, any remaining landscape plant material selection needs to be
consistent with the City’s approved tree species list or other tree species, as approved
by the City.

20. The applicant is recommended to increase the multi-use path system as a loop
surrounding the development that could ultimately be a part of the Historic Virginia-
Truckee Rail Trail, with regional and neighborhood connectivity (see attached proposed
alignment).

Fire Department

1. Project must comply with the currently adopted Carson City Fire Code and Northern
Nevada Fire Code Amendments as adopted by Carson City.

School District

That subject development is in the Fritsch Elementary School zone, which currently is nearly at
capacity. Carson Middle School (MS) services that zone which is currently over capacity. We
plan to rezone for 20-21 school year which will help at the MS level. Any development on the
west side will severely impact the School District.

TENTATIVE MAP FINDINGS: Staff recommends approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map
based on the findings below and in the information contained in the attached reports and
documents, pursuant to CCMC 17.05 (Tentative Maps); 17.07 (Findings) and NRS 278.349,
subject to the recommended conditions of approval, and further substantiated by the applicant’s
written justification. In making findings for approval, the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors must consider:

1. Environmental and health laws and regulations concerning water and air
pollution, the disposal of solid waste, facilities to supply water, community or
public sewage disposal and, where applicable, individual systems for sewage
disposal.

The development is required to comply with all applicable environmental and health laws
concerning water and air pollution and disposal of solid waste. A copy of the proposed
tentative map was submitted to the Nevada Division of Water Resources and the
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) on November 7, 2019. The Public
Works department has advised of adequate capacity to meet water and sewer demand.
The utility design will need to meet all applicable development standards related to the
water and sewer design.



Andersen Ranch
Planning Commission — December 17, 2019
Page 15 of 17

The availability of water which meets applicable health standards and is sufficient
in quantity for the reasonably foreseeable needs of the subdivision.

Water supplied to the development will meet applicable health standards. The City has
sufficient water production to meet the needs of this subdivision.

The availability and accessibility of utilities.
Water, storm drain and sanitary sewer utilities are available and accessible.

The availability and accessibility of public services such as schools, police
protection, transportation, recreation and parks.

The School District remains concerned about capacity, and has advised that the subject
development is in the Fritsch Elementary School zone, which currently is nearly at
capacity. Carson Middle School, which services the subject property, is currently over
capacity. The School District plans to rezone for 20-21 school year, which will help at
the middle school level. Any development on the west side will severely impact the
School District. The School District has not requested any mitigation through conditions
of approval.

The road network necessary for the subdivision is available and accessible. All
analyzed intersections are anticipated to operate at acceptable level of services.

The Sheriff's Office has advised that it is available to provide police protection.

The applicant proposes to install recreational amenities in the form of multi-use paths on
site.  Staff is recommending expansion of the multi-use path system as a loop
surrounding the development.

Access to public lands. Any proposed subdivision that is adjacent to public lands
shall incorporate public access to those lands or provide an acceptable
alternative.

The proposed subdivision is not adjacent to public lands.

Conformity with the zoning ordinance and land use element of the City’s Master
Plan.

The Master Plan land use designation is Medium Density Residential. This designation
is to provide for medium-density residential neighborhoods that contain a mix of housing
types in a neighborhood setting. Neighborhoods should contain connective green
spaces that unify the development and provide transitions between other areas and
uses. The range of density is 3 — 8 dwelling units per acre.

The proposed subdivision is a medium density residential development that proposes
4.2 dwelling units per acre. Additionally, the proposal utilizes green spaces to provide
transitions between other areas and uses. Of note, behind lots 1 — 6, and to the side of
lot 7, the green space transition is not incorporated into the design. Staff has included a
recommendation that landscaping and buffering be included in the site improvement
plans to address the transition relative to these lots.
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The applicant is utilizing the provisions of CCMC 17.10 Common Open Space
Development. These provisions allow for flexibility in lot size and setbacks, but the total
number of allowable dwelling units is set by the base zoning.

As part of the requirements for a Common Open Space Development the applicant must
provide for 250 square feet of open space per dwelling unit, which may include private
open space and/or common open space. At least 100 square feet per dwelling unit of
common open space must be designed for recreational use. This translates to a total
open space requirement of 1.17 acres of open space. The applicant proposes 7.96
acres of open space. Staff has recommended a condition of approval that an open
space diagram be submitted at the time of application for site improvement permit,
demonstrating compliance with the open space requirements.

Per Division 2 of the Development Standards, the applicant must provide two onsite
parking spaces per dwelling unit. The applicant must demonstrate compliance with this
requirement at the time building permits are sought for the individual lots.

General conformity with the City’s Master plan for streets and highways.

Per the City’'s Functional Classification Plan, both Mountain Street and Ormsby
Boulevard are collector roadways. Both roadways seem to have the minimum right-of-
way width for a collector roadway. However, given the age of Ormsby Boulevard, staff is
requesting a clear history of the width to ensure all improvements will fit within the right-
of-way.

Additionally, the City’s Transportation Master Plan includes extending North Ormsby
Boulevard to West Winnie Lane. Staff is recommending that prior to recordation of the
first final map, the developer enter into a development agreement with the City to pay for
its pro rata share of the cost of improvements to the North Ormsby Boulevard extension,
based on AM and PM peak traffic volumes.

The effect of the proposed subdivision on existing public streets and the need for
new streets or highways to serve the subdivision.

The subject property has access from seven public roads: Mountain Street, Ormsby
Boulevard, Lexington Avenue, North Richmond Avenue, West Sunset Way, Bolero
Drive, and La Mirada Street. The applicant will be extending the local “dead end” roads
onto the site, and will also take access from Mountain Street and Ormsby Boulevard,
both collectors. Of note, although there is a cul-de-sac “bulb” at the end of North
Richmond Avenue, the recorded documents recognize this “bulb” as a “temporary turn
around and utility easement.” It is not a part of the public roadway.

Staff is aware that there is community opposition to connecting the local roads to the
proposed development. Staff finds that these “dead end” roads were intended to extend
to serve the subject property. Staff agrees with the traffic report that multiple
connections will disperse the project traffic through more intersections, avoiding a
concentration of new traffic at any one location, allowing for shorter trips, and providing
better emergency response routes throughout the community.

Staff finds that proposed and existing infrastructure is sufficient to meet the additional
demand imposed by the subdivision without compromising safety.
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9. The physical characteristics of the land such as flood plains, earthquake faults,
slope and soil.

The site is relatively flat. The site includes areas designated as FEMA zone AO, which
is within the 100 year floodplain. A conditional letter of map revision (CLOMR) will be
required, and all improvements and mitigations associated with the CLOMR will need to
be incorporated into the construction plans.

10. The recommendations and comments of those entities reviewing the subdivision
request pursuant to NRS 278.330 thru 278.348, inclusive.

The proposed tentative map has been routed to the Nevada Department of
Environmental Protection (NDEP) and the Nevada Division of Water Resources. Staff
has also solicited comments from the Carson City School Department staff.

11. The availability and accessibility of fire protection including, but not limited to, the
availability and accessibility of water and services for the prevention and
containment of fires including fires in wild lands.

The subdivision has sufficient secondary access, and there are sufficient fire water
flows.

12. Recreation and trail easements.

PROS is recommending neighborhood park improvements be incorporated into the
existing Mountain Street Trailhead including, but not limited to, a picnic shelter, signage,
restroom facility, parking lot infrastructure preservation / maintenance, and a ten foot
wide concrete multi-use path with an adjacent 3 foot wide decomposed granite path
connecting to the trailhead. These improvements must be completed prior to
recordation of the first final map.

Staff further recommends that the multi-use path be extended to be a loop surrounding
the development with an on-site multi-use path along the west side of the property, and
a five foot paved trail along the north side of the property. This will allow for pedestrians
to walk a loop, will improve access to the open space area to the north, and formalize
what could alternatively be in informal walking area.

In exchange for the developer building and dedicating the noted improvements, the City
will enter into a Development Agreement that will waive the residential construction tax
from being collected at the time of building homes in this development.

Attachments
Public Comment
Application



REASONS RICHMOND ST SHOULD BE THE THROUGH STREET NOT SUNSET WAY

1. The only Junior High School is on King St between Richmond St and Ormsby Blvd.

2. Richmond St north of Washington St is a wide street. W. Sunset Way is a much narrower
street

3. The distance between W. Sunset Way and Richmond St is a mere 3 homes.

4. Mountain St is a wide through street with only 2 stop signs between Washington and Winnie
Lane.

5. The connection across the Anderson Farm to the north is Miranda St and/or to
Bolero St. Both of these connect to Long St and thus into Winnie Lane.

6. To use W Sunset Way as a through street as well as the obvious Richmond St is redundant
and unnecessary due to the close proximity of these 2 streets. Mountain St is not far from W
Sunset Way.

7. If the Anderson Farm is developed for housing or for a much needed large west side flat
park area, a portion of the north end of W. Sunset Way and possibly also Lexington St should
have a bulge made into the farm property to be used as a large vehicle turnaround. The
planning for these 2 streets was not properly done at the onset. Four homes at the north end
of these 2 streets constantly have their driveways used for garbage and other large vehicles.
Both of these streets need not be through streets but could be used as bike or pedestrian
traffic if this area becomes a park or possible emergency vehicle access if it is for housing.

8. There exist in Carson City many, many convoluted developments with only 2 streets that
have access to a larger through street. All of the police, fire and ambulance know how to
navigate these areas of Carson City. If you use Richmond to Miranda/Bolero as a north/south
entrance and Mountain St to Ormsby as an East/West entrance that give sthose emergency
vehicles 4 swift access streets to large through streets except for Long St. Bolero St could be
extended directly to Winnie Lane. If this area becomes housing this is certainly more than
sufficient for emergency access.

9. There is considerable school traffic turning onto and off Richmond St to the Junior High
School during school days. There is considerable construction traffic on Washington St to and
from Ormsby Blvd. There is limited visibility turning from the north side part of W. Sunset Way
onto Washington St because of the setback of Washington St on that northwest side. There is
a dire need for a 4 way stop at the Richmond St and Washington St intersection. Violation of
the 25mph speed limit is considerable primarily considering the Junior High Students using this
intersection on foot or bicycle. The safety of the public is considerable here and will be more
so if this area becomes either housing or the much needed open park.



ANDERSON FARM/RANCH PROPERTY

Need for Parks in Carson City.

1. There are very few large parks in the Carson City. Mills Park is the largest in the city center.
It has limited grass use. Mostly it is used for Carnival rides and tented vendor events. No kids
field activities.

2. There are only 4 very small parks on west of Carson St. as playground use only. There are
NO flat open field areas for mixed use. There are many areas for horse and mountain bike
trails to the very west of into the foot hills

3. There are many schools for below HS age children on the West side of Carson St. The
Junior High School is on King St bordered by Ormsby Blvd and Richmond St. There is a large
grade school is on King St and Mountain St and another on Long St and Mountain St.

4. Once this land is developed there is no going back on ever having another large open park
in the entire downtown area of Carson City

5. Would the town consider purchasing a portion of this land or giving a big tax break to the
owner of the land to obtain the land between Mountain St to a cross through at Richmond St
and the small park to the north connection to Long St and then to Winnie Lane? Or even better
a big rectangle from Mountain St to Ormsby Blvd. That still leaves the owner with considerable
land to be sold to a developer or to keep as land for the cattle who use it at present. The
owner could be offered naming the new park area - Anderson Park.

6. Parking already exists on Mountain St called Mountain Street Trailhead. This could be
expanded the width of Mountain St.

7. Parking could be put on both sides of an extended Richmond St to Miranda St or up to
Boiero/Long St if the land becomes a large park. There could also be some parking at the top
on Ormsby Bivd if a very large park was made.

8. Keep the park as an open grassy area for mixed use as pick up soccer, baseball, softball
fields. Have some basketball areas up near Ormsby and perhaps Pickleball too. Children/
Toddler play area down off Mountain Street west of existing parking area. Have more picnic
tables in this Child area. :

9. Consider a raised Bandstand/Movie Screen area for outdoor events.



From: Anne Macquarie [mailto:annemacquarie@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 18, 2019 11:26 AM RECEIVED

To: Planning Department
Cc: Chas Macquarie >; Randy Gaa NOV 18 2019

ject: i- Estat inad t
Subject: Multi-use path on proposed Anderson Ranch Estate appears inadequate CARSON CITY

. PLANNING DIVISION
This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use caution if this message contains

attachments, links, or requests for information.

Dear Planning Department,

I just looked at the plan for Anderson Ranch Estates reproduced in the
Nevada Appeal article this morning. (I went to your website and tried to
open the more detailed documents but they did not open.)

I notice that in the plan shown in the Nevada Appeal the proposed multi-
use path does not continue all the way through to Ormsby Blvd. It does
not appear to even connect to the street into the subdivision from Ormsby
so bicyclists and walkers could access Ormsby via the street. It appears to
dead-end at the property line.

I remind you that the purpose of a multi-use path is to get somewhere - not
just to walk to a dead-end and back. I also remind you that the Mountain
Street Trailhead was intended to serve an eventual multi-use trail that
would connect Mountain Street with Ormsby Blvd and beyond that, Kings
Canyon.

The multi-use path that is shown on the plan does not do that .

I ask you to require the developer to continue the multi-use path to
Ormsby Blvd, preferably by continuing the path in the landscape
strip that forms the eastern edge of the site, but if not, by providing
access between the path and the street, and providing sidewalks and
bike lanes on the access road into the subdivision from Ormsby.
Thank you,

Anne Macquarie

775-303-2562

Anne Macquarie, Chair

Sierra Club Toiyabe Chapter

Visit our website for volunteer opportunities, outings and events, environmental news, and
more www.sierraclub.org/toiyabe

775-303-2562


































RECEIVED

From: Janet Doescher [mailto:trvidschr@sbcglobal.net] DEC 09 ng
Sent: Sunday, December 8, 2019 9:46 AM
To: Planning Department CARSON CITY

Subject: Andersen Ranch development PLANNING DIvISION

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

My property abuts the proposed development and | want to register my opposition to this plan:

1. 1am most concerned about the density of this proposed plan especially in regards to possible
flooding of adjacent properties.

2. 1'am concerned about the density of this proposed plan because | feel it does not fit into the existing
home sites of this west side of Carson City.

3. The plan, although as proposed shows a walking path and thus a buffer zone on the south side of the
property, shows only a very small buffer on the north side. This means that four to five homes could be
built across and close to my property line. This is just too dense!

Many of my other concerns were mentioned at the meeting with the developer on Dec. 5. | echo those
concerns.

Because | am unable to attend the Planning Commission meeting scheduled this month just before
Christmas, | hope you will consider my comments here.

Janet Doescher
1500 Malaga Dr
Carson City



From: lisa harris [mailto:]_turtle@yahoo.com] i RECEIVED
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 6:42 AM

To: Planning Department
Subject: Andersen Ranch Development Comments DEC ! 0 2019

CARSON CITY
This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use cautipn if titisnessagencontaips

attachments, links, or requests for information.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. | couldn't find the assigned planners name so | am sending to the general
mail box. Please pass along.

| like the idea of the development, however | think there are some missed opportunities with the site plan. The layout of
the streets creates and exclusive community. Residents would reach their homes by driving through existing
neighborhoods but no existing residents would drive through this neighborhood to get to their homes. This puts an unfair
burden on Carson City Public Works. Better connectivity to the existing "grid" layout network of roads would compliment
existing.communities instead of segregate them.

Slapping a trail along the boundary is a passive use of open space with the most minimum cost to the developer. | like
the trail but more recreation/open space is needed. How about a nice park?

Lot sizes do not conform to the existing character of the community or zoning uses. Lot sizes appear to be smaller than
6000 SQFT even though the zoning is SF6. Higher density development should be closer to the downtown core, not in the
middle of an existing neighborhood.

Thank you for your time.
Lisa Harris



RECEIVED
DEC 10 2p19

CARSON CITY
PLANNING DIVISION

LEXINGTON AVENUE AND SARATOGA WAY RESIDENTS

LETTERS OF CONCERN REGARDING THE ANDERSON PROPERTY

TO: STACEY GIOMI, WARD 1 SUPERVISOR
FOR THE

CARSON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION



RECEIVED
DEC 10 2019

CARSON CiTY
PLANNING DIVISION |

Dear Carson City Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors,

My name is Mikki Reed, my Husband Erick and Son Kameron are residents
adjoins to the Anderson Ranch property. Our neighbors from Lexington, Potomac and Saratoga recently
got together to discuss the tentative map and studies done by land planning group, Christi Corp.

While we fully understand that the Anderson Ranch is approved for a development of this type and that
the proposed plan meets the existing ordinances and is in alignment with the cities Master Plan, we
would like to discuss the following concerns around development of this property as it currently is
designed in the plan.

Our neighborhood would like to bring several concerns forward.

Community Impact: Developments like the one Cristi Corp is proposing, is causing negative impact to
our community. We would like to know what the City’s end goal is. Do we have a maximum population
for our community? We are concerned that developments like this and others are causing extensive
(explosive) growth. My neighbor, Maxine and Paul 30+ year residents stated, we are becoming Reno,
NV if not California. Carson City being our state Capitol, makes it not okay.

Below are some concerns from our neighborhood:

- Maintaining Character of the area West Carson City is known for upscale westside charm
with its quant country rural feel within city limits. Many of the locals feel the proposed
development is not in keeping of the current west side community and the density and lot
sizes are not consistent with the established surrounding neighborhoods which presently
are a minimum of 8,000 sq. ft. ‘

Suggestions: Quality over quantity, perhaps larger properties and higher price tags are the
way to go. This will allow the developer to make the same profit, but keep the standard of
the neighboring properties.

- The traffic study conducted does not realistically reflect the actual traffic.

o It was conducted in June on the last day of school (half day schedule). Currently,
because of the construction on Washington Street, people are avoided this area as
much as possible. Therefore, another study is warranted when conditions are
reflective of normal school year traffic conditions.

- On a typical day, Lexington Avenue has maybe 2-3 cars per hour. There are hours that go by
where there is no traffics at all. Pedestrian traffic is even lighter. Our neighborhood is
concerned about the traffic increase, to a potential 1 car per minute during peak hours and
would like to request Lexington not be open to a through street. Giomi says he is going to
try to push traffic to Mountain and Ormsby, this is not guaranteed. Once the housesare
purchased, if Lexington, Richmond, Sunset, La Mirada and Bolero are open to through
streets, the residents can travel in and out of the area through any open street they want.



Suggestion: Redo traffic study for all effective roads inclu'ding new hub roads. Keep hub
streets for emergency vehicles only and walking traffic.

- Schools — We are already overcrowded with a great shortage of qualified teachers. It seems
the powers that be do not want to build another high school in our city which has
contributed to its overcrowded. Close to 2,400 students! Really? The addition of these
high-density small homes with their population is going to place an added burden on our
school system. Not to mention our elementary and middle schools.

Suggestion: Hold development of this and future projects until adequate schools are
finalized to avoid additional overcrowding.

- Hospital and medical care. We currently have a great shortage of professional staff in town
and its surrounding satellite clinics. The inpatient stats are off the wall. Waiting times to get
in to see a Dr are unacceptable causing our current residents to have to travel to Reno or
further to get in to see care.

- Fire safety: Having this many small homes located so close together, we are seriously
concerned that fire could take out neighborhoods.

- Homes turning into a renter’s development-. As has happened after the economy failed in
2008, out of state investors were buying houses left and right for use as rentals. How is
that controlled? This proposed development scheme does nothing to limit/prohibit
investors buying up these smaller units for purely rental units which is not consistent with
the areas present makeup.

- Parking: My understanding is that most of these small homes will be built with 1-car
- garages. Most families own 2 or more vehicles. The streets will resemble parking lots, and
overflow parking will impact not only the proposed development but also adjoining
neighborhoods.

- Runoff: |am aware of no proposal_for runoff control. This area presently serves primarily
as an infiltration area. With this new development, most of the land will be impervious due
to the proposed housing density, resulting in significant runoff with potential flooding of
down gradient areas.

RespectfuunM_,_/N é ; /‘/ M eTpEC22I]

Lexington Avenue, Potomac Place and Saratoga Residents
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PAUL AND MAXINE LIEBENDORFER
908 SARATOGA WAY
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89703

RECEIVED
December 9, 2019 pDEC 10 2019

CARSON CITY
PLANNING DIVISION

The Carson City Board of Supervisors
Mr.Stacey Giomi

Ward 1, Supervisor

201 N Carson Street, Suite 2

Carson City, NV 89701

SUBJECT: Anderson Ranch Property
Dear Mr. Giomi:

There has been a lot of discussion in our neighborhood about the concerns we have with the
information provided by the consultants for the proposed Anderson Ranch property. We would
appreciate having these concerns taken seriously and addressed. Paul and | have been
residents at 908 Saratoga Way for 30+ years. Carson City became our home while my husband
was serving active duty in the U.S. Public Health Service and we have enjoyed the small-town
atmosphere that Carson has to offer. :

Our way of life, and I think | speak for many Carson City residents, is being negatively impacted
by its recent explosive growth. We are becoming Reno, NV if not California. Carson City being
our state Capital, makes it not okay. Who decides how large Carson City will be allowed to
grow? Below are some concerns we have:

- Lot sizes are not consistent with the established surrounding neighborhoods which
presently are a minimum of 8000 sq. ft.

- The traffic study conducted does not realistically reflect the actual traffic.

o It was conducted in June on the last day of school (half day schedule).
Currently, because of the construction on Washington Street, people are
avoiding this area as much as possible. Therefore, another study is
warranted when conditions are reflective of normal school year traffic
conditions.

- Schools — What can | say about schools? We are already overcrowded with a great
shortage of qualified teachers. It seems the powers that be do not want to build
another high school in our city which has contributed to its overcrowded conditions.



Close to 4,000 students! Really? The addition of these high density small homes
with their population is going to place an added burden on our school system. Not
to mention our elementary schools. We as retirees have 3 children in the Carson City
school system.

- Hospital and medical care. We currently have a great shortage of professional staff
at our RMC and its surrounding satellite clinics. The inpatient stats are off the wall.

- Fire safety: Having this many small homes located so close together, I’'m seriously
concerned that fire could take out neighborhoods. You, as our former fire chief,
must have some concerns in this area.

- Homes turning into a renter’s development-. After the 2008 recession, out of state
investors were buying houses left and right for use as rentals. How is that
controlled? This proposed development scheme does nothing to limit/prohibit
investors buying up these smaller units for purely rental purposes, which is not
consistent with the area’s present makeup.

- Parking: My understanding is that most of these small homes will be built with 1-car
garages. Most families own 2 or more vehicles. The streets will resemble parking
lots, and overflow parking will impact not only the proposed development but also
adjoining neighborhoods.

- Runoff: I am aware of no proposal for runoff control. This area presently serves
primarily as an infiltration area. With this new development, most of the land will
be impervious due to the proposed housing density, resulting in significant runoff
with potential flooding of down gradient areas.

- Water: Although it is asserted that the city has procured sufficient water rights for

growth, water rights do not necessarily equate to the quantity of the resource that
actually exists.

We are planning to attend the December 17 meeting and are hopeful that our Board of
Supervisors will take into consideration the needs of the community. The Anderson family has
every right to sell their property, but the conversion from agricultural to residential should be
accomplished in a manner compatible with the adjacent neighborhoods.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Cordially,

v




From: bepsy strasburg [mailto:strasburgbepsy@gmail.com] REC E ﬂ/E D
Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 2:22 PM
To: Planning Department; Shelby Damron DEC 19 2019

Subject: Andersen Ranch Subdivision Map CARSON CIT
PLANNING DMSig,N

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

Hello Shelby,

Please include the attachment as written comments for the Planning Commission meeting on December
17th. Itis 2:21pm so | made the 5pm deadline.

Thank you very much for your help.
“Bepsy Strasburg

650-387-3118



December 9, 2019
Dear Planning Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to present my concerns as | share a common fence with the Andersen
property. We, the neighbors, are deeply troubled by this application which does not preserve the
character, architecture of our neighborhood in the West side. The beauty of our neighborhoods directly
impacts how neighbors treat each other here and the neighborly attitudes that makes us so proud.

The neighbors had insufficient time to prepare for this meeting. The first meeting with the Developer
was on December 5" last week.

Main pretext the Developer is using for this application is rather than building residential homes on
12,000 sq ft lots using existing zoning of SF12, they want to do smaller lots by donating some Open
Space to Carson City. ‘

Under current zoning, SF12 would comprise 72% (almost three-quarters of the Andersen Project) of
the available 48.2 acres. Instead, Developer wants to build 66% of the available land using SF6 but on
5.000 sq ft lots. Note that SF6, which is a small stretch along the Mountain Street facing the Andersen
Ranch, requires lot sizes of 6000 sq ft lots and a very small portion of the available 48.2 acres shown
below. The houses on Montain Street under SF6 are 7,000 Sq ft lots with single storey ranch homes.




Single-Family—12,000 square feet SF12 )

Single-Family—6,000 square feet SF6

JEGEND
MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (MDR}

LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LOR)
PARKS AND RECREATION {PR)

Note that MDR designation is a medium density residential area for the whole area proposed for
development.

There is a MDR south of the Development which is not part of the project (see above). This has a major
significance to the fulfillment of the Uniform Trail Map as discussed in section 7 below.

Had this specific implementation of the Uniform Trail Map not be in this application, I do not think it
would have generatd such neighbordhood reaction and anxiety. Note that Title 17 does not require
trails to be contiguious.

The Developer is taking advantage of the Open Space Title 17 even though there are alternative ways to
implement the Uniform Trail Map as discussed under item 7.

I respectfully request the Planning Commission to send this request back to the Developer and
Plannign Deartment to develop an alternative project plan that matches the beauty and environment
of the West Side of Carson City and which will make us proud to be residents in this neighborhood.

Bepsy Strasburg, 312 Tahoe Drive, Carson City.
Discussion

1. How can the Developer change the dynamics of the current zoning? Over 10 years ago, in an
attempt to preserve Open Space in Carson City, the Board of Supervisors (BOD), innacted Title
17. The Developer is donating a portion of the land to the City under Title 17 to create trails
originating from the Mountain Trail trailhead. The Trailhead was built by a Federal Grant but




has been used as a parking lot for the medical profession on the old Carson Tahoe Hospital site.
No neighbors have used or missed not having the trails originating from this trailhead. The
Board of Supervisors never envisioned that their Title 17 would be used to create a
neighborhood uncharacteristic of its surroundings. This is of paramount importance to us, the
neighbors.

So why should the neighbors who has purchased their homes, the biggest investment in their
lives, on the assumption of exiting zoning of SF12 (12,000 sq ft lots) want to change the
character of their neighborhood to produce an Uniform Trail Map. The neighbors did not give
input on the Uniform Trail Map and should not be used to transfer value from their homes to
the Development for this purpose.

Carson City has over 8000 acres of open space and parks currently and no one is going to miss
a few extra trails. They want to preserve the beauty of their purchase on the West Side.

This is akin to eminent domain, confiscation of the value and utility of their homes for the
production of trails which are not of critical need for public good such as roads. How many
people from our neighborhood will use the currently absent Mountain Street trailhead? Our
neighbors go to the Kings Canyon Waterfall, C-Hill, Mexican Dam for their recreation. Plenty of
opportunities to enjoy trails. We do not need trails at our backyards just to create 2 storey 34
ft tall houses on minature 5,000 lots, right across the street from the HISTORIC DISTRICT.

How much land is the Developer contributing? The majorty of the 7.92 acres of the open space
is going to be used for culverts, ditches and stormwater retention tanks before the discharge is
metered to the City’s drainage system. This is a FEMA requirement as the south end of the
property is a flood zone. We could not ascertain from the Developer how much land is solely
dedicated to trails and this donation should not include the 20ft vegetation border on the
north side. They are doing that to shelter from the Development from the north side
neighbors.

Iltem 6 of the appendix of the application says a minimum of 30 feet for th trail width.

6. As part of the Improvement plan, the applicant wlill construct and dedicate to the City the

multi-use path, as well as Implement the neighborhood park improvements at the Mountain
Stresl trallhead, This shall be coordinated through and agreed upon by the Carson City
Parks, Recreation & Open Space Depariment. The applicant shall provide a 30" wide (min.)
sasement for the path. Easement shall be a public access trall easement,

Should the neighbors be forced to capitulate to the use of Title 17 just because it is convenient

to the Developer and fits the goal of the Carson City Parks & Recreation. Are there alternatives

to satisfy the Uniform Trail Map without sacrificing value of neighboring homes? I say yes

which I will show in item 7 below.



4. Extracted from the Application on page 6

Project Description

Andersen Ranch Estates is envisioned as a traditional single family neighborhood that will include a total of
203 units. Lotsizes will range from approximately 5,000 square feet to nearly 15,0004 square feet and will
include homes that are complementary to adjoining neighborhoods. The proposed development
implements the provisions of section 17.10 of the Carson City Municipal Code which allows for clustering
within subdivisions with the preservation of open space. The Andersen Ranch Estates plan is essentially
“ringed” with an open space buffer that will not only seeve to separate new homes from existing residences,
but will provide for pedestrian access and trail linkages through the project, including a connection to the
existing trailhead and parking lot located on the west side of Mountain Street at the southeastern corner of
the project boundary.

How far is the Historic District from the Andersen Ranch Project? See next page.
How is this Development complementary per the Application?

The majority of the homes in the project will be multi-storey 3,000 sq ft oversized back-to-back homes
on 5,000 sq ft lots. The Developer told the neighbors at the December 5™ meeting that heights will be
24-34 feet (134 lots in the middle), 18-24 sq ft single storey on the perimeter homes. There is no
height limitation imposed by the Planning Department.

Let us know where in the Historic District we can find similar homes as these monster homes in small
lots?

We go out of our way to preseve the character of Carson City. Ala Jack’s Bar. Downtown

* Preservation. Now, we want to build multi-story oversized homes whch will tower over the single
storey homes on the perimeter and the existing single story ranch type homes on larger lots around ‘
Andersen Ranch.

The application is an attempt to hide the inevitable discontinuity of the development with its
surroundings or hide the truth until it is too late in the process. Why did Planning Department not insist
on computer simulations in this age of technology advancement. Will this development make the
Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors or Carson City PROUD? [ think not.
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5. Extracted from the Application on Page 8

The development plan envision

p opm ent gattem, as permlttad und er sectzon 17 100f the Muntm pal Cade. In the case af

the Andersen RBI’ICh Estates project, a common open space approach is highly appropriate asit can serve to

implement goals of the Carson City Master Plan as well as benefit existing and future residents. For

example, by preserving open space along the southern boundary, a trail connection can occur from the

exist] ng tra;lhead on Mountain Street, providing legal ped estnan access th roughthe Andersen R;m chEstates
e:astlng and pianned pedestf:an

Would current neighbors need buffering if the existing zoning of SF12 was implemented?

Stormwater detention and drainage improvments is a FEMA requirement and a benefit
required to sell homes on a flood plain. Resident have to pay 51200 per year for required
annual flood insurance without mitigation through extra drainage or raising the topography.

Representing this as a benefit to existing neighbors is a mispresentation of the Developer in
the application.

reYe hﬁ D n

Figure 7 (below) deplcts the preliminary site plan developed for Andersen Raych, d rDJ rl 5




6. Extracted from the Application on page 9

e family density.
zes; overall density
ore, !ot sizes prapased are

Current Proposed
Acre Total #ofunits | % Per Unit # of % Per Unit | % Change
Sq Ft Units )
7.8 acres | 339768 | 56.63 5000 sq ft 134 66% | 5000 Sq
sq ft units Units Ft Per increase
Unit smaller
lots
SF12 | 40.4 175982 | 146.65 72% 69 34% 7700 Sq
acres 4sqft | units Units Ft Per
Unit
Total | 48.2 203.28 100 203 100%
acres Units % Units

The 38 points difference in each category is substantial — almost a swap of half of the units. 38 points
decrease in the 12,000 lot sizes degrades the zoning designation of a Medium Density Residential (MDR)
zone. Even it is technically within the MDR zone using the 5,000 lot sizes, it violates the conceptual
premise of the West Side architecture of Carson City. Will the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors be proud of implementing this deterioration? It will be a blotch to the skyline in the West
Side.

Has the Planning Department or Planning Commission asked the residents of the neighbors:

- Whether they want to give up their view of the hills and transfer their home values to the new
houses in exchange for a trailhead that they have not experienced to-date. Carson City has over
8000 acres of open space and parks — who cares if none are added on the east side and north
side of Andersen Ranch.

- Would any resident be devastitated if the Mountain Street trailhead did not materialize after so
many years AND remained as the parking lot for the businesses and patients coming to the OId
Carson Tahoe Hospital site.

- Would the neighors fault Carson City Parks & Recreation if the objective of Unifom Trail Map is
not fulfilled by moving the trail to the portion of the Andersen Property not covered by this
project i.e. the south side?



- Has Carson City Parks & Recreation asked the neighbors to contribute? Ask big Companies in
the area to donate for a trail naming rights? What about a Go-FUND-Me page? What about
Andersen Ranch? How about getting help from the Carson City Sustainability group to assist
with Grant writing? | am sure the SOSCARSONCITY.ORG will assist as | will.

7. Are there alternatives to achieving Unform Trail Map desired by the Carson City Parks and
Recreation?

As an example, the City can exchange the current parking lot (Marked A) for equivalent land (Marked B)
and connect the Trail on the other side of Ormsby Street. This will be more cost-effective to build the
trail continuation closer to the west side and fulfill the Uniform Trail Map. (Title 17 says that trails do
not have to contigious).

Representing that this proposed application is the only way to fullfil the Uniform Trail Map goal of the
Parks & Recreation is disingenuious and a disservice to the existing neighbors.

o I o

PARES AND RISHATION ('R

e

Let’s face it. No one is beating down the door of Parks & Recreation to continue the Mountain Street
Trailhead. In fact, the City would earn more money by installing metered parking for the people who
visit medical facilities on Mountain Street.

There is more than 1 way to create a trade-off to improve city planning. Here is a golden opportunity to
create new ways beneficial to all, and retain the beauty of the Carson City. No one gaining any points
by simply sticking to a checklist as the Application shows especially when the Master Plan has not
been updated since 2006. Much has changed since 2006 with improved City Planning concepts. Is
Title 17 unfairly benefiting the Developer at the expense of the neighborhood?

8. Extracted from the application on page 22
The site Is located outside the downtown core but Is approximately a 2,000-foot walking distance from
North Carson Street. Thus, the project provides housing opportunities within a reasonable walking
distance of downtown businesses, services, and employment centers,



The project is designed to be consistent with adjoining neighborhoods but will still provide housing
opportunities that are within walking distance of downtown.

The project will be complementary to surrounding development in terms of helght, setbacks, and use and
will therefore be directly compatible,

Proximity to downtown is a plus for all current residents on the West side. It is a selling point to buyers
of houses in the Development but it should not be done by eliminating original zoning assumptions,
upon which existing neighbors have purchased their homes over the last 20 years in the West Side.

The application on page 22 incorrectly states that it is consistent with adjoining neighborhoods where
the majority of the lots are SF12 (12000 sq ft lots) with single storey ranch homes. It is changing from
a 72:28 SF12 (12000 lots) ratio to a 34:66 ratio, a complete reversal.

9. Extracted from the Application — page 10.

Total Project Area 48.2+ acres

Total Units 203

Total Lot Area 28,62+ acres
Right-of-Way Area 11.63+ acres
Common Area/Open Space 7.96% acres

Project Density 4.21 dwelling units per acre
Minimum Lot Size 5,000+ square feet
Maximum Lot Size 14,9304 square feet
Average Lot Size 6,140+ square feet

The reported 7.96 acres to open land is misleading to a casual reader of the application — most of the
the7.96 acres is needed for culverts, ditches, storm water retention tranks. The applicant does the
separate the open space needed for the “buffer” verus FEMA mandated improvements versus
stormwater retention drains. So what is the net open space donated to the City for which the
neighbors are making a monumental sacrifice by:

(1) alteration of the existing character of the West Side neighborhood,

(2) transferance of value of their property to the Andersen Ranch Development, and

(3) seeing back-to-back adjoining oversized 2 storey houses over the rooftops of the single-story along
the perimeter of the Development.



Here are some photoes around town in the West Side neighborhood.

One-Storey house on Lexingston does not obcure view for the neighbor across the 45ft street. Houses
close together on a 5,000 sq ft lot will not space between houses as in this photo. Two-storey homes
next to each other on 5,000 sq ft lots will completing obscure the view of the existing neighbors along
the perimeter of the Andersen Ranch.



Comparison of 1-storey house next to a 2-storey house (only one 2-storey house on Lexingston) but not
on 5,000 sq ft lots. The view is completely obscured by the 2-storey house if it is not for the gap
between the lots. Imagine 134 units 2-storey 3,000 sq ft houses on 5,000 sq ft lots next to each other
in the insideof the Development. Is the setbacks sufficient? What would it look like?



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

RECEIVED
Dear Planning Commissioners, DEC 10 2019
CARSON CirY
Regarding the Andersen Ranch Estates tentative map being reviewed-by you oh ot

December 17", the neighbors, homeowners and existing taxpayers of Carson City
have many concerns about this subdivision.

This development is being rushed before the commission and board of
supervisors without adequate community input. One meeting does not constitute
adequate chance to discuss all aspects of this development thoroughly. Our
understanding is that this project has been with the city since February; in that
time no representative of the city advised the developer that it might be a good
idea to meet with the community, given the previous “Vintage” project! We
citizens are disappointed in our own representatives! We request that this item
be withdrawn from the December 17" agenda by the commission to allow proper
time for the community to meet with the sub-divider, not during the holiday
season.

In lieu of that, we would like to see a new traffic study, one that is done during
the school year and a full school day, one that accounts for bicycle and pedestrian
traffic as well as cars.

We have NOT yet seen any architectural drawings of the buildings they propose.
Given our experience with the “Vintage” project’s idea of a single-story home, we
want to see these buildings befgre any maps are approved.

There is no mention of the construction activities on this property except for their
idea of phasing. We would like all construction traffic limited to using Mountain
Street for entry and egress. Also, we would like time limits on all construction
activities, such as Monday to Friday, 8 AM to 5 PM. We also want some conditions
regarding lights, noise and dust so that we can maintain good living conditions for
our children and families.

If you do choose to approve this application, we ask that the following conditions
be added to the Planning Commission motion:




*All homes will be built at existing grade.

*All homes will be only 1 story high with a review by the community of the
architecture and height.

*The Ormsby “trail” will be at least as wide as the trailhead on the south.
*No 3 car garages.

*All roads being connected to this development from the north and south
will be for bicycle/pedestrian/emergency vehicles ONLY and will be
equipped with Fire Department special gates.

*The developer will reimburse the city the cost of the stop sign at Mountain
and Fleischmann.

*The developer will pay for any traffic signals required at Washington and
Richmond (or anywhere else).

*All homes on the periphery will be sited as far to the FRONT of the lot as
possible.

*No lots to be smaller than 5,000 SF.

| firmly believe that CCMC 17.10 is a detriment to our city by not being
conditioned to only properties with constraints, such as shape, slope, etc.
Developers are taking advantage of this provision to provide minimal open space
(let’s face it the trail around the development is not true open space), build small
cramped lots, and keep the same density as given in CCMC 18. Thisis NOT a
service to our quality of life!

We all know that residential development does NOT pay for itself in taxes vs
services required (schools, roads, police, fire, etc.). Let’s not rush into something
that may turn out to be a mistake. Please allow the community time to meet with
the developer in a proper time-frame.

Thank you for your attention,

Maxine Nietz

Homeowner, citizen, business owner, senior, taxpayer, voter, volunteer and
Chair of SaveOpenSpace-Carson City

775.887.1294

nevadamax@usa.com
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