Agenda ltem No: 29.C

STAFF REPORT

Report To: Board of Supervisors Meeting Date: February 18, 2021
Staff Contact: Heather Ferris, Associate Planner
Agenda Title: For Possible Action: Discussion and possible action regarding a request for a Tentative

Subdivision Map known as Borda Crossing, proposing to create 28 single family residential
lots on a 5.27 acre parcel zoned Single Family 1 Acre (SF1A), located at the northeast
corner of Silver Sage Drive and Clearview Drive, APN 009-124-03. (Heather Ferris,
hferris@carson.org)

Staff Summary: The applicant is proposing to create 28 residential lots, with a minimum lot
size of 5,009 square feet. Vehicular access is proposed from Silver Sage Drive and
Center Drive. The plans include large, landscaped buffer areas to the north and south.
The Tentative Subdivision Map is dependent upon the approval of a Zoning Map
Amendment (ZA-2020-0005) from Single Family 1 Acre to Single Family 6,000. The Board
of Supervisors has the authority to approve a Tentative Subdivision Map following
recommendation from the Planning Commission.

Agenda Action:  Formal Action / Motion Time Requested: 30 mins

Proposed Motion
I move to approve SUB-2020-0016, based on the ability to make the required findings in the affirmative and
subject to the conditions of approval recommended by the Planning Commission.

Board's Strategic Goal
Quality of Life

Previous Action

January 27, 2021: The Planning Commission recommended approval by a vote of 6 — 1 based on the ability to
make the required findings in the affirmative and subject to the conditions of approval. The conditions of
approval recommended by the Planning Commission are included in the attached memo dated February 5,
2021 from staff to the Board.

Background/lssues & Analysis

The Board is authorized to approve tentative subdivision maps. The Planning Commission makes a
recommendation to the Board. Additional information is contained in the attached memo dated February 5,
2021 and the Planning Commission Staff Report.

Applicable Statute, Code, Policy, Rule or Regulation
CCMC 17.07 (Findings); CCMC 17.05 (Tentative Maps); NRS 278.330.

Financial Information
Is there a fiscal impact? No




If yes, account name/number:

Is it currently budgeted?

Explanation of Fiscal Impact:

Alternatives

Attachments:

Attach 1- SUB-2020-0016 Memo to BOS.doc

Attach 2- Public Comment received after 1-27 PC.pdf
Attach 3a- SR & packet 1-27 PC .pdf

Attach 3b- additional public correspondence 1-27 PC.pdf

Board Action Taken:
Motion: 1)

(Vote Recorded By)

Aye/Nay


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/819420/Attach_1-_SUB-2020-0016_Memo_to_BOS.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/819416/Attach_2-_Public_Comment_received_after_1-27_PC.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/819418/Attach_3a-_SR___packet_1-27_PC_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/819419/Attach_3b-_additional_public_correspondence_1-27_PC.pdf

Carson City Planning Division

108 E. Proctor Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701
(775) 887-2180 - Hearing Impaired: 711
planning@carson.org
www.carson.org/planning

MEMORANDUM
Board of Supervisors Meeting of February 18, 2021

TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Heather Ferris
Associate Planner

DATE: February 5, 2021

SUBJECT: SUB-2020-0016 For Possible Action: Discussion and possible action regarding a
Tentative Subdivision Map known as Borda Crossing proposing to create 28 single family
residential lots on a 5.27 acre parcel zoned Single Family 1 Acre (SF1A), located at the
northeast corner of Silver Sage Drive and Clearview Drive, APN 009-124-03.

At its meeting of January 27, 2021, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the
request subject to the following conditions of approval. The Planning Commission
recommendation differs from the recommendation in the staff report, specifically with respect to
Conditions 27 and 32. These changes are a result of the applicant volunteering a condition of
approval similar to that approved by the Board of Supervisors for the Silverview Townhomes
project, wherein, prior to approval of the final map, the applicant would submit to the City a
check equal to the cost of a slurry seal of the internal public roads. The Conditions of Approval,
as recommended by the Planning Commission are listed below.

The following are conditions of approval required per CCMC 18.02.105.5:
1. All final maps shall be in substantial accord with the approved tentative map.

2. 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.

3. 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.

4, 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.



10.

11.

12.
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14,

SUB-2020-0016
February 5, 2021

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.

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.
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SUB-2020-0016
February 5, 2021

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.

19.

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:

a) Vegetation management;

b) Watershed management;

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.

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 homeowner’'s 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.

Common Open Space Restrictions. Designated 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.

The Tentative Subdivision Map is only approved if the applicant obtains approval of the
Zoning Map Amendment (ZA-2020-0005) from Single Family 1 acre to Single Family
6,000.

The required internal setback shall be as follows:

Front: 10 feet to front of house; 20 feet to front of garage

Side: 5 feet with a 2-foot projection allowed for the fireplace per Division 1.14 of the
Development Standards.

Rear: 20 feet

These setbacks shall be stated on the final map as well as in the CC&Rs.
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SUB-2020-0016
February 5, 2021

The required peripheral setbacks shall be front (Clearview Drive) setback 65.2 feet; west
side setback 10 feet (with a 2-foot projection allowed for the fireplace per Division 1.14 of
the Development Standards); east side setback 12.4 (with a 2-foot projection allowed for
the fireplace per Division 1.14 of the Development Standards); and rear setback 56.7
feet. These setbacks shall be stated on the final map as well as in the CC&Rs.

A minimum lot area shall be 5,009 square feet. All building improvements, including but
not limited to landings, porches, and eaves, must be located within the property lines of
the lot.

Prior to recording the final map, the applicant shall provide the Community Development
Department with a disclosure statement or similar instrument for review and approval.
The document shall be recorded and provide for disclosure that properties in the vicinity
are permitted to keep horses and other livestock and that there may be inconvenience or
discomfort (e.g., noise, dust, and odors) that may arise from living in close proximity to
such properties.

As part of the site improvement permit, the applicant must provide a landscape and
irrigation plan demonstrating compliance with the applicable sections of the
Development Standards in Division 3. The final landscape plan shall be substantially the
same as the conceptual landscape plan with regard to provisions for screening and
buffering along the periphery boundary of the subdivision.

Deciduous trees must be planted a minimum of 5’ from any city/public street, sidewalk or
pathway. Evergreen trees must be planted a minimum of 10’ from any city/public street,
sidewalk or pathway. Fruit bearing, “non-fruiting” flowering or any other trees that drop
debris such as seed pods will not be permitted near or placed where they will eventually
hang over city/public sidewalks or pathways.

The HOA or similar entity must maintain all common open areas including common open
space, landscaping and irrigation, including all landscaping and irrigation located within
the rights-of-way; and pathways.

Carson City is a Bee City USA. As a result, the developer shall use approximately 50%
pollinator friendly plant material for any required landscaping 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 developer is required to incorporate “best management practices” into their
construction documents and specifications to reduce the spread of noxious weeds. The
spread of invasive and noxious weeds is a significant issue in construction projects that
involve land disturbance. Earth moving activities contribute to the spread of weeds, as
does the use of contaminated construction fill, seed, or erosion-control products.
Experience has demonstrated that prevention is the least expensive and most effective
way to halt the spread of noxious and invasive weeds.

The project is located on the boundary of two water pressure zones. A check valve must
be installed on the Center Street main extension to properly separate the two pressure
zones.
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The meandering pathway along the frontage on Clearview Drive, and on Center Drive
south of the entrance must be made of concrete. This meandering concrete pathway
must be privately owned and maintained.

As volunteered by the applicant, prior to approval of the final subdivision map, the
developer shall provide the City with a check equal to the cost of a slurry seal of the
internal public road (square footage of the asphalt section of the road multiplied by the
price per square foot that Carson City has negotiated with its seasonal provider) to the
satisfaction of the public works director.

A full local rural street section must be paved along the Center Drive frontage from the
proposed entrance to Clearview Drive as shown. This section must meet the minimum
width for a rural street with no parking. The existing street section is in very poor
condition and the extra pavement is necessary to serve the subdivision.

A “Share the Road” sign must be installed on the Clearview Drive frontage.

The project must meet all applicable Carson City Development Standards and Standard

Details including but not limited to the following:

a) The water main extension in Center Drive must extend along the entire frontage
of the subject parcel, not just to the entrance of the subdivision, and connect into
the existing main on Center Drive.

b) Bayonne is an east-west oriented right-of-way and must be named Bayonne
Avenue, not Bayonne Drive.

C) The pavement patch in Clearview Drive must meet the structural section for an
urban arterial, or match existing, whichever is greater.

d) A half street section must be paved along the Center Drive frontage from the

proposed entrance to the north property line as shown. The added pavement
must meet the minimum width for half of a local rural street with no parking.
e) Valley Gutters must be installed where necessary for drainage to cross streets.



Heather Ferris
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From: att@e.att-mail.com <cedlcrandall@sbeglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, February 4, 2021 12:37 PM
To: Heather Ferris
Ce: Lisa Schuette
Subject: Zoning Map Amendment ZA4-2020-005 and Borda Crossing Development 2020-016
Follow Up flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

Please accept these additional comments to my original email dated January 17, 2021 requesting denial of the proposed
Development and the proposed change to the Zoning regulations. My criginal comments still stand.

| think there is cansensus that those of us opposed to the Development and zoning changes are opposed because our
written questions and cancerns have never been answered/resolved. Speaking on such complicated issues for only 3
minutes at the beginning of the Planning Commissioner's meeting ¢n January 27, 2021 is unreasonable.  Passing zoning
regulations to allow the Developer to make a larger profit than what was ariginally planned is not reasanable. The lune
18, 2020 meeting of the Board of Supervisors continued the matter before them to allow the applicant to bring forward
an alternative zoning or a lot layout that would address the concerns of the neighborhood. This has not been done. The
Develeper did not work with the neighborhood residents. Having 2 meeting one starmy evening in December 2020 at a
spec house on Red's Grade and allowing 2 peoplz inside for a period of five minutes does not constitute working with
the neighberhood. Everyone continues to hide behind the Covid pandemic and makes no effort ta respond in writing or
discuss anything over the phone or through a zoom meeting. | support the werk efforts and comments from Mr. Mike
Tanchek as well as Ms. Krisia Leach's comments regarding equestrian issues at the public comment period of the
Planning Commissioner's January 27, 2021 meating as well as 2/l current written comments from the neighborhood
residents to the Board of Supervisors.

One of the comments by Commissioner Wiggins at the January meeting said it was unlikely the residents would not ever
want a development at that location. Part of that statement is true. If the results impact 2 people, then that is 2 too
many. Talk to us and talk with us. There remain too many concerns. Commissioner Perry said to let it go to the Board
of Supervisors and let them make a decision. This contradicts the original June 18, 2020 instructions at the meeting of
the Board of Supervisors. Please send this back for further consideration and require the Develaper to work with the
rasidents 1o answer guestions and consider all concerns,

Thank you for the opportunity to address you. Karen Crandall, 4521 Muldoon St, Carson City, NV 89701  PH. 775-
883-1247 Cell 775-721-5737
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From: Planning Department

Sent: Thursday, February 4, 20217 1:02 PM

To: Heather Ferris

Subject. FW: Zoning Map Amendment, Tentative Map - Borda Crossing

Attachments: Plarning Commizsion Verbal Comments.pdf; Comments for Board of Supervisors pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Larry <livfr@sbcglabal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 8:58 PM

To: Planning Department <planning@carson.org>

Subject: Fw: Zoning Map Amendment, Tentative Map - Borda Crossing

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

FYI

---— Forwarded Message -—-

From: Larry <livfr@shcglobal net>

To: Heathar Fernis <hfarris@carson.org>

Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021, 08:55:34 PM PST

Subject: Zoning Map Amendment, Tentative Map - Borda Crossing

Hi Heather,

Please add the attached for public cemment on Zoning Map Amendment ZA-2020-0005 and
the Tentative Map Application SUB-2020-0016, APN 008-124-03 for the upcoming Board
of Supervisors meeting.

Thank you,
Krista



Public Comment Verbally Stated at the January 27, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting

This is Krista Leach of the Valley View Trust. Our home is an one acre at 4031 Center Drive and we
also own the vacant one acre parcel next door at 4051 Ceater Drive which we like to call our very own
nature preserve. In addition, we own a home on one acre at 4149 Bigelow Drive two blocks away.

You have received cur comments regarding this Tentative Map application in the Mlanning Division’s
Staff Repeort. Based on our comments and that of a large number (35+ and counting) of other residents
im the neighbarhood, this application should be unequivocaily denied as it s putting the “cart before
the horse.” At a very minimum, we ask that you continue the matter until the issues of the underlying
Zoning Map Amendment application ZA-2020-0005 are resolved. As you know, that application was
continued by the Board of Supervisors at their June 18, 2020 meeting and remanded back to staff to
work with the applicant to find a selution thal better suits the neighborhood by creating larger lots
argund the perimeter as a buffer between the new houses and existing ones. This Tenlative Map
clearly does not take the wishes of the Board of Supervisors into consideration whatsoever, Rather, it
blatantly disregards them. Scveral neighbors also gave input at the developers’ Open House and that
was ignored as well.

There is precedence in the Master Plan in the Schulz Ranch Specific Plan Area to require “lot sizcs
shall be provided to allow for a gradual transition in density between existing 1-acre lots and the more
urban development.” Therefore, our request to the Planning Commission is that you initiate a Master
Plan amendment and a zoning amendment to allow for split zoning of the entire block as follows: The
zoning on the west side of Center Drive should be conformed to SF1A as on the east side of the streat
and be designated Low ensity Residential. The zoning on the north side of Clearview Drive should
also be confermed to SF1A and Low Density Residential as it is on the south side of the street with the
block just south of the subject property reverting back to Low Densily Residential as well in
congruence with the propertics to the south and east of it. The remainder of the block to stay Medium
Density Residential with SFo zoning.

Under ne circumstances should a through street be allowed from Silver Sage Drive (o Cenler Drive.
This would greatly impact the rural nature of Center Drive and be extremely dangerous for the
equestrians whoe ride in our neighborheod as they no ionger have anywhere else safe to go. We have
no sidewalks and want to keep it that way. As an aside, no driveway access should be allowed on
Clearview Drive due to the ever increasing traffic problems,

The 34 Silver View townhomes are already horribly wrong for ibis area yet we are, unfortunately,
stuck with them, Now the same owners/developers want to put another 28 homes directly across the
street, These developments are the proverbial noses “under the tent” and further insinuate these and
other developers into our rural area by sctting preccdents for additional pockets of high density
housing. We do not need any more Mills Landing style travesties encroaching on (he rural lifestyle we
all chose when we moved here, We deserve to have that protected as we are also taxpayers. There
comes a point when “enough is enough™ and we have been completely beyond that point here in south
Carson City for quite some time. We view this as just another “end-around™ by these developers
because they have been so successtul all over town. The only thing they have demonstraled an infersst
1n 1s maximizing their bottom line rather than being good neighbors and doing what is best for the
neighborhood. You have the power to change this.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns regarding this which is of the utmost importance to
us and our neighbors.
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At this point, it is impossiblc to scparaic input about Zoning Map Amendment ZA-2020-0003 and the
Tentative Map SUB-2020-0016 {or Borda Crossing. Therefore, our comments are commingled as the
Tentative Map is dependent upon approval of the Zoning Map Amendment.

There were several comments made by the Planning Commissioners and the devclopers that we do not
want to sce any development on this parcel. Tius 1s putting words into our mouths. We understand
that development is inevitable but we believe we deserve the same accommodation as the Schulz
Ranch low densily residenfial neighbors received in the Master Plan. Not only does that set a
precedent but it is clear that was also the intention when the South Pointe subdivision was developed.
It retaincd SF1A on the west side of Center Drive. The change from SF1A to 5F21 just north of the
subject property on Center Dirive happencd later and apparently quite irregularly. (Please refer to
Michael Tanchek on that matter as he has done exiensive research.) All ol these facts have, so [ar,
been completely ignored.

The owners/developers have really not compromised anything yet as this is the first Tentative Map
proposcd for this parcel. We are willing lo come to somce agreement but it musi take inio consideration
the good of the neighborhood. It was very evident at the Planning Commission meeting that a “viabls”
development for the owners/developers was what was best for their bottom line rather than what is best
for the neighborhood. Frankly, i1l that is the case, ihey should never have purchased this parcel with
the SF1A zoning. If this is not the best fit for them financially, they can turn around and sell the
property just as the previous owners did. They tried to deflect this by stating that the development
represents a housing segment lacking in the city. Considering what they are constructing all over town
and what they will be building al Silver View dhrectly across the slreel, this 1s just not true.

One statement made by a Planning Comimissioner was that all thcy have been approving lately are SF6
developments. From what we have observed, that primarily translates into Common Open Spacce
Developments and Planned Unit Developments. Uliimately, this 1s not good for the overall health of
the city. Singe Carson City is basically small and landiocked, there will come a time when further
unhounded growth will have to be curtailed. Now is the time to start considering that in a controlled
and measured way. Commissioner Perry also commented that there is no demand for houscs on SF1A
lots. We de nol see any iruth whatsoever to this stalement. We completed our house an Center Drive
in 2018, Last year, two new houses were built: One behind us on Ponderosa Drive and one to the
north across from Mayor's Park. Ground has just been broken for another house next door. We get
mquires regularly if we arc interested in sclling our vacant lot because people want space but it is so
difficull io [ind. There is a healthy market for SFLA and other low density residential properties.

The chair of the Planning Commission asked if there was addifional public wnpul before they voted.
We were told we could only comment at the beginning of the meeting so we had all hung up and were
walching online. We could not call in quickly encugh so we did not get that opportunity.

Another concern 15 thal the owners/developers already want Lo hand off Bayonne Drive to the city for
the cost of slutry sealing. That is not even a complete asphalt foundation and will not withstand time
very well. The money the city will ultimately spend maintaining the street 1s better utilized for a
dedicatcd pedestrian/equestrian/bicycele overpass on Valley View Drive to the Pnson Hill Recreation
Ares.
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The Silver View townhomes are already horribly wrong for this part of town yet, unforiunately, we arc
stuck with them. Please do not compound thal (ravesty with another one by the same
owners/developers, As the Board of Supervisors, you have the duty and respensibility to protect us
and our rural lifestyle. Unbridled development 15 not always the correct path.

Addressing the three findings that need to be met for the Zoning Map Amendment to be approved:

1. That the proposed amendment is in substantial compliance with and supports the
goals and policies of the master plan.

The Master Plan and its resuiting map are extrernely outdated and did not necessarily take transition
areas into account consistently. [f there had been consistency, then ihe block the subject property is on
would have been split designated with Low Density Residential on Center Drive and possibly
Clearview Drive. Again, precedent for this is set in the Master Plan Schulz Ranch Specific Plan Arca
and should be applicd 10 our neighborhood. Therefore, we are requesting Master Plan and Zoening
amendments be initiated by the Board of Supervisors,

2. That the proposed amendment will provide for land uses compatible with existing
adjacent land uses and will not have detrimental impacts to other properties in the
vicinity.

Clearly neither the proposed Zoning Map Amendment nor the Teatative Map application provide for
land uses compatiblec with the existing neighborhood. We have given you an abundance of reasons
why they will have detrimental impacts to the raral way of life we chosc when we purchased property
and moved te the Low Density Residential area adjacent.

3. That the propesed amendment will not negatively impact existing or planned public
services or facilities and will not adversely impact the public health, safety and
welfare.

We take exception to this as wcll. There is great impact to our public healih, safety and welfarc.
Again, there is further encroachment to the rural aspeets of our neighborhood which is significantly
horsc property. Due to the freeway and the Snyder Avenue overpass, there are fewer and fewer safe
places to ride. There are a lot of people who come to this area becausc they board their horses here or
¢ven just to walk their dogs. They find it to be a safer place because we have lurge lots and no
sidewalks. These small pockets of higher density devclopments are a very recal threat and detriment,
not only to our rural portion of Carson City but also to those on the norlh and east sides of town, and
are not good precedents to set.

Respectfully submitted,
Krnista E. and Lawrence L. [.each, Vulley Vicw Trust
4031 & 4051 Centcr Drive, 4149 Bigelow Drive

February 3, 2021
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Heather Ferris

From:

Sent:

To:

Ce:

Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

CONNIE CREECH <connielou@prodigy.net>

Thursday, February 4, 2021 1:02 PM

Heather Farris

Planning Department; Public Carnment

Public comment - Borda Crossing SUP-2020-0016, ZA-2020-005
Public Commaent to BOS - Borda Crossing.pdf

Follow up
Flagged

This message orlginated outside of Carson City's email system. Use cautlon If this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for information.

Hi Heather,

Please include the attached comment ta the Board of Supervisors staff report for the upcoming meaeting for the Bords

Crossing project.

Thank you,
Connie Creech
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February 3, 2021
To members of the Carson City Board of Supervisors

Re: SUP-2020-0016. Tentative Subdivision Map known as Borda Crossing to create 23 single
family residential lots on a 5.27 acre parcel zoned Single Family 1 Acre (SF14), located at the
northeast corner of the intersection of Silver Sage Dr. and Clearview Dr. APN 009-124-035UE-
2020-0016

Re: Zoning Map Amendment - File No. ZA-2020-005

We are writing to provide public comment to the above references and reguest that they be
included in the recard for consideration by the Board of Supervisors.

After listening in on the recent Planning Commission meeting on January 27 in regards to the
Borda Crossing Tenlative Subdivision Map, we are very disappointed they only sided with the
Developer. 1tis a dereliction of their duty to represent the City and its residents to approve this
project as presented by the Developer without consideration or regard for the local community.
Qur letters of concern were completely ignored. |t was very cbvious that they are pro
development at all costs. Why didn't they defer approving the development until the zoning
issues were resolved? They blamed this on the BOS for not sending the zoning issue back to
their Committes totally abdicating their responsibility as addressed in the Vision of the Master
Plan.

“Carson City is a community which recognizes the importance of protecting and
enhancing its unigue western heritage and distinct character; the scenic and environmental

quality of its dramatic natural surroundings; and the guality of life of its residents.”

The remark from Commissioner Wiggins “It is likely most residents would not ever want a
development at that locatian” is infuriating because if he would have read our letters there was
not ene remark of that kind. Many in the community offered suggestions for possible
development of the proparty. We would like to commend Commissioner Esswein for veting
against the project as presented. He apparently read our letters.

We have resiged at 4071 Center Dr. on two acres for the past 43 years. My father homesteadsd
this property in 1957. We have owned horses on our property this entire time. | am a distance
trail rider and used to be able to ride in any direction from our property for miles on end. | am
now entirely closed off from public land, due to the highways blocking any access. This
residential area has always heen one of the few places in Carson City zoned for livestock and
outdoor znimals that offers a rural lifestyle and quality of life. Many horse owners in our area
only have the streets to ride on now for their desired form of recreation.

There are currently nine homes on Genter Dr. with one acre lot undeveloped between Clearview
Dr. and Koentz Ln. The street is in bad shape and hasn’t had maintenance in years, including
large cracks and chunks broken off an the edges. It is not just a thoroughtfare but a place where
recreation takes place because of the current low impact of traffic. There are no sidewalks and
only a shoulder on the east side of the street. People commonly use the sireet for walking and
jogging exercise, riding their horses, baby strollers, skate boards, bicycles, dog walking and
accessing Mayor Park on the nerth end.
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The proposed Borda Crossing project includes a through street fram Silver Sage to Center Dr.
We are adamantly opposed to this as it will dump more traffic on our street. Our guality of life
will be greatly impactad by the additional traffic and increased speeds, not to mention the
additional wear and tear on the street itself and the wildlife that live in the area. The praject
restricts views, intrudes on open space and is not compatible with the area landscape.

The project has no transition zone from low density to medium density residential on Center Dr.
It is only common sense planning to transition from SF1 and §F2 to §F21, SF12to SF6. It has
been repeatedly suggested by the residents that the proiect be developed similarly as to South
Pointe to be consistent with what is already developed there. This again would be SF1 on
Center Dr. with a cul de sac from Silver Sage serving egress and ingress to residential SF21,
SF12 or 8F6. This would require split zoning which already has precedence with the South
Paointe development.

We ask the Board of Superviser to go back to the drawing board and revisit the Master Flan for

rezoning this parcel. In addition we urge you to reject the current proposal from the Developer of
Borda Crossing and request they include the communities concerns in their altemative planning
for the property.

Thank you so much for reading this and taking our comments under consideration. Please see
the enclosed photos.

Most sincerely,

Connie and Kenneth Creech
4071 Center Dr.

Carson City, NV 39701
{775) 882-6591

0B 4% 201%

15



16



17



To: Carson City Board of Supervisors
From: Michael Tanchek
740 Clearview
{arson City
Re:  RESIDENTS OPPOSED TO BORDA CROSSING PROJECT AS PROPOSED
ZA-2020-3005
SUB 2020-00016
Date: February 4, 2021

To the Supervisors,

| am atfaching a list of people | have personally tatked to concerning the proposed Borda
Crossing project. There s also a map showing the neighborhood residents who are
oppasing the project as presented in yellow.

Thank you,

Mike Tanchek

RECEI
FEB 0 4 202

CARSCM CITY
PLANNIY : UIViSION

b —
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Carson City Board of Supervisors

ZA-2620-0005

5UB 2026-00016
BORDA CROSSING
February 4, 2021

RESIDENTS OPPOSED TO BORDA CROSSING PROIECT AS PROPOSED

Adjacent Property Qwiters

Michae! Tanchek/Margaret O'Driscoll/Alex Tanchak Center Dr./Clearview Dr.

Alfred Canary

Jean Michel Labadie/Silver Peak Stahles
Ebie TollefTeri Snyder
Greg Garling

Greg Shart

Walt Homentowski
Jennifer Milter/ed French
Armando Ramirez

in Song

Donna and Mark Ford
Evelyn Hernandez

Debbie McMurtrey

Bob Stover/iackie Richards
Carolyn Harrison

Residents within 600"
Krista and Larry Leach
Connie Creech

sunny and Mitiarm Volpin
Dave Stewart

Alan Callanan

Rita lanes

Tom and Kathy Harmmilt
Earlene Isselt

Kevin Crowder

Harry and Nyki Koch
Darlene Warnock

tinda Curtis/Elaine Sharp

n L

Lenter Dr.

L1 n
Clearview Dr.

“fSibver Sage Dr.
Summerfield Dr. {Southpointe]

Center Dy,

L] wl

Clearview Dr.

n A1l

Ponderosa Dr.
Alder 5t
Southpointe Dr,
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Mary Siders
Susan Kowalczyk
Kassie Herling
Shaylayna Thayer

Residents bevond 500"
Tarnmy Riddle

Rob Ferber

Mg and Mary Graber
Bradley and Zina King
Mike and Rhonda Imbeyi
Laurel Dority

Chiris Krick

Jim Ralderson

Daniel Goggiano

Tami Hoffman

Karen Crandall

Other concerned citizens
WMaxine Nietz
Robyn Orloff

Livestock owoers using neighborhood
Silver Peak Stables equestrians [8+)

Other horse boarding equestrians {4+)
Vickie Remington, goats/horse boarding

Summerfield Dr. {Southpointe)

"

Rovertini Way/Silver Sage Dr.
Roventini Way

Southpointe Dr.
Center Dr./¥nontz Dr.
Koontz Dr.

Alder St./Pondarosa Dr.

Clearview Dr./Ponderosa Dr
Bigelow Dr.

huldoon Dr.

Conte/Bennett

Center Dr./Clearview Dr.
Using Center Dr,
Appion Way/Centsr Dr.
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VICINTY MAP:
SUB-2020-0016

SUBJECT PROPERTY: SILVER SAGE DRIVE/CLEARVIEW DRIVE
APN: 009-124-03
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Heather Ferris

e —
From: Michael Tanchek <mtanchek@yahoo.com:>
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2021 2:04 PM
To: Heather Ferris; Planning Department; Lisa Schuette; Alex Tanchek
Cc: Krista Leach; Connie Creech; Greg Short; Earlene Issel; Alfred Canary, Daniel Goggiano;

Karen Crandall; Darlane Warnock; Greg Garling; Sunny Volpin: Miriam Volpin; Tammy
Riddle; Armanda Ramirez; Mary Graber; Qin Song; Mary Siders; Dave Stewart; Rob
Ferber; Harry and Nyki Koch; Alan Callanan; Kassie Herling; Walt HomentowskT; Debbie
McMurtrey, Donna and Mark Ford; Jim Balderson; Laurel Dority; Linda Curtis; Mike and
Rhonds Imberi; Maxine Mietz; Teri Snyder; Jennifer Miller; Shaylayna Thayer; Vickie
Remingtan; Tom Hammill; Susan Kowalczyk; Robyn Orloff: Jean Michel Labadie; Chris

Krick
Subject: Borda Crossing Testimony
Attachments: Planning Cammission Testimony 1-27-21.0dt

This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use cautlon if this message contalns
attachments, links, or requests far information.

Heather-

Due to the time limit imposed by the Planning Commission Chair, | was unable tp present all of my testimony conceming
State Street Development's projects on Clearview Drive. Would you see that the attached comments are included in the
packets going to the Board of Supervisors regarding ZA-2020-0005 and SUB-2020-D018.

Thank you, once again.

Mikke Tanchek
740 Clearview
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Planning Commission Testimony
sUB 2020-00015
BORDA CROSSING
January 27, 2021
My name is Michael Tanchek. | live at 740 Clearview Drive, the northeast corner of Clearview and Center.
For a number of reasons, this Commission should reject the tentative subdivision map submitted by State
Street Development for Borda Crossing,.

Several residents, including myself, filed comments and provided testimeny opposing the JJ Summers
application to rezone what has since become State Street Development's tentative subdivision. At that
hearing, | beliave it was the Chair who stated that Stzff "gave assurance that ence we had a design, their
four] concerns would be taken care of at that time; when we get a2 set of plans." Based on that
representation alone, this tentative subdivision map should be rejected, or, in the alternative, should be
continued and Staff directed to work with both the developers and the residents in order to reach a
reasonable accomodation that "takes care of our concerns."

I first got involved in this issue eleven months ago, when Mr. Landis, Mr. Turner, and Mr. McFadden, using
their State Street Development and RPl NV LLC business enterprises, filed for a special use perm? to
construct 34 townhomes on a little over two acres of what was retail commercial at the carner of Silver
Sage and Clearview. This is Silver Wiew Townhomes. Coincidentally, it is directly adjacent to the parcel
under consideration as Borda Crossing. Even though | had not been noticed on the application because |
lived a little over 600 feet away, it was brought to my attention. The Planning Commission recommended
approval, the Board of Supervisors approved the special use permit, and nineteen days later J) Summers
LLC filed a completed application to change the zoning across the street from Silver View,

After 2 while, a series of coincidences starts to look like a pattern of bahavior. If State Street Devalopment
had come to the Plarning Commission with a plan to put 62 single family residences on eight acres maost
of which was zoned Single Family one acre in an area master planned for medium density residential, it
would most likely have not even made it to the hearing stage. Given the fimited involvement of JI Summers
in this venture and the presence of Stata Street or its proxies at each critical juncture, a reasonable person
could conclude that the entire process has been @ subterfuge to gain the approval of an otherwise
unsustainable plan. The plan should be rejected or, at the very least treated as an amendment to the Silver
View project and State Street’s plan for the intersection of Silver 5age and Clearview reconsidered in its
entirety.

Mary Siders from Southpeinte and | testified in opposition to Silver View. While not reflected in the written
minutes of the hearing, the bulk of my testimeny concerned using the proposed high density townhomes
as justification for rezoning the 1) Summers property across the street to a higher residential density.
Planning staff seemed to ga to a great deal of trouble to cenvince the Board that my concerns about what,
shortly thereafter, became 28 houses on a little over five acres were unfounded. Afterall, the property was
zoned 5F 1A, even though it was master planned as medium density. The Commission approved the spacial
use permit, even though it smacked of spot zoning, and sent it to the Board of Supervisors, who also
approved it.
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And then, nineteen days later, another toincidence. Susan Pansky comes in with an application on behalf
af Il Summers LLC to razone the SF 1A across the street from Silver View down to SF 6000. In spite of
significant cpposition from the neighborhood residents, the Commission recommended approval to the
Board of Supearvisors.

Cn June 18, the rezoning application was heard by the Board of Supervisors. Several of the residents
argued because there was no plan for the praperty, they couldn't completely address the issue. Staff and
Ms. Pansky defended the proposal on the basis that it is just rezoning and there is no plan. Ms. Pansky
explained that the specifics could be addressed as part of a planned unit development ar commeon open
space subdivision after it is rezoned. We can always shut the barn door afier the horse is gone, What a
toincidence, that's exactly what we are lpoking at today in State Street's plan.

On June 18, the rezening application was heard by the Board of Supervisors. From the written minutes of
the meating:

Supervisor Bonkowski expressed concern that there are horse properties to the east and
south of the subject property, and wishad to see a transition zone, compatible to the
master plan designation, i.e., Single Family 12,000. Supervisor Giomi was in agreement
with the suggestion made by Supervisor Bonkowski. Mayor Crowell was in favor of
"creating 2 bettar transition zone” as well,

The Supervisors recognized that there was a legitimate dispute cver whether the rezoning was
appropriate,

Supervisor Bonkowski moved to continue this item and direct Staff to waork with the
applicant {J Summers} to address the concerns brought up on the record today and bring
the item back at a future meeting. The moticn was seconded by Supervisor inow Mayor)
Bagwell." It passed unanimously.

Nothing mare was heard by us until October 8, when | observed newly painted utility marking on the street
and lathe stakes denoting the "grading limits” inside the boundary. and brought the matter to the
attention of the Staff. At that time, | filed comments that | had been preparing for the rezoning matter
because | was concerned that something had occured with the Borda property. In the event that
something had moved ferward without our knowledge, | wanted something in the record.

A flurry of e-mails between us, the Staff, and others between October 6 and October 12 concerned the
work that was taking place. This was partially based on a conversation between Rob McFadden and Greg
Short where Mr. McFadden told Mr. Short that the zoning amendment had already been approved. {This
was the origin of the "done deal” comment, although it fit in with comments made to me at about the
same time by city workers checking the utility marking that it "was good to go."} Supervisar Giomi
responded to the e-mail, saying that Staff had 1old him the work was being done "by the owner." Through
our own &fforts, we ultimately determined that the work was apparently being performed en behalf of
State Streat Davelopment and not the owner and applicant, J) Summers.
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On November 3, Staff completed its review of a Conceptual Subdivision Map of the property (SUB-2020-
DO15). There was no notice, public or otherwise, that the conceptual map had keen filed. On December
21, again as a result of our own investigation, we discovered that, in another amazing coincidence, J)
Summers had sold the property to RPJ NV LLC on October 29, just three days earlier,

Even more coincidentally, Staff did not disclose either the change in ownership or the conceptual map.
Instead, they continued acting as if they were working with 1l Summers per the direction of the Board of
Supervisors, When Staff became aware that 1f Summers was no longer pursuing their application, or at
the very latest, when the property was sold and they should have brought the abandoned rezoning
application back to the Board of Superviscrs far consideration and dismissal at that time. They chose not
0.

Staff finally provided public notice of State Street’s tentative subdivision map application. | received my
notice on Saturday, January 16. The City offices were clased on Sunday and on Monday for Martin Luther
King Day. In arder to be included in the Staff report, comments had to be received by the close of business
an Tuesday, January 19, Effectively permitting the public only eight hours in which to read and comprehend
the 120 page application and then draft and submit written comments for inclusion in the Staff Report to
the Commission.

On page cne of the Staff Report it says quite clearly:

The Board of Supervisors considerad the Zoning Map Amendment on June 18, 2020; however, the
Board declined ta take action and continued the matter to allow the applicant to either bring
forward sn_alternative zoning or & lot layout that would asddress the concerns of the

neighborhood.

ltem 20 "Other conditions of approval” states:

The Tentative Subdivision Map is anly approved if the applicant obtains approval of the
Zaning Map Amendment {ZA-2020-0005) from Single Family 1 acre to Single Family 6,000.

As a result of the sale, the applicant, J) Summers, abandoned it's request for a zoning change and will not
be bringing forward either alternative zoning or a lot layout as directed by the Board of Supervisars.
Because ) Surmmers' application for a zening map amendment ¢an no longer be approved, the Tentative
Subdivision Map should be rejected and not recornmended to the Board for approval until after they have
acted on 1) Summers' rezoning applicatian.

Even if we were to consider State Street Development as the applicant for the zoning change, they have
not brought forward either altarnative zoning or a layout that would address the concerns of the
neighborhood. State Street's application should be denied.

Turning to the Staff Report. Unless State Street Development is planning 1o violate any number of the
State's and Carson City's laws and regulations, the bulk of the report constitutes standard boilerplate.
There are, however, a few items to address.

25



Page 2, Item 7 says that "Any existing overhead faciiities shall be relocated prior to submittal of a final
map." It is not clear whether this includes the distribution lines that serve my and the Tolle properties and
NV Energy's transmissian line which has an easement to cross my property and continues westaerly on
Clearview.

Page 3, Itern 18 refers to "Screening and Buffering Adjoining Development.” | have talked to all of the
adjoining property owners on Summerfield in Southpointe. They are unanimaus in their opposition to the
project, especially as it relates to the proposed number of houses and the proposal to make them all two
stories. Debbie McMurtrey, Armando Ramirez, and Danna and Mark Ford, all adjoining property owners
took the time ta submit comments in opposition.

Page 4, ltem 20 was addressed earlier.

Pape 4, ltem 23 refers to the minimum lot size of 5,009 square feet. That should be rejected. For example,
a minimum of 3F 12,000 that matched the property lines of adjoining properties at Southpaointe would
satisfy both the master plan and, allow for single story homes with the same square footage, whcich could
allaviate some of the concerns of the neighbors as directad by the Supervisars.

Pape 4, Item 24 requires a disclosure that "properties in the vicinity are permitted to keep horses and
other livestock and there may be incanvenfence or discomfort (e.g., noise, dust, and odars) that may arise
from living in close proximity to such properties.” The necessity of such a disclaimer is a pretty strong
indication that the proposed use of the property is incompatible with what actually exists in the
neightrorhcod.

Page 5, Item 30 references a check valve on the Center Drive water main. | understand the nzed 10 loop
the watarling, howewver, the proposed Bayonne Avenue is not necessary to establish the loop. A simple
walloway between the end of a cul de sac and Center Drive could be used to establish the loop.

Page 5, Item 31 refers to a concrete meandering walkway on Center Drive. Retaining SF 1A zoning on
Center would eliminate the need for the walkway or the vepetation screen.

Page 5, Item 33 involves paving a full rural street section on Center. Any road work at that lacation is
complicated by the fact that the centerline of Center Drive is also my property line. Any increase in the
width of the existing road will have to come from Borda Crossing. it appears that item 35{d} might resolve
this problem.

Page 5, Itam 34 refers to a "Share the Road" sign on Clearview. Those of us who actuzlly live in the
neighborhood know that the rezl automohile vs, pedestrian/bicyclist/equestrian conflicts are on Center
and not on Clearview,

Page 5, tem 35(d) says that Bayonne should be dencminated an Avenue rather than a Drive. There is
pretty much universal agreement among the neighborhood residents that Bayonne should not be a
through street baecause of the negative impacts on Center. A cul de sac called Bayonne Court would be
mare appropriate and address the concerns of the neighborhood as directed by the Supervisors.
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Much of the 5taff's presentation on pages 6 and 7 presupposes that the parcel is rezoned as Single Family
6,000, not withstanding the proposal to actually build at a higher density. However, the discussion of
"buffer areas" bears some comment. Simply put it is ridiculous. The transition from 5F 6 at Southpointe ta
the adjoinung SF 1A is too abrupt. The transitien between SAF 6 and SF 1A should be to lesser residential
densities. Going the opposite direction, with a higher density between SF 6 and SF 1A seems a bit arbitrary
and capricious given the City's past policies and procedures. Declaring the pavement on Clearview and
Center to be a "huffer” seems z bit averly creative.

Turning next to the Engineering Division's findings on page 8. | have been objecting to the potential hazard
to my domestic well. ltem 1 is related te that issue, particularly since the proposal includes a storm water
retentian leach field within 50 feet of my well, The finding should be amended to reflect Carson City's
Development Standards, in particular 14.1.10 dealing with Starim Runcff Retention and Infiltration which
states:

Storm runoff retention and infiltration has been used to eliminate the need for
constructing outlet structures and for ease of construction. However, problems with
retention basins and infiltyation facilities include perpetual maintenance reguirements,
soil expansion,_siltation, decreasing infiltration capacity, insect abatement and {my
favorite part} also poses a hazard to city groundwater resources through possible
contamination.

Page 9, tems 4, 7, and 8 on page 9 refers to the availahility and accessibility of pubklic services, but the
comments anly refer to roads. Isolating this project and pretending that there is no traffic being generated
by all of the residential constructfon taking place at the moment in south Carson. The Southwest Carson
Circulation Study asserts that the increase in traffic associated with the master plan's vision for that part
of our neighborhogd betweean the west side of Silver Sage and Carson Street will be adequately served hy
Silver Sage Drive. There is no mention of Bayonne in the study nor of any necessity to reroute additional
traffic to Center. A cul de sac should wark just fine.

The findings that the Commission must consider begin on page 11,

As to Finding 1, regarding environmantal and health laws, | will stand with what | said earlier concerning
the overt threat to my drinking water. | find any intimation that it is o.k. to pollute my well because the
City could sell me water to be offensive and willful. In addition, the owner of Silver Peak Stables told me
that he would be out of business if he was forced to abandon his well and connect to the City's water
system. furthermore, the additional traffic generated by Bayonne will exacerhate the car-equestrian
conflicts identified by Supervisor Bonkowski as well as conflicts with joggers, walkers, and bicyclists,
creating an unnecessary hazard for the recreational users on Center.

As to Finding 4, | agree with the school district's concern over the number of students that are anticipated
by the cumulative effect of all of the development taking place down here, not just Borda Crossing by
itself. | have testifed in that regard in previous proceedings.

As to Finding 6, no matter how you try to rationalize it, the Commission simply cannet find that the
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applicant, whoever that may be, has brought forward an "alternative zoning or a lot layout that woutd
address the concerns of the neighborhood" as directed by the Board of Supervisors. Unt/l the Board of
Supervisars makes a final decision, the Commission shouldn't waste its time with this application.

Finding 7 concerning the Master Pian for streets and highways, the project may or may not be in
conformance. | would note, however, as noted above, Bayonne is nawhere to be feund in the South Carsan
Circulation Study.

Finding B addresses the effect on existing public streets. It states that there would only he 264 daily trips
with 21 AM Peak Hour trips and 28 PM Peak Hour trips. However, if you combine it with State Street's
sister development across the street, you get 464 daily trips, 36 AM Peak and 47 PM Peak trips. A different
picture altogether.

Finding 12 is also problematic. The so-called meandering walkway on Center will do nothing te either
inprove or enhance the already significant recreational use on Center. Further more, the recreational use
of Center would most likely be diminished by the increased traffic generated by Bayonne,

| have personally talked to over 40 people about this plan. The preference, if the property were tc be
developed, would be five residences on one acre each. But, we are also smart enough to know that might
not be acceptable to the developer. However, this 28 residence monstosity with it's street connecting Silver
Sage and Center is out of place and not compatible with the neighborhood. Other options are available
and should be explored in a meaningful fashion.

There is significant opposition to this project as proposed is evidenced by the number of people actively
providing comments as well as those supporting us through the e-mail list. The opposition includes not
only those of us directly adjacent to the parcel on Clearview and Center, but also those directly abutting
the project from Southpointe, residents of the outside neighborhoods such as residents in the Kitchen
development who keep livestock down here and use Center for recreational pursuits, including the
members of our Mexican community who keep their horses across the street at Silver Peak Stables, as well
as neighbors outside the 600 foot public notice radius who are cancerned about the destruction of our
semi-rural life-style choices and the quality of life that we enjoy in our little corner of Carson City. 1 am
especially appreciative of the falks in Southpointe where most of the public notices were most likely sent.
They are already single family 6,000, se you wauld think they wouldn't have a stake in the outcome. And
yet, here they are.

The plan as submitted shoud be rejected,
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leather Ferris

‘om: Michael Tanchek «mtanchek@yahoo.com:
ant: Monday, February 1, 20271 4:27 PM

o Connie Creech; Heather Ferris

= Lisa Schuette; Planning Department

abject: Re: Boards Crossing

hls message originated outslde of Carson Clty's email system. Use caution If this message contalng
ttachments, links, or requests for information,

eather-

lease include Connie Creech’s e-mail and my response as comments to both the JJ Summers zoning application (24
)20-0005) and the Borda Crossing Tentative Map {SUB 2020-0016) when they go to the Board of Supervisors.

nank you,
izhael Tanchek
10 Clearview

annie-
an as disappoeinted as you are and think you are right on the money. At the same time, this is what we expeacied.

r, Turner. his pariners at State Street Development, and Manhard Consulting are using a false narrative to push a false
1oice. It leoks fike Commissioners Perry and Wiggins have bought into it They want to put a 62 unit high density
:sidential subdivision into a semi-rural, low density neighborhood. In order to pull it off, they have to convince the
lanning Commission and Board of Supervisors that the only available cheoices are 28 more houses or no development
hatsgever. Telling the Commissicners and Supervisors that there are no alternaltives is designed to suppress the true
ature of the opposition toa this out of place scheme.

re personally talked to mare than thirty of the surrcunding residents. They know the parcel will be developed, they just
't like this plan. Every one of the Southpointe residents along the north fence line is opposed to the project as
‘oposed and they have been completely ignared.

ommissioner Esswein voted against it and said he didn't think this was the only design that could be considered. | think
a suspected that something wasn't quite right with what was going on. He was right Rather than no development, | have
ade two propeszls for alternative zoning. The first was last June when the Supervisors sent JJ Summers' rezoning
aplication back to address our issues. The other was in my written commaents filed for this meeting where | suggested
oking at Commissioner Mullet's propesal when the west side of Center was rezoned in 2008, Krista Leach also

‘oposed alfernatives.

ou would think that the Commissioners might have gotten a clue from the comments that a cul de sac rather than a
rough street was prefarred. Did they really think we weare saying it was oK. to build a cul de sac as long as they didn’t
Jild any houses? | can't say whether they actually read cur comments, but it's pretty clear that if they did, they ignored
em.

problem with the comments is with the public notice, It says that public comment must "be received by the FPlanning
ivision not (ater than 3:00 p.m. the day before the meeting." The natice doesn't tell you that there are actually two

flerent dates for filing comments. The first date, which | have never seen in the notices, is for comments to be sent to the
ommissioners a week or so ahead of time with the Siafl Report, giving them time to read them. Comments filed after that
ate are considered late ang usually given to the Commissioners at the last minute, if at all. From my own experience as a
ty councilman, that doesn't leave much time, if any, to actually read them when you have a full agenda. Hiding the
sadlines in that way is a useful technique for suppressing public opposition.
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The Commissioners could have said we won't take action until the Supervisors make a final decision on the zoning issue.
But they decided not to do that. Now the Supervisors have to deal with two separate and very controversial issues at one
meeting. Not only that, the fact that there are two separate applications filed by two separate owners for two different
purposes makes it very confusing. Again, a useful tool to suppress opposition.

Commissioner Perry's commaeant about no demand for single family one acre houses is bogus, He ignored the four new
houses in various stages of construction on Center and Ponderosa within 700 feet of Borda Crossing and the 26 new
houses that went in at Canyon Vista on Clearview less than a half mile aast.

There is s much wrong with the proceedings | could go an for days. If you don't mind, | will forward your e-mail and my
rasponse o our Supervisor Lisa Schuette and the rest of the Board as public comment.

Mike

On Saturday, January 30, 2021, 09.07:59 AM PST, Cannie Creech <conniglou@prodigy.net> wrote:

Thank you for the update Mike,
My thoughts after watching the meeting on line.

| was really disappeinted the Planning Commission approved the project rejecting any of our concerns, like they didn’t
matter at all. They are pro development and could care less what the neighbors say. Did they even read our letters? None
of our ideas were even considered. The Commission fried to say their hands were tied and deflected their responsibility,
putting the blame an the Supervisors for not sending the original Zone change back to them. They are the ones who
approved the zoning in the first place in total disregards of our concerns.

They didn't dispute the remark made by the Developer that *I'm sure the neighbors would like for the property to stay as it
is and not be developed at all. And his remark that there is only two property owners directly affected.” | didn't see in the
letters sent, any of us appose development of the property. One of the Commissioners basically said that this property
was 1oo valuable to remain SF 1 acre. The Developer said they have to consider the viability of the project and when
asked if viable meant profitable, he stated yes.

What really irritated me was when the Chairman asked if there were any call ins for comment before they voted. There
was none because the STAFF had told us, comments were only to be made before the meeting. We had no chance to
respond or refute any of their comments. On other agenda items, there were comments from the public. That's not right

Hopefully the Mayor and Board of Supervisors will have the regard to consider our concerns and have a split zoning as
South Point has to remain consistent in that block.

Thanks for your efforts,
Connie Creech

Sent from my iPad
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Heather Ferris

From: Michael Tanchek <mtanchek@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 2, 2021 1142 AM

Ta: Sunny ¥olpin, Heather Ferris

Cc: Lisa Schuette; Stacey Giomi; Krista Leach; Connie Creech; Dave Stewart; Greg Garling
Subject: Borda Crossing

Fallow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

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

Heather- Flease add this to the Supervisors' packets for Borda Crossing

Thanks, again.
Mike Tanchek

Sunny-

Thanks for your supportive e-mail. | really appreciated it. Here is a little more information than you probably bargained for,
especially about the rezoning to 1/2 acre..

You wrote:

"Thanks for the phone call. | cannot tell you hew my stomach lurched when | heard the plans for that corner of our
paradise. My stormach is still lurchy. Also thanks for the info about "somebody™ changing the original ohe acre lots
requirement to one half acre. | would have voted no on that several times,

Sunny Volpin
4040 Center Dr®

When we were in front of the Supervisors last June 18, Supervisor Giomi wanted to know whether "split zoning" would be
allowed. Staff has informed us that it would be permissible to do so.

That issue also came up in 2007-2008 when the property you now own was rezoned fram single family one acre (SF 1A)
ta single family 21,000 (i.e., 1/2 acra.} In reviewing the minutes of the Planning Commissian at that time, it looks like the
procass they used could very well have not been legal.

The short version...

The three one acre lots where you, Greg Garling, and the Stewarts live was originally zoned one acre as a transition
between the subdivision and the properties across Center.

Jim Schneider who owned the housea where Greg is now, built his house af the extreme north end of the property, and
then asked to be rezoned as 142 acre s0 he could build another house.

At the December 2007 meeting to consider Schneider's application, Commissioner Wendell believed that splitting
Schneider's parcel into half acres while everything else on beoth sides and across the street was one acre would be
impermissible "spot 2oning.”

"Commissioner Mullet suggested considering rezoning the parcel to the south (Berda Crossing) to ¥ acre "along.. . Center
Drive for the depth of those lofs and then the front part of that larger lot could then go dewn ta the six.. to match the

1
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neighborheod 1o the north of it...kind of split that large one up...so you have some consistency on Center.” He was
ignared.

The Gommission "solved" the spot zoning problem by arkitrarily amending Schneider's application ta include the other two
praperties (yours and the Stewart’s.)

While the property owners on Center were nolified that Schneider wanted to split his properly, it doesn't appear that they
were ever told that the application was amended to include a larger area. The Commissioners, staff. and Dennis Smith,
Schneider's representative, discussed notifying them of the amended application and Commissioner Vance suggested
notifying the property owners con the east side of Center, it doesn't look like that was aver done. | talked to Dave Stewart
tast week. He is the only original owner of the three rezoned parcels whao still lives there and he had no idea that he had
been rezoned. He thought he was still single family cne acre.

At the January 2008 meeting, Dennis Smith, representing the applicant, "expressed agreement with changing the zoning
designation of the subject parcels (to 1/2 acre)}... it's a good transition zane batween the 6,000 square foof lots in the
South Peinte subdivision and the ane acre lots acrass the streel.” And thus, the west side of Center was rezoned.

Here are some takeaways from the rezoning...

If, as Commissianer Weddell pointed out, rezoning the south end of Schneider's property was "spot zoning," then the wrap
around rezoning of Borda Crossing fronting Center could likewise be characterized as impermissible de facto "spot
zoning.”

If the rezoning was done properly, there is no reason the three parcels that were rezoned cannot be restared to their
onginal SF 1A zoning. You, the Stewarts, and Greg Garling have all told me you would support that. Greg has said he
would like to see that part of Borda Crossing adjacent to his place, the original Schneider property, remain SF 1A, If that's
the case, | see no reason the existing residences cannot be rezoned SF 1A and the zoning extended to include Borda
Crossing from Greg's to Clearview just like it was extended to yours and the Stewart's properties.

It there is no appetite for restoring the SF 1A on Center, then perhaps we need to explore Commissionar Mullet's
proposed solution for the entire parcel. After all, the Commission has already agreed that 1/2 acre zoning is a good
transition between SF 6,000 and one acra. | proposed pursuing Commissioner Mullet's idea to the Planning Commission
last week. | also proposed something similar with 2 map submitted last June when we were before the Supervisars on the
JJ Bummers' applisation,

If the Master Plan is a problem, then a solution would be to amend the plan. It's been 15 years and it's hopelessly out of
date anyway. According to Staff the property owners and the Supervisors can initiale an amendment. We are going to
pursue this idea with Supervisor Schuette, but are [ocking at amending everything east of Oak down to Snydar back to
low density in keeping with character of the community.

Anyway, Sunny, those are a few thoughts your e-mail brought to mind.

Mike Tanchek
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STAFF REPORT FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF JANUARY 27, 2021
FILE NO: SUB-2020-0016 AGENDA ITEM: E.6
STAFF CONTACT: Heather Ferris, Associate Planner

AGENDA TITLE: SUB-2020-0016 For Possible Action: Discussion and possible action regarding
a Tentative Subdivision Map known as Borda Crossing to create 28 single family residential lots
on a 5.27 acre parcel zoned Single Family 1 Acre (SF1A) known as Borda Crossing, located at
the northeast corner of Silver Sage Drive and Clearview Drive, APN 009-124-03 (Heather Ferris,
hferris@carson.org).

STAFF SUMMARY: The applicant is proposing to create 28 residential lots, with a minimum lot
size of 5,009 square feet. Vehicular access is proposed from Silver Sage Drive and Center Drive.
The plans include large, landscaped buffer areas to the north and south. The Planning
Commission makes a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors, and the Board has the
authority to approve a Tentative Subdivision Map. The Tentative Subdivision Map is dependent
upon the approval of a Zoning Map Amendment (ZA-2020-0005) from Single Family 1 Acre to
Single Family 6,000. At their May 27, 2020 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended
approval of the Zoning Map Amendment to the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors
considered the Zoning Map Amendment on June 18, 2020; however, the Board declined to take
action and continued the matter to allow the applicant to either bring forward an alternative zoning
or a lot layout that would address the concerns of the neighborhood. The Board will consider the
zoning map amendment at the meeting where it considers the tentative subdivision map.

RECOMMENDED MOTIONS:
“I move to recommend approval of Tentative Subdivision Map SUB-2020-0016 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.

11.

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.

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.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Borda Crossing
Planning Commission — January 27, 2021
Page 3 of 14

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.

19.

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:

a) Vegetation management;

b) Watershed management;

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.

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 homeowner’s 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.

Common Open Space Restrictions. Designated 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.
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Other Conditions of Approval:

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

The Tentative Subdivision Map is only approved if the applicant obtains approval of the
Zoning Map Amendment (ZA-2020-0005) from Single Family 1 acre to Single Family
6,000.

The required internal setback shall be as follows:

Front: 10 feet to front of house; 20 feet to front of garage

Side: 5 feet with a 2-foot projection allowed for the fireplace per Division 1.14 of the
Development Standards.

Rear: 20 feet

These setbacks shall be stated on the final map as well as in the CC&Rs.

The required peripheral setbacks shall be front (Clearview Drive) setback 65.2 feet; west
side setback 10 feet (with a 2-foot projection allowed for the fireplace per Division 1.14 of
the Development Standards); east side setback 12.4 (with a 2-foot projection allowed for
the fireplace per Division 1.14 of the Development Standards); and rear setback 56.7 feet.
These setbacks shall be stated on the final map as well as in the CC&Rs.

A minimum lot area shall be 5,009 square feet. All building improvements, including but
not limited to landings, porches, and eaves, must be located within the property lines of
the lot.

Prior to recording the final map, the applicant shall provide the Community Development
Department with a disclosure statement or similar instrument for review and approval. The
document shall be recorded and provide for disclosure that properties in the vicinity are
permitted to keep horses and other livestock and that there may be inconvenience or
discomfort (e.g., noise, dust, and odors) that may arise from living in close proximity to
such properties.

As part of the site improvement permit, the applicant must provide a landscape and
irrigation plan demonstrating compliance with the applicable sections of the Development
Standards in Division 3. The final landscape plan shall be substantially the same as the
conceptual landscape plan with regard to provisions for screening and buffering along the
periphery boundary of the subdivision.

Deciduous trees must be planted a minimum of 5’ from any city/public street, sidewalk or
pathway. Evergreen trees must be planted a minimum of 10’ from any city/public street,
sidewalk or pathway. Fruit bearing, “non-fruiting” flowering or any other trees that drop
debris such as seed pods will not be permitted near or placed where they will eventually
hang over city/public sidewalks or pathways.

The HOA or similar entity must maintain all common open areas including common open
space, landscaping and irrigation, including all landscaping and irrigation located within
the rights-of-way; the internal private road; and pathways.

Carson City is a Bee City USA. As a result, the developer shall use approximately 50%
pollinator friendly plant material for any required landscaping 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.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
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The developer is required to incorporate “best management practices” into their
construction documents and specifications to reduce the spread of noxious weeds. The
spread of invasive and noxious weeds is a significant issue in construction projects that
involve land disturbance. Earth moving activities contribute to the spread of weeds, as
does the use of contaminated construction fill, seed, or erosion-control products.
Experience has demonstrated that prevention is the least expensive and most effective
way to halt the spread of noxious and invasive weeds.

The project is located on the boundary of two water pressure zones. A check valve must
be installed on the Center Street main extension to properly separate the two pressure
zones.

The meandering pathway along the frontage on Clearview Drive, and on Center Drive
south of the entrance must be made of concrete. This meandering concrete pathway must
be privately owned and maintained.

Bayonne Avenue must be privately owned and maintained.

A full local rural street section must be paved along the Center Drive frontage from the
proposed entrance to Clearview Drive as shown. This section must meet the minimum
width for a rural street with no parking. The existing street section is in very poor condition
and the extra pavement is necessary to serve the subdivision.

A “Share the Road” sign must be installed on the Clearview Drive frontage.

The project must meet all applicable Carson City Development Standards and Standard

Details including but not limited to the following:

a) The water main extension in Center Drive must extend along the entire frontage of
the subject parcel, not just to the entrance of the subdivision, and connect into the
existing main on Center Drive.

b) Bayonne is an east-west oriented right-of-way and must be named Bayonne
Avenue, not Bayonne Drive.

C) The pavement patch in Clearview Drive must meet the structural section for an
urban arterial, or match existing, whichever is greater.

d) A half street section must be paved along the Center Drive frontage from the

proposed entrance to the north property line as shown. The added pavement must
meet the minimum width for half of a local rural street with no parking.
e) Valley Gutters must be installed where necessary for drainage to cross streets.

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

SITE DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION:
SUBJECT SITE AREA: 5.27 acres
EXISTING LAND USE: Vacant

MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION: Medium Density Residential (MDR)

ZONING (EXISTING): Single Family 1 acre (SF1A)

ZONING (PROPOSED UNDER ZA-2020-0005): Single Family 6,000 (SF6)
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KEY ISSUES: Is the Tentative Map consistent with the required findings? Does the proposal
meet the Tentative Map requirements and other applicable requirements?

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION

NORTH: Single Family 6,000 & Single Family 21,000/ Single Family Residences
SOUTH: Single Family 1 acre/ Single Family Residences
EAST: Single Family 1 acre/ Single Family Residences
WEST: Retail Commercial/ Bank & vacant (approved townhome development)

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION:

FLOOD ZONE: Zone X

SLOPE: Generally flat

SEISMIC ZONE: Zone Il (Moderate Severity)
FAULT: Beyond 500 feet

SITE HISTORY:

ZA-2020-0005- At their May 27, 2020 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended approval
of the Zoning Map Amendment from SF1A to SF6, to the Board of Supervisors. The Board of
Supervisors considered the Zoning Map Amendment on June 18, 2020; however, the Board
declined to take action and continued the matter to allow the applicant to either bring forward an
alternative zoning or a lot layout that would address the concerns of the neighborhood.

SUB-2020-0015- November 3, 2020 staff completed a Conceptual Subdivision Map review of a
28 lot Common Open Space Subdivision.

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION:

The subject property is located at the northeast corner of Silver Sage Drive and Clearview Drive.
The parcel is vacant and approximately 5.27 acres in size.

The applicant proposes to subdivide 5.27 acres to create 28 single family residential lots, with
approximately 1.13 acres of common open space and a total of 0.58 acres of private open space
(private rear yards). The applicant is seeking to utilize the provisions of CCMC 17.10: Common
Open Space Development. Common Open Space developments must comply with the allowable
density of the zoning district, but may have flexibility on lot size, lot width, and setbacks. The
allowable density in the Single-Family 6,000 zoning district is 7.26 units per acre. The applicant
proposes 5.3 units per acre.

The Tentative Subdivision Map is dependent upon the approval of a Zoning Map Amendment
(ZA-2020-0005) from Single Family 1 Acre to Single Family 6,000. Attheir May 27, 2020 meeting,
the Planning Commission recommended approval of the Zoning Map Amendment to the Board
of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors considered the Zoning Map Amendment on June 18,
2020; however, the Board declined to take action and continued the matter to allow the applicant
to either bring forward an alternative zoning or a lot layout that would address the concerns of the
neighborhood. Based on the Board’s action, the Zoning Map Amendment will not be re-
considered by the Planning Commission.

The overall design concept is the creation of lots that are on average 5,037 square feet. The
subdivision is proposed to be accessed via a single through street with access from Silver Sage
Drive and Center Drive. Each lot will be accessed via the proposed Bayonne Avenue. Bayonne
Avenue will have a 60-foot right-of-way and be improved with 23.5-foot-wide drive lanes, providing
for on-street parking; curbs; gutters; and a 5-foot sidewalk on both sides of the street. Homes will
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each have a standard two-car garage and a minimum 20-foot long driveway. The northern and
southern portions of the property, approximately 1.13 acres in total, are the proposed common
open space areas with walkways throughout to serve as the required recreational open space.
Each lot will also have a rear yard of approximately 897 square feet to serve as private open
space.

Per CCMC 17.10.030.4 the periphery boundary setbacks shall be those established for yard areas
by the underlying zoning district. As discussed above, this Tentative Subdivision Map is
dependent upon the approval of a Zoning Map Amendment from Single Family 1 Acre to Single
Family 6,000 (SF6). Therefore, the base zoning utilized for this project is SF6. The SF6 zoning
requires minimum setbacks as follows:

Front: 20 feet
Side: 5 feet

Street Side: 10 feet
Rear: 10 feet

The proposed periphery setbacks meet or exceed the required setbacks for the SF6 zoning. The
open space along the northern and southern boundaries of the site will provide large buffer areas
of 36.7 feet and 45.2 feet, respectively, between the subdivision boundaries and the rear property
lines of individual lots. Additionally, homes will be setback a minimum of 20 feet from the rear
property lines thereby extending the periphery setbacks along the northern and southern
boundary to 56.7 feet and 65.2 feet. Homes will be a minimum of 10 feet from the western
boundary of the subdivision (with a 2 foot projection allowed per Division 1.14 of the Development
Standards for a fireplace); and a minimum of 12.4 feet from the eastern boundary of the
subdivision (with a 2 foot projection allowed per Division 1.14 of the Development Standards for
a fireplace). The periphery boundary of the subdivision will be landscaped with trees and bushes
in order to provide for additional buffering and screening for neighboring properties. Moreover,
Center Drive and Clearview Drive provide additional buffering between the proposed development
and the existing residences to the east and south of the proposed subdivision. It should be noted,
the applicant’s representative provided an email on January 13, 2020 clarifying the common area
landscape will not include turf. Division 3 of the Development Standards does not require the use
of turf and encourages the use of plant varieties indigenous to arid regions.

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: Public notices were mailed to 70 property owners within 600 feet of the
subject site pursuant to the provisions of NRS and CCMC for the Tentative Subdivision Map
application. As of the completion of this staff report, staff have received public comments,
opposing the project, from 17 individuals. Any additional written comments that are received after
this report is completed will be submitted prior to or at the Planning Commission meeting on
January 27, 2021 depending upon their submittal date to the Planning Division.

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 and
offers the following conditions of approval:
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o The project is located on the boundary of two water pressure zones. A check valve
must be installed on the Center Street main extension to properly separate the two
pressure zones.

¢ The meandering pathway along the frontage on Clearview Drive, and on Center Drive
south of the entrance must be made of concrete. The path connects to concrete
sidewalks on either side and concrete is less susceptible to developing wide cracks
that are less compatible with ADA travel. This meandering concrete pathway must be
privately owned and maintained.

¢ Bayonne Avenue must be a private street. The Board of Supervisors has given staff
direction that streets that only serve a subject subdivision must be private. In past
projects the Board of Supervisors has made exception for streets where the applicant
has offered to pay for some amount of maintenance up front.

o Afull local rural street section must be paved along the Center Drive frontage from the
proposed entrance to Clearview Drive as shown. This section must meet the minimum
width for a rural street with no parking. The existing street section is in very poor
condition and the extra pavement is necessary to serve the subdivision.

e A “Share the Road” sign must be installed on the Clearview Drive frontage.

e The project must meet all applicable Carson City Development Standards and
Standard Details including but not limited to the following:

0 The water main extension in Center Drive must extend along the entire frontage
of the subject parcel, not just to the entrance of the subdivision, and connect into
the existing main on Center Drive.

0 Bayonne is an east-west oriented right-of-way and must be named Bayonne
Avenue, not Bayonne Drive.

0 The pavement patch in Clearview Drive must meet the structural section for an
urban arterial, or match existing, whichever is greater.

0 A half street section must be paved along the Center Drive frontage from the
proposed entrance to the north property line as shown. The added pavement
must meet the minimum width for half of a local rural street with no parking.

0 Valley Gutters must be installed where necessary for drainage to cross streets.

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 disposal.

The existing infrastructure has been found sufficient to supply the water and sanitary sewer
needs of the subdivision, and the City has the capacity to meet the water and sewer demand.

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

The City has sufficient system capacity and water rights to meet the required water allocation
for the subdivision.

3. The availability and accessibility of utilities.

Water and sanitary sewer utilities are available and accessible.
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4. 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 if the conditions
of approval are met.

5. 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.

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

7. General conformity with the city's master plan for streets and highways.
The development is in conformance with the city’s master plan for streets and highways.

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

The existing infrastructure is sufficient to meet the additional demand imposed by the
subdivision. Intersections in the area have been previously studied and have passing levels
of service with sufficient capacity to accommodate the relatively small increase in trips from
the subject project.

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

The site is not near an active fault line and is not in a special flood hazard area.

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.

12. Recreation and trail easements.

Development engineering has no comment on this finding.

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.
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Parks, Recreation & Open Space Department:

1. The City will not be responsible for any landscape or irrigation system maintenance on the
project. All landscaping and landscape maintenance in the right of way will be the sole
responsibility of the owner. The developer is required to maintain all common landscape
and open space areas within the development including any landscaping in the street(s)
right of ways in perpetuity.

2. Carson City is a Bee City, USA. As a result, the developer shall use approximately 50%
pollinator friendly plant material for any required landscaping 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 Carson City
Pollinator Plant list and other plant selection resources can be found on the Carson City
website.

The City’s approved tree species list for commercial projects can be found on the Carson
City website.

3. The developer is required to incorporate “best management practices” into their
construction documents and specifications to reduce the spread of noxious weeds. The
spread of invasive and noxious weeds is a significant issue in construction projects that
involve land disturbance. Earth moving activities contribute to the spread of weeds, as
does the use of contaminated construction fill, seed, or erosion-control products.
Experience has demonstrated that prevention is the least expensive and most effective
way to halt the spread of noxious and invasive weeds. Preventing the establishment or
spread of weeds relies upon:

» Educating workers about the importance of managing weeds on an ongoing
basis;

* Properly identifying weed species to determine most appropriate treatment
strategies;

< Avoiding or treating existing weed populations; and

< Incorporating measures into projects that prevent weed seeds or other plant
parts from establishing new or bigger populations such as certification of weed-
free products.

4. Deciduous trees must be planted a minimum of 5’ from any city/public street, sidewalk or
pathway. Evergreen trees must be planted a minimum of 10’ from any city/public street,
sidewalk or pathway. Fruit bearing, “non-fruiting” flowering or any other trees that drop
debris such as seed pods will not be permitted near or placed where they will eventually
hang over city/public sidewalks or pathways.

5. Carson City Municipal Code: Title 18, Division 3 should be reviewed by any/all parties
involved in the proposed landscape design prior to landscape plans being submitted to
the city for final approval of a building permit. Note: Special care and consideration should
be taken in the protection of existing trees on-site.

6. The project is subject to the collection of Residential Construction Tax (RCT), compliant
with NRS Chapter 278 and Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC 15.60).

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
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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 December 21, 2020. NDEP has advised
that it requires an intent to serve or a will serve letter from the municipal sewer service
provider and additional information regarding topography, floodplain, master plan and
adjacent properties under the same ownership, and a brief description of the historic use
of the property. The applicant provided the additional information to NDEP on January
12, 2021. The Public Works department has advised of adequate capacity to meet water
and sewer demand. The utility design must meet all applicable development standards
related to water and sewer design.

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 system capacity and water rights to meet the required water allocation for the
subdivision.

The availability and accessibility of utilities.
All utilities are available in the area to serve this development.

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

The project is located adjacent to existing single family and commercial developments
which are served by the existing public services including schools, sheriff, transportation
facilities, and parks. Per the January 11, 2021 email received from the School District
they do not have any additional comments beyond the information provided for previous
projects and have indicated that the School District will be re-districting which should help.
For previous projects the School District indicated that they remain concerned about
capacity and advised that for every 100 new homes it expects about 30 new students.
With most of the schools now at capacity, the limited capital funding for new facilities, it is
concerned, as it cannot “rezone” its way out of the problem. Development Engineering
has reviewed the development for impacts to water, sewer, storm drainage, and roadway
systems. The existing infrastructure has been found to be sufficient to supply water and
sanitary sewer and the City has capacity to meet the demand. As conditioned, the road
network will be adequate to serve the project. The Fire Department has also reviewed the
development. At the time a site improvement permit or building permit is submitted the
project will be reviewed to ensure compliance with the currently adopted edition of the
International Fire Code and the Northern Nevada Fire Code Amendments as adopted by
Carson City.

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.
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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 Tentative Subdivision Map is dependent upon the approval of a Zoning Map
Amendment (ZA-2020-0005) from Single Family 1 Acre to Single Family 6,000. At their
May 27, 2020 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the Zoning
Map Amendment to the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors considered the
Zoning Map Amendment on June 18, 2020; however, the Board declined to take action
and continued the matter to allow the applicant to either bring forward an alternative zoning
or a lot layout that would address the concerns of the neighborhood. Therefore, staff has
recommended a condition of approval making the approval of the Tentative Subdivision
Map contingent upon the approval of the Zoning Map Amendment (ZA-2020-0005) from
Single Family 1 Acre to Single Family 6,000. Therefore, the base zoning utilized for
evaluation of this project is SF6.

The proposed common open space development must comply with the allowable density
of the zoning district, but may have flexibility on lot size, lot width, and setbacks. The
allowable density in the Single-Family 6,000 zoning district is 7.26 units per acre. The
applicant proposes 5.3 units per acre.

Per Division 2 of the Development Standards, the applicant must provide two parking
spaces per dwelling unit provided the internal or abutting streets provide for on-street
parking. The proposed Bayonne Avenue will accommodate on street parking on both
sides of the road. Each proposed floor plan provides for garage parking for at least two
cars.

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 7,000 square feet (0.16 acres), with 2,800 square feet
designated for recreational use. The applicant proposes 1.13 acres common open space
areas with walkways throughout the common open space to serve as the required
recreational open space. Each lot will also have a rear yard of approximately 897 square
feet to serve as private open space, thus complying with the open space requirement.

The proposed periphery setbacks meet or exceed the required setbacks for the SF6
zoning. The open space along the northern and southern boundaries of the site will
provide large buffer areas of 36.7 feet and 45.2 feet, respectively, between the subdivision
boundaries and the rear property lines of individual lots. Additionally, homes will be
setback a minimum of 20 feet from the rear property lines thereby extending the periphery
setbacks along the northern and southern boundary to 56.7 feet and 65.2 feet. Homes will
be a minimum of 10 feet from the western boundary of the subdivision (with a 2 foot
projection allowed per Division 1.14 of the Development Standards for a fireplace); and a
minimum of 12.4 feet from the eastern boundary of the subdivision (with a 2 foot projection
allowed per Division 1.14 of the Development Standards for a fireplace). The periphery
boundary of the subdivision will be landscaped with trees and bushes in order to provide
for additional buffering and screening for neighboring properties. Moreover, Center Drive
and Clearview Drive provide additional buffering between the proposed development and
the existing residences to the east and south of the proposed subdivision.
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The Master Plan designation of the subject parcel is Medium Density Residential. The
Medium Density Residential designation provides for single family residential
neighborhoods at a density of 3-8 dwelling units per acre. Compatible zoning districts
include Single Family 6,000, Mobilehome 6,000, Single Family 12,000, and Mobilehome
12,000. Parcels in this area are a transition between the commercially zoned parcels to
the west and the low-density single-family residential parcels to the east. Properties to
the north and south are designated as Medium Density Residential with properties to the
west and east being designated Mixed-Use Employment and Low Density Residential,
respectively. The applicant is proposing to change the zoning of the parcel from Single
Family 1 acre to Single Family 6,000 (ZA-2020-0005) which is consistent with the
underlying Master Plan.

General conformity with the City’s Master plan for streets and highways.
The development is in conformance with the City’'s Master Plan for streets and highways.

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

The existing infrastructure is sufficient to meet the additional demand imposed by the
subdivision. Intersections in the area have been previously studied and have passing
levels of service with sufficient capacity to accommodate the relatively small increase in
trips from the subject project. The applicant has provided a traffic memo outlining the
estimated trips based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual (10" edition). The proposed
single-family residential project will generate approximately 264 daily trips, 21 AM Peak
Hour trips, and 28 PM Peak Hour trips. This is below the threshold for a full traffic analysis.
The subdivision will be access via Silver Sage Drive and Center Drive via a new proposed
street. Each lot will be accessed via the proposed Bayonne Avenue. Bayonne Avenue
will have a 60-foot right-of-way and will accommodate on-street parking; curbs; gutters;
and a 5-foot sidewalk on both sides of the street.

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

The site is relatively flat, and there are no faults within 500 feet. The site includes areas
designated as FEMA zone X (area with minimal flooding risk).

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. NDEP has requested a
will serve letter for the sewer provider as well as additional information outlined in finding
1 above. Public works has opined that there is adequate sewer capacity.

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 Public Works Department has reviewed the project in conjunction with the Fire
Department. There is adequate access for emergency services and adequate fire flows
to serve the project. At the time a site improvement permit or building permit is submitted
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the plans will be reviewed to ensure compliance with the currently adopted edition of the
International Fire Code and the Northern Nevada Fire Code Amendments as adopted by
Carson City and all other applicable development standards.

12. Recreation and trail easements.

Carson City Parks, Recreation and Open Space has reviewed the project and finds that
there are adequate public recreational facilities in the area. The project is required to
install and maintain a 5-foot wide meandering concrete path along Clearview Drive and
up Center Drive to the entrance. Additionally, the applicant will continue the path, in
decomposed granite, on the north side of the projects Center Drive access and west along
the northern property boundary to Silver Sage Drive.

Attachments
Public Comments
Application- SUB-2020-0016
1/13/21 email from applicant’s representative, Louis Cariola
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Heather Ferris

From; Michael Tanchek <mtanchek@yahoo.cam=
Sent: Thursday, Januvary 7, 2021 4:22 PM
To: Larry Leach; Greg Short; Connie Creech; Alfred Canary; Darlene Warnock; Eartene |ssel;

Grag Garling; Karen Crandall; Miriam Volpin; Sunny Volpin; Tammy Riddle; Heather
Ferris; Alex Tanchek; Mary Graber; Daniel Goggiang; Mary Siders; Armando Ramirez; Qin

Song

Ce: Lori Bagwell, Ann Knowles NV Appeal; Kelsey Penrose {Carson Mow); Stacey Giomi; Sena
Loyd; Nathaniel Killgore; Lisa Schuette; Stan Jones; Maurice White

Subject: "Borda Crossing” Development on Clearview

This message ariginated outslde of Carson City"s email system, Use caution if this message contaling
attachments, links, or requests for information,

— - _~—

To Heather Ferris- Please make sure that this e-mail is included as written comments in the materials provided to the
Board of Supervisors when they next review the proposed ordinance to change the zoning and te the Planning
Commission when the consider the application and Tentative Map for the Borda Crossing project. | will be filing additional
comments to supplement these, but as you undoubtedly know, it can take a while to digest the contents of a 120 page
application.

Dear Friends and Neighbors-

Krista Leach got some interesting information from Heather Ferris, the City Planner handling the development on the
north side of Clearview. | cut and pasted the following from Krista's e-mail...

"Krista- Thank you for clarifying.

At this point the tentative subdivision is schedulad to go to the Planning Commission on January 27, 2021. The neighbors
will be notified a minimum of 10 days prior to the Planning Commission meeting per Carson City Municipal Code
18.04.045. The Planning Commission will not reconsider the zening map amendment because the Board of Supervisors
did not remand the matter back to them for further consideration. The Tentative Map and zoning map amendment will be
heard concurrently by the Board of Supervisors, likely at their February 18, 2021 meeting.

Municode Library

MunicodeMEXT, the industiys leading search application with
pver 3,300 codes and growing!

Wiitten comments that are received by close of business, Tuesday 1/19/21 will be included in the staff repont

packets. Any comments that are received after that will be considered late material; however, all late material is
forwarded to the Planning Commissicn for their consideration. Al public comments are also forwarded on to the Board of
Supervisors for their consideration. Residents are zlso be able t¢ participate by providing comment during the

meetings. Unfortunately, | believe public participation during the meetings will continue to be viz phone into the new year.

Pleass feel free o contact me with additional guestions.
Heather

Heather Farris
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Associate Planner
Carson City, NV 38701
7T5-283-7080

It seems that we are dealing with procass that is short on transparency and accountability, but is full of plausible
deniability. It's only getting worse.

On June 18, 2020, the Board of Supervisors decided not act an the rezoning application for what was, at that time, 2
proposal from JJ Summers LLC, to rezone the northeast corner of Silver Sage and Clearview ("the Borda property")

Here's a link to Ann Knowles' article on that meeting from the Appeal Carson City supervisors delay rezoning decision |

NevadaAppeal com

Carson City supervisors delay rezoning decision

Anne Knowles

The Board of Supervisors on Thursday delayed a residantial
rezcning decision telling staff to find a salution th.,

As a general rule, most people don't really understand how the administrative process works. So, things like missing
deadlines, filing comments with the wrong people, going to the wrong meelings, not understanding the issues and
standards, assuming the bureaucracy is locking out for their intarests, and, so forth are common mistakes. As a result, the
puhblic at large tends to be at the mercy of people with their own special interest agendas.

Based on the comments from our Late Mayor Bob Crowell and Supervisors Bonkowski and Giomi when the zoning matter
was first heard, many of us were under the impression that the Community Development staff was supposed to work with
the residents who were opposing the planned rezoning to establish a reasonable buffer and transition between the project
and the single family one acra zening. Cn the other hand, the Staff seems to believe that what the Supervisors had in
mind was to ignore the community and people impactad by the propesal and help the developers create a Planned Unit
Developmeant under new ownership with a housing density that is greater than that of the adjacent Southpointe
development. This would explain why Greg Short was told by Rob McFadden that the project was a "done deal.”

Now, you might say to yourself, "l thaught this was a Borda application through JJ Summers LLC up at Stateline, so
where did Rob McFadden came in?” That's a good question. A word of warning.. It gets rather confusing and it's hard to
know who you are suppased to ba dealing with at any point in time. But then, that's the point.

There is a second development slated for the intersection of Silver Sage and Clearview. Silver View Townhomes was
given a "special use permit” for a high density 34 unit “planned unit development" on the northwest corner of Silver Sage
next to the credit union. Silver View is being developed by State Street Developers {Rob McFadden, Mark Turner, and
Sam Landis) and was represented before the Planning Commission by Turner. On or about Qctober 28, 2020, four
months after the Supervisors' decision not to act on the rezoning application, the Borda property was sold to RPJ NV LLC,
controlled by Landis. If you had gone to the open house hosted by Rob McFadden of RCM Realty Group, another
principal of State Street, you would have been treated to a proposal tentatively called Clearview Estatas by a company
known about the change in ownership since the plans that exhibited at the open house were done for a campany called
Ridgeline Development, owned by Landis. This group is involved in many of the developments around Carson City, such
as Silver Oak, Mills Landing, and Jackson Village, the 41 houses being built on 3.65 acres wedged in between the Kohl's
2
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Inading wock and Southwest Gas egquipment yard. Keep in mind that there is nothing inherently illegal in this game of
musical companies, but if you are iooking far some transparency regarding what is happening in your neighborhoed, vou
wion't find it here.

With all of the high density development proposed for our neighbarhood, | raised the issue of the cumulative effects
created by bringing in over 1,400 new residents into the area south of Koontz between the hills above the Fandango down
to Silver Sage and Center. The party line on these developments has been that they're all separate, so they can only be
considered cne at a time. Using that rather unusual logic, it could be argued that it would be possible to inject 2,000 new
hemes inta South Carson and, as long as you do it on two or three acres at a time, there will never be any noticeahla
impact on the character of our semi-rural community .

At the moment, we are looking at 34 residences on the northwest corer of Clearview and Silver Sage plus an additional
28 across the street on the northeast corner by the same developer, That works out to 62 residences on 8 acres in a
semi-rural neighborhood. You may as well add in the 41 houses on 3.66 acres one block to the north at Jackson Village
(coincidentally, being sold by one of the principles at State Strest Development and designed by the same firm that
prepared the applications for the two phase project on Clearview.} This is simply 2 common scheme to Inject as marny
residences as possible into a low density neighborhood while avoiding de facto high density zoning.

Given what's been going on with this project:
1. The Board of Supervisors should deny the propesed rezoning of the parcel in its entirety.
2. Inaddition, the Beard of Supervisors should consider restoring the zoning on the west side of Clearview to SF 1 acre.

3. I possible, the Board of Supervisors should review their decision to allow the Silverview Townhome project and
revoka the special use permit for the project.

4. The Planning Commission should reject the Tentative Map of the Borda Crossing project and dismiss the application
in its entirety.

5. 1f1, 2, andfor 3 are not acceptable, then the Beard of Supervisors should specifically direct the Staff ta delay any
further action on either the zaning or PUD application and work with the existing residents within a minimum of 144 of a
mile of any part of Borda Crossing until the Staff, developer, and residents are able to reach a reasonable resolutions of
the traffic, wellhead protection, and ransitional zoning issues that are consistent with the Commissian and Supervisors'
lawful past policies and practices concerning development in the neighborbood south of Koontz and Clearview Drives
between Ponderosa and Oak.

6. The City should begin the process of amending the City's outdated Master Plan insofar as the Master Plan relates to
the conversion of the semi-rural cornmunity from Koontz Drive south to 1-580 to higher densities of housing to the
detriment of the existing community. This process could be begun by amending the 2021-2025 Strategic Plan to include
changing the Master Plan, as mentioned abowve.

Michael Tanchek
740 Clearview Drive
Carsen City, Nevada 89701
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Heather Ferris

T T T ee————— ——" R —— R e
Frovn: Michael Tanchek <mtanchek@yahoo.coms
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2021 9:.45 FM
To: Heather Ferris; Hope Sullivan
Ce: Larry Leach; Alex Tarchek; Lisa Schustte
Subject: Additional Comments for Borda Crossing

This message originated outside of Carson Clty's email system. Use cautlon If this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for Information.

Heather and Hope,

In the process of drafting supplemental comments, | realized that some of my previous comments may net be in the
record, particularly as it relates to Main Street Development's new plans for the project at Clearview and Center (currently
called Barda Crossing.}

Back on October 6, 2020, when | first raised the issue of the work being dona Borda Crossing by Manhard and sthers,
that ultimately included staking, utility marking, and excavation, | sent in comments attached to an e-mail. As you might
remember, this was when Rob McFadden told Greg Short that the project was "a done deal' and the city warkers told me
that they were checking pavement markings because it "was ready to go." My comments addressed File Nurnber ZA-
2020-0003, the JJ Summers zoning map amendment. It appears that Staff is recomrmending that the Supervisors close
out that file and address the zoning issue in the Borda Cressing proceeding instead. So, [ am assuming my comments
would nat be forwarded to the Planning Commissioners. § want o make sure my comments do become part of the record
in the newer Borda Crossing proposal. The comments are a bit dated because we have discovared quite a bit of new
information since they were originally submitted. If you need me to forward another copy of those comments for inclusion
in the record, please let me know before January 15, 2021 so | can get a copy filed in a timaly manner.

[ would also like my late-filed comments of June 17, 2020 for the June 18 Supervisors' meeting concerning JJ Summers’
zoning change application {File Number ZA-2020-0005} included in information packet far the next Planning Commission
meeling where the plan for Borda Crossing will be addressed. Since, as noted above, the Borda plan is not part of the
original JJ Summers proceeding, | wanted ta make sure this information is also included in the record singe it pretty much
deals with the same subject matter. Again, if you need me to farward ancther copy of those comments for inclusion,
please let me know before January 15, 2021 so | can get a copy filed in a timely manner.

Thank vou,
Michael Tanchek

January 11, 2021
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Objection to the Recommendation of the Carson City Planning Commission
Zaning Map Amendment, File Number ZA-2020-0005

Carson City Board of Supervisors

51

June 18, 2020 RECEIVED
Agenda Item 24.b JUN 17 200
Michael ). Tanchek CARSON CITY
740 Clearview Drive ELANNING DMSION
Carson City, NV

| am filing an objection to the Carson City Planning Commission's ("Commission")
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors ("Board"} to amend the Carson City zoning map by
changing the 5.266 acre parced {"the parce!") west of Center Drive and north of Clearview Drive
(APN €08-124-03) from SF1A to 5F6. This issue is before the Carson City Board of Supervisors on
June 18, 2020 as Agenda lterm 24.h,

I attempted to appeal the Commission's decision on dune 4, 2030, but was refused and informed
by Staif that such appeals are not permitted because the Cemmission's action was merely a
recormmendation 1o the Board. In accordance with the Staff's instructions, | am bringing my
objection and alternative recommensation before the Board.

i reside at 740 E. Clearview Drive and am one of the seven neighborhood residents who filed
tmely written commients with the Cormmission. My residence, on the northeast corner of
Clearview and Center Drives, fronts approximately 300 feet of the east side of the parcel. in
addition, 1 am one of the adjacent residents who rély on a dornestic well for my drinki ng water,
My well head is appraximately 50 feet from the parcel on Center Drive.

In February, ) provided comrnaents toncerning the spacial use permit convert unsold commercal
property on Clearview and Silversage to 34 townhouses. At that time, 1 told the Commission that
my bigger concern was using that special use permit as a pretext for rezoning the parcel being
discussed today into a much higher boussing density than already existed. Staff pointed out that
my concern was ground|ess because, well, the parcel was 5F 1A, | find it hard to believe that
Staff did not know, at that tima, that this rezoning request was in progress.

The Board of Supervisors should reject the recommendation made by the Comrmnission in this
matter at its May 27, 2020 meeting and, as shown on page 2 of the Staff Report under the
heading of "Alternatlves,* not introduce the Ordinance and not amend the zoning map.

The Commission’s recommendation relied on 3 recommendation by Carson City's Planning Staif
{"Staff") which, in turn, relied on the report submitted hy the applicant's consultant, Susan
Pansky Planning ("Pansky report”).

Ahsent rejecting the praposed. amendmant £o the zoning map, an additional alternative would
be to return the matter to the Pianning Commission with instructions to amend its

recominendation to include 5F21 zoning along Center and Clearvisw Drives. This altarnative was
1



proposed and suppoerted by residents adfacent ta the parcel as shown in their submissfons to the
Commission on pages 11, 27, 29, 3D, and 33 of the Staff Report.

A map showing the residents' proposed alternative is included as Attachment 1.
My pbjection is based on and supported by the following:

1. The Commission failed to address the alternative zoning proposal raised by the
residents. As shown on the maps of existing and proposed zoning on page 7 of the Staff report,
there is no SF 6 zoning on Center Drive hahween Koontz Drive and Clearview Drive nor on
Clearview between Silver Sage and Center. The SF 6 zoning designation for the entire parcel is
inconsistent with the current zoning on the north, soyth and east sides and does not provide an
adsquate transition between the proposed 5F5 and the surrounding SF 1A and SF 21 .

Zoning for SF 21 lot sizes on both Center and Clearview is consistent with the manner in which
the Southpointe development to the north was allowed to proceed, is consistent with the
Master Plan, is consistent with the Commission's past practices, and meets the objections of the
surrounding residents.

-Zoning on the gast side along Center is all zoned SF 1 acre. Most of the properties are
greater than ane acre in size. Almost the entire east side of the parcel borders my property. The
northeast comer of the parcel borders the 2+ acre Tolle property complete with its rodeo quality
roping arena. Silver Peak Stables, at the southeast corner of Clearview and, Canter is about 2
acres in size.

-Arross Clearview on the south, some darification is necessary. The Staff neglected to
include either the current or proposed zoning on those properties bounded by Clearview,
Center, Roventini, and Silver Sage as shown on the map found on pase 7 of the Staff report. In
its the narrative, Staff says that the land to the south is zoned SF LA. However, the Acsessor's
mayp far that black shows that the existing residential properties along Clearview to be about
4/10ths of an acre in size {Attachment 2). These residences are consistent with SF 21 zoning
which allows one to three unils per acre. They do not reflect $F 6 pronosed for the parce! across
the street. As pointed out by the applicant en page 3 of the Pansky report (Table 1), SF 21
canforms to Medivm Density Residential and is, therefor, consistent with the Master Plan. Since
the SF 21 zoning aleng Center and the existing residences on the south side of Clearview already
meet the requiremants far SF 21, both meet the master plan's designation of the area as
Medium Density Residential, amending the proposed zening to SF 21 along Clearview would
alsa be reasonable, consistent, and appropriats,

-Fhe north side of the parcel is adjacent to both the SF 6 zoning along Silver Sage and the
SF 21 zoning along Center, The properties associzted with the Southpointe development on
Center were carved out as a 1,000 faot long strip of SF 21 in order to provide a more rational and
orderly transition between the SF 6 atong Silver Sage and and the SF 1A on Center. As previously
shown by the applicant in the Pansky report, SF 21 conforms to Medium Density Residential and
is, tharefor, consistent with the Mastar Plan. Amending the zoning map to reflect 5F 21 on the
remairing 380 feet along Center would be reasonable, consistent, and appropriate,

2. Section |l of the proposed ardinance on page 3 of the Staff Report states, in part, that
“the Amendment will pravide for land uses comnpatible with existing adjacent land uses.” This is

2
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quesiionable at best, particularly when you consider the livestock and domestic wells adjacent
to the parcel. Mere condusory statements not suskzined by substantive information in the
Commission's record and should not be relied upon by the Board.

-The area sauth of Koontz is hore to quite a bit of livestack. On Center, the Creech and
Tolle residences have horses. The Tolle place even has a rodeo practice arena, At the
intersection of Center and Clearview, Sitver Peak Stables provides facilities for boarding and
training horsas ang is popular with the charros from the Mexican cormunity, The Canarys and
myself are also at that intersection, but currently have no livestock. | do have facilities for
smaller animals such as llamas and goats and the Canarys have livestork shelters.

-Carson City Municipal Code 7,13.050 deals with zaning and livestock. There is a
significant distinction between animals allowed on SF 1A and SF 6. Subsection 4.a states:
"Horses, swine, fowl, sheep or other animals of a similar nature shalf not be maintained on any
lat or parcel other than a lot or parcel zoned agriculture (A}, conservation reserve [CR), single-
family one-acre {SF1A), singie-family two-acre {SF2A} or singie-family five-acre {SF5A)." Further
on, the ordinance states that “Livestock and farm animal numbers will be established at the
density of one (1) animal unit for each seven thousand {7,000} square feet of jot area.” This
number is significant because SF 6 zoning doesn't meet the 7,000 square foot threshold. Clearly,
fot sizas this small don't mix well with and are incompatible with tha larger lots where livestock
are afiowed to be kept, especially SF 1A and larger.

1. Addressing the potentisl impacts the rezoning might have on domestic wells adjacent
to and near the parcef was legitimately before the Commission in terms of the required findings
under Section il of the proposed ordinance, The water issuas affect both the compatibility with
adjacent land uses and negative impacts to public health, safety, and welfare. The issues should
have been considered in light of the propased alternative zoning alang Clearview and Center.

-Commissicner Perry was unaware that there are domestic wells providing water ko
residents in Carcon City, In response to Commissionar Perry, a Staff Engineer painted out that
"There are areas of town where they were daveloped with wells. If a well goes dry they would
have to connect. it's not the norm, but it does happen.” {Video taped minutes at 46:37) There
are a significant number of dormestic wells south of Koontz. Four of them are on the periphery of
the parcel being rezoned. In addition to my residence, the Creech residence alse has a domestic
well on the east side of Center. The Silver Peak Stables and Labadie residence on the southeast
corner of Clearview and Center is on a domestic well, And, the French residence on the
southwest corner of Clearview and Silver Sage is also on a domestic well,

-The Staff Engineer also told the Commission that “Surface water run-off is bypically not
considered a source of poliution for groundwater” (Video taped minutes at 49:04) is inaccurate.
The Nevads Division of Environmental Protection found the problem of drinking water
contamination from urban run-off to be significant snough to address the problermn in a
publication {Attachment 3) titled "Wellhead Protection and Nevada Regulations for Protection of
Groundwater.” The publication s instructive as to the importance of protecting sources of well
water. On page 2, NDEP makes seven recommendations for establishing a sound well head
protection pian in order to protect undergrounc drinking water sources, such as ours, Following
the recommendations, isatisting of sovtss of pround water pollutian threatening groundwater
supplies. The very first source they identify is Monpoint Sources, stating “Nanpoint source
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pollution originates from a diffuse source such as urban runoff (emphasis added), irrigation
drzinage, mining recommends a minimum wellhead protection area with a2 radius coastruction,
ete. Nonpoint sources can contaminate both surface and ground water {emphasis added.)
Attachment 4 is a publication from the Wisconsin Groundwater Coordinator Council explaining
and iflustrating how a residence {cr in our case, almost 40 residences in a relatively small area)
tan have serious negative impacts on existing proundwater resources.

-The Staff Engineer also told the Commission that the "mandatory” sewer hook up
requirement south of Koontz focused on nitrates and septic tanks. However, he neglected to
mention that this was done in order 10 protect the large number of domeastic wells in the area
from potential groundwater contamination.

-Mr. Fallows, the City's Chief Stormwater Engineer, identified stormwater run-off as an
issue requiring mitigation, including a retention basin. [ raised this concern because the Mayors
Park retention hasin at Center and Kooniz frequently fills up with contaminated run-off.
Attachment 5 is a phote of that retention basin after & summer rain. | am legitimately worried
about infiltration of contaminated into aur wells as the water percolates out af a basin in such
dose proximity to our drinklng water. | realize it is a design issue, but as a side note, the
retention basin shouid be {ocated as far away from the domestic wells as pussible.

-Subdivisions, such as the one being proposed for this parcel, can wreate another water
problem because hard-scape and stormwater diversions reduce the amount of water available
to recharge the graundwater wells. This problem was alsa identified in the Wiscansin fact sheet.
Weil owners tan't do much about natural declines in groundwater, but artificially created
reductions can and should be preventad before they create 2 problem,

Amending the proposal to include the SF 21 buffer along Clearview and Center could mitigate
maost, if not all, of the associated water problems.

4. The Commission failed to take into account the cumulative effects of recent actions
involving development in the area, including the introduction of 1400 additional residents into
such a limited area. Conditions in Carson City have changed since 2008, the date Staff says the
last master plan revision took place. Planning should be a dynamic process that taking into
consideration what has actually eccurred rather than refying on what someane hoped would
happen mare than 15 years ago. Downplaying the effects that this many new residents will have
on local raads, schoals, and other cormmunity services is not constructive,

-Over 400 dwelling units are either under construction ar have been approved along
4,200 foot section of Clearview Drive between Center Drive and Voltaire Street, An additional
143 units have been approved on Cochise {Curry) Street at Overlznd Street, just south of
Clearview. Forty-one mare units are under construction at Jadkson Village, ona block north of
Clearview. Using the 115, Census Bureau average household size for Carson City, this translates
to about 1,400 maore residents.

-Traffic is already serious problem for existing residents, particularly on Clearview, Sitver
Sage, and Koontz because they are used as a by-pass between south Carson Street and
Edmonds. That was the case before the frepway and is still the case today. Using Clearview
enables drivers traveling between northeast Carsen City and Lyon County to aveid three
additional stoplights and the congestion on Carson Sireet. As for loca! residents, it is guicker and
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more conenient to use the same by-pass 1o access northbound 580 at Fairview rather than the
395-Hwy 50 interchange on south Carson Street.

-There are currently about 40 homes on Clearview between Carson Street and Edm onds.
Yet, as | pointed out at the February hearing and Staff confirmed for this proposal, Clearview
sees about 7,000 vehicles per day. This traffic is not primarity local. Contrary to the opinions of
the applicant, 5taff and the Commission, the traffic generated by 1400 zdditional residents
along that corridor will have a significant megative impact on the "quality of life” of the local
community.

-At the February hearing, Mary Siders, a resident of the Southpointe development,
testified that the problems those residents were already having getting on to Silver Sage would
be exacerbated by the proposed 34 residential units to be contributed hy the Siver View
Townhomes project. Add in the 41 units from Jackson Village currently under construction and
you've got the drivers from 75 additionat residences trying to use Silver Sage between
Sauthpointe and the Greater Nevada Credit Union as their principle means of access. Now add
in the potential for 36 more units from rezaning this parcel and things will only get worse,

~The impact on schools is addressed on page 6 of the Pansky report. While the applicant
and the school district agree that the potential for 10 new students basad on this proposal when
viewed in isolation would nat be 1 problem, The representative for the district saig that the
“aggregate of all development,” i.e., the cumulative effect, is an ongoing concarn. Pose the same
guestion, but inclade the students among the 100 additional residents to be expected soon,
and the district’s position could very well be different. Adding even more students to an ever
increasing total will have an impact and require the district to come up with more resources to
deal with it.

-An Hem not mentioned at all is the impact that 1,400 more residents in thair service
territory will have on the already busy Fire Station 53 on Snyder Avenue.

-The Pansky report discusses a "iransition” to higher densities on both sides of Silver
Sage on page B. The projects cited include: lackson Village, a walled off, isolated high density
project compistely surrounded by JC Penney, Kohl's, Seuthwest Gas, Greater Nevada Cradit
Union, and the Mcuntain View Health and Rehabilitation Center; and the Silver View
Townhomes, which required a spedial use permlt since no commercial businesses wanted ta
acquire the property. The report also points to the area east of the bowling alley, north of the
freeway, and south of the fire station, Ross Gold Park, and Snyder Avenue. This is an anomolous
and isolated triangle of high density apartments, senior hausing, townhomes, and
condominiums that is nowhera near being adjacent to Silver Sage. The only rea) “transition® to
higher density that has actuslly occurred in the past 30 years is Southpointe. The alternative
proposed by the residents, myself included, would have the zoning mirror what was done with
Southpainte.

Residents directly impacted by the proposal have affered 2 reasonable alternative to what was
recommended by the Commission. The zoning along Clearview and Center should be the same
as the 5F 21 on Center. In the words of Susan Pansky, the existing residants *...are not asking for
anything outside of what the master plantad-contemplated in its |ast update

in eonclusion, the Carson City Board of Supervisors shouid reject the recommendation of the
5
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Planning Commission or, in the alternative, return the matter to the Commission with

instructions to armend their recommendation to include a buffer
parts of the parcel adjacent to Clearview and Center,

Michael Tanchek
7184 Clearview Drive
Carson City, NV B9701

June &, 2020

of SF 21 zaning along those
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- ATTACHMENT 3

WELLHEAD PROTECTION

AND

NEVADA REGULATIONS FOR PROTECTION OF
GROUND WATER

Fatroduction

In Nevada most communiiies receive their

drinking water from underground seurees through
private wells or public water supply systems. In
additicn to supplying water, the subsurface
environznent has been used for centuries to dispose
of liquid and solid wastes. Subsurface waste
disposal from businesses, industrial

mannfacturing, septic tanks or farming could
contarninaie both public and private drinking waier
wells. Therefore, protecting these water supplies is

extremely important.

The State of Nevada
has adopted water
- quality lepislation and
pursnant regulations ta
. protect the ground
- water from potentizl
| contaminant SouUrces.
Some potential
contaminant sources
regnlated by the Nevada
Administrative Code (NAC) include underground
sterage Lanks, fandfills, wasiewater treaiment
sysiems, mining faciliues, underground injection
systems, and hazardous waste treatment and
storage/disposal facilities. Since pootly
constructed wells and unplugped/unused wells can
act as direct conduits for contaminants 1o reach an
aquifer, the construction and abandonment of
waler wells are also regulated by the State throuph
the Drivision of Watcr Resources.

The Nevada Divigsion of Environmental Protection
(NDEP), the lead agency for pround water
protcetion in the State of Nevada, implements and
enforces regulations under the Nevada Water

Pollutien Control Law and other laws ingluded in
various chapters of the Nevada Revised Statutes
{NES). The Nevada Division of Minerals
(NDOM), the Nevada Depariment of Agriculture
(WDOA), the Nevada Division of Water Resources
(NEYWR), and the Nevada State Hezlth Dhivision
(NSHD) also enfeorce regulations which protect
ground water. nformation regarding specific
tegulations can be obtained by contacting the
respective divisions. Alse, the NAC is available on
the world wide web at www leg.state.nv.us.

Newvada has passed statutes that provide for source
specific controls such as design and performance
standards for mining facilities, landfills, etc. Also,
Mevada has land use staiutes (hat enable local
amthorities to manage poteatial sonrces of
contamination as part of Wellhead Protection
Proprams (WHPPs). This fact sheet summarizes
the description of a Wellhead Protection Program
and most other potential contaminant soirces
regulated by the NAC.

Wellhead Proiection Program

The State Wellhead Protection Program (WHPP)
iz & volunary program
that encourages local
governmenis,
communities, and utifiry
companies to take
systematic preventive
MEAsUrcs to protect their
undczground drinking
water resources. The
basic idea of wellhead
pratection is 1o reduce the
risk of ground water
contamination by

Wewvada Dhivision af Environmental Protection, Burcau af Weter Pollution Contro!
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Page 2 Wellhcad Protection and Nevada Regulations for Protection of Ground Water

managing potential sources of confamination. A
community roust determine the land surface arca
around a water supply well, called the wellhead
protection arca (WHPA), that should be
protected. Before a plan or program can be
developed, it is importan: te identify the existing
and potential threats to the ground water. Then
the WHPA should be managed to protect the
ground water,

The Bureau of Water Polluticn Control

{BWPC) within NDEP is the lead agency for
Nevada's Wellhead Protection Program. The
BWPC provides technical assistanec,
educational guidance, and financial assistance
{when available) for lacal program development
and implementation of WEHPPs. The State
recommends the following elements be included
in the development of a WHPF.

»  Formation of & local WHPP tesmn, and
identification of roles and responsibilities of
all team members,

» Delineation of weithead protection areas
{WHPAs): the State’s recommendation is to
consider a minimmm WHPA of 2 3,000 foot
redius or a 5-year travel time capture zone
for shallow, unconfined ar semi-confined
aguifers.

» [Identification of poteniial contaminant
SOUFCEs: Al eXtensive iventory is needed
within your community and near the wells to
identify the location of facilifies using,
inanufaciunng, or storing materials that
have the poiential k0 contaminate yoar
drinking water wells.

* Management strategies: to profect your
water supply wells from potential sources of
contamination.

» Contingency planning: = detailed emergency
response plan is needed to be ready for use
if an accidental event threatens your
drinking water supply.

» Plang far the siting of new wells: to
maximize yield and reduce the potentia] for
contamination. S

+ Public pariicipation: to ensure involvement
of local citizens throughout the wellhead
protection process.

The management of land use in the WHPA is
usually the responsibility of local govermnments.
Local governmenits have a variety of regulatory and
non-regulatory management options to protect their
underground drinkiag water resources and develop
8 Welihead Protection Program (WHFP). The fact
sheet entitled *Local Authority for Ground Water
and Welthead Protection™ centains the details of the
regulatory management options.

Nonpoint Seurces

Nonpoint source pollution originates from a diffuse
sotree such as nrban runeff, irrigation drainage,
mining construction, elc. Nonpoint scurces ean
contaminate both surface and ground water
resources, The Bureau of Water Quality Planning
(BWQP) within NDEP manages a program for the
cantrol of nonpoint seurces of water pollution. The
BWQPs current approach to controlling nonpoint
sources of water pollution to both surface and
ground water is o seek compliance through
regulatory and non-regulatory programs including
techniczl and financial assistance, training,
technology transfer, demonstmtion projects and
education. This approach includes coordination of
Iand and water resource menagemcent agencies and
public outreach. NAC 445A.305 - 445A.340
¢ontains regulations regarding nonpoint sources.

Undergronnd Storage Tank Regulation,
Petrolevum Dischorge and Fazardous Waste
Cleanup

The Bureau of
Corrective Actions
(BCA) within NDEDP
oversees cleanop
activities at sites where
soil and/or water
contamination has been
idertified, including
cantamination from
Ecaking Underground
Storage Tanks (NAC
590.7040 - 590.790).
The IInderground Storage Tank (UST) program
focuses on polluton prevention, by sciting
performance standards for UST-systern design,
construction, installation, upgrading and

Nevada Diviston of Environmenizl Protection, Bureaw of Water Pollution Comral
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netification requirements (NAC 459.5921 -
459.5%9). The BCA pravides implementation
andg oversight for multimedia cotrective action
cases (INAC 445A,226 - 445A.22755, and
445A.273 -445A.2737), consultant certification
(MAC 459.970 - 455 5729), and the pewoleum
reimburscment fund programs for leaking tanks
which have been repaired/removed (NAC
44542738 - 445A.2739).

Remediation of contaminatien from historicat
aperations at active or formmer Deparmment of
Defense facilities, and all remediation projects
on Department of Enerpy facilities are overseen
by the Bureau of Federal Facilities, a part of
NDEP.

Hazardous Waste Management

The Bureau af Waste Manapgement (BWM)
within NDEP has
developed a
Hazardous Wasle
Management plar.
The plan provides 2
mechanism to
mventory the
sources, types, and
quantities of
hazardous waste
managed in Nevada,
NAC 444.842 -
444 976, and 459.952 - 459.9552% coniain the
implementing regulations.

The RCRA Facility Branch of the BWM is
autherized by EPA arud has responsibitity for
implementing Title 40 of the Code of Federnl

Repulations regarding hazardous waste facilities.

An owner or operator of 2 facility must submit a
permit application 1o BWM for review and

approval to operate a facility for hazardous waste

treatment, storage, and/or disposal. The pertnit
application alse requires that the facitity owner/
aperator immplement a ground water monitoring
program for dispasal facilities to determine the

. faciliy’s impact on the quality of underground
waler resources.

Recyeling

The Bureau of Waste Management within NDIEP
provides funding and techeical assistance for
recycling programs. Nevada dees not have & statewdds
program for the coflection and proper disposal of
residential household hazardous wastes, however,
several counties aperate
honsehold hazardous
waste collection
programs (NAC
4444005 4444.6355),
These programs help
protect ground water
through public
awargtess and preper disposal of potential
contaminants. [nformation zhout locations and proper
digposal of houschold hazardews wasles can be
obtained by cailing the Nevada Recycling Hotline at
1-800-397-5865,

Sofid Waste

NDEP’'s sclid wasie disposal regulations (NAC
444,570 - 444.7499) require parmits for all disposal
sites. The Bureau of Waste Management enforces the
solid waste disposzl repulations to protect the public
health and safety
including protection of
ground waler resources.
The disposal site
location and the facility
design must meet
cIiteria stated in the
regulations. The peomil
application far a solid
waste facility must
inchide 2
comprehensive ground
water monitoring program to determine the landfill
nerformance o protecting ground water resourses,

Septic Systens and Wasiewater

The Bureau of Water Pollution Control
{RWPC) within NDEP acts as the primary
enforcement agency for Nevada's Water

 Pellution Control Law. NAC 4454 .070 -

445A 348 contain the implementing
regzations. The BWPC regulates all septic

Weveda Division of Environmental Protection, Doreat of Water Pollution Conteel
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systems with a capacity of 5,000 gallons or
more of effluent per day. The BWPC also
regulates dairtes and animal feed lots having a
minkrum nomber of animals. NDEP has been
delegated the National PoHutant Discharge
Eltmination System (NPDES) permitting
program under the Clean Water Act. Besides
NPDES penmits for discharge to surface waters,
the BWP( also issues State Ground Water
Permits for infiltration basios and land
applicetion of Publicly Owned Treatment
Works (POTW) effluent. NDEF zequires the
approval of treatrnent/disposal sites fram lacal
eovernmental hodics before issuing a permit.
The BWEC also rcgulates land epplication of
sewage sludge, or biosolids, a by-product of
wastewater beatment,

The Buregu of Health Protection Services
{BIIPS) within NSHD and the counly bealth
anthorities regulate the construction of
individual septic systems with ¢apacities less
than 5,000 gallons per day (NAC Chapter 444),

Underground Injeciion Control

An injection well is either a dug hole ora bored,
driiled or driven shaft whosc depth is greater than
its largest surface dimension, Injection is defined
as the subsurface emplacement of {lnids in 2 well,
Many of these fluids may be bazardons and could
contaminate underpround water resources. The
Bureau of Water Pollution Control within NDEP
has attained pnmacy for the federal Underground
Injeetion Control (UIC) Program under the Safe
Drinking Waler Act. The program reguires
preliminary construction approval for certain
injection wells, including geotkermal and oidgas
productior injection wells, and initial and
periodic mechanical integrity lesting. It also
provides enforcement capabilities for action
against noncomplying facilities. NAC 445A 810 -
445A.925 contains regulations regarding the
nnderground injection control program.

Mining Facilities

The Rureau of Mining Rcpulation and
“Reclamation (RMRR) within NDEP enforces
regulations governing the design, construction,
operation, closure and reclamation of mining

facilities (NAC 445A.350 - 445A.447, and
S19A.010 - 519A.415), A permit is required
before construction of any new process
components or modificalions to existing
PrOGESS COMpOnents
such as, heap leaching
facilities, lined solution
ponds, and tailing
rnpoundments. The
parmit alsa requires
site-specific surface
and ground water
maonitoring programs.
The Facilities must
routinely characterize
process solutions and
waste rock. Submitta]
of quarlerly and annual reports is required.
Spills or releases must be reported o the
BMRR.

Hydracarbon and Geothermal Prodaction
The Nevada Division of Minerals (NDOM) has
the suthority to
review and approve
design of oil, gas and
geothermal wells
(NAC 522.010 -
522.195, and
5324A.010 -
534A.600). NDOM's
authority also e
includes lesting and
approval of blow ow prevention equipment, and
well pluggizg and abandenment design and
verification. The NDOM works in coordination
with NDY:P*s UIC program.

Pesticides

The Nevada Department of Agriculiire
{NDQA} has the authority to administer the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA), and the Nevada Pesticides Act in
the State. This includes authority to resiricr,
prohibit or cancel the use of specific pesticides
statewide or by agneuliera) area if a pesticide is
determined to be detrimental to public health
(INAC 555250 - 555.530, 555.600 -
555.7G0,and 586.005 - 586.151}. The NDOA

Wevada Division of Environmental Protection, Burean of Watcr Pollution Control
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has completed a drafi
State Ground Water
“Pesticide Management
Plan {PMP). Pesticides
. tiat may pose an
‘adverse effect to the
environment will be
“subject to an EPA-
.approved pesticide
specific PMP as a
condition for iheir
lege! sale and use in

Well Construction and Abandonment

‘Fhe Nevads Division of Water Resources
(ND'WR) licenses wel! drillers and regolates
well drilling in the Statec. NAC 534,010 -
534500 containg regulations for well
congtruction, casing material, proper drilling
techniques/sanitery seals and the proper
pluzging of abandoned wells. Al wells other
than mining exploration borcholes must be
drilled by a well driller licensed in Nevada.
Alse, NDWR is the custadian of ai! well logs
for wells drilled in the State. The Burean of
Safe Drinking Water (RSDW) withir NDEP
further regulates well construction for pulilic
water sysiems (NAC 445454022 -
445A.5403).

Subdivision Review
The NDEP and the NDWR conduct a
comprehensive review of all subilivisions for
ongoing development to ensure protection of
public health and safety (NAC 278.010 -
278.530, and 445A.342), NDWR's revicw
determings whether or not the water
purveyar has sufficient water rights o serve
any proposed subdivision. Withis NDEP, the
Burean of Water Poltution Control’s review
dstermines the availability of proper and
adequate wasiewater disposal scivices to
minimize wastcwater disposal’s fripact oa
ground water quality. RSDW’s subdivision
review includes evaluation of the historical

land use and current zaning of the arca
BSDW also reviews soil characteristics if
individnal septic systems are used. Tn
addition, BSDW requires a will-serve feiter
if pubhc water systems supply drinking
waier to the proposed subdivision. IF
domestic wells are used to supply drinking
water, then BSDW requires ground water
quatity monitoring 10 ensure that the water
quality meeis drinking water standards.

Public Water Systems
The Bimeau of Safe
Drinking Water
(BSDW) within
NDEFP is the primary
cnforcement
authority for the
supervision of public
drinking water
Sysiems as
auwthorized under the
Federal Saf Drinking
Water Act. The
BSDYW is responsible
for the monitoring
and rcgutation of
public drinking water
systems. NAC

445A 450 -

445A 67644 containg
regulations regarding
the public water systemn supervision program.

Prevention is the best solution . ..

Public waier supplicrs have the responsibility to
protect public heatth and safely by providing safe
drinking water. Public water suppliers nced to
identify potentigl sources of comtamination gnd
work with the appropriate agencies tn protect
ground water regources. Approprikte preventive
meastres to protect ground water are Jess
expensive than clean up of contaminated ground
water, Managing patential sources of
contamination, in part through State and Local
regulations and authority, will potentially save
millions of dollars in the long term and proteet
public health,

Nevada Division of Enviconmental Protection, Burean of Water Pollotion Control
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For More Informetion Contact:

Nevada Division of Environmentol Protection
901 8. Stewart Street, Snite 4001
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0851

(775} 687- 4670

Nevade Division of Minerals Nevada Division of Water Resonrces
400 West King Street, Suite 106 9¢H 5. Stewart Street, Suite 4001
Carson City, Nevada 89703-0062 Carson City, Nevada 80706-0851
(775} 687 - 5050 (775) 684 - 2800

Nevada Department nf Agriculture Nevada State Health Division

350 Capitol Hill Avenue 41560 Technology Way

Reno, Nevada 89502.2292 Carson City, Nevada 89701-5405
(775) 688 - 1182 ext. 251 (775) 684 - 4200

For Mare Information abowt Wellhead Protection:
Coniact the Burcau of Water Polhition Control, NDEP at (775) 687- 9422

NDEP encourages persons or erganizations to reproduce afl or part of this fact sheet for general civeulation.
—— Eunded by the Drinking Water State Revalviayr Fund Welthead Protectinn Frogram SeeAside through the Nevada Divi-
siop of Environmenial Protection and a Clean Water Aet §318 gran! from the US, Environmental Protection dgeary.

Mevads THyision of Environmenial Protection, Blurean of Water Pallution Coentrot Updaied Tune 2007
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- AreacHment 4

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

AND GROUNDWATER RESOURCES
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND GROUNDWATER FACT SHEET 3

WISCONSIN GROUNDWATER COORDINATING COUNCIL

July 2002

New residential development is one of the most common types of growth cxperienced by Wisconsin
commamitics. In 2004, over 16,000 new ane and two-family homes were built in Wisconsin, Wisconsin is
expected 1o have an additional 406,000 households by 2014, so the mimber of new homes will continue {0

BT,

To understand how revidential development cee affect proymdwater, it's important to recognize that all land
has groundwater beneath it (Figure 1). Groundwater flows through undergronnd <0il and rock materiais,
generaily from higher to lower areas on the bnd sarface, Sometimes we plam to directly use tiat gmlmdwater,
as when we drill individoa) drinking water wells. But even when we do not plan to use il, residential
development may affect boik the quality and amount of locat groundwater.

The choice of water supply and wastewater tromoment for residentizi development is critical. | will affect the
size of lots required, and the acceptable rmber and density of homes. Placement of wells and ‘wastewater
sysienos relative to groundwaler fiow direction is also impottant. Educating harneowners on proper Jawn care
or wastewsler management practices later is important, but cannat always overceme poor decisions in the
orginal design. So, good planning of residentiat development is the first step to protecting sroundwater

quzliky in residential areas,

This Fact sheet examines the relationship berween residential development, particularly development of new
subdivisions, and the gromdwaler resource. It also discusses ways in which frmpacts can be minimized,

Water Sapply Considerations

Water to servie tesidential developments can be
provided in three ways; throush connection to a
coramunity water system, a subdivision water
system, or individual bome wells,

s Commumity weater Systents may use surface water

or groundwater. 'When groundwater is used,
withdrawal of waier from high capacity wels
might reduce the amount of water available to
local streams and lakes. Carefirl design and
management of these welis can reduce these
impacts, but Wisconsin law does not currently

require consideration of surface water effects.
Changes to the community infraskructure may
be needed to provide services to additional
homes. The quality of community water
systems is commuatly monitored.

s Individun! home wells have smaller impacts on

graundwater amd surface water flow than high
capacity wells, especially when fhe water is
remrmned to the greundwater through onsite
wastewater reatment, Since homeowners
generally vse well warer without eatment, the
quality of proundwater available onsite is
eriticel. Homeowners are responsible for
moniaring thelr own water quality.

Figmre 1. Groundwater underlies Wisconsin, and supplies water for rural and urhan nses.
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» Subdfivision water systems are required 1o
monitor water quality if ome well sarves 25 or
mote residents. Typically this s assumed io
be the case when 7 or more homes are
interconnected {o one well. Water systems
serving fewer homes sre otherwise stmilar to
individual wells in their regnlation and
impacts on groundwater,

Wastewater Treatment Considerations

Wastewater treatment for 4 residential
development can sirnifarly be provided in three
ways: throtgh connection to a municipal system,
development of a group onsite wastewater
ireatment system, or individua! onsite wastewater
treatreent systems, Both public facilities and
onsite systems vary in the depree of treatment they
are designed to provide,

s Vst of srnicipal sewers allows wastewater to
be treated off-site, so groundwater
cotlamination potential is minimizod.
However, in sewered developments with
individual home wells, the Jocal groundwater
tevel may be lowered because the public sower
removes wastewater from the area, preventing
it from naturally replenishing groundwater.

»  Indevelopmenis with onxite wastewater
treatment spstems, whether individoal or group
systems, wastewater replenishes local
groundwster. However, some contaminents,
such as nitrate and chloride, are not removed
by conveational systems aund may cause local
groundwater quality problems even when
systems are construcied io applicgble state
codes, ITthe development is in the recharge
arca for the public water source, contaminants
could also affect the public water supply.
Research shows that developments with
individual onsite wastewater treatment
systems and private wells require lot sizes of
at least an acre to protect drinking water
quality.

# Espacially sensitive arcas For onsite wastewater
treatment include those with highly permeable
soils, of shallow depths to groundwater or
frecmired bedrock. Ta such areas, bactena,
viruses, volattle argznic compounds, or other
cotlarinants may also affect groundwater .
The commmuumity may choose to direct

devclopment away from sensitive gronndwaier
areas, even when onsite wastewater codes
allow it, or require acdditional wastewater
treatment, such as sand filiration, disinfection,
of fiitrate removal,

Conservation Subdivisions

Conservation subdivisions (sometimes called
cluster development) preserve green space in o
commmity by using less land for individuzl lois,
snd maintainmg the natural features of the land as
much as possible. Such developments can have
many environmental benefits, including patential
groundwaict benefits if less land is developed into
fertilized lawmns and landscapes.

However, conservation spbdivisions, like any
development using small Yots, raust be carefultly
designed 10 prevent nowanted “recycling™ of
waslewater into private wells. This “recycling®
accurs when onsite wastewater treatment system
drainficlds or mounds are lacated upgradient
{uphill in the groundwater flow system) from
private or group wells. Wastewater cortaining
high levels of nitrate and cther contaminants that
re-enters the groundwater can be pumped by
downgradient wells, even on neighboring
properties, To minitize such problemms;

»  determune groundwater flow direction and
avoid constructing wells downgradient from
onyite wastewaler (reatment gysteims,

+ use edvanced onsite wastewater treatment
systetns,

+  or connect conservation subdivisions to a
community sewer and water supply,

Gronndwater Issues Common to ARl Residential
Development

Besides water suppty and wastewster treatment,
issues common to all residential developments
inchede (Figure 2):

+ Land covered with impervions surfaees such as
homes, driveways, wads and parking lots may
have more unoff and less groundwater
recharge than undeveloped land. However,
mcreased groundwater recharge may occur if
the runoff water naturatly infiltrates onsite or
is infiltrated by ratngardens or other
stormwzler management systems.
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= Where storm sewers are ussd, they may divert
water that otherwise would recharge
groondwater.

Whater supplies for new homes may require an
increased withdrawai of groundwater.

Roads and parking lots serving developments

mear mote 58 of 702d salt and more oil, gas

and other fnids from vehicles, which can end
up in focal streans, lakes or groundwater,

L 2

Fertilization and ¥srigation of lawns increases
the risk of conminating grovmdwater or
surface water,

= lmproper wasts disposal practices {(dumping
waste ol or antifreeze on the ground, for
exaniple) can also harm groundwater quality,

Evalnating the Quantity and Quality of
Groandwater Availabls for Residential

Development with Onsite Water and
‘Wastewater Systems

When cvaluating the patential of a piece af land
for residential develapment vsing individual wells
and wastewnler ireatment systems, the following
factors shouid be considered:

past uses of the land. if the land was used for s
bamyard, demyp, or other waste disposal site,
Eroundwater contamination may sheady be
present. Tomight be difficult to get good
qualzty waler for a private well.

upgradient land vses, Groundwater flow
direction for the subdivision shonld be
determined. Maps are svailable fom the
Wizconsin Geologncal and Naturai History
Survey for some areas. Contamination sources
in the recharge arez for privage wells in the
new development should be identified.

suitability of property for developmen: of
ansite was{ewater treatment systems and
private wells. An assessment of the Jocal
aguifer is needed to enmure that it can supply
erough water to the number of private wells
pianmed for the area. The soils on the property
also need to be evaluated for their
acceptability for the use of onsite wastewater
systemns (if proposed}.

existing groundwater quality. The develaper
cotild be re¢mired to instal} monitoring wells,
and sampie them for human-made
contaminants such as nitrate and pesticides,
and natoral water quality problems such as

Figure 2. Typical activities armmd the home can nﬂect gronndwater quality.
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arsenic, ion and radicactivity. Existing
neighboring wells can be sampled if there are
other homes in the area. Accurate information
about the depth and construction details is
reededd for existing wells. If grovmdwater
problemns exist, local govermnents can
consider requiring trsatment systems oc a
notification of groundwater problems on the
home’s deed.

Minimiriag the Impacts of Residential
Bevelopment on Croundwater Resourees

Fortunately, there are steps thet planners,
engincers, and developers can 1ake, before, during,
and after development, to minimize the effects of
residential development on groundwater resources.
These include:

s using raingardens to encoirege infiltration of
stormwater and recharge to groundwarer,

ENCOUTAFING OF TEqUATing waler conservation
and use of weker saving devices, such as low-
flow showerheads and toilets, within homes,

restricting the types and amounts of pesticides
and fertilizers nsed on lawns and gapdens,

ENCOUraging or requiring limits on landscape
waleriny,

providing education on natural landscaping and
ather low water demand vegetation,

providing appochmitics, such as Clean Sweep
programs, for residents to properly dispose of
hazardous housekold products.

requiring periodic meintenance of oosite
wasteweler treatment systems if they are used,

[n summary, residential development can have
many impacis on both the quality of local
groundvwater and the emount of water needed by a
commimity. Guood planning can halance the need
for residential development with protection of both

mintmizing paved surfaces such as driveways,
ot ingtalling brick driveways and walks instead
of poured concrete or asphait.

requiring use of advated wastewater treatment the heaith and well-being of residents and the
mﬂlim 2s nm:;m‘ systems, in quality and quantity of bocal water resources.

For additional information on residential

providing centralized water or sewer in areas development options and planaing ools, see:

where natural conditions or housing density

ite Luisa marginal, . .
make onsite system use L nal *  Ohm, B. W., 1999, Guide to Community Planning,

. Department of Urban and Repional Planning, Unjv. of
educsting homeowners on the need for proper Matilsan, Wisconsin /Extension, 275 p. Available

maintenance of private wells and ongite from 1IW BExttension.
wastewaler treatment systeris, periodic testing *  WDNR sod Usiversity of Wiseotsin Extension, 2002,
of private well water, and planning for Planning for Mauural Resources — A {uide to

eventual well, pump or drainfield replacement. Including Nammal Resourecs in Lacel Comprehensive
Planming, B3 pages. Available from Coumry Exiansion
placing privaie wells upgradient fiom onsite offices, the Department of Administration's Office of
wastewater treatiment systems on the seme or Land biformation Sexvices (608-267-2707) and at the
neighboring property to prevent recycling of WONR Land Use website.
wagtewater into private wells,

This 15 oue of a series of groundwater latsheets designed to provide information to assist conmenies with
cemprehensive planning, Oter fachbeets 20d more geratled information ta asdat planners cxn be fonnd ar che
Grousdwater Coordinating Council {GCC) weh =ite, betnst/dnr wi goviorsmater/dwefecc! or the WDNR Lapd Vse

Team wehsite ot ity /dnr.wig rE e spenerflanggasindes hin
Acknowledgements: litustration, page 1 from WIINR publicafion WR.-423-95 W1 Groundwaser Research and Monioring
Project Summaries; page 3, Extensfon publication GWOQ004 Rethivking Yard Care.
Comprehensive Planning pnd Groopdwater Fact Sheets were producad by GCC subcommittes members Dave
Lizdortl, WI Separtment of Natucal Resenrces: Christine Mechemch, Cestral Wl Gronsdwater Center, and Ohock
Warzecha, W1 Departuient of Health and Family Services. July 2002
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Carson City Planning Commission
Borda Crossing Subdivsion Map, File Number SUB-2020-0016

The following comments were filed with the Planning Division on October &, 2020 when on-site
work commenced at what has since been named Borda Crossing. At that time, the only open file
was the zoning map amendment filed by J) Summers and filing an objection to whataver was
going on out there at the time seemed prudent. Three weeks later, the property was sold to a
company managed by Sam Landis, one of the principals in Main Street Development, who is also
developing a high density townhome project across the street. Some of the infermation
cantained in these comments is incorrect, but was based on our understanding at the time. Far
example, the rezoning of the west side of Center from SF 1A to SF21 was, shall we say, quite
irregular and, in response tc an issue raised by Supervisor Giomi, could quite possibly be used as
an example of what constitutes arbitrary and capricious decision-making. | will be filing
supplemental comments on that and other issues as we get closer to the deadline for comments,

Michael Tanchek
740 Clearview
Carson City
January 12, 2021

Carson City Board of Supervisors
Carsan City Planning Commission
Zoning Map Amendment, File Number ZA-2020-0005
Fast Clearview Drive Rezoning

On June 18, 2020, the Carson City Board of Supervisors ["Board") returned the Planning
Commission's ["Commission") recommendation to amend the Carson City zoning map by
changing the 5.266 acre parcel {"the parcel") west of Center Drive and north of Clearview Drive
(APN 009-124-03) from SF1A to SF6 {Agenda ltem 24.b).

Judging from the USA street marking for proposed excavation limits for the project, it appears
that a decision has been reached, although | do not know when and by whom. In the event that
a final decision has not yet been reached, | offer the following comments.

Summary Points

1. The residents in the directly affected neighborhood prefer that the parcel remain in SF1A.

2. The residents requested a "buffer” of SF1A on Center and SF21 an Clearview as an alternative
zoning proposal. Supervisar Bonkowski described this alternative as "split zoning.

3. The Commission failed to consider the residents’ alternative zoning propasal.

4. The residents’ alternative proposal is neither arbitrary nor capricious because it reflects past
practice and policy, reflects the existing development on both Clearview and Center, and is
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consistent with the Master Plan.

5. Staff's recommendation neglected to cansider past policy and practice and the existing
character of the neighborhood, particularly as it relates to horses and other farm animals.

6. The proposal is incompatible with the existing semi-rural character of the community South of
Koontz.

7. Staff mistated the nature of the development actually taking place in the neighborhood and
used examples of development projects which are either outside of the neighbarhood or the
product of thinly disguised spot zoning to justify further urban encrozchment into the
neighbarhood.

8. Staff and the Commission neglected to consider the impact on public services, including schools
and emergency services, of adding an additional 1,600 residents in South Carson from projects
currently underway or approved.

9. 5taff did not mention the Southwest Carson Traffic Circulation Study and the proposed
expenditure of tax dollars to justify and subsidize the further urbanization of the community
south of Clearview and west of Silver Sage, preferring to focus on the alleged 362 daily trips solely
generated by the proposal.

My residence, 740 E. Clearview Crive, is on the northeast corner of Clearview and Center Drives.
With approximately 300 feet of the east side of the parcel, | have the most frontage adjacent to
the parcel. | am zoned SF1A and am on a domestic well located less than 60 feet from the property
line.

| addressed the problems associated with domestic well contamination and diversion in my earfier
camments to both the Commission and the Board and incorporate those same comments here.

In February, | provided comments regarding using a "special use permit" to convert the 2 1/2
acres of unsold commercial property at Clearview and Silver Sage to 34 townhouses. At that time,
| teld the Commission that my higger concern was using that special use permit as a pretext for
rezoning the parcel being discussed today into 2 much higher housing density than already
existed. The Planning 5taff ("Staff") dismissed my concern, pointing out that it was groundless
because the parcel was zoned SF1A. | find it hard to believe that Staff did not know that this
rezoning request was in progress and did not inform the Commission that the parcel was, in fact,
being proposed for rezoning, Staff and the applicant did exactly what | said they would do and
used that "special use permit” as justification for rezoning this parcel.

The residents arcund the parcel, myself included, would prefer that the parcel remain in SF1A.
We see further encroachment of higher density development as a threat to our quality of life and
the character of our neighborhood. A significant number of residents have told me they believe
that the decision has already been made. The Board, Commission, and 5taff can chack off the box
that says they had "public participation," and then the parcel will be rezaned according ta the
wishes of the developer. | appreciate the direction the Board gave to the Planning staff to explore
other options with the developer. Although, as stated above, it does appear that the decision has
already been made and Staff and thedeveloper are proceeding as originally intended.
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We have proposed an alternative referred to as the "buffer.”" Supervisor Bonkowski called this
proposal "split zoning." This would allow changing the zoning along Center and Clearview to SF21
and the balance of the parcel to $F6. This alternative was proposed and supported by residents
adjacent to the parcel as shown by their correspondence to the Commission an pages 11, 27, 29,
30, and 33 of the original Staff Report.

Staff took the position that the zoning change proposed by the affected residents could could not
be discussed in relation to this proposal because the proposal is a zoning change and no site plan
has been filed. We disagree.

There are twa issues to be decided: 1) whether the parcel should be rezoned; 2] If it should he
rezaned, what should the new zoning be? Neither question requires a site plan to be resolved.
Shauld the parcel remazin SF1A, be changed to all SF6, or be split zoned to reach a reasonable
accomodation? Saying that an alternative zoning change cannot be considered in a zoning change
apphication because a site plan hasn't been filed is unreasonable. If that is really the case, then
the applicant first needs to file a site plan based on the existing SF1A and then request the zoning
change. Such a requirement would be neither reasonable nor realistic. By the same token,
imposing that requirement in order tc adopt the proposed alternative, would also be
unreasonable gnd a texthook example of arbitrary and capricious conduct. Our late Mayor Bob
Croweli was correct in his assessment that the issue of appropriate zoning for the parcel needs to
be resolved first.

Supervisar Giomi raised a good point when he asked whether the alternative zoning would result
in arbitracy and capricious lot lines. The answer is no, it would net. In fact, not recognizing the
existing situation which is consistent with the policy and practice that resulted in the existing lot
lines would be much mare likely ta result in an arbitrary and capricious finding.

The buffer concept in this neighborhood goes back decades. The area between Koontz and
Colorado ("Kitchen development") was built up inthe early 1970's as SF6. At that time, properties
on the north side of Koontz remained in SF1A between the higher density of the Kitchen
development and the semi-rural community South of Koantz. This was in large part because the
SF6 designation wasn't compatible and conflicted with the horses and other livestock found on
the properties south of the Kitchen development. For new, the north side of Koontz east of Silver
Sage is still SF1A except for the moderate density creep from the west by Southpointe and the
nierth by the Rasner subdivision off of Baker.

In the late 90's, developer Jim Bawden of Landmark Homes started building Southpeinte. The
first phase was on the north side of Koontz, east of Silver Sage. This consisted of the construction
of 27 homes, 12 on 5F6 surrounded by 13 on larger lot sizes with two one acre lots on the eastern
side. These two one acre parcels were the original SF1A buffer in the neighborhood. If Center
extended narth of Koontz, these one acre parcels would be adjacent to Center. Later, the Rasner
subdivision used a Master Plan amendment to convert their property into higher density SF12
instead of the existing SF1A. Keeping one acre buffers to the west at Southpointe and the south
along Koontz were discussed at length during the amendment hearing and agreeable to the
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parties. Whife the parcels west, south, and east of the Rasner homes remain SF1A for now, it is
predictable that all of the properties north of Koontz will either be rezoned or issued special use
permits so that they ¢an also converted from SF1A to higher densities as part of the pattern of
one bite at a time, creeping conversion.

The same pattern of creep taking place on Koontz is also taking place one bite at a time South of
Koontz, The second phase of Southpointe involved the proposed construction of 90 or so homes
on four fifths of the undeveloped SF1A tract bounded by Koontz, Center, Clearview, and Silver
Sage. {The remaining 1/5 is the parcel that is the subject of this rezaning request.}) Because of
significant oppesition by the existing residents, it was agreed to extend the one acre buffer that
was in place north of Kaontz to the south along Center for the full length of the development.
The lot lines for both buffered areas match.

Getting back to Supervisor Giomi's original question, matching the existing lot lines that begin
north of Koantz and extend south dawn Center far the remaining three hundred feet to Clearview
would be neither arbitrary nor capricious. It would simply follow the existing precedent applied
to the adjacent properties in a similar development, If there is a problem with arbitrary and
capricious action in this case, it would be by acting contrary to and ignoring the prior buffering
policy and practice,

With the benefit of hindsight, Landmark Homes should never have been permitted to extend
Southpointe into the community of ane acre minimums South of Koantz. This pre-dated the
current master plan and was the proverbial "camel’s nose under the tent,” It opened the deor for
the expansion and intrusion of mare higher density development into the semi-rural community
South of Koontz, Using a mistake made in the past to justify making more mistakes in the future
is not sound policy.

In its report ta the Commission, Staff pointed out that "(Tthe Zoning Map is a too!] to implement
the Master Plan. Pursuant to Nevada Revised Statutes {NRS) 278.250 the zoning map designation
shall be consistent with the Master Plan designation. The current zoning designation of Single
Family 1 acre is not consistent with the underlying Master Pian of Medium Density Residential. "
Yet, Southpointe, which consists of SF6 with an $F21 buffer, is consistent with the Plan. This is
true, even with the underlying zgreement to limit the SF21 with one residence per acre. This is
also borne out in the report prepared by Susan Pansky Planning for the Applicant is consistent
with the residents’ view, Figure 4 of the report shows that SF21 is consistent with Medium Density
Residential and, as such, consistent with the Master Plan. Adopting our alternative zoning
proposal and developing the parcel in question like Southpointe would, likewise, be consistent
with the plan.

The maps showing the existing and proposed zoning on page 7 of 5taff's report omitted the zoning
designation adjacent block to the scuth of the parcel, bounded by Clearview, Center, Roventini,
and Silver 5age. It is designated as Medium Density Residential on the Master Plan map. Staff says
it is zoned SF1A. However, the Assessor's map shows the existing residential properties fronting
Clearview to be about 4/10ths of an acre in size. This is consistent with 5F21, not SF1A. While
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those parcels don't reflect SF6 proposed for the parcel directly across the street, they do mirror
the existing zoning of the buffer an the west side of Center.

The Commission failed to address the alternative zoning proposal raised by the residents. As
shown on the maps of existing and propased zoning on page 7 of the Staff report, there is no SF6
zoning on Center Drive between Koontz Drive and Clearview Drive nor on Clearview between
Silver Sage and Center. The 5F6 zoning designation for the entire parcel is inconsistent with the
current zoning on the north, scuth and east sides and does not provide an adequate transition
between the proposed 5F6 and the surrounding SF 1A and SF 21 ..

Since the existing SF21 buffer on Center and the existing residences on the south side of Clearview
already meet the requirements for SF21, both meet the Master Plan's designation of the area as
Medium Density Residential, amending the proposed zoning to SF21 along Clearview would also
be reascnable, consistent, and appropriate.

Staff and the Commission seem to place a fervent belief in the sanctity of the Master Plan to
control zoning and any other values appear irretevant when it comes to forcing conformity with
their predetermined zaning choices. The Master Plan is a policy decument used to guide the
physical development of the City and does not have the force of law as a regulation or ordinance.
The key word is “guide.” The Master Plan is a guiding document, not a contralling cne.

Goal 9.4 of the Plan is to "PROTECT THE CHARACTER OF EXiSTING RURAL NEIGHBORHOODS." The
Goal clearly states "(T)he character of existing rural neighborhoods will be protected.” and *(T}he
quelity and choracter of established neighborhoods will be maintoined.” Goal 9.4a states that the
policy is to "{E)nsure that infili and redevelopment is designed in o manner that minimizes impacts
on the character and function of rural neighborhoods.”

This pertains directly to the community South of Koontz. We have always heen recognized as rural
to a large extent and we live here, in large part, because of the rural character. This is a quality of
life issue for us. We have a strong interest in protecting or maintaining the character of our
community, We are the ones who will be forced to bear the impacts from new development most
directly and believe that it is the City's obligation to balance our good fzith expectaticns with the
desires of the planners. As our semi-rural neighbor hoods are converted to higher density urban
areas, we are continuing tc lose, not maintain, the diversity in our ity.

The Staff concludes at Section || on page 3 of their Report that "the Amendment will provide for
land uses campatible with existing adjacent land uses." This is guestionable at best,

Carson City Municipal Code 7.13.050 deals with zoning and livestock. There Is a significant
distinction between animals allowed on SF1A and SFE. Subsection 4,a states: "Horses, swine, fow!,
sheep or other animals of a similar nature shall not be maintained on any lot or parcel other than
a lot or parcel zoned agriculture (A}, conservation reserve (CR), single-family one-acre {SF1A),
single-family two-acre (SF2A) or single-family five-acre (SFSA)." Not enly is SF& incompatible with
farm animals, so are the larger, transitional lot sizes, specifically, SF12 and SF21. Common sense
tells us that using SF12 and SF21 as transiticns between SF6 and SF1A are not at all arbitrary or
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capricious and is quite reasonable even though the residents would be precluded from keeping
farm animals.

Supervisor Bonkowski correctly identified the inevitable conflicts resulting from urbanizing
neighborhoods that have extensive equestrian communities. There are a greater number of
horses South of Kaontz than one might think. All of the SF1A properties adjacent to the parcel
have livestock or facilities for livestock. The Telle place on Center keeps horses, has a rodeo
practice arena and is adjacent to the parcel, The Creaches, next door to Ms. Tolle also have horses.
There are three residences at the intersection of Clearview and Center adjacent to the parcel.
Silver Peak Stables provides facilities for boarding and training a number of horses, mainly charros
from the Mexican community who can't keep horses where they live. The Canarys, on the
southwest carner, don't have horses, but they do have shelters for horses and hay storage. | don't
have horses, but | do have fencing, water. and shelter available for smaller animals such as llamas
and goats.

Further south, between Silver Sage and Qak, most of the residents have horses ar facilities for
horses. Even so, the master planners have decided that everything west of Silver 5age until you
reach the freeway needs to be converted to a much higher urban population density that is
incompatible with anything other than household pets. Even though this area is net adjacent to
the parcel proposed for rezoning, Staff and the applicant have use the development of this area
as justification for the proposed zoning change when it's convenient.

Goal 9.4a states that the policy is to "fE}nsure that infiil and redevelopment is designed in o
manner that minimizes impacts on the character and function of rural neighborhoods. " Establish
guidelines for the incorporation of higher density residentiai at the fringe of existing rural
neighborhoods, as welf as on individual lots within them (although this pattern will be
discouraged).” In addition, goal 9.4b deals with "Spot” rezoning, stating "Discouroge “spot”
rezoning of parcels within established rurai neighborhoads thot have not been identified as higher
density on the Lond Use Map and/or that are not contiguous with Iots zoned for a comporoble
density." Evidently, when it comes to the community South of Koontz, these goals do not apply.

The so-called "transition™ to a higher density, more urbanized community on both sides of Silver
Sage is discussed on page 8 of the Pansky report where it says: "The aree surrounding Silver Sage
Drive on both the east and west sides hos been transitianing to higher density residential ond
commercial land uses slowly over the past several years.” This self-serving comment is used to
justify the further intrusian of incompatible, higher density residential projects South of Koontz,
but is entirely misleading. The projects cited as evidence of this supposed transition of the
neighborhood South of Koontz deserve further scrutiny:

Jackson Village is an fsolated 41 unit high density project on three and two-thirds acres on Fagle
Station Lane. It is isolated from the community, walled off by Koh!'s on the west, the Southwest
Gas equipment yard to the east, Mountain View Health and Rehabkilitation Center to the north
and to the south, is directly across the street from the JC Penney and Greater Nevada Credit Union
parking lots. Unable to secure a cammercial tenant as intended by the master plan, it required a
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special use permit to move forward. After five years, it is still under construction.

Silver View Townhomaes is located on unbroken ground at the corner of Silver Sage and Clearview.
The undeveloped site is next to the Greater Nevada Credit Union. Cansistent with its intended
use as retail/commercial property, it was available for commercial development for several years.
The only commercial interest we are aware of was Max Baer's proposed Beverly Hillbillies Casino
which did not come to fruition. Unable to acquire a commercial tenant and much like Jackson
Village, a special use permit to bring in 34 high density town homes was acquired in March of this
yeat.

The Pansky report also mentions “...a 51-unit condominium development on East Roland Street”
ond ...the high density residential townhome community, Rass Park..."

Silver Crest Condaminiums or Roland also required a special use permit just like Jackson Village
and Silverview. It is located in The site is surrounded by one acre residential properties. This is
ananomolous little neighborhood in an isolated triangle of mixed high density apartments, gated
senior housing, townhomes, condominiums, a church, and mini-storage that is backed up against
the freeway ta the south, South Carson Street with the bowling alley and Aloha Liquors on the
frontage road to the west, and Fire Station 53, Ross Gold Park, and Snyder Avenue zlong the
northeast side.

Ross Park develcpment is a "camel's nose under the tent” project like Southpointe, Currently, 75%
of the properties in that neighborhood are one acre or greater with the remainder being half
acres. Ross Park, on the other hand consists of building permits for 23 units on a 3/4 acre triangle
bounded by California, Snyder, and Ross Gold Park. While it is a small parcel, it is the first project
north af Snyder. It is the first of many and, at some time in the future, will serve as the "evidence"
needed to provide justification for the planned conversion of all of the semi-rural properties to
the waest of Silver Sage to higher, urban densities.

The Rass Park project has been in the warks for aver 13 years. Some infrastructure was installed
on the site, but it would appear that was done to evade losing the building permits. No residential
units have been built. Engel & Volkers AG, a multi-nationzl German company that generally assists
clients in buying or selling luxury property worldwide, is looking for someone 10 purchase the site
and permits. The same thing is happening on the other side of 5. Carson Street and Snyder at the
Cochise Multi-family project. Here, once again, no construction is taking place, the owner is just
trying to sell a 6.8 acre parcel with permits for 143 units. They are essentially speculating on the
permit market, rather than building homes.

To insist that this building permit lottery is evidence that "{T)he ares surrounding Silver Sage Drive
on both the east ond west sides hos been tronsitioning to higher density residentiol ond
commerciol land uses slowly over the post several years” is ridiculous. In fact, the only real
development that has taken place in the area South of Koontz was the large-scale development
between Clearview and Roland, east of Ponderosa in the late 1990's and, more recently, the
Canyon Vista development between Clearview and Appion, west of the newly completed freaway.
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In both cases, the developments are on one acre minimums. The higher density projects aren't
even being built and the only real "transition" to higher density that has actually occurred in the
community in the past 30 years is Southpointe.

Furthermore, the necessity of resorting to "special use permits” in lieu of "spot zoning," helps
further the illusien of contiguity and urban development in the community. There simply is no
real transition to higher density housing actually occurring place Scuth of Koonta.

While Staff may enjoy the {uxury of looking at projects in isolation, ignoring everything beyond
the four corners of the application. the Commission and the Board are obligated to see the bigger
picture. The Commission failed to take into account the cumulative effects of recent
actions involving develocpment in the area, including the introduction of almost 700 mere
residential units west of Center between Kaontz and the freeway.

Project Units
Carscn Hills Apartments 370
Cochise Multi-family 143
Jackson Square 11
Silver View 34
Silver Crest Condominiums 51
Ross Park 23
Clearview and Center Rezoning 35
Total units 607

Applying the U.S. Census Bureau average household size for Carson City ef 2.33 persons per
household to the total number of proposed households South of Koontz, this translates to more
than 1,600 additional residents west of Center and south of Koontz. There is a real lack of
transparency by not considering the role of this rezoning proposal as justification for the City's
plan to convert a significant part of the community west of Center to a much higher population
density.

On page 6 of the Pansky report, Andrew Feuling, Director of Fiscal Services for the Carson City
5chool District, generally expects 30 students forevery 100 residential housing units. While the
applicant and the school district agree that the potential for 10 new students based on this
propesal when viewed in isolation would not be a problem, Mr. Feuling alsc said that the
"aggregate of all development,” i.e.,, the cumulative effect from all of the development taking
place, is an ongoing concern. Limiting the review to merely the parcel under consideration, the
estimate is for approximately 10 students across all grade levels simply ignores the bigger issue
facing our community, Notwithstanding students being generated from other new and proposed
developments around Carson City, pose the same question, but include the students among the
1,600 additional residents to be expecied soon, and the district's position could very well be
different. Adding even more students to an ever increasing total witl have an impact and require
the people of Carson City to come up with more resources to deal with it. Clearly, the school
district shares some of the cancerns of the residents South of Koantz.
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Ancther item not mentioned at all is the cumulative impact that will be generated by 1,600 more
residents less than one mile from the already busy Fire Station 53 on Snyder Avenue.

An ongoing problem for the current residents South of Koontz is increasing traffic, particularly en
Clearview, Silver Sage, Koontz, and Center. These streets are used as a by-pass fram south Carsen
Street to Saliman and Edmonds. That was the case before the freeway and is still the case today.

At the February Commission hearing on the Silver View Townhomes project, Mary Siders, a
resident of the Southpointe development, testified about the problems those residents were
already having getting on to Silver Sage. She said the problem would be exacerbated by the
proposed 34 residential units 1o be contributed by the Silver View Townhomes project. Add 41
more from Jackson Village and the potential for 38 more units from rezaning this parcel and
you've got drivers from 113 more residences trying to use Silver Sage between Southpointe and
the Greater Nevada Credit Union as their principle means of access. Things aren't looking any
better for Ms. Siders.

There are currently about 40 homes on Clearview from Silver Sage to Edmonds. Yet, as | pointed
out at the February hearing and Staff confirmed for this proposal, Clearview already sees about
7,000 vehicles per day. This traffic is not primarily local. Clearview enables drivers traveling to
northeast Carsan City and Lyon County to avoid three additional stoplights and the congestion on
Carson Street. It is also faster and more conenient to use the same by-pass to access northbound
580 at Fairview rather than the 395-Hwy 50 interchange on south Carson Street,

According to Staff, the "Institute of Traffic Engineers {ITE) Trip Generation Rates Mapual {Sth
Edition) indicates that 38 units would general {sic) approximately 362 average daily trips..." Using
the same multiplier, an additional 1,076 average daily trips would actually be generated by the
113 mew residential units coming into our neighborhood. This doesn't even include the
contribution to the traffic load from the 513 additional residential units at Carson Hills
Apartments and the Cochise Multi-family  development,

Again, the Commission and the Board should be considering the this project in light of the higger
picture. The Southwest Carson Traffic Circulation Study isn't mentioned in relation to this
praposal. Since the study is merely a proposal intended further the residential development
South of Koontz, Staff does not appear to believe it is relevant to the current proposal. This is in
keeping with Staff's practice of compartmentalizing individual projects and ignoring the overall
impact on the community. This lack of transparency helps keep loczl residents from objecting to
the plans until it's too late. It also creates a "sunk cost” issue, i.e.,, "we can't justify investing so
many tax dollars in upgrading the streets if we don't move forward and build more residential
units in the area."

The Cochise Multi-family and Ross Park projects should realize a substantial windfalf in the value
of their unsold building permits by providing a level of street access that they den't currently
Enjoy.
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After reading the proposal, it is clear that the plan does nothing to address the residents' issues.
It just makes the problem worse. Staff's recommendations in the Circulation Study that are most
relevant to the residents South of Koantz are:

-Realignment of Snyder Avenue to Appion Way and then signalizing the intersection of
Appion/Snyder/s. Carson Street {and W. Overland)

-Improving access from properties south of the Snyder Avenue to Oak Street and then
impraving Oak Street between Roland Street and Clearview Drive

-Using Silver Sage Drive to accommeodate additional traffic and promote circulation and
development in the area

Reducing the number of driving lanes on S. Carson and then adding a fifth traffic signal will create
more congestion on 5. Carson from the freeway to Koontz. As a result, it will force highway traffic
onto Appion and Oak and then onto Clearview and Silver Sage to aveid the congestion. In addition
to the highway traffic, using Oak Street to funnel even more traffic anto Clearview and into the
bottleneck at the Silver Sage/Clearview intersection will create an even worse impact on our
neighbarhood. Staff's plan also recognizes even more traffic on Silver Sage in order to accomodate
the conversion of the existing properties in the neighborhcod higher density residential.

In canclusion, the zoning for the Clearview parcel should remain as SF1A. However if it is going to
be changed, it should reflect the alternative that was offered by the the residents directly
impacted by the proposal. The parcel along Center should remain SF1A or, at the very least be no
less than the existing SF21 on the west side of Center, The same goes for Clearview with the
parcels being no less than the same size as those on the south side of the street. In the words of
Susan Pansky, the existing residents "...are not asking for anything outside of what the master
plan had contemplated in its last update.”

In addition, the Master Plan is outdated and doesn't consider changes that have taken place in
Carson City since 2006. Fifteen years is much too long an interval between plan revisions. It's time
for the Board to initiate a significant city-wide revisiting, revision, and amendment of the Master
Plan.

55
Michael Tanchek

740 Clearview Drive
Carson City, NV 89701

QOctober 6, 2020
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Heather Ferris

From; Michael Tanchek <mtanchek@yahoo.com:

Sent: Friday, January 15, 2021 3:59 PM

To: Heather Ferris

Cc: Larry Leach; Cannie Creech; Greg Garling; Mary Graber; Armando Ramirez; Qin Song;
Lisa Schuette; Stacey Giomi, Stewart; Miriam Volpin; Sunny Volpin

Subject: Additional Comments Borda Crossing {SUB 2020-0016) and (ZA-2020-0005)

Attachments: Jan 15 2021 Split Zening Transitional Buffers and Spot Zoning.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

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

Heather-

Here are some additional comments for inclusion in the records for both the Planning Commission's review of State Street
Development's fentative subdivision proposal for the Borda Crossing (SUB 2020-0016) and the Board of Supervisors
consideration of both the Borda Crossing tentative subdivision mag and the original the rezoning application from JJ
Summers LLC far the property on Clearview now proposad as Borda Crossing (ZA-2020-0005.) The comments are in the
e-mail, but | have also included them as an attachment.

Thank you,

Michael Tanchek
740 Clearview
January 15, 2021

Supplemental Comiments
Carson City Board of Supervisors (JJ Summers LLC Rezoning ZA-2020-0005)
Carson City Planning Cammission {Borda Crossing SUB 2020-0016)

Michael Tanchek
TAD Clearview Dr.
Carsaon City 89701
January 15, 2021

"SPLIT ZONING," TRANSITIONAL BUFFERS, and "SPOT ZONING"

When the Board of Supervisors first heard the request for rezoning the Borda property at Clearview and Center {June 18,
2020), then Supervisor Bonkowski wanted to know if, “split zoning," could be an option that would mitigate the concerns of
the local residents. He never really got an answer. Superviser Giomi wanted to know whether approach might be
construed as "arbitrary and capricious." The answers, from what | can tell, are "yes,” "split zoning is permissible and "no" it
would not be arbitrary and capricious unless it was done improperly.

In response to a question from Krisla Leach, Heather Ferris wrote that “There are no state statutes or local municipal
cades that prohibit a split Master Plan designation or split zoning, whether on a block or single property.” That goes a long
way towards addressing Supervisor Giomi's concern.

The record should include comments | eriginally submitted to the Flanning Division on October 6, 2020. My comments
provide quite a bit of information concerning the history of the one acre transitional buffer zones along Koontz and Center.
In a nutshell, when Southpointe was started north of Koontz, the zoning on the east side was left single family one acre,

1
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5 & transitipnal buffer betweeen the SF 6000 and the one acre parcels on the north side of Koontz. When the Rasner
avelopment was approved {north of Koontz, east of Southpointe, and accessed by Baker), the lots were zoned at an
fermediate density to avoid an abrubt transition between the SF 8000 in the Kitchen subdivision and the 5F 1A on the
arth side of Koontz,

the late 1990°s, Jim Bawden of Landmark Hoemes wanted to extend Southpointe across Koontz into the semi-rural
smmunity. {Yhether or not this intrusion should have been allowed into the neighborboad in the first place is water under
e bridge.) However, the mave was actively oppased by the existing residents in the community. As a result, it was
Jreed that the west side of Center would be zaned SF 1 acre. This "split zoning™ was done to provide a transitional buffer
raccommodate the residents in the less densely developed neighborhood to the east, just like it was across the street on
pontz.

fe were quite surprised to learn from a map in the application submitted for .JJ Summers that the zoning on Center had
ymehaw gone from the agreed upon SF 1A o SF 21, single family half acre. It appears that the Commission acted
apriciously when they arbitrarily expanded the area to be rezoned and then compounded the errar by deliberately
1003ing not to provide adequate notice of the changea to the residents of the neighborhood in 2008,

Il of the existing housas on the west side of Center are on one acre, reflecting the SF 1A zoning that existed when they
ere built. Thera is one exception, The smaller ot next to Mayor's Park was allowed in order to accommaodate the storm
ater basin and leach field in the the park. Jim Schneider wanted to build two houses on the southernmost ohe acre

arcet even though he knew only ona was allowed by the zoning. In anticipation of & favorable recommendation from the
lanning Commission, he built the existing house on the northem half of the property and left the south half vacant.

hostly thereafter, he filed an application to rezone his property so he could build the second residence. The rezoning was
aposed by Margaret O'Driscoll and Elaine Sharp. Ms. O'Driscoll and Ms. Sharp are both also opposed to the Borda
rossing plan as proposed by State Street. The Schneider property has since been acquired by Greg Garling. Mr. Garling
2ls that the part of Borda Crossing that directly abuts his south fence line should be one acre and match the ot ines just
e him and his neighbors to the north.

otwithstanding the problems with the process, several issues that are relevant to the Borda Crossing plan were

idressed by the Commissioners in the Schneider matter. First of all, Commissioner Wendell suggested that “spot

aning” would be a concern of the Commission if they rezoned the Schneider parcel while everything to the north, south,
d east on Center was still 3F 1A. (Given that the de facte "spot zoning” of the small parcels at Jackson Square between
e Kohi's loading dock and Southwest Gas’ equipment yard and Silver View Town Homes and the Devil's Triangle

:ross from Ross Gold Park into high densify residential directly adjacent to SF 1A zoning is being used to justify rezoning
orda Crossing. It locks Fike any excuse will do to justify imposing higher density development in the neighhorhoods south
"Koontz }

1en Commissionar Mullet suggested considering rezoning the parcel to the south {directly across the streat from Ms.
'Driscoll at what is now Borda Crossing) to single family half acre, SF 21, "along...Center Drive for the depth of those lots
1d then the frent part of that larger lot could then go down to the six.. to match the neighborhood to the north of it kind
"split that large cne up...so you have some consistency on Center.” {As an aside, while not a perfect solution, | think
ommissicner Mullet had an idea of rmatching lot lines is worth pursuing. And, this time, it should pursued with the
articipation of the community's residents.} Commissioner Mullat's suggestion was drapped. Instead the Commissioin
acided to just rezone the existing one acre residential propertias from SF 1A to SF 21,

ennis Smith, of Weastern Engineering representing the applicant, expressed the belief that the comprahensive master
an accommodates approval of the spplication and that the application represents “a qood use of the property and a
asonable request” Commissioner Wendell felt that staff was trying to alleviate the concem over spot zoning and the
aproach would be to consider the parcels as a transition area.

1& application was revisited at the following meeting of the Planning Commission. At that time, the Staff representative
yreed with changing the zaning designation of the subject parcels, and stated that ".. it's a goad transition zone between
e 6,000 square foot lots in the South Pointe subdivision and the one acre lots across the street”

1@ Schneider rezoning contains information very relevant Borda Crossing. First of gll, Commissioner Wendell's opinion
at approving a zoning classification at the southermn end of Center that was inconsistent with the zoning to the nerth for

& benefit of 2 single property owner constituted improper "spot zoning." This is the same situation proposed in the Borda
rossing plan with SF 6000 being pfaced next to SF 21.
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In the Schneider application, the developer, staff, and the Cammission all agreed that $F 21 zoning on Canter
represented a good transition between the SF 6000 and SF 1A, was consistent with the master plan, represented good
use of the property, and alleviated the “spot zoning” problem.

The Schulz Ranch Specific Plan Area in the Master Plan can provide some good guidance on how to approach these
transitional areas when higher density development butts up against rura! and semi-rural neighborhoods.

Now State Street Development is now proposing to avoid the six houses ta the acre lim#tation and convert the property to
higher density residential by pursuing a "common open space development.” When the Board of Supervisors directed
Staff to work with the developer to come up with a better plan, | really don't think that the further extension of a high
density invasion into a semi-rural neighborhood was what thay had in mind. This special privilege work-around not anly
viclates the spirit and underlying purpose of the Master Plan, it pretty clearly demonstrates that the Staff and the
McFadden-Landis-Turner combine are fine with ignoring the past policies and practices of the Commission. It appears
that they could care less about what the neighboring residents or the Board of Supervisors think.

At this point, the Commission and Supervisors should reject the Borda Crossing plan in its entirety as part of a commeon
scheme by State Street Development ta extend a spot zoned high density residential development into a low density
community. They should take whatever steps are necessary to revoke the special use permit granted to State Street for
the Silver VYiew Townhomes. In addition, the west side of Center Drive should be restored to SF 1A zoning to reflect what
is actually there and, i it would help, amend the Master Plan to place all of Center into the low density classification.

In the event the recommendation in the above paragraph cannot be adopted, we would be willing to work towards a
reasonable accommodation. Center is not the only part of the Borda Crossing project whore a realistic transition should
be considered. A majority of the residents along the north fence line between Borda Crossing and Southpointe as well as
residents on the south side of Clearview between Silver Sage and Center have all expressed their opposition ta the plan
as submitted. Perhaps former Commissicner Mullet's "matching" proposal could be used as a starting point.
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Heather Ferris

From: Michael Tanchek <mtanchek@yzhoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 1:08 PM

To: Planning Department; Heather Ferris

Ce: Krista Leach; Greg Short; Connie Creech; Alfred Canary; Darlene Warnock; Earlene 15sel;

Daniel Goggianc; Greg Garling; Karan Crandall; Miriam Volpin; Sunny Volpin; Tammy
Riddle; Alex Tanchek; Mary Graber: Mary Siders; Armando Ramirez: Qin Song; Rob
Ferber; Stewart; Alan Callanan; Harry and Nyki Koch; Walt Homentowski; Jlennifer Miller;
Kassie Herling; Shaylayna Thayer; Jim Baldersor; Donna and Mark Ford; Linda Curtis;
Debbie McMurtrey; Mike and Rhonda Imberi; Laurel Derity

Subject: S5UB-2020-0016 Additional supplemental comments-\Water and Traffic

Attachments: 4- Borda Crossing comments water and traffic SUB-2020-0016.0dt

This message originated outside of Carson Gity's emall system. Use caution If this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for Information.

Heather-
Here are those additional comments | promised you.

Thanks, Mike Tanchek
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Supplemental Comments- Water and Traffic
Carsen City Board of Supervisors (J) Summers LLC Rezoning ZA-2020-0005)
Carsan City Planning Commission {Borda Crossing SUB 2020-0016)

iichael Tanchek
740 Clearview Dr.,
Carson City 89701
January 19, 2021

Wellhead Protection

There are a significant number of domestic wells south of Koantz Lane. The French's on the scuthwest
cornar of Silver 5age and Clearview, Silver Peak Stables, and myself at the intersection of Clearview and
Center are all on domestic wells and immediately adjacent to Borda Crossing. Wellhead protection is of
vital concern to all of us. This issue was first raised at the Planning Commission hearing on JI Summers
original zoning request. Commissioner Perry was surprised to learn that there were domestic wells south
of Koontz, let alone three directly adjacent to the parcel en Clearview,

A little history is in order. in 1995, the area south of Koontz became subject to the Mandatory Sewer
Cannection Program. The following is from the Development Engineering Division's website,

"The Mandatory Sewer Connection Program was created and defined by Resolution No. 1995-R-31 to
protect the groundwater supply fram contamination from se ptic systems in the southeast area of Carsen
City. The resolution requires that all properties in the designated areas must sewer their properties using
the Carson City sewer systemn, as it bacomes avallable.. The Southeast Carson City Mangatory Sewer
Connection Program area is defined as being bounded by parcels adjacent to the south side of Clear Creek
Road and Snyder Avenue to the south, east side of Highway 395 to the west, south of Kingsley Lane to the
north, and BLM praperty east of Gentry Lane.”

Although the program initially targeted septic systems, the same dynamics are at work when other
pollutants are leached into the groundwater as well. The Development Engineering Division’s website
provides a link te the Environmental Protection Agency's "Naticnal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
{NPDES) Stormwater Program.” The Division's link doesn't appear to work, 50 you should try

https://www epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-10/documents/nps urban-facts final.pdf

This link should take you to EPA Bulletin EPA 841-F-03-003 "Protecting Water Quality from Urban Runoff."
Concentrated urban runoff is just as bad, if not warse, than the threat to the groundwater posed by widely
scatterad septic fanks.

The fallowing information is found at page 12 of the Borda Crossing tentative map application.

"A retention basin is proposed for the south east corner of the site within the common open space.
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Maintenance of the basin will be the responsibility of a condominium association, or similar entity. The
Conceptual Drainage Study in the Appendix includes analysis and description of the stormwater capture,
conveyance, and retention system for the site, The retention basin itself will be approximately 4’ deep and
lined with rock. The capture/conveyance system will include oil and grease filters to remove pollutants
before stormwater is routed to the basin. The filtered stormwater will be infiltrated back into the ground
on-site within the retention basin. Per the attached Geotechnical Report {Wood Rodgers, December 17,
420, test pits were dug to 10’ below the surface and demonstrated no presence of groundwater, which is
noted in the Report to be 40° below the surface.”

Wood Rogers test pit for the retention basin/leach field to be placed at on the sautheast corner of the site.
The truck is approximately 55 feet from my domestic well.

This is "solution” is at odds with the recommendation of Susan Pansky in the application prepared for JJ
Summers. At page & she wrota:

"According to the Chief Stormwater Engineer, Robb Fellows, the location of the subject property is lacking
in stormwater infrastructure. There are underground systems to the north in Koontz Lane and to the east
in Hillview Drive. For future development, a detention basin would be required on the project site as we|
as roadway drainage conveyance either to the north or east. The north would likely be a better route, if

possible, due to the shorter distance as well as the presence of curb and gutter along Silver Sage Drive

hetween the parcel and Koontz Lane."
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Mow State Street proposes a leachfield on the southeast corner of the parcel next to my well as a superior
solution Pansky's recommendation to use the existing storm drain system on Silver Sage at the northwest
corner of the parcel. This is personally significant to me because | believe the proposal imposes a direct
and substantial hazard to my domestic water supply. | do not agree that the mere fact that the City can
sell its water to me through its commercial water business is sufficient justification to allow State Street
Development to put a lzach field next to my well.

The plan also proposes a through street connecting Silver Sage and Center. This additiona! paved street
would connect to Center less than 100 feet northwest of my well, praviding an additional source of
contarmnination at the well head.

The City and State Street are on notice of my cancern with the location of the leach field and street, and
the threat they pose to my domestic well. | believe that the siting of the retention basin is being proposed
knowingly and deliberately even thaugh the City and State Street were made aware of the hazard posed
1o my well.

All of the run-off associated with Borda Crossing should be diverted to Silver Sage. Diverting the run-off to
Sifver Sage would use infrastructure already in place, as recommended by Ms. Pansky in the earlier 1
Summers rezoning application. Retantion basins ar leach fields, if they are even necessary, should be
located on the northwestern part of the property.

Mark Twain is credited far pointing out that, here in Nevada, "Whiskey is for drinking. Water is for fighting
over." That is quita evident in south Carson where there are apparently those on the City staff who believe
these domestic wells are something to be eradicated by any means necessary. The City needs to recognize
domestic wells as an important low-cost water source serving Carson City's residents, rather than being
treated as a competitor to the City's commaercial water business.

Traffic

Traffic is a big issue in our semi-rural residential neighborhood. We recognize it is a problem elsewhere as
well. We alsg recognize that the problems are often self-inflicted due to over-development and the
approval of projects that are simply out of place.

All of the residents in the area surrcunding Borda Crossing, from both the low density neighborhoods and
medium density Southpointe are objecting to the increased traffic overall, the proposed street connecting
Silver Sage and Center, and the negative impact on the significant amount of recreational use on Center.

The Southwest Carson Circulation was still in the discussion phase when | last [ooked at it. It appears that
the plan is to route a significant amount of the traffic to the intersection of Clearview and Silver Sage. The
increased traffic would come from twe sources, One is the planned conversion of all of the single family
cne acre, low density parcels west of Silver Sage and south of from Clearview to Snyder an urkan medium
density community similar to what s propased at Borda Crossing. The other is ta route traffic from the
high density community behind the bowling alley south of Snyder through a planned upgrade of Qak Street
to its intersection with Clearview acrass from Big 5.
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When Mary Siders, 3 resident of Southpointe, and | testified in opposition to the Sitver View Townhouse
project at the corner of Silver Sage and Clearview, Ms. Siders principal concern was problems associated
with increased traffic congestion from 34 townhomes interfering with their ability to get in and out of
Southpeinte on Summerfield. Her concerns were downplayed by Staff and State Street. Adding an
additional 28 homes to that intersection is only going to make it worse. The City's position that 34
townhomes at that location wouldn't cause a problem didn't seem particutarly realistic. Increasing the
total number to 62 residences at that intersection is downright ridiculous. We aren't even considering the
contributian fram the 41 residential units they're putting in at Jackson Village on Eagle Station Lane,

The residents on Clearview from Silver Sage te Center have told me about their problems getting into and
out of their homes because of the traffic. Greg Short has filed comments objacting to any plan that would
put more driveways on Clearview between Center and Silver Sage. | can refate because that is why | moved
my primary driveway from Clearview to Center.

Center Drive is also problematic. There is more traffic on that street than one would expect. That is
berause it is used to by-pass the traffic and three traffic signals on Carson Street between Clearview and
Koontz and the four-way stop at Silver Sage and Koantz. This is the most convenient route east from South
Carson Street to Baker, Saliman, Edmaonds, and on to the communities out Highway 50 in Lyon County. The
prablem on Center is compoundead by the fact that it gets a significant amount of recreational use. There
a lot of walkers, joggers, and dog walkers who use Center. People even walk down from the Kitchen
development to walk their dogs because of the more pleasant rural feel. Local bicyclists prefer it to the
designated bike lanes on Silver Sage because there is more room and less traffic for them to warry about,
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Charros and ather equestrians are among the regular recreational users of Center.

When the original JJ Summers rezoning application went before the Board of Supervisors. Supervisor
Bonkowski, himself in the business of selling real estate, expressed real cencern about the conflict the
rezoning would create for the equestrian community in the neighborhood. Besides the charros who stable
their horses at Silver Peak Stables, adjacent to Borda Crossing, there is a few blocks south. In additian,
there are horses on the Creech and Tolle properties just north of me on Center and at the Thayers place
on Roventini behind Greg Short and next to the Canary's. All of whom are opposed the the project.

The through street bisecting Borda Crossing from Silver Sage to Center is unacceptable, That just increases
the already too high traffic on Center. One issue raised by one of Staff's conversaticns with Krista Leach
was the necessity of the street to allow for looping the water system through to the water line on Center.
It is very important to loop because you can't really have dead ends in a water line, However, a street is
nat necessary to accomplish the task. Those of us on the south and east sides are cpposed to the street
and any additional driveways on Clearview. The preferred alternative is a cul de sac from Silver Sa ge rather
than the through street. This s problematic relative to the traffic problems on Silver Sage. That could be
mitigated somewhat by reducing the number of houses at Borda Crossing.

Rexpectfully,

hichael Tanchak

88



740 Clearview
Carson City, 89701
lanuary 19, 2012
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Supplemental Comments- Community Qutreach
Carson City Board of Supervisors (1) Summers LLC Rezoning ZA-2020-0005)
Carson City Planning Commission (Borda Crossing SUB 2020-0016)

Michaet Tanchek
740 Clearview Dr.
Carson City B9701
January 19, 2021

Ta: Heather Ferris
Carson City Planning Division

Re: Community outreach

1am submitting the attached map. It shows some of the locat interest in the Borda Crossing
project. { have personally taiked to all of the residents in the homes color coded on the map.
Those in yellow ail opposed the proposed plan. | wasn't able to contact those denoted in blue,
The two in orange just asked ta he kept apprised of the proceedings.

There are more people npposing the project because of the negative impact it will have on our
chosen quality of | 'fe, but they are outside the area shown on your vicinity map.

Thank you,
Michael Tanchek
Jan. 15, 2021

| RECEIVED
! JAN 19 200

CARSON CITY

__ PLAHNING DIVISION
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VICINTY MAP:
SUB-2020-0016

SUBJECT PROPERTY: SILVER SAGE DRIVE/CLEARVIEW DRIVE
APN: 009-124-03
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Heather Ferris

-
From: Larry <livfr@sbeglobal.net>
Sent; Friday, lanuary 15 2021 410 PM
To: Heatber Farris; Hope Sullivan
Subject: Borda Crossing Tentative Map Input, File SUB-2020-0016, APN 00%-124-03
Attachments: Tentative Map Input.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

Hi Heather and Hope,
Attached is our input regarding the Borda Crossing Tentative Map.

Please include our comments in the record for consideration by the Planning Commission and,
ultimately, the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for all of your explanations cencerning how the process works and for being so available.

Hope you have a nice weekend.

Krista & Larry Leach
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Carson City Planning Commission January 27, 2021 Meeting, Agenda ltem E.6:

Planning Commission File SUB-2020-0016, APN 009-124-03 — Dependent on Zoning Map
Amendment ZA-2020-0005 which was continued by the Board of Supervisors on June 18, 2020
{Agenda Itemn 24.8B)

Here is our input regarding the above-referenced Tentative Map application known as “Borda
Crossing:”

People buy homes and property bascd on what 1s around them at the time of purchase including the
applicable zoning laws. Qur area in south Carson City is still largely rural with a lot of horse
properties. We are now significantly hemmed in by the [reeway and, unfortupately, have never nor
will probably ever receive the pedestrian/equestrian/bicyclist overpass at Valley View Drive that was
initially planncd, To put a larger number of homes than currently zoned for with the resulting trallic
and other considerations into this zrea is neither prudent nor fair to the local residents. There is so
much other new and proposed development/construction oceurring on the south end of town that is
alrcady impacting us meluding the narrowing of South Carson Street. People, by nature, find the least
traveled route through an area which has driven our traffic up exponentially. We have no sidewalks so
it has become o very dangerous situation.

As the Planning Commission, you have the duty 1o prolect and enhance the quality of life of all of the
residents of Carson City. The current national and worldwide affairs and their ensuing cconomic
cffeets should nol have any bearing on your decision with respect to this Tentative Map application, It
is not always appropriate to just follow the dollar signs of additional property tax revenucs as there are
oftentimes just as many or morc negative consequences as well.

The subject Tentative Map is dependent upon the underlying Zoning Map Amendment ZA-2020-0003.

This was continued by the Board of Supervisors at their June 18, 2020 meeting and remanded back to
staff to work with the applicant ta find a solulion thai better suits the neighborhood by creating larger
lots around the perimeter as a buffer between the new houses and existing oncs. Ina Junc 18, 2020
Necvada Appeal article, former Supervisor Brad Bonkowski is quoted as staling [ don’t think it’s a
good mix to put single-family 6,000 next to horses, [ want to create more of a transition zone.” Late
Mayor Bob Crowell is quoted as saying “1 think we wanl Planning to take a closer look at the
compalibility issue.” Although the Tentative Map docs allow for a buffer zonc on Clearview Dinive, 1t
docs not create larger lots around the perimeter and it includes a through street [rom Silver Sage Drive
to Center Drive. In addition, it is for a Common Open Space Development which vitimately creates
even smaller lot sizes than regular SF6. Therefore, (his Tentative Map should be categoncally denied.

Although NRS 278.250 Subscetion 2 indicates that the “zoning regulations must be adopted in
accordance with the master plan for land use,” Subsection 2(m) requires “the protection of cxisting
neighborheods and communities.” Furthermore, Subsection 3 requires thal “ihe zoning regulations
must be adopted with reasonable consideration, among other things, to the character of the area.” Per
the current Master Plan Land Use Map, the block is designated Medium Density Residential (MDR).
However, per the Carson City online intcractive zoning map, all of the west side of Center Drive
hetween Koontz Lane and the subject property is zoned SF21. There are no lots smaller than
approximately 1 acre on Center Drive with the exception of the .5 acre parcel next to Mayor’s Park
which is due to the park being 1.5 acres. ldeally, both sides of Center Dnive between Koontz Lane and
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Clearview Drive should be no smaller than | acre lots. Just because the Masler Plan indicates that
MDR includes Zone Districts 5F6 and SF12, there 1 nothing that precludes larger lot zoning cspecially
as a transilion buffer to the Low Densily Residential properties on the east side of Center Drive all the
way to the Prison Hill Reercation Arca. Also, per the current Master Plan Land Use Map, the block on
the south side of Clearview Drive directly across from the subject property is designated MDR.
However, per the Carson City online interactive zoning map, all of the lots are zoned SF1A althcugh
ihe majonty of them are .41 acre. It 1s important to note that in the Master Plan, the Schulz Ranch
Specific Plan Arca requires “lot sizes shall be provided to allow for a gradual transition in density
between existing 1-acre lots and the more urban development.™ Our rural ncighborhood should be
afforded the same accommedatien. Better yet would be the concept of “matching” the zoning to what
15 across or adjacent to each side of the subject property in the established neighborhoods.

Per Planning Division staff, there are no state statutes or local municipal codes that prohibit a split
Master Plan designation or split zoning, whether on a block or a single property. Therefore, we
propose the following for the protection of cur rural area: The entire block between Silver Sage Drive
east to Center Drive and between Clearview Drive north to Koontz Lane be designated in the Master
Plan as Low Density Residential on the cast and south sides with the balance to be designated Medium
Density Residential. The zoning on the west side of Center Dnve should be conformed to SFLA as on
the east side of the street. The zoning on the north side of Clearvicw Drive should also be conformed
to SF1A as it is on the south side of the strect with the block just south of the subject properly reverling
back to Low Density Residential as well in congruence with the properties to the south and east of it.
1n addition, the subject property should only have ingress and egress via a cul-de-sac from Silver Sage
Drive with the exception of private driveways for the 1 acre lot on Centor Drive. The only things that
should be retained from the Tentative Map application are the landscaped buller/pedestrian zones on
the south and north sides.

There are other pertinent concerns for consideration also:

The four-way stop intcrscetions of Silver Sage Dirive and Koontz Lane and Silver Sage Drive and
Clearview Drive are disaslers waling to happen. Not many drivers know the proper rules to navigate
them and we are subjected to standoffs almost every time we drive through them, We are now
defimitely getting the 34 single family lots on the 2.75 acres parcel known as Silver View dircctly
opposite the subject preperty, Flease note that both Silver View and Borda Crossing now have the
same owner. To put another 28 homes across the streel is even more cneroachment. The traffic is
already extremely dangerous on Clearview Drive as it is one of the main arterics through our section of
fown to get to the freeway going north and it has no sidewalks.

Not only is our rural way of life in south Carson City gravely threatened, wildlife is also. We have had
a six-point mulc decr buck on our vacant 1 acre parcel on Center Drive. We have a coyote den
somewhere off of Alder Streel. We have great-homed owl nests in our area as well as resident
Cooper's and red-tailed hawks. Occasionally, we have a bald cagle or an osprey, There are rabbits,
bobcats, and raccoons along with the domestic livestock and many ground units,

For the neighborhood property owners who do have horses, there 15 no longer anywhere to safely nde.
The overpasses at Clearview Drive and Koontz Lane are far too dangerous to take a horsc over to the
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Prison Hill area. They can no longer go south because of the freeway and the also dangerous Snyder
Avenue overpass.

It is evident that the Master Plan has not always been adhered to so why sheuld it be now? There arc
discrepancics in the zoning versus the Master Plan all thronghout the south Carson City area. We are
common ¢itizens who are not familiar with the ins and outs of city planning. What lay person knows
to also go leoking for Master Plan documentation when they have found the online inferactive zoning
map to rely on? Many owners depended on the zoning laws in effect when they purchased their
properties only to have those assurances taken away from them through ne fault of their own. It is
paramountly unfair to have a developer now try to dictate u change without a compromise which
should only be in the best interests of the affected property owners who never saw this coming.

The south part of town has certainly paid its ducs lately with respect to all of the high density
development on both sides of Carsen Strecl. 1Lis ne lenger pleasant to drive anywhere and our rural
way of lifc is at stake. We now find curselves, even more than ever, in a David versus Goliath
situation fighting an owner/developer who has not addressed our concems nor thosc of the Board of
Supervisors. We deserve to be protected by the city and our elected officials. 1t is frustrating and
icomprehensible that the big piciure is rarely, if ever, taken into consideration.

We arc oplimstic that the Planning Commission and, uitimately, the Board of Supervisors, will take
our concerns and recommendations to heart and find in our favor. We hope not 1o end up in the
unfortumate position of having to pursune further legal action if necessary. Please be awarc that
although we have identified quite a number of concerned neighbors, there are probably many more we
have nol been uble to make contact with due to the current COVID conditions and restrictions, Also,
many of us own multiple properties or lots larger than 1 acre so that should be faciored in us well. Itis
mmiperative that all of our voices be heard but that may not be the case.

Respociflully submitted,

Krista E. and Lawrence L. Leach
Valley Vicew Trust

4031 & 4051 Center Drive

4149 Bigelow Dirive

Carson City, NV 89701
F75-882-7769 home

Jamuary 15, 2021
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Heather Ferris
.

A
From: att@e att-mail.com <cecilcrandall@sbeglobal.net>
Senk: Sunday, January 17, 2021 10:38 PM
To: Heather Ferris
Subject: Fw: Borda Crossing Development Sub-2020-0016 and Zoning Map Amendment
ZA-2020-0005
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

This message originated outside of Carson City's emall system. Use caution if this message contains
attachments, links, or requests Tor Information.

Can you please verify that you received this e-mail from me? | am having email problems and received a notica it did not

go through, however, it appears to have been sent. Thank you,

--—-- Forwarded Message --—--

From: att@e att-mail.com <cecilcrandall@sbeglobal.net>

To: "hferris@carson.org" <hferrris@carson.org=

Ce: Carsen City Planning Commission & Carson City Board of Supervisars =publiccomment@carson. org=
Sent: Sunday, January 17, 2021, 10:24.30 PM PST

Subject: Borda Crossing Development Sub-2020-0016 and Zoning Map Amendment ZA-2020-0005

I am respanding in writing as required to both the Carsen City Planning Commission and Carson Gity Board of
Supervisors to state | am in agreement with my neighbors ta deny the proposed Borda Crossing Development and deny
the proposed change to the Zoning regulations from 1-Acre single family parcels to 28 residential lots in the size of £009-
6000 square faet.

WVehicular access is proposed from Silver Sage Drive and Center Drive. Currently the City of Carson has not maintained
the roads in southeast Carson City to carry the proposed increase in traffic. One only has to drive arcund southeast
Carson to see the condition of the roads. Years ago there was a tax increase passed by the citizens to maintain and
repair southeast Carson roads and the funds were to sunset. The City {Carson City Board of Supervisors) met prior to
the sunset of the tax and approved removal of the sunset restriction. The City did not spend the funds for the purpose
intended nor cauld they identify where the funds were actually used other than thru general funds. One nzeds only to
drive from Koontz south on Center or Ponderosa or Bigelow the short distance to Roland and see the deteriorated
condition of the streets. East and west streets are just as peor. The roads are not satisfactory for increased traffic.

Mot anly are the roads poorly maintained, there are not enough Public Warks employeas to take on the challenge of a
densely populated subdivision. | live on Muldoon Street and my praperty holds a section of the ditch that carries the
water fram the |-580 reservoir to Clearview. The water in tha ditch comes from the west under Muldoon Street thru a
syphon directed in a curved manner at my retaining wall forcing the water to tum and flow north where it makas a turn
west and shortly after makes another turn north to angel itself to the corner of Clearview & Hillview where it goes
underground to the 5th Street water station. From July 2017 to December 2020, Public Works did not work any
maintenance on my ditch property. My yard would flood every time it rained. The stormwater crew came in December
2020 and spent 2+ days 1o repair the ditch for which | am grateful. The enly test of the repair was the most recent storm
and water stayed in the confines of the ditch and did not flood my yard, However, the ditch dogs not empty so additional
work will be needed before summer as standing water is a breeding ground for mosquitos that carry diseases. | am
concerned at the length of time it will take the crew 1o return for the needed repair when rains do come. The subdivision
being built on the Lompa property on the flood plains will keep several workers busy. Does Public Works have encugh
employees to take on another new subdivision and respond to the service needs of existing and new residents?

| am also concerned about the need for water. s there enough water to supply the new subdivision as well as service
the existing residents? Which well will service the new subdivision? Will everyone have good water pressure. | water

1
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late at night as my water pressure is very poor. Will water need to be purchased from Minden again as we are facing a
severe draught this summer?

I, ke my neighbors, have located on the one acre parcels for peace and tranguility. If the Borda Crossing is anything
like the 2-story homes in back of Kohl's, they will block the mountain views and are totally out of character and style with
the rural atmosphere of our large yards, shade trees, sheds for RV's & car enthusiasts and animal enclosures. The
colors are extremely off beat. Please leave the 5.9 acres for 1-acre homes and send the Borda Crossing north or east
of Carson to develop their densely populated subdivision.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments. Karen Crandall, 4521 Muldoon St, Carson City, NV 89701 Fh.

Cell 775-721-5737, Home 775-583-1247
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Heather Ferris

_
From: Debbie MchMurtrey <debbie memurtrey@gmail cam:>
Sent; Monday, January 18, 2021 4:48 PM
To: Heather Ferris
Subject: Fwd: Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

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

————————— Forwarded message -—-—

From: Debbie McMurtrey <debbie.memurtrey @gmail.com:
Date: Man, Jan 18, 2021 2t 4:46 PM

Subject: Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016

To: <planning@carson.org>

RE: Borda Crossing 5UB-2020-0016

My name is Debrah McMurtrey. | am the owner and current occupant of 541 Summerfield Drive. My property butts up
against the proposed subdivision of Borda Crassing. Based on the current information distributed, | am opposed to this
development being approved. Additionally, | believe that the planning commission should reject the current
application/proposal,

Not only will the packing of the two-story homes create additional traffic issues to the area, which is an issue that has
yet to be addressed in the area, but the current design and surrounding arga does not allow for adeguate infrastructure
for the ensuing development. Alsp, the design currently displayed to the group will create an eye sore te the
surrounding community, and will ultimately affect our future real estate value in the area,

Lastly, there has been improper communication to the local community about the development from both

the developer and planning commission. It was only by chance that the comimunity found out about the project due to
the develaper's mobilized equipment en Octobar 13th, 2020, at which point the community began to questton what was
occuring on the land.

There are better options on how this land can and should be developed; Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016 is not the right
opticn and should be rejected.

For your recards and considerations,

Cebrah MchAurtrey

98



Dear Heather Ferris,

I want to go on record in support of my neighbors apposing the project, File Number
SUB-2020-0016. The fact that the community is already not too crowded, it is a perfeet area for
my children to be able to walk to school safely. Our view of the stars and mountains is not
something we want to get rid of. The traffic it creates will not only lead to safety problems but

take away the peace our area already has developed.

Thank vou,
Armando Ramirez
583 Summerfield Dr.

Carson City, NV 89701
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Heather Ferris

i R ——— ——
Fron: Michael Tanchek <mtanchek@yahoo.com:
Sent: Monday, January 18, 2021 11:27 PM
To: Flarining Department; Heather Ferris
Cc: Mary Siders; Krista Leach
Subject: Fw: Carrection to comments "Borda Crassing” Development on Clearview
Attachments: Commant on Water Sewer Fees.doox

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

Heather-

| am forwarding this e-mail as comments to be included in the Borda Crossing packets for the Commissioners from Mary
Siders. Ms. Siders lives on Summerfield at the south end of the Southpointe subdivision. She and | both testified in the
Silver View Townhomes special use permit application and like me, she is not in favor of the Borda proposal.. She also
forwarded a copy of a sewer and water rate analysis she has been working on. It may not be directly related to Borda
Crossing, but should make some interesting reading on its own,

Thank you,
Mika Tanchek
740 Clearview

Mary-

Roads are a big tssue all around and | especially appreciate your concern about water since they want to put a retention
pond and what | consider to be a leach field for urban run-off 50 faet fram my well.

Mike

—— Farwarded Message —--

From: Mary Siders <mary siders@gmail.com:

Ta: Michael Tanchek <mianchek@yahoo.com:=

Sent: Monday, January 18, 2021, 02:15:22 FM PST

Subject: Re: Correction to comments "Borda Crossing” Development on Claarview

Hi Mike.,

I'in only getting to all the Borda emails today: working full time takes most of my time and energy all week, unless | get
some extra inspiration! Thank you for all the information. One of my concerns with the townhome development and now
the Borda development is the narrowness of Clearview and no plans to modify the roads for the additional traffic. | am
also concerned about the increase in impermeable cover and the effect on runoff.

When you stopped by my house to inform me about the Borda project, | mentioned to you the analysis | had done
concerning changes to Carson City Utilities water and sewer rates. I've attached my most recent analysis that ! sent in to
the Board. {I've never received any responses from them, even when | spoke in person back in 2013 and sent follow-up
letiers }

Thanks for devoting 5o much time on the proposed Borda project; | know how time-consuming such things are,

Mary
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Comment on Rates and the Proposal to Raise Stormwater Fee

Proposal

The propesal to raise the flat-rate stormwater fee an single-family homes recommends a 64% increase,
from 55.69 ta $9.43. However, rather than in¢reasing vet another flat-rate fee, | have a proposal that is
more equitable and will raise more money for the utility.

Based on an analysis using 2014-2015 water usage data for 13,543 single family homes (5/8” line} in
Carson City, | recommend revising sewer rates to be based on actual usage rather than a flat rate. In
2013, the city went from a sewer rate based on actua! usage for winter menths {(approximating indoor-
anly use) to a flat fee for sewer. That current flat rate is $40.45, based on an overall average wintertime
use of approximately 5,000 gallons per month for single-family homes.

Use of flat rates has the perverse effect of making conservative users pay too much {i.e,, it penalizes
those who should be rewarded) and benefits those who are extravagant users (i.e., it rewards those wheo
should be penalized for excessive use).

This is an opportunity to rectify that perverse incentive and promote water conservation by returning to
a fee structure based on actual use for sewer. The summary statistics provided in the attached table
show that charging single-family homes a rate of $10.00 per kgal water used per winter month (based
on the assumgption that use during winter months = indoor only use), has the following benefits:

1. Produces a more eguitable system that rewards conservation instead of disincentivizing it.

2. Provides the city with approximately $75,000 mare income per month than the current flat-fee
for sewer {based on data for these 13,543 homes).

3. Produces more revenue per month than the proposed stormwater rate increase would {based on
this analysis using data for 13,543 single-family homes vs. an increase in stormwater fees for
these 13,543 homes).

Review of the 2013 Water & Sewer Rate Study

In November 2012, Carson City awarded a $99,595 contract (Contract 1213-122) to FCS Group. The
contracted goal of the water and sewer rate study was to “eguitahly generate adeguate revenues.” The
staff summary in the contract stated that the study would evaluate "possibly eliminate winter averoging
for residentiol sewer.” This summary also stated that the “rate study is proposed os revenue neutral;
overall rates wilf not be raised as a result of this study.”

The final report for the Water & Sewer Rote Study was released in October 2013, The goals of the study
were stated as {1) maintaining financial stahility of the Utility, and {2) promoting a fair and equitable
allocation of water & sewer system costs to customers. Additional geals were {3) promating
conservation and (4) making development pay for itself (i.e., fair connection fees for new construction).

Cetober 5, 2020
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Connection Fees

In 2009, connection fees for water and sewer were slashed 90%, from $4,543 to $454 for water and
from $5,770 to $577 for sewer. This 90% reduction for builders remained in place for about 8 years.!
The final repert for the 2013 Water & Sewer Rote Study recommended increasing fees for water from
$454 to $2,198 and fees for sewer from 5577 ta 54,244 for single-family homes. The recommendations
were not adopted. As of May 2020, the current connection fees for single-family homes seem to be
53,440 for water and $3,130 for sewer ($6,570 total). This is far less than the combined fees in 2008
(510,313); in fact, a 157% increase is needed to merely attain the 2008 fees! In other words, rote payers
have been heavily subsidizing homebuilders for the past 11 years and continue to do so. This is
unacceptable when the most conservative users have seen their bills nearly triple over the same time
period.

Figure from the Water & Sewer Rate Study {October 2013) showing recommended fees
Exhibit 3-4: Single Family Water and Sewer Conpection Charge Comparisens
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The recommendations provided in the 2013 Water & Sewer Rate Study were not adopted when it came
to connection fees. It appears that in 2020, connection fees for single-family homes are still
considerably less than they were in 2008. Raising connection fees would fulfill Goal 4 of the 2013 rate
study, and offer an additional funding mechanism. Even if rates were to return to 2008 levels, this would
provide additional funds to the utility, and be entirely reasonable. In fairness, because users have been
subsidizing builders for the past 11 years, fees should increase at least 2% per year over the time period
of the subsidy, because some users saw their rates nearly triple over that same time period.

! The data on actual fees are difficult to find online on the city website, It appears the 90% rate cut was malntained for 6-8
years. The city said it does not tragk the number of tap fee, so estimates on lost income are based an building permits 1ssued.

Octaber 5, 2020
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Water and Sewer Connection Fees in Carson City

i 2013 Water & Recommended
2009 Fees Sewer Stud C t fees based on 2%
Type | 2008Fees | ([malntained bl =il sec on
for 8 years?)* Recormmended | 2020 Fees yearly increase
- Yearssl | rees for2013 since 2008
Water 54,543 £454 2,198 $3,440 $5,649
Sewer £5,770 5577_ 54,244 $3,130 57,174

¥This information was not available online an a year-to-year basis, but it appears that the 90% reduced rate
continuad for at least 8 years,

Cormparisen of Connection Fees, Showing Carson City's 90% Subsidy in 2009

and current low fees

$18,000 | O Sewer Fee $ 516,732
Carson City -
$16,000 - feasih Siog | Wateus- F:e S —
13,919
$14,000 - — — Carson City $5,35p
| 2013 Rate study feesin 2020 | 411 369
$12,000 recommended 5 : H -
10,313
$10.000 L fees f # 49,616
! 46,570
48,000 - Current >7,15p
CasonCity 95442 $5,770  CC rates
actual fees
$6,000 | 2009-2017 A $11,382
i L »
$4,000 i l 54,240 2
$2,000 - $1,031 - $4,543 440 $4,218  $4308
52,19’3 T
Carson [90% Carson (2002 Carson [pre-  Camsen Douglas Lyon Washoe
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oposed Modification Based on Data Evaluation

yle 1 {attached at end of this letter) provides an analysis and summary of 2014-2015 annual data from
543 single-family homes in Carson City, based on actual water usage. This table clearly shows why a

. fee for sewer is highly ineguitakle and why an adjustment based on actual usage (for four winter
nths) provides a fair way to generate additional revenues. It also shows why such an adjustment

1erates more funds than an increase of yet another flat-rate fee [i.e., stormwater fee).

ober 5, 2020
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The highly ineguitable increases previously adopted by the Board have resulted in unacceptable
increases in the water and sewer bills for the most conservative consumers. By way of example, my
conservative use of water, which averages 1,000 gallons per month during winter, places me at the 10t
percentile of water users {single-family homes, 5/8” line} in Carson City. By adopting flat rates as the
hase rates for water and sewer, this resulted in a 250% increase in my sewer bill and a 112.5% increase
in my water bill from January 2010 to January 2018. My base rate is now that of the “average user.” This
is highly inequitable and unfair, as clearly shown in the graph below.

W Mary's Water Use

— —— - B Average Single-Famiby Use

Gallons Water Consumed

Comparison of My Water Consumption vs.

"Average" Single-Family Residential

The Board is now reviewing a proposal ta raise the flat-rate fee for stormwater by 64% for single-family
homes, from $5.69 to $9.43 per month. Flat fees always penalize the most conservative users, and are
inherently inequitable. As proposed in this comment letter, there are better ways to generate more
revenue for the utility and resolve inequitable charges at the same time. Table 1 provides a
demonstration of a more equitable approach to sewer fees that will also generate more funds than the
Board’s proposed flat-rate increase to the stormwater fee. [ urge you to reconsider increasing yet
another flat-rate fee. Salaries have remained flat since 2009; so the constant increases in fiat-rate fees
far water and sewer charges are especially challenging for single-earner households. If the flat fee
increase isimposed, that will maan that my water & sewer bill has nearly tripled {185% increase)
between 2610 and 2021, despite my censervation of water.

My efforts to conserve water include xeriscaping my front and back yards and planting pollinator-
friendly perennial flowers with drip irrigation, at a total cost of more than 512,000, | alse replaced three
old toilets with new low-flow toilets, at a cost of more than $1,000. For these efforts, | am now
penalized by being forced to subsidize large consumers and builders by paying a flat rate based on
“average consumption.” This structure is highly inequitable and discourages conservation.

Sincerely,

Mary A. Siders, 560 Summerfield Drive, Carson City, NV 89701, mary.siders@gmail.com

Cetober 5, 2020
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ATTACHMENT - Table 1

Tahle 1 below provides a statistical summary using actual Carson City data from 2014-2015 for single-
family homes with a 5/8-inch water line. Volume-based rates for sewer yield greater revenue and are
more equitable (i.e., those who use the most pay the most) than the flat rate for sewer. Volume-based
rates also encourage conservation; flat rates do not. Results of my analysis show the distribution of use
hased on deciles {with 90-100% broken down further). Fewer than 5% of homes use more than 10 kgal
per month,

Table 1. Proposed flow-based rates vs. current flat rates

Percentile of Wintertime Sewer rate Sewer rate as

Use kgal used based an flow flatfee

1% = Dto 1 kgal 510.00 540.45

208 = 2 kgal $20.00 540.45

309 = 3 kgal $30.00 $40.45

40% = 3 kgal 530.00 $40.45

50% = 4 kgal 540,00 $40.45

60% = 4 kgal $40.00 $40.45

70% = 5 kgal $50.00 $40.45

BD% = & kgal $60.00 $40.45

0% = 8 kgal $20.00 $40.45

514 = B kgal S80.00 540,45

2%, = 9 keal $90.00 540,45

93% = 8 kgal $90.00 S40.45

94% = 10 kgal 5100.00 S40.45

95% = 10 kgal $160.00 $40.45

96% = 11 kgal $100.00 $40.45

9% = 12 kgal 5100.00 $40.45

98% = 14 kgal 5100.00 54045

99% = 17 keal $100.00 44045

100% = >20 kgal 5100.00 $40.45

Average revenue from rates = 546.60 $40.05

Count of hames {n) = 13,543

Total revenue generated = $631,103.80 4542,397.15

By summing the amounts from each decile {i.e., 10" percentile) for rates based on flow volume versus 2
flat rate, the relative revenue of each approach is shown. The flow-based rate generates more than 15%
more revenue that the flat rate, while also promoting conservation. The flow-based rate is more
equitable and properly rewards conservative users. |n this example, the sewer fee is capped at 5100,
meaning that any residence with average wintertime use over 10 kgal per month pays no more than
$100 for the sewer portion of their monthly bill. This still vields more funding than an unfair flat rate.

This analysis is, haowever, only an estimate using Carson City dota from 2014-2015 water season.

October 5, 2020
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Heather Ferris

- ey S e e e m s ——e ]
From: Planning Department

Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 830 AM

Ten Heather Ferris

Subject: FW: Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Greg Short <gregpatshort@gmail.com:»
Sent: Monday, lanuary 18, 2021 2:38 AWM

To: Planning Department <planning@carson.org>
Subject: Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016

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

| purchased my home at 545 Clearview Dr in 1998.0ne of the deciding factors was that the vacant lot acrass the street
from me was zoned SF1A.l strongly feel that the property in question mirrar the same requirements the sub division ta
the north ie 1 acre lots on the perimeter facing the existing 1 acre lats.

I have reviewed the new sub division map and am against a thru street connecting Silver Sage and Center Dr. A single
ingress egress from Silver Sage with a cul de sac at the Center Dr end would work with 1 or 2 acre lots an the Center Dr
end and 1/2 acre lats on Clearview side.Tha interior lots could be high density reflecting the homes to the north. Also
the new homes should all have access from the new street with no access to Clearview Dr nor Center Dr.

| certainly understand property owners rights and am sure an equitable solution is at hand.

Thank You far your consideration,

Grep Short

545 Clearview Dr

CCNV 89701

FIS-721-3373
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1eather Ferris_

S e S i _—
rom: Planning Department
ent: Tuesday, January 1%, 2021 831 AM
0 Heathar Ferris
ubject: FW. “Borda Cressing SUB-2020-0016
ollow Up Flag: Follow up
lag Status: Flagged

rom: Earlene Issel <eissel@sbcglobal.net>

ent: Monday, January 18, 2021 13:58 PM

o: Planning Departmeant <planning@carson.org>
€: Lisa Schuette <Ischuette@carson.org>
ubject: "Barda Crossing SUR-2020-0016

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

want to be on record in support of my neighbors OPPOSING THE PROJECT for the subdivision at the corner of
learview and Center for 28 residential lots at a minimum lot size of 5,009 square feot, with a new street between Silver
age and Center. This neighberhood is zened for Single Family 1 acre. Changing the zoning to Single Family 6000 or
wer is NOT ACCEPTABLE. Bringing hoards of people into this area is irrespansibla city planning. The traffic will be
nbearable. The burden on infrastructure, emergency fire and police, will ke substantial. Nevada is the driest state in
1e nation. \We have limlted water resources with numerous stakeholders, not just residential growth. The semi-rural
uality of life in this long established area of equestrian and large animal residential properties will be negatively
npacted if the Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016 is allowed to proceed. UNRESTRAINED GROWTH is not good for
nyohe but the developers and is certainly not reflective of the aesthetic beauty of this part of Carson City. It certainly
oes not reflect the careful and responsible planning and governance of our state's capitol.

incerely, Earlene Issel, 4224 Fonderosa Dr., 89701, esisselfsbcdlobal.net
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Heather Ferris -

S —— e ... |
Fram: Flanning Department
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 8:32 AM
To: Heather Ferris
Subject: FW: Comment In Regards To: SUB-2020-0016
Attachments: Sub-2020-0016.docx
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

From: Pamela Homentowski <phomentowski@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, lanuary 18, 2021 2:21 PM

To: Planning Department <planning@carson.org>

Subject: Comment In Regards To: SUB-2020-0016

This message originated outside of Carson City's emall system. Use caution if this message contalns
attachments, links, or requests for Information.

Please file the attached comment to "Eorda Crossing SUB-2020-0016" for the January 27, 2021 meeting.

Thank you,
Pam Homentowski
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To: Planning@carson.org
Re' Barda Crossing SUB-2020-0016

In regards to the above proposed development of 28 2-story homes on Clearview between Silver Sage
and Center. We live on the carner of Clearview and Silver Sage and this intersection is already very busy
and with another 28 homes will make it even more congested along with the 34 townhauses on the
north west corner of Silver Sage and Clearview, this would cause us problems getting in and out of our
driveway. The lots in this area are anywhere from 1/3 acres to 1 acre parcels and | would agree to like
lot sizes as our home but not the proposed 28 homes which would be about 3 homes to our 1 home.
Clearview and Silver Sage can’t handle the additional traffic without causing major issues and possible
acridents.

Please reconsider larger lots as what the homes are on the south side of Clearview. Thiswould be less
impact on the traffic in the area.

Please file comments in “Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016" meeting on January 27, 2021

Thank you,

Walt and Parm Homentowski
501 Clearview Dr
Carson City, NV 85701
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Carson City Planning Commission January 27 2021 Meeting, Agenda Item E.6:PLanning
Commission File SUB 2020-0016, APN 009-124-03- Dependant on Zoning Map
Amendment ZA 2020-005 which was continued by The Board of Supervisors on Junel8,
2020(Agenda Item 24.B)

Here is our comment regarding the above referenced Tentative Map application known
as "Borda Crossing:"

Our sentiments mirror that of Larry and Krista I.each as well as the entire neighborhood
of Center Streets and our surrounding area. However we would like to add our concerns
for our neighborhood in regards to the curb and gutier on the remaining parts of Center
Alder and Clearview which will be left as is. The city has failed to maintain let alone
update the roads in our neighborhood. Our street Alder, has never been paved and our
house has been here since 1958. The city has one time spread asphalt grindings on one
portion of Alder Street over 18 years ago and has never touched it since. Are we going to
get the same city services as the people inundating our neighborhood as you purpose?
The most western portion of Valley View is still dirt. Yet we have had 3 new homes
built in this area in the last 2 years. We feel the burden of this monumental task should
fall on the shoulders of the contractor. They are trying to change the zone requirements
and add much more traffic to our neighborhood with the added street and condensed
neighborhood. All so they can sell more homes on smaller lots. The buffer zone was put
i place to keep us rural which is why the city has told us they do not maintain our
roadways. If you change the zoning we believe the city shoutd be required to maintain
our area as if it were downtown. Our tax dollars are not any less than parts of the city that
are well maintained.

Respectfully submitted,
Nicole M. and Harty J. Koch
820 Alder Street

Carson City, NV 89701
775-721-5916

January 16,2021
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Heather Ferris

e . =t
From: Planning Department
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 8:33 AM
To: Heather Ferris
Subject: FW: Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

-——--Qriginal Message-----

From: Chris Krick <cbkrick@hotmail.comz

Sent: Monday, January 18, 2021 6:01 P

To: Planning Department <planning@carson.org>
Subject: Borda Crossing SUB-2020-0016

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

My name is Christopher B Krick.

| would like to state my objection to the planned development, as | believe it would negatively impact the property
values of the adjacent pieces of property.

And to a lesser extent the value of the other properties in the neighborhood. Owners purchase their properties in this
neighborhood because of the 1 acre zaning. And to come back 30 years later and change that zoning is unfair, This will
add both vehicle and feat traffic to our neighborhoods.

Sent from my iPhone
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deather Ferris

== PR =
irom; Planning Department
rent: Tuesday, January 18, 2021 3:17 PM
o: Heather Ferris
wibfect: FW: Special Use Permit File No. SUB-2020-0016

rom: Peggy ODriscoll <peggy_odriscoll@yahoo.com>
ent: Tuesday, lanuary 19, 2021 2:57 PM

'0: Planning Department <planning@carson.org»
ubject: Special Use Permit File No. SUB-2020-0016

"his message originated outside of Carson City’s email system. Use caution if this message contains
ttachments, links, or requests for information.

Ay name is Margaret O'Driscoll and | live at 740 Clearview Drive in Carson City. | live directly east of
he proposed development and zening change located at the northeast corner of the intersection of
silver Sage Drive and Clearview Drive (APN 009-124-03).

am very much opposed to the zoning change and housing development plan as proposed. | don't
bject ta the cwners of the property developing their land, but the planned development should mirror
1e rest of the neighberhood. It should appear as an extension of the housing development that has
lIready been built along the east side of Silver Sage Drive (between Koontz Lane and Clearview
yrive). In addition, the houses lacated along Center Drive should be on 1-acre Iots to serve as a
-ansition between the currant zoned area and the more denser proposed development.

Ve've lived in our house for nearly 30 years. We moved to this part of town because we liked the

10re rural feel of the area due to the larger lot sizes. Piease don't approve the zoning change and
1anned development as proposed.

hank you
largaret O'Driscoll

40 Clearview Drive
83-3129
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Heather Ferris

ﬁ

From: Darlene Warnock <darlenewarnock@gmail.cam>

Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2027 3:59 PM

To: Planning Department; Heather Ferris; Public Comment

Subfect: Borda Crossing Development Sub-2020-0016 and Zoning Map Amendment
ZA-2020-0005

This message eriginated outside of Carson City's email system. Use cautlon if this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for Information.

| am respanding in writing on January 19, 2021 as reguired ta both the Carson City Planning
Commission and Carson City Board of Supervisors to state | am in agreement with my neighbors to
deny the proposed Borda Crossing Development and deny the proposed change to the Zoning
regulations from 1-Acre single family parcels to 28 residential lots in the size of 5009-8000 square
feet.

| live in the Seuthpointe subdivision, and enjoy being in an area where traffic is lighter and the houses
are built in such a way as to provide wonderful views of our mountains. However, the roads south
and east of me are poorly maintained and more development will erode them even further. | WOrry
about maintenance crew availability to keep the areas cleared of debris to facilitate rainwater flaw to
underground passages, preventing flooding. | see articles in the paper during instances of flooding
where the owners being impacted state the ditches and grates made to contain and direct the water
flow are not maintained but filled with branches, leaves, and other built-up debris. Wili more thought
go into proper drainage systems during building? | understand wanting to increase the tax base for
addftional revenue, but buiiding too quickly with na thought to the long-term impact on the community
can be more castly in the long run.

Already there are huge building projects in process (Carson Hills Apartments, Little Lane project
Arbor Villas, Jackson Village behind Kohl's, Mills Landing, Schultz Ranch and Silver OaK ) as well as
the projects still being planned {(Anderson Ranch, Lompa Ranch, Emerson Drive Cottages, Silver
Crest Condominiums, Silverview Townhomes). There may be others | am unaware of, but that is a
lot of homes. All of those homes will require services, including water, Water to build the homes,
then water for the families—laundry, bathrooms, cleaning, drinking, cooking, gardens, lawns. Can we
meet these needs? Wil the schools we presently have be able to absorb the increase in children?

This is a rural area, and while | do not have horses I feel badly for those who do have themn, and want
to enjoy them, to ride them and revisit that heritage. They are being boxed in as development
encroaches and promises to allow for that rural atmosphere are forgotten. Those who purchased
larger tracts of land to ensure adequate space for the lifestyle they wanted are being forgotten in the
excitement of the building rush. Can we please slow all this building down a bit? Or if not, then at the
very least keep the one acre minimum per house for the Borda Crossing Development.

Thank you for your consideraticn of my concerns, which | would like included in the record for
consideration,

Darlene Warnock
3919 Southpointe Drive
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Carson City, NV 89701
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Heather Ferris

e — o e e ]
From: CONNIE CREECH <connielou@prodigy.net>
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 4:02 PM
To: Heather Ferris
Cc: Public Comment; Planning Department
Subject: Public Comment SUB-2020-0016
Attachments: #2 Public Comment Clearview parcel pdf: Kenneth - Public Cormment Clearview

parcel pdf

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

Please see attached |atters
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January 18, 2021
To members of the Carsen City Planning Commission the Board of Supervisors

Re: SUP-2020-0016. Tentative Subdivision Map known as Borda Crossing to create 28 single
famity residential lots an a 5.27 acre parcel zonad Single Family 1 Acre (SF1A), located at the
northeast corner of the intersection of Silver Sage Dr. and Clearview Dr. APN 009-124-035UB-
2020-0016

Re: Zoning Map Amendment - File No. ZA-2020-005

| am writing to provide public comment to the above references and request that they be
included in the recard for consideration by the Planning Committee and the Board of
Supervisors,

| currently reside at 4071 Center Drive and have lived at this residence on two acres for 43
years. My father homesteaded this property in 1957, with the intent to maintain a rural
lifestyle for his family ta enjoy in the future. Center Drive was & dirt road when my family
developed and moved on to this property. It isimportant to keep this area s a rural lifestyle
with low density residential area to maintain the resident’s quality of life.

I have owned and haused horses on my property the entire time | have lived here, | have
erjoyed riding my horses |eisurely on the neighborhood streets, trail riding on Prison Hill and
across the Carson River. One by one my access to these areas have been cut off. | participated
in both the planning of public access en Prison Hill and the Carson River, advacating for an
overhead bridge for non-motorized access over the freeway on Valley View Dr. and a bridge
over the Carson River at the old McTarnahan bridge site, both of which were filed in the
drawer as unfeasible,

In every single Carson City Public Opinion Survey the leading concerns to the guality of life is
traffic congestion and growth issues. | have witnessed enormous growth in south Carson and
huge traffic increase. It is very apparent the highest priority concerns of the citizens are being
ignore by our city leaders. The recent high density developments approved in South Carson
proves this autright.

It is outrageous to me that the Planning Commission would even consider allowing the
proposal of a high density subdivision directly across the street from one and twa acre
residences and ruin the quality of life of these home owners. It is unbelievable that this is
even being proposed without any regard to the public comments received from the
surrounding home owners at the time of the Zoning Map Amendment meeting in May of
2020, | am strongly opposed to this proposal. It is in no way compatible with the area
landscape, restricts views, and intrudes on open space and wildlife in the area as well as the
residents’ quality of life. It is very evident that the developer wishes to cram as many homes
on this 5 acre parcel as possible because of their own greed for money.
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Page 2.

The rezoning and development of this 5.27 acre property should be consistent with what is
already developed within this block, maintaining similar lot lines. The neighboaring residents
agreed with the rezoning at the time of the South Pointe development in the 1990s that there
would be 1 acre parcels along Center Dr. with access to higher density homes on Silver Sage
Dr. via a cul de sac and no access from Clearview Dr, as is the case on Koontz Lare.

fn addition, | am adamantly opposed to a street being proposed from Silver Sage to Center
Drive. This would greatly increase the traffic on Center Dr. As traffic increases so does speed,
which is not suitable with the current aspects of existing street use. Anyone can see Center Dr.
is used for recreation and exercise, appealing to neighborhood residents as walkers, joggers,
dogs, strollers, harseback nders, bicycles and others as well as those visiting aur city Mayor's
Park located on the corner af Center Dr. and Koontz Lane.

| urge the commission to vote ne on this project proposal. Thank you for your consideration of
these comments.

Sincerely,

Connie L. Creech
4077 Center Dr.
Carson City, NV 89701
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Jlanuary 19, 2021
Dear Planning Commission members,
Re: SUP-2020-0016

| am commenting about the development propesal being requested for the SUP-2020-0016 on
the Corner of Silver Sage Dr. Clearview and Center Dr.

| live at 4071 Center Dr. and will be directly impacted by this development. { am very concerned
about the additional traffic that would be caused by adding a through street form Silver Sage to
Center Dr. | have seen equestrian accidents from inconsiderate drivers. They do not realize
horses take flight when startled. There are many horse owners in the area that commonly ride
their horses on the shoulder of Center Dr. including my wife. Also there are other people that
use the street for walking their dogs to the Park on the north end of Center Dr., children riding
bicycles, moms with strollers, runners, and sledders in the winter.

Alse, | believe a transition zone from 1 acre to 21,000 zone should be included on Center Dr.
and Clearview Dr. to transition to medium density properties accessed from Silver Sage, This we
agreed with when the housing development across the street was built. | also don’t think the
two story townhouses are in harmony with the current neighborhood.

Respectfully,

Kenneth Creech
4071 Center Dr.
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Heather Ferris

From: Donna Ford <donnaford@evrealestatacom:

Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 4:09 PMm

To: Heather Ferris; Public Comment

Subject: Input Regarding Borda Crossing (North Clearview Drive between Silver Sage Drive and
Center Drive}, File SUB-2020-0016

Attachments: Borda_Crossing_Letter For_Planning_Commissionpdf

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

We want our comments included in the recaord for consideration by the Planning Commission.

We are new owners as of Jan. 6, 2021 at 527 Summerfield Dr {at the corner of Silver Sage and Summerfield).
Attached is our letter of concems for the proposed development at Borda Crossing

Please send confirmation email and letter has been received.

Sincerely,
Dorna and Mark Ford & Martin Ransom
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Jan. 19, 2021

Ford/Ransom Family
527 Summerfield Dr
Carsen City, NV 89701

denna.ford@evrealestate com
530-391-6855

Hsllo,

Latter to the Planning Commission for Input Regarding Borda Grossing {(North Clearview Drive
batwsen Silver Sage Drive and Genter Drive}, File SUB-2020-0016

We want our comments included in the record for consideration by the Planning
Commission.

We are new to the neighborhood as of Jan. 6, 2021. We wera just informed by a neighbor on
Sunday Jan. 17th, 2021 about the propcsed Planning Development regarding Berda Crossing.
| am also the real estate agent that represented us in the purchase of cur home, One of the
first questions | asked the sellers agent, Claudia Saavedra is if thera was notification to the
current owners regarding any devalopmeant for the property lecated directly behind the home
knewn as Borda Crossing. She said the owners have not received any nofification of any new
development and she had not known of any either but only that it could possibly be developed
on in the fulure, This was a couple days before submitting our offer on Nov. 12, 2020.

It seems that afigr talking to neighbors that no notifications were sent to anyone regarding this
proposed davelopment. | have to ask why this would be?

We are concerned for the new development on many different levels but one main concern we
have is the small size of the proposed lots to be able to squeeze in many homes in such a
small space. Another concern is if indeed all the homes will e 2-story. They are alsc
proposing a community style back yard to the these homes. It is clearly not keaping in with the
current neighborhood if this is the case. It will also increase the traffic flow in the area.

There is already an approved development for townhomes across from the proposed Borda

Crassing development by the same developer. This is to much development in two small areas.

We do understand the need for housing but it should be done with keeping in with the current
neighborhood and the homeowners should have been a part of this process from tha
beginning.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Donna Ford

Mark Ford
Martin Ransom
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Heather Ferris

— T —— =]
From: Daniel Goggiano <dan.goggiano@goggianc.net>
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 9:13 PM
To: Heather Ferris, Public Commant
Subject: 5UB-2020-0016 Additional supplemental comments
Attachments: 4- Borda Crossing camments 5UB-2020-0016.pdf

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

Please see my attached comments regarding the Borda Crossing propased development, | would appreciate
confirmation of receipt of this amail.

Thank yau,
Daniel Goggiang



Supplemental Comments
Carson City Board of Supervisers (1) Summers LLC Rezoning ZA-2020-0005)
Carsen City Planning Commission (Borda Crossing SUB 2020-0016)

Daniel Goggiano
4475 Bigelow Drive, Carson City 89701
January 19, 2021

| would like to first acknowledge that | have had the opportunity to review the comments that have been
submitted thus far by my neighbors. For the record, | agree with and support the concerns regarding the
Borda Crossing development,

Based on all comments and raised concerns, there can be no doubt that there will be significant impact
on the adjacent existing neighborheods. This is in direct contradiction to Guiding Principle 9 of the
existing Carson City Master Plan which states that “The City wilf ofso work to maintain the quolity and
characier of established neighborhoods end ensure that infill ond redevelopment is designed in & manner
that minimizes impacts on existing neighborhoods, including rural neighborhoods focated within the
City's urbanizing areas.”

There is no compelling reason to allow development beyond the current zening of the land and allowing
it substantially changes the character of the established neighborhoods. | currently live in this area, with
goats and chickens on my property. We moved to this location so that we could enjoy that rural lifastyle
and we purchased our praperty with that in mind. If we, as a community, allow unbridled development
in areas that are not planning for it, the repercussions will be direct and substantial to adjacent
communities.

The age of our Master Plan is of concern to me. | cannot state with any certainty that it reflects the
currant will and desira of the community. That said, we must either adopt it as correct, and thus rule
against this application because of its impacts on existing neighborhoods, or we muost address the
current Master Plan with a formalized process that involves community input such as the pracass that
was used in 2006,

| appreciate the ability t0 submit these comments in these challenging times. ) would suggest that live,
in-person comment periods would be much more appropriate in highly cantested applications such as
this one.

Sincerely,

Daniel Goggiano
4475 Bigelow Drive, Carson City, NV 89701
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PROJECT LOCATION

The 5.27-acre site project site is located on the northeast corner of Clearview Drive and Silver Sage Drive
on APN 009-124-03, approximately 0.3 miles east of S. Carson Street. Center Drive bounds the property on
the east. Less than 0.15 miles west of the site, Clearview Drive provides access to retail shopping and
restaurants via a public street system. The site is vacant and unaddressed.

Figure 1: Project Location
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EXISTING MASTER PLAN AND ZONING
The site’s Master Plan designation is Medium Density Residential (MDR) and the zoning is Single Family 1-
acre minimum lot size (SF1A). The surrounding Master Plan designations, zoning, and current land uses

are as depicted in Figures 2, 3, and 4.

Figure 2: Surrounding Property Designations

Direction Master Plan Current Zoning Current Land Use
North MDR SF6 (Single Family 6000 sf
minimum lot size), Single family residential

SF21 (Single Family 21000 sf
minimum lot size)

East LDR
(Low Density SF1A Single family residential
Residential)
South MDR SF1A Single family residential
West MUE RC Vacant, TM for 34 attached-
(Mixed Use (Retail Commercial) townhomes approved via

Employment) SUB-2020-0001

Borda Crossing for State Street Development LLC
.CCNV04 4
TM/LIL 126



Figure 3: Existing Master Plan Designation
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Figure 4: Existing Zoning Designation
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As depicted in Figures 1 through 4, the site is located in an area of transitioning land use and Zoning
designations. To the west and north, higher density residential and commercial designations permit more
urban development types. In this case, to the north are existing single family residences on lot sizes between
6,534 square feet (sf) and one acre. West of the project is the site of an approved TM for attached single
family homes (named Silver View Townhomes per file SUB-2020-0001) approved by the Board of
Supervisors on March 19, 2020. The Townhome lot sizes will average 1,845 sf, with a project density of
12.36 acres per unit. To the east and south, more rural uses would be typical of the land use and zoning
designations. In this case, to the south there are residential lots between 13,939 sf and 41,382 square feet.
To the east are two lots of 40,510 sf and 2.07 acres in size.

a
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APPLICATION REQUEST

This application package includes requests for a Tentative Map to create 28 single family residential lots on
a 5.27 acre parcel utilizing Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC) provisions of Chapter 17.20, Common Open
Space Development.

PROPOSED ZONING

The proposed subdivision requires a Zoning Map Amendment from SF1A to SF6. The change in zoning will
correct an existing inconsistency with the Master Plan. Per Chapter 3, Land Use Planning, of the Carson City
Master Plan, MDR land use is compatible with zoning designations with density ranges of 3 to 8 du/acre.
SF6 zoning allows for a maximum density of 7.26 units per acre (while SF1A permits 1 unit per acre).

The amendment process was initiated for the property in 2020. The Planning Commission heard a request
to amend the zoning from SF1A to SF6 on May 27, 2020 (ZA-2020-0005) voting 6 to 1 recommending
approval to the Board of Supervisors. On June 18, 2020, the Board of Supervisors heard the first reading of
an Ordinance to amend the zoning. Their discussion is memorialized in the Minutes from the meeting, the
relevant pages of which are included in the Appendix of this document. The Supervisors discussed their
apprehension with amending the zoning without a development plan to consider, despite the Planning
Commission’s recommendation and the fact that one is not required to approve a zone change. They also
conveyed concern with neighboring property compatibility, as demonstrated in public comment submitted
by property owners to the east and south. The Supervisor’s tabled the amendment in order to allow City
Staff additional time to work with the applicant on details of proposed development and/or a different
zoning amendment. This TM proposal is that update. While the Minutes note that the zoning change does
not require a second hearing by the Planning Commission, Staff has requested the applicant bring forward
a discussion of the proposed zoning concurrently with the TM public hearings. The applicant has agreed to
do so in order to assuage any concerns by the Supervisors or the public on the development intended for
the site.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

The TM proposes 28 single family residential lots on a 5.27-acre site, a density of 5.3 units per acre (28
units/5.57 acres). The project is to be named “Borda Crossing”. The development plan is consistent with
the provisions for a Common Open Space development per chapter 17.10 of Carson City Municipal Code
(CCMC). Typical lot dimensions are +/- 42’ x 120’. The lots range in size from 5,009 square feet (sf) to 5,040
sf, with an average size of ~5,037 square feet.

The Appendix includes conceptual floorplans and a conceptual elevation is included as Figure 5 of this
document. The base model includes three-bedrooms and 2,171 square feet of floor space. Custom options
will allow for variation. Each unit will include a three-car garage (one tandem stall), a covered patio, and a
covered porch. Driveways are a minimum of 20’ in length and access two garage spaces abreast. The homes
are proposed to be two stories with a maximum building height of +/- twenty four (24) feet.

TR
Borda Crossing for State Street Development LLC
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One roadway with a 60’ Right of Way (ROW) is proposed running east/west through the site. The ROW is
purposefully aligned across Silver Sage Drive from the access to the Silver View Townhomes. The drive lanes
are 23.5’ in width, permitting on-street parking. The ROW include curbs and gutters and 5’ wide sidewalks
on each side.

Sidewalks along the proposed new roadway will connect to new sidewalk along the Silver Sage Drive
frontage on the west. On the east, a new sidewalk on the southern portion of Center Drive will connect to
the new roadway sidewalk. A meandering walking path will provide a pedestrian connection to the
sidewalks, located within the common open space on the north and north east of the project site.

Setbacks

With the intent of providing significant separation between new and existing development, the setbacks
along the north and south project boundaries are much larger than required in the proposed zoning district
of SF6. They are analogous with, and exceed, the existing requirements of SF1A zoning. The northern border
of the TM includes a common open space boundary between adjacent properties and the new lot
boundaries of at least 30 feet. Additionally, a 20’ rear setback between the new homes and the new lot
boundaries is proposed, placing the structures at least 50’ from the northern property line. The Clearview
Drive frontage on the south will include the same 50’ setback of structures from the property boundary,
again with a minimum 30’ wide strip of common open space and a 20’ setback within the new lot
boundaries. These dimensions exceed the setbacks for existing SF1A zoning (30’ for front and rear) and the
setbacks in SF6 zoning (10’ for rear; 20’ for front). On the eastern border of the project, there is a minimum
of 7.4’ between new lot boundaries and Center Drive plus a 5’ internal setback to the structure, a total of
12.4 feet. The street side setback is 10" in SF6 districts. The west periphery, along Silver Sage Drive meets
the SF6 street side setback for structures of 10 feet. See Figure 8 for a summary of the development
standards.

Open Space

The open space provided in the TM substantially exceeds the standards of CCMC 17.10 for common open
space development. Per CCMC, each lot requires 250 sf of open space, equating to 7,000 sf total (0.16 acres)
for all the lots (28 x 250 sf). The minimum size of private yards is 897 square feet, with fences proposed for
each lot, creating a private back yard/open space for each new home. The entire subdivision includes +/-
1.71 acres of total open space within the entire project (32.4%), including +/- 1.13 acres of common open
space (21.4%) and 0.58 acres of private open space (11%). In accordance with CMCC 17.10, areas between
buildings or other development with dimensions less than 15 feet, constituting the front and side yards of
the individual lots, are not counted toward the private open space total. Areas with dimensions less than
25’ outside the new lot boundaries are not counted towards the common open space total. The attached
Color Exhibit depicts all the aforementioned areas.

Landscaping and Recreation

The western, southern, and south eastern borders of the project includes sidewalks with significant trees
and bushes planned along their lengths, creating an attractive project frontage. The north and north east
of the site includes walking paths, also with significant complimentary landscaping. The walkways are
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proposed to be decomposed granite. The walkways and sidewalks, including those along the new ROW, will
create a loop around and through the entire site, creating an opportunity for active pedestrian recreation
within the project area. Per the attached Preliminary Landscape Plan and as depicted in Figure 6, substantial
landscaping along the project periphery will enhance the pedestrian experience as well as provide
additional screening of the project from existing development. Where the walkway or landscaping is not
present, the common open space will be irrigated and turfed. A requirement of CCMC 17.10 for 100 sf of
common open space per unit (2,800 sf) will be met and substantially exceeded by the expansive turfed and
landscaped area around the paths and sidewalks (+/- 1.13 acres). The internal walkways will be private, but
public access will be permitted via an easement for the on-site sidewalk on the south side (other sidewalks
are within the public ROW). The common open space, walking paths, and landscaping will be maintained
by a homeowner’s association, or similar entity. Figures 5 and 6 depict the open spaces and landscaping.

Figure 5: Tentative Map — Open Space exhibit (see attached Color Exhibit for more details)
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Figure 6: Tentative Map — Preliminary Landscaping (see attached for complete legend and planting details)
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Architecture

A conceptual rendering for the proposal is provided as Figure 7 and the Appendix includes floorplans. The
proposed architecture is meant to serve as a representation of the intended building materials and
general color palette proposed for the project. Any variation in the design will retain two car garages with
a driveway that permits access to stalls that are abreast. The maximum height of the proposed two story
structures is 24 feet. Figure 8 is a summary of the development standards.
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Figure 7: Proposed Architecture
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Figure 8: Development Standards

Carson City Standard SF6 Zoning District Project (Borda Crossing TM periphery) ‘
Density 7.26 units/acre maximum 5.3 units/acre
Front Setback - South 20’ 50’ minimum
Rear Setback - North 10’ 50" minimum
Street side Setback - East 10’ 12’7” minimum
Street side Setback - West 10’ 10’
Open Space (common/private) 74,487 sf (1.71 acres)
250 sf per lot including a minimum 897 sf of private,
(28 lots x 250 = 7,000 sf) fenced back yard per unit
Maximum Height 26’ 24
Floodplain

The project area is designated as Flood Zone X, which indicates a minimal flood hazard.
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Drainage

A retention basin is proposed for the south east corner of the site within the common open space.
Maintenance of the basin will be the responsibility of a condominium association, or similar entity. The
Conceptual Drainage Study in the Appendix includes analysis and description of the stormwater capture,
conveyance, and retention system for the site. The retention basin itself will be approximately 4’ deep and
lined with rock. The capture/conveyance system will include oil and grease filters to remove pollutants
before stormwater is routed to the basin. The filtered stormwater will be infiltrated back into the ground
on-site within the retention basin. Per the attached Geotechnical Report (Wood Rodgers, December 17,
220), test pits were dug to 10’ below the surface and demonstrated no presence of groundwater, which is
noted in the Report to be 40’ below the surface.

Dust Control

Any necessary dust control will be provided in accordance with Carson City regulations and requirements.

SITE ANALYSIS

Carson City Municipal Code Chapter 17.10.035 Site analysis to determine common open space and lot size
variations requires assessment of the project area in order to propose a development with common open
space. Since the site is virtually flat, has no significant vegetation, drainage ways, wetlands, flood, or seismic
hazards, most of the items required in a Site Analysis are already addressed in this document and the
associated tentative map plan set. Responses to all the Code sections are noted below with references to
the locations where relevant information may be found.

1. Location Map. A general location map providing the context of location and vicinity of the site.
The cover page and Figure 1 of this document depict the location and vicinity of the site.

2. Land Use and Zoning. Current and planned land use and adopted zoning on the site and adjacent
adopted zoning and current, planned and approved, but unbuilt land uses.

See Figures 2, 3, and 4, which depict and describe the Master Plan, zoning, existing and approved uses for
the site and surrounding properties.

3. Existing Structures. A description of the location, physical characteristics, condition and proposed use
of any existing structures.
There are no existing structures on the site.

4. Existing Vegetation. A description of existing vegetation, including limits of coverage, and major tree
sizes and types. In the instance of heavily wooded sites, typical tree sizes, types and limits of tree
coverage may be substituted.

The vacant site is covered with rabbit brush and sage brush.

5. Topography. An analysis of slopes on the site, and adjacent to the site, using a contour interval of 5
feet, or at a contour interval appropriate for the site and agreed to by the director, identifying areas with
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15 percent or greater slope, areas with 33 percent or greater slope and areas identified as "skyline" on
the adopted Carson City skyline map.
There are no slopes over 15% on or adjacent to the property. The site is virtually flat.

6. Soil. An analysis of the soil characteristics of the site using Soil Conservation Service (SCS) information.
The attached Geo-tech report includes an analysis of the soil characteristics, noting that there are no
significant geotechnical constraints that would preclude the proposed construction. The soil is classified as
Sand Surpass Sandy Loam, comprised of dominantly silty to clayey sand. No evidence of high groundwater
was encountered, with groundwater noted to be approximately 40’ below the surface.

7. Natural Drainageways. Identification of natural drainageways on and adjacent to the site.
Drainage ways were not identified on the site, which is practically flat, gently sloping to the north east.

8. Wetlands and Water Bodies. Identification of existing or potential wetlands and water bodies on the
site.
There are no water bodies or wetlands on the site.

9. Flood Hazards. Identification of existing and potential flood hazards using Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) information.
The project area is designated as Flood Zone X, which indicates a minimal flood hazard.

10. Seismic Hazards. Identification of seismic hazards on and/or near the site, including location of any
Halocene faults.
No faults or seismic hazards are known to exist on the site.

11. Easements. A description of the type and location of any easements, public and/or private, on the
site.
Sheet 2 of the tentative map displays the known public utility easements on site.

12. Utilities. A description of existing or available utilities, and an analysis of appropriate locations for
water, power, sanitary sewer and storm water sewer facilities.

The Comments from SUB-2020-0015 (comment 19) directed that the water main must be extended “up”
the Center Street frontage. As a result, the proposed design connects to Silver Sage drive on the west with
a new 8” line that extends east along the new ROW, connecting to a new line moving south along Center
Drive with a final connection to an existing main on Clearview Drive, completing a looped system. A new 8”
sewer line will likewise run west to east along the new ROW, extend south along Center Drive and connect
to an existing main at the intersection of Center Drive and Clearview Drive. Storm sewer facilities will be
created utilizing a 12” inch line, capturing stormwater on site in the new ROW and conveying it east and
then south to the retention facilities on the south east corner of the common open space. The water, sewer,
and stormwater system designs follow the new ROW alignment to make appropriate connection to existing
facilities. Electric power will be connected to existing facilities on the Center Drive and Silver Sage Drive
frontages with new lines undergrounded. See Sheet 3 of the TM for details of existing and proposed utilities.
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13. Appropriate Access Points. An analysis of appropriate access points based upon existing and proposed
streets and highways and site opportunities and constraints.

The primary driver for design of access is the previous approval of the Silver View Townhomes to the west
of the subject site, which includes a primary access on Silver Sage Drive. The proposed tentative map aligns
its new ROW with the Townhomes’ access. Once that ROW orientation was established, the design of the
utilities followed the same orientation.

PROJECT BENEFIT

The Board of Supervisors hearing to approve an Ordinance amending the zoning for the site was not
accompanied by development plans (June 18, 2020). This TM details the intended development for the
property including expansive setbacks on the north and south of the project area that significantly exceed
the requirement of the existing zoning and the proposed zone change to SF6. The east side setback also
exceeds the standard for SF6 zoning. This benefits owners of adjacent development by providing setbacks
that are analogous to the existing zoning. Also, due to the project design, the east side of the project only
include the side -of-lot frontages for two homes, with fences and significant landscaping planned. Further,
since the existing zoning is not consistent with the Master Plan land use of Medium Density Residential, the
proposed TM provides a means for the Board to approve a zone change that will introduce consistency in
concert with a clear plan for intended development.

TRAFFIC

Per the ITE Trip Generation tables (10" edition) the proposed 28 units will not generate over 80 peak hour
trips or 500 ADT (Average Daily Trips), therefore, the design does not necessitate submittal of a traffic
impact study (per Title 18 Appendix: Division 12.13 — Traffic and impact study requirements). See the
attached Trip Generation Letter from Headway Transportation, dated November 11, 2020, for more details.

Figure 8: ITE Average Trip Generation
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MASTER PLAN PoLicY CHECKLIST/FINDINGS

The purpose of the Master Plan Policy Checklist is to provide a list of answers that address whether a
development proposal is in conformance with the goals and objectives of the 2006 Carson City Master Plan
that are related to this Tentative Map application. This section includes the Checklist, Tentative Map
Findings, and Special Use Permit Findings.

The project complies with the Master Plan and accomplishes the following objectives.

Chapter 3: A Balanced Land Use Pattern

1. Goal 1.1c-Water Conservation: The proposed project is expected to encourage water conservation
efforts through low-water landscaping, low-flow fixtures, and/or other water saving devices.

2. Goal 1.1e-Sustainable Construction Techniques: The proposed project is expected to utilize
sustainable building materials and construction techniques.

3. Goal 1.5d—Coordination of Services: The site is located to be adequately served by city services
including fire and sheriff services.

4, Goal 3.3d-Floodplain and Hazard Area Development: The proposed development is not within the
100-year floodplain or other hazardous areas.

5. Mixed Use Employment Policy 1.4-Location: The site is located on existing arterial and collector
streets.

Chapter 4: Equitable Distribution of Recreational Opportunities

The proposed project does not include public recreational facilities.

Chapter 5: Economic Vitality

1. Goal 5.1j-Housing Mix: The proposed development will provide a housing type that will be
appealing to first time homebuyers, young professionals, and downsizers, consistent with the City’s
goals to encourage a mix of housing for the labor force and the non-labor force.

Chapter 6: Livable Neighborhoods and Activity Centers

1. Goal 6.1a-Durable Materials: The proposed project is expected to utilize durable, long-lasting
building materials.

2. Goal 6.1c-Variety and Visual Interest: The proposed development will incorporate defined
entrances and pedestrian connections, landscaping, and other features consistent with the City’s
Development Standards.

3. Goal 6.2a-Neighborhood Compatibility: The proposed development will provide appropriate
height, density, and setback transitions to ensure combability with surrounding development.

4, Goal 9.4b-“Spot” Rezoning: The proposed project will not require “spot” rezoning of the site since
the requested zone change to SF6 would bring the site into compatibility with the Master Plan and
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SF6-zoned property to the north. Additionally, recognizing the Retail Commercial zoning to the
west, the proposed SF6 zoning is an appropriate transition to the SF1A zoning to the east.

Chapter 7: A Connected City

1.

Goal 11.2b-Transit Supportive Development: The site is located with frontage on a Minor Arterial
(Clearview Drive) and a Minor Collector (Silver Sage Drive) with two bus transit stops (JAC) within
walking distance.

Chapter 8: Specific Plan Areas

The proposed project is not within a Specific Plan Area.

TENTATIVE MAP FINDINGS

In accordance with Carson City Municipal Code Section 17.07.005, this project has been designed to
consider the following:

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.

All environmental health laws and regulations regarding water, air pollution, and waste disposal
will be incorporated into the proposed project and its construction.

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

Water is available to the site. It will be provided by Carson City, conform to the applicable health
standards, and fulfill quantity requirements for residences.

The availability and accessibility of utilities.

Public utilities are currently available to serve the proposed project.

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

Police services are currently provided by the Carson City Sheriff’s Office. Fire protection will be
provided by the Carson City Fire Department. The project meets the requirements of the Fire
Department. The Regional Transportation Commission is responsible for transportation in and
around the project area. Carson City Parks Department provides recreational and parks services,
although this project is not expected to impact recreational services. Educational services are
provided by Carson City School District.
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5. 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 project site is not adjacent to public lands.

6. Conformity with the zoning ordinance and land use element of the city's master plan.

The existing zoning designation of SF1A is not in conformance with the Master Plan. The proposed
project is intended to support a zone change to SF6, which would bring the property into
conformance with the Master Plan designation of Medium Density Residential (MDR).

7. General conformity with the city's master plan for streets and highways.

The proposed project includes access to a Minor Collector (Silver Sage Drive), in conformance
with the City’s Master Plan for streets and highways.

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

The project includes frontages and proposed access to a Minor Collector, Silver Sage Drive. The
proposal will not generate enough Average Daily Trips (ADT) to trigger a need for new streets or
intersection improvements (See Figure 8 for details).

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

Site topography is relatively flat and stabilized by sage brush. The parcel is designated by FEMA
as Zone X, Area of Minimal Flood Hazard. The site will be designed to accommodate peak flow
events and proposes a stormwater retention basin on the south of the development. A
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation is included with this submittal package.

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

All recommendations and comments provided during the review of this project will be
incorporated where applicable.

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 availability and accessibility of fire protection to the proposed residential units will be in
compliance with Carson City Fire Department recommendations.

12. Recreation and trail easements.
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A public access easement will be recorded over the walkway on the southern side of the project
area, providing pedestrian access along Clearview Drive and connection to the sidewalks along
the new ROW.
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Carson City Planning Division
108 E. Proctor Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701
(775) 887-2180-Hearing Impaired:711

www.carson.org
www.carson.org/planning

ber 6, 2020

Louis Cariola

Manhard Consulting

241 Ridge Street, Suite 400
Reno, Nevada 89501
lariola@manhard.com

SITE INFORMATION:

Location: Silver Sage Drive and Clearview Drive
APN: 009-124-03

Master Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential

Zoning: Single Family 1 acre

Parcel size: 5.27 acres

Subject: SUB-2020-0015

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A Common Open Space Subdivision creating 28 single family residential

lots with a mix of common and private open space.

The followingis a summary of the staff comments based on the Conceptual Subdivision Map Review

meeting held on November 6, 2020.

PLANNING DIVISION —

Contact Heather Ferris, Associate Planner, 775-283-7080

1.

An application for a Tentative Common Open Space Subdivision Map must be submitted
in accordance with the Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC) 17.10 in order to subdivide the
property as proposed on the Conceptual Map. Alternatively, the applicant may consider
a Planned Unit Development to more closely tie the proposed development to the
required zoning map amendment noted in 2 below.

Any application for a Planned Unit Development shall be made consistent with all
applicable sections of CCMC 17.09.

In order to develop this parcel as proposed, a zoning map amendment from SF1A to SF6
will be required. An application for a zoning map amendment (ZA-2020-0005) was
submitted earlier this year. On May 27, 2020 the Planning Commission recommended
approval of the amendment to the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors heard
the matter on June 18, 2020; however, the Board declined to take action and continued
the matter to allow the applicant to either bring forward an alternative zoning or a lot
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layout that would address the concerns of the neighborhood. Due to the amount of time
that has passed since the Board of Supervisors hearing, staff has recommended taking the
zoning map amendment back to the Planning Commission along with the Tentative
Subdivision Map.

On the application for the tentative map, call out the proposed building setbacks.

Consistent with CCMC 17.10.035, provide a site analysis with the tentative map
application.

CCMC 17.10.046 outlines the requirements for open space within a Common Open Space
Development. When you submit your application for a tentative map include an Open
Space exhibit demonstrating compliance with these requirements, including the
requirement for the 100 square feet of common open space per unit for recreation.

Parking is proposed to be provided via a minimum of a 2-car garage for each unit. The
garages are proposed to be traditional, side-by-side garage parking. If the parking
requirement is proposed to be met with tandem parking, a Special Use Permit is required.
Additionally, parking will be provided along the internal street. Please note, if on-street
parking is not proposed, guest parking is required to be provided on-site at a ratio of 1
space for every 2 units (Division 2 of the Carson City Development Standards).

The periphery boundary setback is required to be consistent with the setbacks established
for yard areas in the underlying zoning. The proposed periphery setback either meets or
exceeds these requirements.

Due to the concerns raised by neighbors, it is recommended that you provide a conceptual
buffering/screening exhibit at the time you submit the application. The periphery
boundary areas, particularly on the north, south, and east sides should include
landscaping with trees and shrubs to screen the project from the adjacent neighbors.

ENGINEERING AND UTILITIES —

Contact Stephen Pottey, Project Manager, 775-283-7079

10.

11.

12.

13.

The storm drain development standards are in the process of being revised and moved to a
Carson City Drainage Manual. If approved, these changes will include a change in the detention
design storm to a 10-year 24-hour event, and the inclusion of Low Impact Design requirements.

A meandering 5-foot-wide concrete path must be installed along the Clearview Drive frontage,
and up Center drive to the entrance. This path will be privately maintained but must have a

public access easement.

Curb, Gutter, and Sidewalk must be installed on the project frontage along Silver Sage Drive,
with an ADA pedestrian access ramp at the corner of Silver Sage Drive and Clearview Drive.

Curb and Gutter must be designed with valley gutters to cross streets where necessary, and
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.
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Page 3

with gravel where the curb transitions to a roadside swale.

The west half of Center Drive must be repaved along the entire frontage. The pavement width
will meet the Rural Local Street standard.

A “Share the Road” sigh must be installed on the Clearview Drive frontage.

On-street parking will not be allowed on Silver Sage Drive, Clearview Drive, or Center Drive.
The project across the street was conditioned to have private streets but was approved with
public streets after an offer was made to slurry seal the streets after 5 years. The street of this

subdivision will need to be private unless a similar offer is made.

A sealed memo must be provided by a professional engineer showing the daily and peak hour
trip generation rates and a trip distribution. This must be submitted with the Tentative Map.

The water main must be extended up the frontage on Center Drive.
The water main must be looped such that no more than 15 services are on a dead-end line.
The project crosses pressure zones and the water main must be designed accordingly.

Any engineering work done on this project must be wet stamped and signed by an engineer
licensed in Nevada. This will include site, grading, utility and erosion control plans as well as
standard details.

All construction work must be to Carson City Development Standards (CCDS) and meet the
requirements of the Carson City Standard Details.

Addresses for units will be provided during the building permit review process.

Fresh water must be used for Dust control. Contact Rit Palmer at Public Works at 283-7382 for
more information.

A wet stamped water main analysis must be submitted in accordance with CCDS 15.3.1(a) to
show that adequate pressure will be delivered to the meter and fire flows meet the minimum
requirements of the Carson City Fire Department. This project is near a zone split, so the
analysis must look at receiving water from both zones. One of the zones has low pressure, 40
psi, which meets minimum pressure requirements, but may not be sufficient for this size project
when due to head losses, so head losses must be analyzed. Please contact Tom Grundy, P.E. at
(775) 283-7081 for fire flow test data.

A wet stamped sewer main analysis must be submitted that includes addressing the effect of
flows on the existing City system. See section 15.3.2 of CCDS.

A private testing agreement will be necessary for the compaction and material testing in the
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street right of way. The form can be obtained through Carson City Permit Engineering.

An erosion control plan meeting section 13 of CCDS will be required in the plan set.

New electrical service must be underground.

Any work performed in the street right of way will require a traffic control plan and a timeline
type schedule to be submitted before the work can begin. A minimum of one-week notice

must be given before any work can begin in the street right of way.

A Technical Drainage Study meeting the requirements of section 14 of the Carson City
Development Standards must be submitted with the permit and plans.

A Construction Stormwater Permit from the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
(NDEP) will be required.

A Dust Control Permit from NDEP will be required.

These comments are based on a very general site plan and do not indicate a complete review. All
pertinent requirements of Nevada State Law, Carson City Code, and Carson City Development
Standards will still apply whether mentioned in this letter or not.

FIRE DEPARTMENT —

Contact Dave Ruben, Fire Marshal, 775-283-7153

35.

36.

Project must comply with the International Fire Code and northern Nevada fire code
amendments as adopted by Carson City.

Provide hydrant location on Tentative Map submittal.

Parks, Recreation & Open Space Department-

Contact Nick Wentworth, Parks Project Manager 775-283-7733

37.

38.

The City will not be responsible for any landscape or irrigation system maintenance on
the project. All landscaping and landscape maintenance in the right of way will be the
sole responsibility of the owner. The developer is required to maintain all common
landscape and open space areas within the development including any landscaping in
the street(s) right of ways in perpetuity.

Carson City is a Bee City, USA. As a result, the developer shall use approximately 50%
pollinator friendly plant material for any required landscaping 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 Carson
City Pollinator Plant list and other plant selection resources can be found at
www.carson.org/beecityusa

146


http://www.carson.org/beecityusa

39.

40.

41.

42.

SUB-2020-0015
Borda Crossing
November 6, 2020
Page 5

The City’s approved tree species list for commercial projects can be found at
https://www.carson.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=15225

The developer is required to incorporate “best management practices” into their
construction documents and specifications to reduce the spread of noxious weeds.
The spread of invasive and noxious weeds is a significant issue in construction projects
that involve land disturbance. Earth moving activities contribute to the spread of
weeds, as does the use of contaminated construction fill, seed, or erosion-control
products. Experience has demonstrated that prevention is the least expensive and
most effective way to halt the spread of noxious and invasive weeds. Preventing the
establishment or spread of weeds relies upon:

e Educating workers about the importance of managing weeds on an ongoing basis;

e Properly identifying weed species to determine most appropriate treatment
strategies;

e Avoiding or treating existing weed populations; and

e Incorporating measures into projects that prevent weed seeds or other plant parts
from establishing new or bigger populations such as certification of weed-free
products.

For more information on “best management practices” please contact The Carson City
Parks, Rec. and Open Space Dept. by phone or email through the contacts listed at the
top of this document.

Deciduous trees must be planted a minimum of 5’ from any city/public street, sidewalk
or pathway. Evergreen trees must be planted a minimum of 10’ from any city/public
street, sidewalk or pathway. Fruit bearing, “non-fruiting” flowering or any other trees
that drop debris such as seed pods will not be permitted near or placed where they
will eventually hang over city/public sidewalks or pathways.

Carson City Municipal Code: Title 18, Division 3 should be reviewed by any/all parties
involved in the proposed landscape design prior to landscape plans being submitted
to the city for final approval of a building permit.
https://library.municode.com/nv/carson city/codes/code of ordinances?nodeld=TlI
T18 APPENDIXCADEST DIV3LA

The project is subject to the collection of Residential Construction Tax (RCT), compliant
with NRS Chapter 278 and Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC 15.60).

Conclusion-

Comments presented in this letter may not include all the requirements or conditions which may
be placed on the project at the time of final review.

You may also note comments provided by various city staff at the conceptual review meeting that
may not have been included in any written comments. If you have any questions, please feel free
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to contact me.

Sincerely,

3

Javey) 4 |

Heather Ferris
Associate Planner

cc: SUB-2020-0015

Mark Turner- silveroakmark@me.com
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PROPOSED TREES FOR SCREENING
ALONG THE NORTH BOUNDARY.
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CARSON CITY LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS

FOR THE FINAL MAP APPLICATION THE FOLLOWING
REQUIREMENTS ARE RECOGNIZED AND WILL BE MET.

MEVELOPMENT

Landecape Area uwill meet or exceed the required 20% of
Impervious Surface Area. Refer to Civil Drauwing for the
Tentative Map Application area statistice.

BLUE SPRUCE e aul Te

Total Trees Required will be /402 SF of required landscape
area. Trees shall be minimum 2 Inch caliper or & ft. height
evergreen size.
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Total shrub volume will meet or exceed the requirement of
(&) minimum 5 gallon shrubse per required tree.

S _ T
7 _—3X . The proposed street trees have been selected from the
I \ T ~ ' 4 g City's approved tree species list.

Tree locations have been chosen to accommodate the
Tentative Map requirements (*40) that all deciduous trees
be located min. &' from walks or streets and all evergreen
trees be located min. 12'.
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POLLINATOR PLANT MATERIAL
60 LE 4 50% of the plant material will be specified as Pollinator
plant material and will be clearly delineated in the plant
NOTE: 5) TREEP materials legend accompanying the final submittal package.
ALL DECIDUOUS TREES HAVYE BEEN LOCATED MINIMUM 5
FEET FROM STREET, HARDSCAPE AND PATHWATYS AS
REQUIRED.

ALL EVERGREEN TREES ARE LOCATED MINIMUM 1@ FEET

FROM SAME.
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Acer x freemanii 'deffsred' TM / Autumn Blaze Maople - 2"Cal -

FUTURE STREET TRElES IN THE FRONT
TARDS HAVE BEEN CONCEPTUALLY
SHOUN. TBD. BAYONNE DRIVE

Calocedrus decurrens / Incense Cedar - - 6' HT.

ALL SIGHTLINES WILL BE PROTECTED

AT ENTRIES AND CORNERS WITH THE

& Carpinus betulus 'Columnaris' / Columnar European Hornbeam - 2"Cal -

GROUNDCOVERS. TBD.
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@ 4 Quercus columnaris 'Regal Prince' / Regal Prince Columnar Oak 2"Cal -

@ 4 Sorbus avcuparia Fastigiata' / Pyramidal Mountain Ash - 2"Cal -
SHRUBS

QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT

@ 26 Large Shrub / Large Shrub 6'-10' ht. 5 gal

% 65 Medium Shrub / Medium Shrub 5'-6' ht. 5 gal
S

(B).TREE NOTE.
SHRUB QUANTITIES WILL BE AMENDED IN THE FINAL REVISION
SUBMITTAL TO MEET OR EXCEED ALL LANDSCAPE
REQUIREMENTS.

> > > [> P>

__——

Y DATE

‘\ DEC. 16, 2020

PROPOSED COLUMNAR SCALE

\ G5 F = 2T T=EES T

PROPOSED TREES FOR SCREENING

DRAWN

N CHECKED

\
N
\
;§-

\

DRAWING TITLE

TENT. MAP
-30 o) 30 60
- N . e e e — SHEET:
i o : = e . 1"=30"
SENSATION BOX ELDER AUTUMN BLAZE MAPLE PYRAMIDAL MT. ASH REGAL PRINCE OAK OF 1 SHEETS

155


AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
%%UCARSON CITY LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS

AutoCAD SHX Text
FOR THE FINAL MAP APPLICATION THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS ARE RECOGNIZED AND WILL BE MET.  LANDSCAPE AREA Landscape Area will meet or exceed the required 20% of Impervious Surface Area. Refer to Civil Drawing for the Tentative Map Application area statistics. TREE AND SHRUB REQUIREMENTS Total Trees Required will be 1/400 SF of required landscape area. Trees shall be minimum 2 inch caliper or 6 ft. height evergreen size. Total trees provided will include street trees at the rate of  1 tree/30 LF of street frontage in addition to trees required for screening. Total shrub volume will meet or exceed the requirement of (6) minimum 5 gallon shrubs per required tree. APPROVED STREET TREES The proposed street trees have been selected from the City's approved tree species list. LOCATION OF TREES Tree locations have been chosen to accommodate the Tentative Map requirements (#40) that all deciduous trees be located min. 5' from walks or streets and all evergreen trees be located min. 10'. POLLINATOR PLANT MATERIAL 50% of the plant material will be specified as Pollinator plant material and will be clearly delineated in the plant materials legend accompanying the final submittal package. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOTE: SHRUB QUANTITIES WILL BE AMENDED IN THE FINAL SUBMITTAL TO MEET OR EXCEED ALL LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS.

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOTE: ALL DECIDUOUS TREES HAVE BEEN LOCATED MINIMUM 5 FEET FROM STREET, HARDSCAPE AND PATHWAYS AS REQUIRED. ALL EVERGREEN TREES ARE LOCATED MINIMUM 10 FEET FROM SAME.

AutoCAD SHX Text
FUTURE STREET TREES IN THE FRONT YARDS HAVE BEEN CONCEPTUALLY SHOWN. TBD.

AutoCAD SHX Text
ALL SIGHTLINES WILL BE PROTECTED AT ENTRIES AND CORNERS WITH THE USE OF LOW SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVERS. TBD.

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPOSED TREES FOR SCREENING ALONG THE NORTH BOUNDARY.

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPOSED TREES FOR SCREENING ALONG THE SOUTH BOUNDARY. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPOSED COLUMNAR STREET TREES.

AutoCAD SHX Text
OF      SHEETS

AutoCAD SHX Text
CHECKED

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING TITLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
SHEET:

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISION

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
TREES QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT CAL SIZE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT CAL SIZE BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT CAL SIZE CONT CAL SIZE CAL SIZE SIZE 6 Acer negundo `Sensation` / Sensation Box Elder   - 2"Cal   - Acer negundo `Sensation` / Sensation Box Elder   - 2"Cal   -   - 2"Cal   - 2"Cal   -   - 30 Acer x freemanii `Jeffsred` TM / Autumn Blaze Maple   - 2"Cal   - Acer x freemanii `Jeffsred` TM / Autumn Blaze Maple   - 2"Cal   -   - 2"Cal   - 2"Cal   -   - 4 Calocedrus decurrens / Incense Cedar   -   - 6` HT. Calocedrus decurrens / Incense Cedar   -   - 6` HT.   -   - 6` HT.   - 6` HT. 6` HT. 16 Carpinus betulus `Columnaris` / Columnar European Hornbeam   - 2"Cal   - Carpinus betulus `Columnaris` / Columnar European Hornbeam   - 2"Cal   -   - 2"Cal   - 2"Cal   -   - 9 Fraxinus pennsylvanica `Cimmzam` TM / Cimmaron Green Ash   - 2"Cal   - Fraxinus pennsylvanica `Cimmzam` TM / Cimmaron Green Ash   - 2"Cal   -   - 2"Cal   - 2"Cal   -   - 12 Picea pungens glauca / Blue Spruce   -   - 6` HT. Picea pungens glauca / Blue Spruce   -   - 6` HT.   -   - 6` HT.   - 6` HT. 6` HT. 34 Pinus nigra / Austrian Black Pine   -   - 6` HT. Pinus nigra / Austrian Black Pine   -   - 6` HT.   -   - 6` HT.   - 6` HT. 6` HT. 14 Quercus columnaris `Regal Prince` / Regal Prince Columnar Oak   - 2"Cal   - Quercus columnaris `Regal Prince` / Regal Prince Columnar Oak   - 2"Cal   -   - 2"Cal   - 2"Cal   -   - 14 Sorbus aucuparia `Fastigiata` / Pyramidal Mountain Ash   - 2"Cal   - Sorbus aucuparia `Fastigiata` / Pyramidal Mountain Ash   - 2"Cal   -   - 2"Cal   - 2"Cal   -   - SHRUBS QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT   QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT   BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT   CONT   26 Large Shrub / Large Shrub 6`-10` ht. 5 gal   Large Shrub / Large Shrub 6`-10` ht. 5 gal   5 gal   65 Medium Shrub / Medium Shrub 5`-6` ht. 5 gal  Medium Shrub / Medium Shrub 5`-6` ht. 5 gal  5 gal  


INV 0€:20:01 0202/61/01

IIO_IL = IIV/L :H—IVOS

NY 1d JdO0O'1d 1.Sdid

1334 34VNOS 2991

320"
210 4 66"
20" 160" 20" 10" 46" oL 2.3 e
g g
| || »
| 22
o & I | | )
Q&
1 I © | | | 2030 FIXED
S @)
> 50
5 || B o o
: 16' x 8' OVERHEAD GARAGE DOOR s %
o ’
[
| o
@ | 3
[e5]
S |
® —
3
—
w 513
SNY
@) 2253 -~
Q Bown =
- zm 2
«Q
: S
(o)) =
: Q
& (@]
% D
STEP
I
©
= | o,
! | @)
| L ~
| 3 ) S
! Q. ©) 5 &
| ~— — m =
! C =h o
| = Q
[ é“ @
I
I
N 2868 l
l\g P
— T T
hy ™ | = T 5020 FIXED I
e N A % ol N I I S — o- Oy
") O O CI_*\Z o
~N N ~
2 i : 5
w
2 . 8
L — o
2 > 5 ;
S S -0 _
i < o 5
- | = | - o
=== _ _ &
T 3 o
| 2 ="
I 3 =.
_____ _ ! = 5 .
f T R L3 :
: N | | - © 2
o | @ Q)
’8 | é ! 5 ~—
i —=. T ;UU —
<] ! ') | o) ]
O | | -
o :
L | 5
—— | e
>
w
: «© S
[(e] S
2 L) | @
B |
2 - w
& 8 ][ IN
w —_
o =
w
T
] 3 w
(0)) iy
— B Q
= O
[ i
IS O l
—_ —t @)
> > | ¢
% | | :
m
@ o B
S) «
] -5
)
| —————F— m N
N i — O R
5 3 = < |2
2 @)
- 3
8 @
— P Q
o
@ g
ﬂ m
) o i
A Q Q] o @
Q 5
=
o) ] : - : I
CBD 12080 TEMP SL GL DR i
N 8-8" 9'4 |
o 1 S O |
7 o O | ~
N T 3068 TEMP GLASS —_ < o S o
“ A T e
! ] : ' S | )
' (9]
2) 2660 SH |
w @ | | o | :
S |
)
56" 30" 46 o e o 710"
140" 180" 0"
320"

L/ZLC

1334 DS / "ON NV1d
020Z 4390100

:31va NoOIs3a

CONTRACTOR "PROJECT DESIGNER"

THESE PLANS ARE PROVIDED & SUBMITTED BY THE
CONTRACTOR AS AN EXEMPTION TO NRS 623.330
FOR WORK UNDER THE CONTRACTOR'S LICENSE

CATEGORY AUTHORIZED UNDER NRS 624.
| AM RESPONSIBLE FOR DESIGNS, PREPARATION,
AND INFORMATION CONTAINED ON THESE PLANS.

QUALIFIED INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE DATE

CLEARVIEW ESTATES (TEMP)
PLAN TWO

RIDGELINE DEVELOPMENT LLC

P.O. BOX 21815
Carson City, Nevada 89721

7 75-684-9275

Nevada Contractors License #0070678
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SECOND FLOOR PLAN

514 SQUARE FEET

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

RIDGELINE DEVELOPMENT LLC
P.O. BOX 21815
Carson City, Nevada 89721
[ 75-684-9275
Nevada Contractors License #0070678

CLEARVIEW ESTATES (TEMP)

PLAN TWO

CONTRACTOR "PROJECT DESIGNER"

THESE PLANS ARE PROVIDED & SUBMITTED BY THE
CONTRACTOR AS AN EXEMPTION TO NRS 623.330
FOR WORK UNDER THE CONTRACTOR'S LICENSE

CATEGORY AUTHORIZED UNDER NRS 624.
| AM RESPONSIBLE FOR DESIGNS, PREPARATION,
AND INFORMATION CONTAINED ON THESE PLANS.

DATE

QUALIFIED INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE

|

DESIGN DATE:

OCTOBER 2020

PLAN NO. / SQ. FEET:

2171
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CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT SYSTEM

COMPOSITION SHINGLES OVER 30# FELT
OVER 1/2" OSB SHEATHING NAILED W/8d
@ 6" O.C. E.N. AND 12" O.C. F.N., U.N.O.
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TYPICAL AT ALL STUCCO ELEVATIONS
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2" x 4" FOAM TRIM AT DOORS & WINDOWS
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STUCCO FINISH
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EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

RIDGELINE DEVELOPMENT LLC
P.O. BOX 21815
Carson City, Nevada 89721
[ 75-684-9275
Nevada Contractors License #0070678

CLEARVIEW ESTATES (TEMP)
PLAN TWO

CONTRACTOR "PROJECT DESIGNER"

THESE PLANS ARE PROVIDED & SUBMITTED BY THE
CONTRACTOR AS AN EXEMPTION TO NRS 623.330
FOR WORK UNDER THE CONTRACTOR'S LICENSE

CATEGORY AUTHORIZED UNDER NRS 624.
| AM RESPONSIBLE FOR DESIGNS, PREPARATION,
AND INFORMATION CONTAINED ON THESE PLANS.
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P.O. BOX 21815
Carson City, Nevada 89721
[ 75-684-9275

Nevada Contractors License #0070678

CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT SYSTEM

COMPOSITION SHINGLES OVER 30# FELT
OVER 1/2" OSB SHEATHING NAILED W/8d
~_ @ 6" O.C. ENN. AND 12" O.C. F.N,, U.N.O.

RIDGELINE DEVELOPMENT LLC
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Subdivisions Development Checklist Q

Master Plan Policy Checklist

Conceptual & Tentative Subdivisions, PUD’s & Parcel Maps

PURPOSE

The purpose of a development checklist is to provide a list of questions that
address whether a development proposal is in conformance with the goals and
objectives of the 2006 Carson City Master Plan that are related to subdivisions of
property. This checklist is designed for developers, staff, and decision-makers
and is intended to be used as a guide only.

Borda Crossing

Development Name:
Louis Cariola

10/23/2020

Reviewed By:

Date of Review:

DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST

The following five themes are those themes that appear in the Carson City
Master Plan and which reflect the community’s vision at a broad policy level.
Each theme looks at how a proposed development can help achieve the goals
of the Carson City Master Plan. A check mark indicates that the proposed
development meets the applicable Master Plan policy. The Policy Number is
indicated at the end of each policy statement summary. Refer to the
Comprehensive Master Plan for complete policy language.

CHAPTER 3: A BALANCED LAND USE PATTERN

The Carson City Master Plan seeks to establish a balance of land uses within the
community by providing employment opportunities, a diverse choice of housing,
recreational opportunities, and retail services.

Is or does the proposed development:

Consistent with the Master Plan Land Use Map in location and density?2
Meet the provisions of the Growth Management Ordinance (1.1d,
Municipal Code 18.12)2

Encourage the use of sustainable building materials and construction
techniques to promote water and energy conservation (1.1¢e, f)2
Located in a priority infill development area (1.2a)2

Provide pathway connections and easements consistent with the
adopted Unified Pathways Master Plan and maintain access to
adjacent public lands (1.4a)2

o0 =B OE

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06
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]

Encourage cluster development techniques, particularly at the urban
interface with surrounding public lands, as appropriate, and protect
distinctive site features (1.4b, c, 3.2a)2

At adjacent county boundaries, coordinated with adjacent existing or
planned development with regards to compatibility, access and
amenities (1.5a)2

Located to be adequately served by city services including fire and
sheriff services, and coordinated with the School District to ensure the
adequate provision of schools (1.5d)?

In identified Mixed-Use areas, promote mixed-use development
patterns as appropriate for the surrounding context consistent with the
land use descriptions of the applicable Mixed-Use designation, and
meet the intent of the Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria (2.1b, 2.2b, 2.3b,
Land Use Districts, Appendix C)?

Provide a variety of housing models and densities within the urbanized
area appropriate to the development size, location and surrounding
neighborhood context (2.2a, 9.10)2

Protect environmentally sensitive areas through proper setbacks,
dedication, or other mechanisms (3.1b)2

If at the urban interface, provide multiple access points, maintain
defensible space (for fires) and are constructed of fire resistant
materials (3.3b)¢

Sited outside the primary floodplain and away from geologic hazard
areas or follow the required setbacks or other mitigation measures
(3.3d, e)¢

Provide for levels of services (i.e. water, sewer, road improvements,
sidewalks, etc.) consistent with the Land Use designation and
adequate for the proposed development (Land Use table
descriptions)?

If located within an identified Specific Plan Area (SPA), meet the
applicable policies of that SPA (Land Use Map, Chapter 8)2

CHAPTER 4: EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

The Carson City Master Plan seeks to continue providing a diverse range of park
and recreational opportunities to include facilities and programming for all ages
and varying interests to serve both existing and future neighborhoods.

Is or does the proposed development:

|
[

Provide park facilities commensurate with the demand created and
consistent with the City's adopted standards (4.1b, c)?2

Consistent with the Open Space Master Plan and Carson River Master
Plan (4.3a)2

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY
MASTER PLAN
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CHAPTER 5: ECONOMIC VITALITY

The Carson City Master Plan seeks to maintain its strong diversified economic
base by promoting principles which focus on retaining and enhancing the strong
employment base, include a broader range of retail services in targeted areas,
and include the roles of technology, tourism, recreational amenities, and other
economic strengths vital to a successful community.

Is or does the proposed development:
[ Incorporating public facilities and amenities that will improve residents’
quality of life (5.5e)2
[0 Promote revitalization of the Downtown core (5.60)2

O Incorporate additional housing in and around Downtown, including
lofts, condominiums, duplexes, live-work units (5.6c)?2

CHAPTER 6: LIVABLE NEIGHBORHOODS AND ACTIVITY CENTERS

The Carson City Master Plan seeks to promote safe, attractive and diverse
neighborhoods, compact mixed-use activity centers, and a vibrant, pedestrian-
friendly Downtown.

Is or does the proposed development:

[[] Promote variety and visual interest through the incorporation of varied
lot sizes, building styles and colors, garage orientation and other
features (6.1b)2

[J Provide variety and visual interest through the incorporation of well-
articulated building facades, clearly identified entrances and
pedestrian connections, landscaping and other features consistent
with the Development Standards (6.1c)?2

[] Provide appropriate height, density and setback transitions and
connectivity to surrounding development to ensure compatibility with
surrounding development for infill projects or adjacent to existing rural
neighborhoods (6.2a, 9.3b 9.40)?

[] If locatedin an identified Mixed-Use Activity Center area, contain the
appropriate mix, size and density of land uses consistent with the
Mixed-Use district policies (7.1a, b)¢

[] Iflocated Downtown:

O Integrate an appropriate mix and density of uses (8.1a, e)2

O Include buildings at the appropriate scale for the applicable
Downtown Character Area (8.1b)2
Incorporate appropriate public spaces, plazas and other amenities
(8.1d)¢

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06
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CHAPTER 7: A CONNECTED CITY

The Carson City Master Plan seeks promote a sense of community by linking ifs
many neighborhoods, employment areas, activity centers, parks, recreational
amenities and schools with an extensive system of interconnected roadways,
multi-use pathways, bicycle facilities, and sidewalks.

Is or does the proposed development:

[] Promote fransit-supportive development patterns (e.g. mixed-use,
pedestrian-oriented, higher density) along major travel corridors to
facilitate future fransit (11.2b)2

[] Maintain and enhance roadway connections and networks consistent
with the Transportation Master Plan (11.2c)¢

[] Provide appropriate pathways through the development and to
surrounding lands, including parks and public lands, consistent with the
Unified Pathways Master Plan (12.1q, c)¢

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY
MASTER PLAN 164



Carson City Planning Division
108 E. Proctor St.
Carson City, Nevada B9701
(775) 887-2180

Planningi@carson.org
WWW_ CAFS0N.org

Carson City Road Name Reservation/Approval Application

Request Date: Requested By
December 17, 2020 Louis Canola
Phone Number: Email:
Trs-250-8613 lcarnola@@manhard.com
Total Number of Roads: Subdivision Name:
one Borda Crossing
Epad £ | Proposed Road Name Public or| Accepted | Reason Comments
Private | or Denied | for Denial
1 Bayonne Drive public
1A Raymond Lane public alternate request

This application is not complete without the road layvout map with the proposed street names shown.
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CARSON CITY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Minuntes of the June 18, 2020 Meeting
Page 9

{9:42:315) — Mayor Crowell introduced the item and explained that all the discussion taken place during item 20.A
[of the Redevelopment Authority Agenda] would be adopted by reference. There were no additional comments;
therefore, Mayor Crowell entertained a motion.

{9:43:33) — Supervisor Bonkowski moved to adopt Resolution No. 2020-R-18, incorporating the changes
read into the record during the discussion of item 2. A. The motion was seconded by Supervisor Giomi.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor Bonkowski

SECONDER: Supervisor Giomi

AYES; Supervisors Bonkowski, Giomi, Bagwell, Barrette, and Mayor Crowell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

24B FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION TO INTRODUCE,
ON FIRST READING, AN ORDINANCE CHANGING THE ZONING FROM SINGLE FAMILY ONE
ACRE (8F1A) TO SINGLE FAMILY 6,000 (SF6), ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST
CORNER OF SILVER SAGE DRIVE AND CLEARVIEW DRIVE, APN 009-124-03.

(9:43:49)—Mayor Crowell introduced the item. Associate Planner Heather Ferris introduced the subject property
and presented the Staff Report with accompanying photographs, all of which are incorporated into the record.
She also noted that Staff had been able to make all three findings and that the Planning Commission had
recommended the zoning change by a vote of 6-1-0. Ms. Ferris acknowledged the presence of applicant
representative Susan Pansky and Development Engineer Steven Pottéy on the phone.

(9:53:01) — Mr. Potiéy addressed several concerns noted in public comments stating that minimum distance
standards between domestic wells and septic systems are enforced by the City; however, “there are no minimum
distances for detention or infiltration basins.” He also explained that the subdivision map had not yet been
submitted; therefore, the impacts on the intersection were not yet known and would be addressed “at the tentative
map” stage. Mr. Pottéy clarified that any traffic impact analysis must take into account any “entitled projects as
well as projected growth in the area.” He added that any required mitigation will be addressed at the project level,
Mayor Crowell inquired about “a buffer zoning along Center and Clearview [Drives]” and Mr. Pottéy believed
that the largest impact would be to driveways accessing both streets,

(%:57:44) = Mr. Plemel clatified for Mayor Crowell that the zoning changes may have taken place during the
Master Plan process in 2006 where land uses were evaluated, at which time surrounding property owners were
notified of the changes. In response to a question regarding split zoning by Supervisor Bonkowski, Mr. Plemel
explained that “it’s not against any policy or code te split zone this [property],” adding that such boundaries would
be requested by the developer. Planning Manager Hope Sullivan addressed the second finding. compatibility,
and offered 10 work with the applicant and return to the next meeting since “we do need to go back to a first
reading [of the ordinance].” Supervisor Bonkowski expressed concern that there are horse properties to the east
and south of the subject property, and wished to see a transition zone, compatible to the Master Plan designation,
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CARSON CITY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Minutes of the June 18, 2020 Meeting
Page 10

i.e. Single Family 12,000, Supervisor Giomi was in agreement with the suggestion made by Supervisor
Benkowski. Mayor Crowell was in favor of “creating a better transition zone™ as well.

{10:10:22) — Applicant representative Susan Dorr-Pansky introduced herself and noted that the Single Family
21,000 zone represented low-density residential zoning; therefore, was “not an appropriate zone in this location.”
She also believed thar the current medivm density residential zone provided “an adequate buffer,” adding that the
parce! was not large and “to split zone that really puts a constraint on us from a design perspective.” She preferred
addressing the compatibility element as part of the tentative map “and let us wtilize the low density under the SF6
and if we need to cluster it as a part of the PUD (planned unit development) or a common open space subdivision,
then we can certainly look at that,” Discussion ensued regarding mitigation between the higher density residences
and more cars with equestrians, and Ms. Pansky offered to look at the “best ways to direct traffic to make it
impactful,” through a deed restriction or disclosures, citing the Schulz Ranch project as an example. Supervisor
Bagwell received confirmation from Ms. Ferris that larger lots may be part of the conditions of approval *if you
can tie that mitigation back to one of the findings.” Ms. Sullivan clarified that the item before the Board today
was a zoning map amendment; however, with no future development, a deed restriction is not being discussed.
She aiso reminded the Board that in a past discussion regarding the Anderson Ranch development, having single-
story homes on the perimeter of the development had been done voluntarily. Ms. Sullivan recommended
continuing the item should the Board be concemed about compatibility. She also clarified for Supervisor Giomi
that a Master Plan amendment must be initiated by the property owner or the Board of Supervisors. Mayor
Crowell entertained additional comments or questions and when none were forthcoming, a motion to continue
the item.

(190:25:07) — Supervisor Bonkowski moved to continue this item and direct Staff to work with the applicant
to address the concerns brought up on the record today and bring the item back at a future meeting. The
motion was seconded by Supervisor Bagwell. Supervisor Giomi was informed that the item did not have to be
returned to the Planning Commission.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor Benkowski

SECONDER: Supervisor Bagwel]

AYES: Supervisors Bonkowski, Bagwell, Barrette, Giomi, and Mayor Crowell
NAYS: Nene

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: MNong

24.C FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING THE
ADOPTION OF BILL NO. 108, ON SECOND READING, AN ORDINANCE APPROYING THE
FOURTH ADDENDUM TO A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN CARSON CITY AND
SILVER QOAK DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP TO MODIFY ARTICLE 2.2
CLUSTER HOUSING OF THE SILVER OAK DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, AND PROVIDING
OTHER MATTERS PROPERLY RELATED THERETO ON PROPERTIES ZONED SINGLE FAMILY
12,000 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOFPMENT (SF-12 P), LOCATED ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF SILVER
OAK DRIVE, EAST OF SIENA DRIVE AND RED LEAF DRIVE, AND A PARCEL LOCATED
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Confirmation of Taxes Paid for APN 009-124-03

Carson City Property Inquiry 124-03 : 2020

Billing Fiscal Year (2020 - 2021)

Instaliment  Date Due  Date Paid  TaxBilled  Cost Billed Penalty/interest Total Due  Amount Paid Tetal Unpand
i 8172020 BI52020 $621.80 H0.00 0.00 3621.80 3621.80 H0.00
2 1052020 107212020 g021.42 0,00 0,00 62142 S621.42 S0
a 11372021 11612020 362142 50,040 S0,00 362142 5621.42 50.00
4 2021 12112020 $621.42 80.0) B0.00 §621.42 s621.42 5000
Total $2 486.06 $0.00 $0.00 £2 4B6.06 $2 456.06 $0.00
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)! FEADWAY

November 11, 2020

Mark B. Turner

Silver Oak Development, LP
3075 College Drive

Carson City, NV 89703

Trip Generation Letter — Clearview Silver Sage Single-Family Project
Dear Mr. Turner,

This letter provides trip generation estimates for the proposed Clearview Silver Sage Single-Family Project
in Carson City, NV. The proposed project is located on the northeast corner of the Clearview Drive / Silver
Sage Drive intersection, as shown in Figure 1.

Project

Site

Figure 1. Project Location
Land Use

The proposed project land use type and quantity are:

) 28 Single-Family Units
A conceptual site plan for the project is included in Attachment A.
Trip Generation

Trip generation estimates were calculated based on average trip rates presented in the Institute of
Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition.

Headway Transportation, LLC
5482 Longley Lane, Suite B, Reno, Nevada 89511
775.322.4300
www.HeadwayTransportation.com
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Trip Generation Letter
Clearview Silver Sage Single Family Project
November 11, 2020

Table 1 shows the Daily, AM Peak Hour, and PM Peak Hour trip generation estimates.

Table 1. Estimated Project Trips

Land Use . Daily AM PM
Quantity

(ITE Code) Total | In | Out | Total | In | Out | Total | In | Out

s'”g('glF;)m"y 28 Units | 264 | 132|132 | 21 |5 | 16 | 28 |17 11

Source: Headway Transportation, 2020

A 28-unit single-family residential project would generate approximately 264 Daily trips, 21 AM Peak Hour
trips, and 28 PM Peak Hour trips.

Trip Distribution

Traffic generated by the project will be distributed to the road network based on the location of the
project in relation to major activity centers and the existing roadway network. Anticipated trip
distribution percentages are shown below (see Figure 2).

45% East/West on Clearview Drive west of Silver Sage Drive

40% North/South on Silver Sage Drive north of Clearview Drive

10% East/West on Clearview Drive east of Center Drive

5% North/South on Silver Sage Drive south of Clearview Drive
Project trip distribution percentages are for informational purposes only. Project trips have not been
assigned to the roadway network based on these percentages for analysis of traffic impacts due to the
low-level of trip generation from the project, which falls below the threshold for a Traffic Study as required

by Carson City.

40%
Center Drive

.qﬁ.- - Trip Distribution

5%

@
2
T
o
&
0
.
@
=
[

Figure 2. Project Trip Distribution

Page 2 of 3
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Trip Generation Letter
Clearview Silver Sage Single Family Project
Movember 11, 2020

Conclusion

Carson City requires a formal traffic study if a proposed development generates more than 500 Daily trips
or 80 peak hour trips. The trip generation faor a single-family residential project with 28 units would be
well below the Carson City requirements for a Traffic Study. Therefore, no further traffic study is
recommended at this time since the low trip generation would not be expected to create any significant
traffic impacts.

Please do not hesitate to contact us at (775) 322-4300 with any questions.

Sincerely,
Headway Transportation, LLC

ARD
SON

Loren E. Chilson, PE

Principal

Attachments: A - Conceptual Site Plan

K7
m - T m————

Page3of 3
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LWOoOOoOD RKODGERS

December 17, 2020

State Street Development LLC
Mr. Mark B. Turner

3075 College Drive

Carson City, NV 89703

Subject: Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation
Borda Crossing
Carson City, Nevada

Dear Mr. Turner:

In accordance with your request, we are submitting our Geotechnical Investigation for the Clearview
Subdivision project located in Carson City, Nevada. Our work is intended for the sole and exclusive use
of State Street Development, LLC, their agents, or designated representatives. In our opinion, there are
no significant geotechnical constraints, which would preclude the proposed construction of the project,
provided the recommendations of this report are incorporated by design into the final plans and
specifications.

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you on this project. Should you have questions concerning
the contents of this report, or if we may be of further service, please contact the undersigned at your
convenience.

Sincerely,

WOOD RODGERS, INC.

—
- ;o
il J o o

-

o~ =
TR T

Gary Luce, P.E. Jim Koch, CEM
Senior Geotechnical Engineer Project Geologist

Corporate Office: 3301 C Street, Bldg. 100-B - Sacramento, CA 95316 » 916.241.7760 * Fax: 916.341.7767
Reno Office: 1361 Corporate Boulevard, Reno, NV 89502 - 775.823.4068 = Fax: 775823 4068
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PRELIMINARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our geotechnical investigation for the Borda Crossing residential
subdivision project (the “Site”) located in Carson City, Nevada as shown on Figure 1, the Vicinity Map.
The Site is comprised of a single parcel of land identified by the Carson City Assessor by APN 009-124-03.
The 5.266-acre site is located on the northeast corner of East Clearview Drive and Silver Sage Drive. ltis
our understanding that the proposed development will consist of 28 individual residential lots, local
streets, public utilities, and associated landscaping.

The primary focus of the investigation was to evaluate the general subsurface geologic and soil
conditions for the area of the Site. Based on the site characterization, laboratory testing, and
engineering analysis, recommendations are provided for grading, foundation design, pavement sections,
and related geotechnical concerns are provided. This report is considered preliminary until such time as
site grading, and structural plans are available for review. At the time of this report Carson City Building
Division has adopted the 2018 IBC and 2018 IRC.

2.0 SCOPE OF SERVICES
The scope of service performed to prepare this report included discussion of the project with the client

and reviewing the following documents:

e Katzer, T. (1980), Carson City Quadrangle, General Groundwater Map, Nevada Bureau of Mines
and Geology, Scale 1:24,000.

e Manhard Consulting, Ltd., Tentative Map, Borda Crossing, APN 009-124-003, Carson City,
Nevada dated December 16, 2020.

e Natural Resources Conservation Service Website, Soil Survey of Carson City Area, Nevada,
(http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm).

e Resource Concepts Inc., Preliminary, Geotechnical Investigation for the Clearview Subdivision,
October 21, 2019

e Trexler, D.T. (1977), Carson City Folio Geologic Map, Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology,
Carson City 7.5” Minute Quadrangle, Nevada, Scale 1:24,000.

e Trexler, D.T. and Bell, J.W., (1979), Carson City Quadrangle, Earthquake Hazards Map, Nevada
Bureau of Mines and Geology, Scale 1:24,000.

e Review of in-house documents, and other literature pertaining to the project area to aid in
evaluating geologic conditions and hazards that may be present.

In addition, we performed the following field analysis, laboratory analyses, and document preparation
tasks:

e Excavated six test pits to examine the prevailing soil conditions.
e Recovered representative samples utilizing bulk methods.

e Laboratory tests on representative soil samples recovered from the test pits to determine their
engineering characteristics.
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e Conducted analyses and computations for soil bearing strength, settlement, and pavement
sections.

e Prepared this report presenting our preliminary findings, conclusions, and recommendations
regarding the geotechnical aspects of constructing the proposed project.

The recommendations presented herein are based on the scope of services described above and our
experience with similar soil and geologic conditions in the Site area.

3.0 SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Site is bounded to the west by Silver Sage Drive, on the south by Clearview Drive, on the north and
east by residential development.

Topography in the vicinity of the project site is generally flat lying to gently sloping to the southeast.
Elevations on the proposed project site range from approximately 4,731 feet to 4,738 feet.

The Borda Crossing project, as currently proposed, includes approximately 5.266 acres of land.
Vegetation on the Site consists of sagebrush, native grasses, weeds, and other low shrubs. The project
conceptual layout and exploration locations on the Site are shown on Figure 2, the Site Plan.

The proposed development will consist of 28 individual residential lots, local streets, drainage
improvements, public utilities, and associated landscaping.

The scope of construction anticipated to be performed for this project consists of (but may not be
limited to) the following:

e Clearing of vegetation and grubbing of the surface on the Site.
e Mass grading of the Site.

e Conventional spread footing construction.

e Residential building construction.

e Constructing flexible pavement for the local streets.

e Installation of curbing, gutters and sidewalks.

e Installation of site utilities.

e Installation of drainage and landscaping elements on the Site.

4.0 FIELD EXPLORATION

Our field investigation was performed October 13, 2020. At that time six test pits were excavated on
the Site. The test pits were performed utilizing a backhoe with an eighteen-inch bucket. Representative
bulk samples were taken from the test pit locations. Wood Rodgers test pit locations are shown on
Figure 2 and the test pit logs are presented in Appendix A.

5.0 LABORATORY TESTING

Laboratory tests were performed in accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM), or by other locally accepted test methods. The types of tests performed are listed below:

) Gradation Analysis ASTM C117, D422.

177



e  Moisture Content\Density ASTM D2216\D2937\D1188.
e  Atterberg Limits ASTM D4318.
° R-value ASTM D2844.

Test results and descriptions of tests performed are provided in Appendix B. .0 Regional Geology
6.0 REGIONAL GEOLOGY

The Site is located at the western edge of the Basin and Range geomorphic province. The Basin and
Range are characterized by north-south trending mountain ranges separated by broad valleys. The
valleys are down-dropped relative to the mountains along boundary normal faults. Faulting that
resulted in the development of the Basin and Range topography occurred during the late Tertiary period
(last seventeen million years). The faulting activity continues to the present day as evidenced by seismic
activity which includes large earthquakes in the region from time to time. The Sierra Nevada
geomorphic province begins a few miles west of the Site. The mountains in this area are locally referred
to as the Carson Range. The Carson Range consists of granitic rocks that intruded older Mesozoic (sixty
to two hundred twenty-five million years ago,) to Paleozoic (two hundred twenty-five million to six
hundred million years ago,) sedimentary and volcanic rocks. The Pine Nut Mountains are located a few
miles east of the Site and include rocks similar to the Carson Range but also younger Tertiary
sedimentary and volcanic rocks.

The dominant fault system in western Nevada and Eastern California is the Sierra Nevada Frontal Fault
System (SNFFS) that extends from Owens Valley to near Honey Lake. The Genoa Fault is the name given
to the local portion of the SNFFS. The Genoa Fault is dominantly a single fault trace along the southern
portion of the Carson Range within the Carson Valley. In the Carson City area (Eagle Valley), the Genoa
Fault splits into a series of parallel faults that form a distributed fault system referred to as the Carson
City and Kings Canyon fault zones. Distributed fault systems are characterized as having several parallel
faults that tend to rupture simultaneously each moving a relatively small amount rather than all the
displacement occurring on a single fault trace. The Carson City fault zone and Kings Canyon fault zone
cross through Eagle Valley approximately one mile west of the Site. Many other subsidiary faults are
found within Eagle Valley as well as the Carson Valley to the south and Washoe Valley to the north. A
single Quaternary fault of undetermined age of last movement is mapped approximately five hundred
feet west of the Site.

The geology of the project area is referenced from the Carson City Geologic Map (Trexler, 1977). Carson
City lies within a large fault-bounded valley referred to as Eagle Valley. The valley area is typical of the
western edge of the Great Basin geomorphic province. The geologic map indicates the project site area
is predominantly underlain by Quaternary alluvial plain deposits. The alluvial plain deposits are on the
order of two thousand feet deep in the Eagle Valley basin based on geophysical data.

7.0 SOIL AND GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS

7.1 Subsurface Conditions

Natural Resources Conservation Service mapping of the Site shows a single soil unit to be present. The
NRCS data pertains only to the top five feet of soil present. The soil unit (and map number) is Sand
Surpass Sandy Loam (6719). This soil unit is classified as dominantly silty to clayey sand (SM-SC). The
soil map unit found on the Site is illustrated on the Soils Map, Figure 3 for reference.
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The surface soil conditions to a depth of five feet observed in our borings were generally consistent with
the descriptions found on the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) with the exception that no
soils classified as clayey sands were observed. On-site soils as observed in our borings are generally
alluvial silty sand (SM) overlying with poorly-graded silty sand mixtures (SP-SM) with traces of gravel to
the total depth explored.

7.2 Groundwater

Groundwater depths within the project area have been mapped on the Carson City Quadrangle by
Maurer, 1992. Mapping and well data show that the groundwater surface in the vicinity of the Site is
present at approximately forty feet below the existing surface. Groundwater or evidence of high
groundwater was not encountered in any of our test pits. Variations in rainfall, snowmelt, temperature,
and other factors can cause fluctuations in the level of groundwater. Groundwater flow in the project
site area is generally to the southeast towards the Carson River.

8.0 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

8.1 Active Faulting

Carson City is located near active faults which are capable of producing significant ground motions due
to seismic events. Figure 4, the Fault Map for the site vicinity shows the distribution of active faults in
the area taken from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 2008 Quaternary fault and fold database for the
United States; http//earthquake.usgs.gov/regional/q. Faults considered active for the type of
development planned are located near the Site. Based on the USGS data and the Genoa Earthquake
Hazards Map (Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology, 1979) no faults have been mapped across the Site
nor was any evidence of faulting observed in the field. The nearest active faults are located
approximately five hundred feet west of the Site. Therefore, the risk of fault ground rupture at the Site
is considered low.

Strong seismic shaking is considered likely during the life of the project. Ground shaking intensities for
design considerations should be governed by seismic events occurring along the base of the Carson
Range on the Kings Canyon fault zone. Faulting along the Carson Range has been evaluated by the
Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology to be capable of producing earthquake Richter Magnitudes on the
order of 7.0 with peak ground accelerations as high as 2.0 g. These values are equivalent to Modified
Mercalli Intensities of X or greater.

The seismic risk due to shaking at the Site is not considered significantly greater than that of the
surrounding developments and the Carson City area in general. We recommend that the seismic design
of the structures be performed in accordance with the latest version of the International Building Code
(IBC). Site-specific IBC (ASCE7-16) geotechnical seismic design parameters are presented in Section 9.6
of this report.

8.2 Liquefaction

Strong vibratory motions such as those generated by earthquakes may cause liquefaction of granular
soils. Soils that are highly susceptible to liquefaction are loose, granular and saturated. Liquefaction of
soils may cause surface distress, loss of bearing capacity, and settlement of structures. Liquefaction is
generally accepted to be restricted to within fifty feet of the surface due to confining pressures.

Lateral spreading is a ground-failure phenomenon that can also occur in association with liquefaction,
whereby lateral displacements occur at the ground surface. Conditions required for lateral spreading
include gently sloping terrain, and, where a “free-face” (such as a creek bank) is nearby. Based on our
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review of the site topography, density of site soils, depth to groundwater and lack of liquefiable layers,
the potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading is considered low.

8.3 Landslides and Slope Stability

We do not consider the potential for land sliding to be a hazard to the Site due to the gently sloping
topography and provided that the grading recommendations presented herein are strictly adhered to.

8.4 Expansive Soil

No expansive soils were identified on the Site within construction depths during our field exploration.
Therefore, the risk of distress to structures from such structures is considered low.

8.5 Flooding

A review of the FIRM map 3200010207F effective on June 20, 2019 indicates that the Site is not located
in areas within the 1.0 percent annual chance of flooding.

8.6 Radon

Radon gas is found in soil and air everywhere in varying amounts due to natural processes. According to
the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), high radon levels have been reported in every state.
Radon is generated when uranium breaks down into radium which in turn decays into radon gas. Radon
gas is known to be of more concern in areas of igneous rocks and derived soils. Radon gas is odorless
and transparent and not detectable except by specialized monitoring equipment. The EPA has
determined based on testing that the Carson City area has a high potential to exceed the mitigation
threshold level of four picocuries per liter of air (pCi/L). Mitigation strategies are discussed in Section
9.5.7.

The EPA has produced an informational guide for builders and homeowners which can be viewed on the
UNR website: https://www.unce.unr.edu/programs/sites/radon/files/pdf/CitizensGuideNV.pdf

9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1 General Conditions- Soil Handling and Excavation Characteristics

Our conclusions are based on our investigation conducted in October of 2020, review of previous
geotechnical reports for areas near the Site and our local experience.

9.1.1 Based on the results of our investigation, the Site is geotechnically well suited for the proposed
commercial uses, provided the recommendations presented herein are implemented in the
design and construction of the project.

9.1.2 Our field investigation indicates that native soils to what are considered typical construction
depths on the Site are characterized by stratified layers of silty, and silty poorly graded sands.

9.1.3 Potential seismic hazards at the Site will likely be associated with possible moderate to strong
ground shaking from an event along the regional active faults. No faults are known on the Site
and therefore the risk of fault rupture is considered low. Structures should be designed in
accordance with 2018 IBC seismic requirements.

9.1.4 Soil Conservation Service data, laboratory analysis, and our local experience indicate that soils
are not aggressive for either Type Il or Type IP concrete. However, soils are aggressive
(corrosive) for uncoated steel. The project structural engineer should consider the use of
coatings or other cathodic protection where uncoated steel may be in contact with native soils.
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9.15

9.1.6

9.1.7

9.1.8

9.1.9
9.1.10

9.1.11

9.1.12

9.1.13

A preconstruction conference should be held at the Site prior to the beginning of grading
operations with the owner, contractor, civil engineer and geotechnical engineer in attendance.
Soil handling, grading requirements, scheduling, and testing requirements can be discussed at
that time.

Site preparation should begin with the removal of brush, organic matter, and debris if any. Prior
to the commencement of grading, all domestic debris, if any, and refuse should be removed
from the Site and disposed of as appropriate.

It is estimated that soil grubbing will range from four to six inches in depth. The depth of
removal should be such that material exposed in the cut areas or soils to be used as fill is
relatively free of organic matter. Soil and organic material generated during stripping is not
suitable for use in structural areas but may be placed in landscaped or other non-structural
areas if deemed suitable for the specific application.

All references to relative compaction and optimum moisture content in this report are based on
the ASTM D1557-12 Test Procedure.

Earthwork operations should be observed, and compacted fill tested by our representative.

In our opinion, grading and excavations may be accomplished with light to moderate effort with
conventional heavy-duty grading/excavation equipment. Excavations in native soils are not
anticipated to generate significant quantities of oversized material (greater than six inches in
dimension) that will require special handling or exporting from the Site.

Excavated native granular soils (including clayey sands), free of organic matter or debris,
generated from cut operations, after clearing and grubbing is complete, are anticipated to be
suitable for use as engineered fill.

Where structural fill material is required, it should meet the Standard Specifications for Public
Works (304.03). Structural fill is defined herein as all fill within three feet laterally outside of
building perimeter foundations. In addition, all fill placed beneath pavement sections should
also be considered structural. Import structural fill material where required should be certified
within the past year for public works usage or sampled and approved by WRI prior to its
transportation to the Site.

During or immediately following wet weather, the near-surface soil may deflect or pump under
heavy equipment loads. Yielding soil conditions can typically be stabilized using one of the
methods listed below. However, soil conditions and mitigation methods should be reviewed and
approved by WRI when encountered.

e Option 1. Deeply scarify (ten to twelve inches) allow to air dry to near optimum moisture
content and re-compact.

e Option 2. Remove unstable (wet) soils to a firm base and allow the wet subgrade soil to dry
to near optimum moisture content and re-compact. Replace the removed soils with drier
soil meeting the structural fill specifications.

Other stabilization alternatives such as the use of geosynthetic fabrics or grids, rock stabilization layers,
and soil chemical treatments may be appropriate depending on the situation. Consultation with us is
crucial for expedient and appropriate mitigation.
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9.2 Grading — Building Pads

The following discussion and recommendations are intended for mass grading of structural areas and
finish grading for foundation, driveway areas, and flatwork. Due to the lack of a grading plan at the time
of this report, these recommendations are subject to review prior to plan submittal to Carson City.

9.2.1 Building pad areas, or in soil areas to receive fill, should be scarified to a depth of eight to ten
inches and granular soils compacted to at least 90% relative compaction near optimum moisture
content.

9.2.2  Structural fill should then be compacted in horizontal layers and brought to final subgrade
elevations. Structural fill should be placed in level eight-inch loose lifts. Each lift should be
moisture conditioned at or near optimum moisture content and then compacted to a minimum
of 90% relative compaction.

9.2.3 The cut portion of cut-fill transition building pads or pavements should be undercut at least one
foot vertically for five feet laterally into the cut face from the point of transition and replaced
with properly compacted structural fill.

9.2.4  Where cut and fill soil slopes are required, they should be constructed at a maximum gradient of
2:1 (horizontal to vertical).

9.3 Grading — Underground Utilities

9.3.1 Temporary excavations, such as utility trench sidewalls excavated within undisturbed native
soils or structural fill should remain near-vertical to depths of at least three feet. Some minor
sloughing should be expected within some of the cleaner surficial sand lenses or during periods
of high precipitation. Native granular soils within ten feet of the existing surface should be
considered Soil Type C by OSHA Standards. If the contractor is uncertain about the soil
designation the engineer should be contacted or the more conservative approach utilized by
treating the excavation in question as Soil Type C. It is the contractor’s responsibility to provide
sufficient and safe excavation support per OSHA Standards as well as protecting nearby utilities,
structures, and other improvements, which may be damaged by earth movements.

9.3.2 Should any large precipitation events be forecast, it is imperative that open excavations be
protected from flooding. Tarping, daylighting to drain or temporary backfilling should be
considered by the contractor to prevent flooding damage and erosion in general.

9.3.3 Bedding and pipe zone backfill should extend from the bottom of the trench excavation to a
minimum of twelve inches above the crown of the pipe. Pipe bedding material should consist of
Class A backfill material as defined by the Standard Specifications for Public Works (Orange
Book). Bedding and pipe zone material should be hand compacted in six-inch maximum lifts.

9.3.4 Trench backfill above the pipe zone should meet Orange Book Class E backfill requirements at a
minimum and be compacted to a minimum of 90% relative density in structural areas and a
minimum of 85% in landscape areas.

9.3.5 Underground utility trenches within structural areas (building pads and streets) should be
backfilled with properly compacted material. Granular material excavated from the trenches
should be adequate for use as backfill provided it does not contain deleterious matter,
vegetation, or rock larger than six inches in maximum dimension. Trench backfill should be
placed in loose lifts not exceeding eight inches. The lifts should be compacted to a minimum of
90% relative compaction at or near optimum moisture content.
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9.4
9.4.1

9.4.2

9.4.3

9.5

Grading — Pavement and Flatwork Areas

Pavement and flatwork subgrade areas underlain by native soil materials should be scarified to a
depth of eight to ten inches and moisture conditioned at or near optimum moisture content.
The upper six inches of pavement subgrade soils should be compacted to a minimum of 90%
relative compaction at or near optimum moisture content.

The subgrade soils for pavements should be finished to a compacted smooth unyielding surface.
We recommend proof-rolling the subgrade with a loaded water truck (or similar equipment) to
verify the stability of the subgrade prior to placing aggregate base.

Aggregate base used to support pedestrian and vehicular pavements should consist of Type |l
Class B material compacted to a minimum of 95% relative compaction

Preliminary Foundation Design Criteria

The following foundation information is intended to provide preliminary structural design criteria.
When final grading plans are completed, they should be reviewed by the geotechnical engineer and
recommendations amended if necessary.

9.5.1

9.5.2

9.5.3

9.5.4

9.5.5

9.5.6

9.5.7

Conventional foundations should consist of continuous perimeter strip footings and isolated
interior spread footings. Minimum strip footing width should not be less than twelve inches;
isolated spread footings should be at least sixteen inches square.

Perimeter footings should extend at least twenty-four inches below lowest adjacent exterior
grade bearing on compacted native soils or structural fill. Interior footings should extend at least
eight inches below lowest adjacent grade. These embedment recommendations are crucial for
frost protection, to develop bearing capacity, to inhibit surface water intrusion into crawl spaces
and to provide lateral force resistance. Final surface grading should provide for positive drainage
away from the structure per the 2018 IBC or 2018 IRC as appropriate. Footing and foundation
backfill should be compacted to at least 90% below paving, concrete slabs or flatwork.

Adjacent utilities should not be constructed in the zone of influence parallel to footings. The
zone of influence may be taken to be the area beneath the footing and within a 1:1 plane
extending out and down from the bottom of the footing. Utility penetrations into the building
envelope should be made perpendicular to the building stem wall where possible.

Shallow foundations proportioned as recommended above may be designed based on an
allowable bearing capacity of 3,000 psf. Bearing capacity may be increased by one-third for
transient events such as wind and earthquake loading.

A lateral passive pressure of 350 psf is recommended for resistance of foundation elements to
sliding. A coefficient of friction of 0.35 for foundation elements in contact with native soils is
appropriate for native sandy soils. A coefficient of friction of 0.40 is appropriate for concrete
underlain by a minimum of six inches of aggregate base.

It is estimated that total and differential settlement of footings under the recommended
allowable bearing capacity to be less than one inch and three-quarter inch respectively.

EPA recommends that homes that have radon levels of four picocuries per liter of air (pCi/L) be
mitigated. Mitigations can consist of passive, active or combined passive and active mitigations.
Typical mitigations consist of a gravel layer (typically four to six inches) placed below a vapor
retarder either under slabs or in crawls spaces. Should a gravel layer be considered for raised
floor construction, building pad subgrade elevations will need to be adjusted to accommodate
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the minimum crawl space clearance considering the depth of gravel. Installation of a vent pipe
to the roof is recommended at the time of initial construction in the event that high levels are
subsequently determined. If radon levels are found to be elevated post-construction, a fan can
be added at that time. Passive venting (no fan) or mechanical venting has a high success rate in
mitigating radon.

9.5.8 The mitigation methods have the potential to provide added value by decreasing moisture and
other adverse soil gases such as methane and volatile organic compounds should they be
encountered beneath structures. The reduction of moisture in crawl spaces discourages molds
and mildew which has also been found to be a significant problem in portions of Carson City.

9.6 Seismic Design Criteria

The Site is located near faults capable of generating strong seismic shaking during the life of the project.
In accordance with ASCE 7-16 and the Northern Nevada Amendments of the 2018 IBC, Site Class D and
Seismic Design Category D2 (or E depending on structural considerations) have been assigned to the
project. Site Class D is assigned to the project assuming the structures have fundamental periods of
vibration equal to or less than 0.5 seconds. Seismic design values were determined based on a
representative latitude and longitude of 39.1290°N and -119.7628°E, respectively. Per ASCE 7-16, the
site’s modified Peak Ground Acceleration to be used for engineering analyses is equal to 0.929g. The
ASCE 7 Hazards report is presented in Appendix C.

9.7 Retaining Walls

At the time of this report, retaining walls are not shown on conceptual site plans. Final plans for
retaining structures, if any, should be submitted to WRI for review to ensure that the following
generalized recommendations are appropriate to the specific wall being designed.

9.7.1 Allowable bearing capacities for retaining wall foundations may be assumed as indicated in
Section 9.5 above. Earth pressures are dependent on the backfill and should be considered on a
case-by-case basis. However, for preliminary planning of retaining walls less than six feet tall
and assuming level structural fill backfill at least three feet behind the wall the values in Table
9.7.1 are recommended.

TABLE 9.7.1
PRELIMINARY EARTH PRESSURE VALUES FOR RETAINING WALLS
Passive Pressure At Rest Pressure Active Pressure
350 psf/f 55 psf/f 35 sf/f

9.7.2 Positive drainage is essential behind any earth retaining structure to prevent the backfill from
becoming saturated. Saturated backfill can result in significant (a factor of two or more)
increases in the lateral wall pressures above the previously recommended values. Positive
drainage for retaining walls should consist of a vertical layer of permeable material positioned
between the retaining wall and the soil backfill. The permeable material may be composed of a
composite drainage fabric, or a natural permeable material, such as coarse sand or pea gravel at
least six inches in thickness, with a synthetic, geotextile filter fabric between it and the soil
backfill.
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9.8
9.8.1

9.8.2

9.8.3

9.8.4

9.8.5

9.8.6

9.8.7

9.8.8

9.9
9.9.1

Slabs-On-Grade

Conventional concrete slab-on-grade floors are suitable for the building pads prepared as
recommended in Section 9.5. A minimum 10-mil-thick vapor retarder meeting ASTM E1745-97
Class C requirements may be placed below the slab where interior moisture is considered
undesirable. The vapor retarder may be covered by an optional two-inch layer of medium sand
as a cushion. To reduce the potential for punctures, a higher quality vapor retarder (fifteen mil,
Class A or B) may be used. The vapor retarder, if used, should extend to the edges of the slab,
and should be sealed at all seams and penetrations. Slabs should be underlain by a minimum of
four inches of compacted (95% minimum relative density) aggregate base. Slab thickness and
reinforcement should be determined by the structural engineer based on the anticipated
loading.

If a significant amount of time has passed since building pad grading and the soil surface of the
building pad has become dry, then it should be re-moistened prior to placing the moisture
retarding system. The building pad should be moistened by soaking or sprinkling such that the
upper twelve inches of soil is near optimum moisture, as determined by our representative at
least forty-eight hours before concrete placement.

Some floor coverings, such as tile or linoleum, are sensitive to moisture that can be transmitted
from and through the slab. Slab floors should be moist cured for a minimum of seven days prior
to placing any floor coverings. Floor coverings should be installed in accordance with the
manufacturer’s recommendations including any moisture transmissivity testing requirements.

Crack control spacing should be determined by the project structural engineer based on slab
thickness and intended usage.

All exterior concrete should be air entrained from 4.5% to 7.0% air content. The water cement
ratio for all exterior concrete should be 0.45 or less. The use of mid-range plasticizer is
recommended to facilitate the finishing process while maintaining the desired water cement
ratio.

Exterior concrete should be placed and finished in accordance with American Concrete Institute
(ACl) recommendations for concrete placed in areas subject to freeze-thaw environments.

Recommendations presented herein are intended to reduce the potential for cracking of slabs
caused by differential movement. However, even with the incorporation of the
recommendations presented herein, slabs-on-grade will still exhibit some cracking. The
occurrence of concrete shrinkage cracks is independent of the soil supporting characteristics.
Their occurrence may be reduced and/or controlled by limiting the slump of concrete, the use of
crack control joints and proper concrete placing and curing. Adherence to ACI and Portland
Concrete Association (PCA) recommendations including those for low humidity, freeze thaw
conditions and wind, if applicable, should be incorporated into project construction practices.

Should post-tensioned slabs be considered, a representative of WRI should be contacted for
additional recommendations.

Pavements

Pavement sections are provided for interior streets, on-site parking and driveway use only.
Pavement sections are based on Carson City Design Standards and Asphalt Institute
methodology.

185



9.9.2

9.9.3

9.9.4

It is recommended that the use of AC 64-28NV (polymerized asphalt oil) be considered as we
have found that it substantially reduces cracking due to thermal stresses prevalent in the freeze
thaw environment of this area. The savings in long term maintenance of the pavement
including crack sealing is in our opinion worth the extra expense. However, this asphalt oil
recommendation should be considered optional in that it is relative to frequency of
maintenance only and does not affect structural calculations.

The following preliminary Asphalt Concrete (AC) pavement sections are recommended for
design to establish subgrade elevations for local streets, parking, and driveways.

TABLE 9.9.3
PRELIMINARY AC PAVEMENT SECTIONS
Facilit AC Thickness AB Thickness
y (inches) (inches)
Local Streets 3.0 6.0
Driveways and Parking 3.0 6.0
Areas
Dumpster Areas 4.0 6.0

The pavement sections are based on the following assumptions:
e All pavements have a twenty-year design life.
e The subgrade soil has an R-Value of sixty or higher.

e The ADT for the single local street was assumed to be five hundred which is substantially
more than ITE estimates would indicate (280 based on ten trips per day per residence).

e The Type 2, Class B Aggregate Base (AB) has a minimum R-Value of seventy and meets the
requirements of the Standard Specifications for Public Works as adopted by Carson City.

e The AB is compacted to 95% or higher relative compaction at or near optimum moisture
content.

e Soil subgrade has been prepared as previously recommended.

e Asphalt concrete should conform to Section 320 of Orange Book for design, production,
preparation for placement, and placement of HMA.

If Portland Concrete Cement (PCC) driveways or trash enclosures are required, they should be
constructed as shown in Table 9.9.4 below.

TABLE9.9.4
MINIMUM PCC PAVEMENT SECTIONS
Alternate PCC Thickness (inches) AB Thickness (inches)
Automobile Parking Areas 4.0 6.0
and Driveways
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Areas Subject to Semi Truck

Traffic or Dumpster Areas >0 6.0

e The minimum compressive strength (twenty-eight day) should be at least 4,000 psi and
meet the requirements stated in Section 9.9 as appropriate for exterior concrete. Traffic on
the slab should be avoided until at least 80% of the design strength has been verified by
testing.

e Reinforcement of the PCC driveways should be specified by the project structural (or civil)
engineer.

e Construction (or crack control) joints should also be as recommended by the project
structural (or civil) engineer.

9.10 Site Drainage

9.10.1 Adequate drainage is crucial to reduce the potential for differential soil movement, erosion, and
subsurface seepage. The Site should be graded and maintained such that surface drainage is
directed away from structures and the top of slopes into swales or other controlled drainage
devices.

9.10.2 Soil slopes constructed steeper than recommended in Section 9.2 (2H:1V) or where subject to
concentrated flows in excess of four feet per second should be stabilized with riprap, slope
netting or other mechanical methods as designed by the project civil engineer.

9.10.3 Temporary erosion control during construction should be as required in the approved storm
water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).

9.10.4 Landscape irrigation should be kept at least three feet away from all building foundations. We
recommended that drip irrigation be installed near foundations wherever feasible.

9.10.5 Under no circumstances should water be allowed to pond adjacent to footings.
10.0 LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS

The recommendations of this report pertain only to the Site investigated and are based upon the
assumption that soil and groundwater conditions do not deviate from those disclosed in the
investigation. It is strongly recommended that WRI review final grading plans to ensure compliance with
the recommendations of this report. Our professional services were performed and prepared in
accordance with generally accepted geotechnical engineering principles and practices used in Carson
City at this time.

No guarantee or warranty as to the continuity of soil conditions on the Site is implied or intended. If any
variations or undesirable conditions are encountered during construction, or if the proposed
construction will differ from that anticipated herein, WRI should be notified so that supplemental
recommendations can be given. It is strongly recommended that WRI review final grading plans to
ensure compliance with the recommendations of this report. The evaluation or identification of the
potential presence of hazardous or corrosive materials was not part of the scope of services provided by
WRI.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner or his
representative to ensure that the information and recommendations contained herein are brought to
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the attention of the architect and engineer for the project and incorporated into the plans and that the
necessary steps are taken to see that the contractor and subcontractors carry out such
recommendations in the field.

The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the conditions of a
property can occur with the passage of time, whether due to natural processes or the works of man on
this or adjacent properties. In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards may occur,
whether they result from legislation or the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this
report may be invalidated wholly or partially by changes outside our control. Therefore, this report is
subject to review and should not be relied upon after a period of two years.
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e Wood Rodgers Inc. TEST PIT NUMBER TP-1
orporate Blv
f\" Reno NV 89521 PAGE 1 OF 1
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066
CLIENT PROJECT NAME _E. Clearview Drive
PROJECT NUMBER _3948001 PROJECT LOCATION _Carson City, Nevada
DATE STARTED _10/13/20 COMPLETED _10/13/20 GROUND ELEVATION 4737 ft TEST PIT SIZE _24 inches
EXCAVATION CONTRACTOR _Coons Construction GROUND WATER LEVELS:
EXCAVATION METHOD _Backhoe AT TIME OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
LOGGED BY _Seth Barton CHECKED BY _Gary Luce AT END OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
NOTES: AFTER EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
W ATTERBERG =
2 - < LIMITS
T ) So > ob | w |2 |B < =
=_|Zo L858 222 | 2 [EglREle. o |EL|Es
e MATERIAL DESCRIPTION Wwe |59| 852 | T [Z8|Ld|2x|F=|0s|88
w= <3 s (0% @@= | 2 (278523 |23 Eale
o =z |9 oz | x |% §OQ:5:22LU
& ad a o7 |z |37z
es-_Topsoo I
= = SILTY SAND, (SM) medium dense, dry, light brown, nonplastic GB
L 1 AA
B _ Very dense, slightly cemented
25 | ||| GB
" AR 1.99 17.9
i ~ POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT, (SP-SM) medium dense, -
B Jd00 dry, light brown, nonplastic
I GB
Sl AC 1.34 9.14
5.0
i ] Tan
7.5
| HICRERE GB
S AD 1.20 6.76
10.0

GEOTECH BH COLUMNS - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/29/20 16:02 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948 CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST _SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ

Bottom of Test Pit at 10.0 Feet.
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e Wood Rodgers Inc. TEST PIT NUMBER TP-2
orporate Blv
f\) Reno NV 89521 PAGE 1 OF 1
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066
CLIENT PROJECT NAME _E. Clearview Drive
PROJECT NUMBER _3948001 PROJECT LOCATION _Carson City, Nevada
DATE STARTED _10/13/20 COMPLETED _10/13/20 GROUND ELEVATION 4737 ft TEST PIT SIZE _24 inches
EXCAVATION CONTRACTOR _Coons Construction GROUND WATER LEVELS:
EXCAVATION METHOD _Backhoe AT TIME OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
LOGGED BY _Seth Barton CHECKED BY _Gary Luce AT END OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
NOTES: AFTER EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
W ATTERBERG =
® - < LIMITS
T ) So > ob | w |2 |B < =
=_|Zo L858 222 | 2 [EglREle. o |EL|Es
e MATERIAL DESCRIPTION Wwe |59| 852 | T [Z8|Ld|2x|F=|0s|88
w= <3 s (0% @@= | 2 (278523 |23 Eale
o =z |9 oz | x |% §OQ:5:22LU
& o a o7 & |37|2
es-_Topsoo I
= = SILTY SAND, (SM) medium dense, dry, light brown, nonplastic
- B @ GB
BA
B _ Very dense, slightly cemented
25 | ||| GB
NN @ BB
I ~ POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT, (SP-SM) medium dense,
dry, light brown, nonplastic
- B @ GB
BC
5.0
B =4 Tan
75 |1 GB
RNk BD
10.0

GEOTECH BH COLUMNS - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/29/20 16:02 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948 CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST _SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ

Bottom of Test Pit at 10.0 Feet.
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e Wood Rodgers Inc. TEST PIT NUMBER TP-3
orporate Blv
f\" Reno NV 89521 PAGE 1 OF 1
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066
CLIENT PROJECT NAME _E. Clearview Drive
PROJECT NUMBER _3948001 PROJECT LOCATION _Carson City, Nevada
DATE STARTED _10/13/20 COMPLETED _10/13/20 GROUND ELEVATION 4737 ft TEST PIT SIZE _24 inches
EXCAVATION CONTRACTOR _Coons Construction GROUND WATER LEVELS:
EXCAVATION METHOD _Backhoe AT TIME OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
LOGGED BY _Seth Barton CHECKED BY _Gary Luce AT END OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
NOTES: AFTER EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
W ATTERBERG =
2 - < LIMITS
T ) So > . ob | w |2 |B < =
=_|Zo L858 222 | 2 [EglREle. o |EL|Es
e MATERIAL DESCRIPTION Wwe |59| 852 | T [Z8|Ld|2x|F=|0s|88
w= <3 s (0% @@= | 2 (278523 |23 Eale
o =z |9 oz | x |% §OQ:5:22LU
& o a o7 & |37|2
es-_Topsoo I
= = SILTY SAND, (SM) medium dense, dry, light brown, nonplastic
e GB
s | '.1-|  Verydense, slightly cemented @ CA 214 7.8
I ~ POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT, (SP-SM) medium dense, |
light brown, nonplastic
5.0

GEOTECH BH COLUMNS - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/29/20 16:02 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948 CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST_SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ

Bottom of Test Pit at 6.0 Feet.
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i Wood Rodgers Inc. TEST PIT NUMBER TP-4
orporate Blvi
,\" Reno NV 89521 PAGE 1 OF 1
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066
CLIENT PROJECT NAME E. Clearview Drive
PROJECT NUMBER 3948001 PROJECT LOCATION _Carson City, Nevada
DATE STARTED 10/13/20 COMPLETED 10/13/20 GROUND ELEVATION 4732 ft TEST PIT SIZE 24 inches
EXCAVATION CONTRACTOR _Coons Construction GROUND WATER LEVELS:
EXCAVATION METHOD Backhoe AT TIME OF EXCAVATION --- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
LOGGED BY _Seth Barton CHECKED BY _Gary Luce AT END OF EXCAVATION --- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
NOTES: AFTER EXCAVATION --- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
W ATTERBERG E
X = Q) LIMITS
T ) So > ob | w |2 |B < =
=_|Zo L858 222 | 2 [EglREle. o |EL|Es
e MATERIAL DESCRIPTION Wwe |59| 852 | T [Z8|Ld|2x|F=|0s|88
w= <3 s (0% @@= | 2 (278523 |23 Eale
o =z |9 oz | x |% §ogj§:22m
& o a o7 & |37|2
= _roesow i
= = POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT, (SP-SM) medium dense,
: dry, brown, nonplastic
25 | [ GB
N " Da
5.0
i T Tan
B 4 ] @ GB
S DB
7.5 1
10.0 [

GEOTECH BH COLUMNS - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/29/20 16:02 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948 CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST _SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ

Bottom of Test Pit at 10.0 Feet.
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e Wood Rodgers Inc. TEST PIT NUMBER TP-5
orporate Blv
f\" Reno NV 89521 PAGE 1 OF 1
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066
CLIENT PROJECT NAME _E. Clearview Drive
PROJECT NUMBER 3948001 PROJECT LOCATION _Carson City, Nevada
DATE STARTED _10/13/20 COMPLETED _10/13/20 GROUND ELEVATION _4731 ft TEST PIT SIZE _24 inches
EXCAVATION CONTRACTOR _Coons Construction GROUND WATER LEVELS:
EXCAVATION METHOD _Backhoe AT TIME OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
LOGGED BY _Seth Barton CHECKED BY _Gary Luce AT END OF EXCAVATION _--- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
NOTES: AFTER EXCAVATION --- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
W ATTERBERG E
R = e LIMITS
T ) So > ob | w |2 |B < =
=_|Zo L858 222 | 2 [EglREle. o |EL|Es
e MATERIAL DESCRIPTION Wwe |59| 852 | T [Z8|Ld|2x|F=|0s|88
w= <3 s (0% @@= | 2 (278523 |23 Eale
o =z |9 oz | x |% §OQ:5:22LU
& o a o7 & |37|2
—yp-_opsow I
5 L POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT, (SP-SM) medium dense,
: dry, light brown, nonplastic
] GB
| U EA 1.97 14.1
05 Very dense, slightly cemented
i ] Medium dense
5.0
i ] Tan

GEOTECH BH COLUMNS - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/29/20 16:02 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948 CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST _SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ

Bottom of Test Pit at 6.5 Feet.
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i Wood Rodgers Inc. TEST PIT NUMBER TP-6
orporate Blv
,\" Reno NV 89521 PAGE 1 OF 1
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066
CLIENT PROJECT NAME E. Clearview Drive
PROJECT NUMBER 3948001 PROJECT LOCATION _Carson City, Nevada
DATE STARTED 10/13/20 COMPLETED 10/13/20 GROUND ELEVATION 4731 ft TEST PIT SIZE 24 inches
EXCAVATION CONTRACTOR _Coons Construction GROUND WATER LEVELS:
EXCAVATION METHOD Backhoe AT TIME OF EXCAVATION --- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
LOGGED BY _Seth Barton CHECKED BY _Gary Luce AT END OF EXCAVATION --- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
NOTES: AFTER EXCAVATION --- NO FREE WATER ENCOUNTERED
W ATTERBERG E
X = < LIMITS
T ) So > ob | w |2 |B < =
E_|Zo L858 222 | 2 [EglREle. o |EL|Es
e MATERIAL DESCRIPTION Wwe |59| 852 | T [Z8|Ld|2x|F=|0s|88
w= <3 s (0% @@= | 2 (278523 |23 Eale
o =z |9 oz | x |% §ogj§:22m
& ad a o7 |z |37z
= _roesow i
= = POORLY GRADED SAND WITH SILT, (SP-SM) medium dense,
: dry, light brown, nonplastic
2.5
| _‘: GB
1 o Ea 1.42 9.91
5.0
i ] Tan
7.5
I Rt GB
“ = 1.64 8.96
10.0 [

GEOTECH BH COLUMNS - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/29/20 16:02 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948 CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST _SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ

Bottom of Test Pit at 10.0 Feet.
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GRAIN SIZE - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/27/20 16:00 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948_CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST_SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ

I Wood Rodgers Inc. GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION
PP 1361 Corporate Blvd
(\‘ Reno NV 89521
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066
CLIENT PROJECT NAME E. Clearview Drive
PROJECT NUMBER 3948001 PROJECT LOCATION Carson City, Nevada
U.S. SIEVE OPENING IN INCHES | U.S. SIEVE NUMBERS | HYDROMETER
6 4 3 215 3/4 38 3 4 6 8101416 20 30 40 50 60 100 140200
100 \ ?\m T 1] TTI1 T T 1
” x| ;
95 x :
90 \
K
85 )\
80 ;\
75 E \%
70 i
— 65 \m
5
= 60
w
=
> 55 \*
o
&
g 50
o
E 45 -
S 40
x
35 \'
30 \.\,\
25 @\
20
\m g
15 g
10 b
)
5 -
0
100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS
COBBLES GRAVEL_ _SAND - SILT OR CLAY
coarse ‘ fine coarse ‘ medium ‘ fine
TEST PIT DEPTH Classification LL PL Pl Cc Cu
® TP-1 2.0 SILTY SAND(SM)
X TP-1 3.5 POORLY GRADED SAND with SILT(SP-SM) 0.88 | 13.30
A TP 8.0 POORLY GRADED SAND with SILT(SP-SM) 0.81 | 6.99
x| TP-3 1.0 SILTY SAND(SM)
®| TP-5 0.5 POORLY GRADED SAND with SILT(SP-SM)
TEST PIT DEPTH D100 D60 D30 D10 %Gravel %Sand %Silt %Clay
® TPA1 2.0 25 0.691 0.168 6.1 76.0 17.9
X TP-1 3.5 12.5 1.119 0.288 0.084 6.2 84.6 9.1
Al TPA1 8.0 19 0.73 0.248 0.104 4.8 88.5 6.8
*| TP-3 1.0 12.5 0.521 0.149 2.8 79.5 17.8
©| TP-5 0.5 37.5 0.682 0.198 6.2 79.7 141
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v

CLIENT

Wood Rodgers Inc.

1361 Corporate Blvd
Reno NV 89521
Telephone: 775-823-4068
Fax: 775-823-4066

PROJECT NUMBER _3948001

GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION

PROJECT NAME E. Clearview Drive

PROJECT LOCATION Carson City, Nevada

PERCENT FINER BY WEIGHT

U.S. SIEVE OPENING IN INCHES \

6 4 3 215 1

100
95

e 2 =i

1/23/8 3 4 6

U.S. SIEVE NUMBERS \
810 1416 20 30 40 50 60 100 140200

HYDROMETER

90

.

85

80

\,

75

70

65

60

55

50

45

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

100

10

1

0.1

GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS

0.01

0.001

COBBLES

GRAVEL

SAND

coarse ‘

fine

coarse ‘

medium

‘ fine

SILT OR CLAY

TEST PIT

DEPTH

Classification

LL

PL

Pl

Cc Cu

o TP6

1.0

POORLY GRADED SAND with SILT(SP-SM)

0.94 | 7.63

X| TP-6

8.0

POORLY GRADED SAND with SILT(SP-SM)

0.92 | 6.44

TEST PIT

DEPTH D100

D60

D30

D10

%Gravel

%Sand

%Silt

%Clay

® TP-6

1.0 19

0.577

0.202

0.076 3.4

86.7

9.9

X| TP-6

8.0 19

0.528

0.2

0.082 24

88.7

9.0

GRAIN SIZE - GINT STD US LAB.GDT - 10/27/20 16:00 - \WOODRODGERS.LOC\PRODUCTIONDATA\JOBS-RENO\JOBS\3948_CLEARVIEW_SUBDIVISIONS\CLEARVIEW_EAST_SUBDIVISIONS\GEOTECH\GEOTECH\04 GINT\E. CLEARVIEW DRIVE.GPJ
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R-Value and Expansion Pressure of Compacted Soils

AASHTO T190 / ASTM D2844

90
80
70 — — 1
60
33
5
:tl 50
>
w
[S]
2
=
@ 40
(2]
w
[1'4
30
20
10
0
0 200 400 600 800
EXUDATION PRESSURE (PSI)
Expansion Pressure (psf) R-Value
Lab Log # Sample Source Material @ 300 (psi) @ 300 (psi)
5561 TP-3@1'-3 0 0 66
POINT # WATER DRY DENSITY EXUDATION EXPANSION RESISTANCE
CONTENT (%) (PCF) PRESS. (PSI) PRESS. (PSF) VALUE (R)
1 10.4 125.5 178 0 65
2 9.9 125.2 511 0 69
3 9.3 125.6 786 0 73
4
5
E. Clearview Dr.
WOOoOD RODCGERS 0
BUILDING AELATIONSHIFS ONE FROJEGT AT A TiMme
1361 Corporate Boulovand Tol; 775.823.4068 AASH I a
Aono, MY BE502 Fox: TT5.823.40686 ACECREDITED
TESTED BY JOB NUMBER APPROVED DATE REVISED DATE
BL 3948001 10/19/20
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ASCE

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CIVIL ENGINEERS

ASCE 7 Hazards Report

Address: Standard: ASCE/SEI 7-16 ~ Elevation: 4735.87 ft (NAVD 88)
No Aeress at This Risk Category: |l Latitude: 39.12901
Location Soil Class: D - Stiff Soil Longitude: -119.762778
_':'- —- |I r
'n‘I L _‘::‘- ! L '—J,:'-"I"T" TEV:.. NaLiEy ! o
o ] = (:-lur 1 ::_
. - : = X '|| L ; /
I .[. a LT =8 % WLl P :1 o !
F) ’ - g :' H L 'Il...l}:::-;l';l- 1o = - .
: ) i _ll_-'i-_ﬂ;_-._u '-r= - |.a'-|-}:?|- irs
A& | ) 5
@. . \ p ] i' 3
o I - " v - T
A - ';- - :[- - i i =] 1-\’!l i
- a7 O S S0 " ,:..I
- N2 '3{"? < B -l ! g |

https://asce7hazardtool.online/

Page 1 of 3

Fri Oct 16 2020
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https://asce7hazardtool.online/

CEG
AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CIVIL ENGINEERS

Seismic

Site Soil Class:
Results:

Ss
S:
Fa:
F, :
SMS
SMl
SDS

Ground motion hazard analysis may be required. See ASC
Fri Oct 16 2020

Data Accessed:
Date Source:

https://asce7hazardtool.online/

D - Stiff Soll

1.973
0.712
1

N/A
1.973
N/A
1.315

SDl
T :
PGA :

PGA v :

F PGA

le

Cy:

USGS Seismic Design Maps

Page 2 of 3

N/A

6
0.845
0.929
11

1
1.495

E/SEI 7-16 Section 11.4.8.

Fri Oct 16 2020
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https://doi.org/10.5066/F7NK3C76
https://asce7hazardtool.online/

CE

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CIVIL ENGINEERS

The ASCE 7 Hazard Tool is provided for your convenience, for informational purposes only, and is provided “as is” and without warranties of
any kind. The location data included herein has been obtained from information developed, produced, and maintained by third party providers;
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DETERMINATION OF EQUIVALENT AXLE LOAD

AND STRUCTURAL NUMBER

PROJECT: Borda Crossing DATE: 12/17/20
JOB #: 3849
LOCATION Local Street
ADT 2020 500
GROWTH RATE (%) 3.00
DESIGN LIFE (YRS) 20
GROWTH FACTOR 26.870
TOTAL VEHICLES (DESIGN LIFE) 4.90E+06
PER CENT TRUCKS 100
DIRECTIONAL SPLIT (%) 50
DESIGN LANE (%) 100
TRUCKS IN DESIGN LANE 2451922

DETERMINE EQUIVALENT SINGLE AXLE LOAD (ESAL's)

TRUCK
% FACTOR EASL
2-AXLE 4-TIRE 88.75 0.0004 870
BUSES 0.33 1.2120 9807
2-AXLE 6-TIRE 3.6 0.2214 19543
3-AXLE SINGLE UNIT 0.7 0.9390 16116
4-AXLE SEMI-TRUCK 0.69 1.3250 22417
5-AXLE SEMI-TRUCK 5.22 1.2490 159860
6-AXLE SEMI-TRUCK 0.28 1.2950 8891
5-AXLE MULTIPLE TRLR 0.43 2.6780 28235
6-AXLE MULTIPLE TRLR 0 0.9410 0
7 AXLE MULTIPLE TRLR 0 1.8730 0
100 265739
- DESIGN ESAL (1,000,000) 0.27
. DETERMINE STRUCTURAL NUMBER
RELIABILITY: 0.90
STD DEVIATE(4.1): -1.282
STD DEVIATION(So): 0.45
TERM SERVICEABILITY: 2.5
CBR
Rvalue 60
Subgrade Modulus,Mr 34455
———-> REQUIRED Structural Number, SN 1.53
I .
| > CALCULATED ESAL (1,000,000) 0.27
|
| PAVEMENT TYPICAL SECTION:
|
| MATERIAL COEF. DEPTH SN
o
| Asphalt 0.35 3.0 1.1
| Aggregate Base 0.10 6.0 0.6
| Sub-base 0.07 0.0 0.0
| 0.0
|
------ > CALCULATED Struc Number,SN 1.7

Corporate Office: 3301 C Street, Bldg. 100-B Sacramento, CA 95816 916.341.7760 Fax:

916.341.7767
Reno Office: 1361 Corporate Boulevard, Reno, NV 89502 775.823.4068 Fax: 775.823.4066

210



N

Manhard

CONSULTING

PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE REPORT

FOR

BORDA CROSSING

CARSON CITY, NEVADA

Prepared for:

Stale Street Development
508 North Curry Street
Carson City, NV 89703

Prepared by: :
b S Ry S
Mernhard Consulting Ltd. W W, TRas!
241 Ridge Strect, Suite 400 Werpege$™
Reno, NV 89501 12 -to- Zo
Project: LILCCNV04 Dare: 12/16/20

211



Bowdder Cressing Preliming Tharado v Repont
Cepmionn Cire, M7

Table of Contents

1 INTRODUCTION cooeueieetseeessseeesssooecsaeeroessasssssssssssssessessasesssssessssassess s oss oot oo eeeeeereeeemnrens 1

2 METHODOLOGIES AND ASSUMPTIONS ..o iiiimisiininesssssssemsiasss s isssissssss tsssssnsssssssmeesss |

3 EXISTING HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS ..ot ssscsseasss s seseneons 2

4 PROPOSED HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS ...oooeveeresessmmesessessssssssssssssssssnsssssmsssssssessmsesssesseee 3

5 HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS ..ooovvvooceevinnssssinnes T 3

6 CONCLUSION.....ooooeeerecoctrmn s eeeesssscssssesess st sssnesss 285 oeerorsree s s sse e soms e eeneeeaenes 4
Appendices

Appendix A — Supporting Data

List of Figures
Figure 1 — Vicinity Display

Figure 2 — Existing Hydrologic Conditions Display
Figure 3 — Proposed Hydrologic Conditions Display

List of Tables

Table 1 - Existing Conditions Rational Method Model Summary
Table 2 - Proposed Conditions Rational Method Model Summary

Manhard Consufting, Ld. i 1241673020
Projoct #: LILCCNVOS

212



1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of Analysis

This report presents the data, hydrologic and hydraulic analyses, and conglusions of a
preliminary technical drainage study performed for Borda Crossing to support the
proposed development in Carson City, Nevada. In addition, in the interest of brevity
and clarity, this report will defer o figures, tables, and the data and calculations
contained in the appendices, whenever possible.

1.2 Project Location and Description

The Dorda Crossing developmeni is approximately 5.27 acres in size and is located in
the southern portion of Carson City at the intersection of Silver Sage and Clearview. 1t
13 east of Silver Sage Drive and north of Clearvicw Drive. This site is situated within
the Southwest ¥ of Section 29 Township 15 North, and Range 20 East of the Mount
Diable Meridian (refer to Figure 1, Vicinity Map). ‘The projeet site is within the
existing parcel 009-124-03,

1.3 Project Description

The Borda Crossing development is a propesad subdivision which consists of 28
single-family residential townhome units on a 5.27-acre parcel. The project site is
currently zoned within the SF-1A zoning district and is proposed to change to an SF6
ZOoning.

According to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FLMA) Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM) Community-Panel Number 3200010094F, cffective date December 22,
2016 the subject property is located in unshaded Zone X (Appendix A).

The purpose of this report is to analyze the cxisting and proposed conditions of the
subject property bhased on the 5-year and 100-year peak flow events. The rcport
contains the following sections: (1) Methodalogies and Assumptions, (2) Existing
ITydrology, (3) Proposcd Hydrology, and (4) Conclusion,

2 METHODOLOGIES AND ASSUMPTIONS

2.1 Hydrologic Modeling Methods
Hydrologic analyses were performed to delerming the peak discharge for the 5-year
and 100-vear peak flow events. The Rariona! Method analysis to mode! the hydrologic
basins that contribute in the existing and proposed conditions.

Paramcters tor peak storm flow and runoff volume estimates prescnted herein were
determined using the data and methodologies presented in the Carson City Municipal
Code, Division 14 — Storm Drainage section. In instances where the Carson City

Manhard Consulling, Lid, | 1241672020
Project #: LTLCCNYO4
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Municipal Code, Division 14 (CCMC-14) wus lacking information or specificity, the
Truckee Meadows Regionul Droinage Design Manuad (2009) and/or the other
appropriatc sources and software user manuals were referenced.

For the existing and preposed on-site hydrologic conditions, the Rational Method was
utilized 1n accordance with the CCMC-14. A minimum time of conceniration of 10-
minutes was used for all sub-basins for a conservative analysis.

The rainfali  characteristics were modeled using the NOAA  database
(http://dipper.nws.noaa gov/hdse/pfds/sa/nv_pfds.html) to determine site spectfic
depth of precipitation {Appendix A).

Rational Formula: Q=CiA
Q=Peak Discharge (cfs)
C=Runeff Coefficient (dimensionless)
i=Precipiiation Intensily {in/hr)
A=Watershed Area (Acres)

3 EXISTING HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS

3.1 Existing On-Site Drainage

For the existing catchment a time of concentration (Te) of 10 minutes and the Rational
Method coefficients were selected, taking into consideration the catchiment
characteristics, which include catchment area and land cover. A S-year intensity of
1.46 in/hr and 100-year intensity of 3.53 in‘br were used. Table 1 and Figure 2
summarize the characteristics of on-site catchment of the study area. Reference Figure
2 (Existing Iydrologic Conditions) for cxisting hydrology drainage map and the
associuted hydrologic sub-arcas.

Table 1 — Existing Conditions Rational Method Model Summary for the Borda
Crassing, Carson City, Nevada,

EXI1 5.278% 0.30/0.50 | 10.00 | 1.46/3.53 2.31 9.52

TOTAL | 5278 — — — 2.3 9.32

The 5-year and 100-year peak flows from on-site catchment in the existing condition
are 2.31 cfs and 9.32 cfs, respectively. The existing flow from area EX1 discharges to
Center Drive, and the [low nerth in the shoulder of Center Drive.

|+

12716: 2070
Profect & LTLCON UL
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214



Howele Urewsiizs Fe i
e €0 A0

pe Sty ffopat

4 PROPOSED HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS

4.1 Proposed On-Site Drainage

The sub-areas took into account the proposed on-site flows that affect the siie. The
associated calculated 5-yvear and 100-yvear peak flows can be found in Table 2 and
Figure 3, the detention facility can be refercnced in Table 3. Both pipe sizes and catch
basins have been sized to accommodate the proposed flows. Reference Figure 3 for
the associated hydrologic sub-areas and the proposed catch basins. A 5-vear intensity
of 1.46 in'hr and 100-year intensity of 3.53 in/hr were used. All drainage for the site
will be contained in swales and the roadway and will travel to the storm drain inlets.
From the inlets, the flow will be routed through the proposed storm drain system to the
detention/retention basins).

Table 2 — Proposed Conditions Rational Method Model Summary for the Borda
Crossing Project, Carson City, Nevada.

0.65/0.78

1.46/3.53

Pl 0.069 10.00 0.07 0.19
P2 4629 | 0.65/0.78 10.00 |.46/3 53 4.39 12.75
P3 | 0580 | 0.65/0.78 10.00 1.46/3.53 655 1.60
TOTAL | 5.278 — — A 2.59 14.54

5 HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS

5.1 Propesed Drainage Conditions
All onsite storm drainage pipes and/or drainage features shall be designed to intercept

the 100-year storm flows and convey them 1o Lhe proposcd detention/retention facility.
All proposed storm drainage facilities shall be privately owned and maintained.

Each of the proposed developed sub-basins are will collect the developed storm flows
1n the following manmer,

Area P1 — These areas are collected and conveyed as minor flow to Silver Sage Drive,

Area P2 — These arcas are collected inlo a storm dramnage system and conveyed to the
retention pond in Area P2.

Area P2 utilizes an overland flow and storm drain to convey flaws to the on-site
retention facility. The on-site retention facility collects all the flows from Arca P2 and
does not allow them to exit the site. The retention pond has an infiltration rate of 1.48

1201642020
Prject 21 LILCONYIS

Slarlasd Censuloing, Lud. J
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inches per minute at a 3° depth and 3.38 inches per minute at a 6° depth, Thesc valucs
are based on field percolation tests conducted by RCI.

Area P3 - Thesc arcas arc collected and conveyed as minor flow to Center Drive,

3.2 Retention/Detention

According to the existing and proposed hydrologic analysis, the existing 5-vear and 100-vear
condition flows are 2.31 cfs and 9.32 cfs, respectively, and the proposed 5-vear and 100-year
condition flows are 5.01 ¢ls and 14.54 cfs. This is a S-ycar incrcase of 2.7 ¢fs and a 100-year
increase of 5.22 ¢fs. Given that there is not any existing public storm drain adjacent to the site,
it is proposcd that the majority of the 5 and 100- year runoft volumes be retained onsite and
the small remainder flow be allowed to discharge to the public streets. The 5-vear retention
volume is 1,620 cubic feet and the 100-vear retention volume is 3,132 cubic {ect.

The pond velume shown in the tentative map has approximately 4,338 cf of slorage with an
additional ! foot of fregboard. ‘This valume alone 15 enough to retain the 100-year storm cvenr.

The geotechnical engineer indicates an infiliraiion rate for the arca of the retention
basin. The retention pond has an infiltration rate of 1.48 inches per minute (7.4°/hour}
at a 3’ depth and 3.38 inches per minute (16.9°/howr) at a 6° depth. These values are
based on field pereolation tests conducted by RCI. At these rates, the proposed pond
with a botiom of 740 sg-Il would have an approximate infiltration raie of 2.50 ¢[s

When you take the infiltration rate into consideration, the 5-vear and the 100-year event
is being infiliraied while it 15 entering the pond and the required storape volume is
reduced to approximately 120 cubic feet for the 5-year storm and 1,632 cubic [eet for
the 100-year events. This volume will take approximately an additional 11 minutes io
infiltrale and empty the pond after the 100-year storm event is over.

3.3 Street Capacities
In the 5-ycar storm cvent, the streets have a capacity of 528 cfs, and in the 100-vear storm
cvent, the sireets have a capacity of 21.55 cfs. None of the proposed drainage areas convey
more than the street capacities to the proposed street sections. Area PR does not convey more
than the capacity, because most of area P8 is in the open space and not dirceted to the curb and
gotter.

6 CONCLUSION

6.1 Regulations and Master Plans

The proposed improvements and the analyses presented herein are in accordance with
drainage regulations presented in Carson City Municipal Code, Division 14 — Storm
Draingge section. In instances where the Carson City Municipal Code, Division 14
(CCMC-14) was lacking information or specificity, the Truckee Meadows Repional
Drainage Design Manual (2009) andfer the other appropriate sources and software user
manuals were referenced.

6.2 Impacts to Adiacent Properties
The performance of the proposed project improvements, roadways, detention/retention,
and storm waler conveyance facilibes, once constructed, will not adversely impact

Manhard Conzulting, Ltd - 4 12/16/2020
Project & LILCCTNYIM
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upstream or downstream praperties adjacent to this site. ‘The development of this site
for the uses proposed will decrease downstream storm flow runoff rates, volumes,
velocities, depths, and will not influcnce floodplain boundaries,

With the utilization of the on-site retention pond, the volume of water being released
from the site in the 5-year storm is reduced from 2.31 ¢fs to 0.62¢fs and in the 100-veur
storm from 9.32 cfs to 1.79 cfs. This will have a positive impact to downstream
properties by providing extra capacity in thc storm water conveyance systems.
Additionally, it provides [or groundwater recharge in the valley.

6.3 Standards of Practice
This study was prepared using the degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under
similar circumstances, by reputable professional cngineers practicing in this and similar
localities.

Marthard Consulting, Lid. 5 12/16/2020
Project & LILCCNYOS
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TRUCKEE MEADOWS REGIONAL DRAINAGE MANUAL

RATIONAL FORMULA METHOD
RUNOFF COEFFICIENTS
Runoff Coelficients
Land Lse or Surface Aver, % Imperviaus 5-Year LO0-Year
— ___ Characteristjcs - Area . Igy 1Cml
Business/Commercial:
Dowhlown Areas E3 B2 A5
MNeighborhaod Areas T B3 £
Residential:
(Averape Lot Size)
== Y Acre or Less {Mylti-Unil) &5 -6l 73
Y Acre 34 50 £
Y Acre an A3 B
¥ Acre 25 AQ 33
f Acre 20 33 et
Indusirial: 7 68 22
Open Space:
{Lawns, Parks, Ciolf Courses) 5 05 30
Undeveloped Areas:

—*Range ) 20 S50

Farest 0 o5 30
Strecrs/Roads:
Paved 100 B8 3
Giravel 20 25 S0
DrivesWalks: 95 &7 50
Ruof: g0 a5 7
Nndes:

I Composite cunelF coefficients shown for Residential, Industrial, and BusinesyCommeccial Aress assuie drigated prazs
landscaping for afl pervious arsas. For development with lsndscaping other than irfigated grass, the designer must develop
project specific composite runo if coefficients from e surface chamscteristics presented in lhis table.

VERSION: April 30, 20089 REFERENCE TABLE
USDCM, DROCOG, 1969 Fil
W _.rFlf F‘\(’:Fhﬂ:!_‘lﬁ'é {HC {with modifications)

227



5.year street capacity

Project Description

Friction hMethod Manning Formula

Solve For Discharge

Input Data

Channel Slope 001330 #m
Narmal Depth 03 #

Section Definitions

Station () Elevation {ft}
0+00 Q.58
0+23 013
0+24 0.00
H25 0.42
0+30 Q.52

Roughness Jegment Definitions

Start Station Ending Station Roughness Coefficient
{0=00), 0.58) {0=30, 0.52} 0.013
Cptions
E;;Lec:ndl HOUQNNESS YVeIgnlea Pavlawvskite Mathnd
Open Channel Weighting Method Paviowskii's Method

Closed Channel Weighting Method Pavigvskii's Method

Results
Discharge 528 R'Ys
Elgvation Range DMt 058 f
Flow Area 158 it
Wetted Perimeter 1258 #
Hydraulic Radius 12 #
Top Width 1247 #
Nommal Depth 034
Critical Depth 039
Bentlsy Systems, Inc. Hanslad Methads SolPsesl @aAtewMaster VBl [SELEGTsarias 1) [08.11.01.03]
12M672020 10:49:22 AM 27 Elamons Company Drive Suite 200 W Watertown, CT 06795 LISA +1.203-TEE-1666 Page 1 of 2
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S5-year street capacity

Results

Critizal Slope
Velocity
Veloeity Head
Sperific Ensrgy
Frauds Number

Flow Type
GVF Input Data

Downstream Depth
Length
MNumber O Steps

GVF Qutput Data

Upstream Depth
Profile Description
FProfiie Headloss
Daownstream Yelociy
Lipstream Velocity
Momial Depth
Gritical Depth
Channel Slope
Critical Slope

1211672020 10:45:22 AN

0.00464  fift
332 #s
a1?
as1
164

Suparcritical

000 f
coo f

.00 f

Qoo &
Infinity  Ffs
Infinity ~ frs

034 R

038 R

001330 fM
000464  fifft

Bantley Syatems, Inc. Heastad Methods Solikell fePewMaster VB (SELECTseres 1) [0811.01.03)

27 Siemons Company Drive 3uite 200 W Waterown, CT 057495 US8 +1-203-755.1566

Page

2ot 2
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100-year street capacity

Project Description

Friction Method Marnning Fammula
Solve For Discharge

Input Data

Channg! Slope D330 fuf
Normal Degth D52 #
Section Definitions

Station () Elevation (i}
a+00 058
0+22 G.13
O+24 0.00
0+25 042
0+30 0.5z

Roughness Segrmeant Definbions

Starl Station Ending Station Roughness Cosfficient
{0400, 0.58) (0+30, 0.52} 0.013
Qptions
hgit.hrenﬂc} ROUgNnass YWeignted Pavlovski's Method

Open Channel Waighting Melhod Favlovski's Method
Closed Channel Weighting Method Pavlovski's Method

Results
Discharge 21.55 fis
Elevation Range Q00 to 4,58 f
Flow Area 505 fi®
Vielied Ferimeter 273 A
Hydraulic Radius 018 A
Top Width Zres 1t
Naormal Depth h52 1t
Critical Depth 0DEl f
Bantiey Systama, Inc. Haestad Methods SoldiellEaRewMaster V8i (SELEGTsaries 1) [06.11.01.03)
131672020 10:48:56 AM 27 Slomonsg Company Drive Swite 200 W Watarlown, CT 06795 USA +1-203-755.1666 Page 1 of 2
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100-vear street capacity

2 of

2

Results

Critical Slope Q00394 i

Velagity 427 s

Velaeity Head 028

Eperific Energy 08n

Froude Numbssr 175

Flow Type Supercritical

GVF Input Data

Downstream Depth aoo #

Length 000

Number OF Steps 0

GVF Output Data

Upstream Depth 0.00 ft

Frofile Description

Profile Headloss oo f

Downstraam Yelocity Infimity  fta

Upsiream \elocity Imfinity  fi/s

Mormal Dapth 05z f

Critical Depth 01 ft

Channgl Slopa 0.01330  fufe

Critical Slope 000384  fuft
Eantiey Systema, Inc. Hasstad Methods Soldkeslfaf e Master VB [SELECTgares 1) [08.11.01.03]

12H8/2020 10:48:58 AM 27 Slemones Company Drive Swite 200 W Watertown, CT 067595 USA +1.203-T66-1866
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1

1.1

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of Analysis

This report represents a detailed analysis of the proposed sanitary sewer system for Borda
Crossing. The purpose of this analysis is 10 establish peak flow rates and evaluale proposed
sanitary sewer sizes for the subject property.

1.2 Project Location and Description

1.3

2

2.1

2.2

The Borda Crossing development 1s approximately 5.27 acres in size and is located in
the southern portion of Carson City at the intersection of Silver Sage and Clearview,
It is east of Silver Sage Drive and north of Clearview Drive. This site is situated
within the Southwest % of Section 26 Township 15 North, and Range 20 East of the
Mount Diablo Meridian (refer to Figure 1, Vicinity Map). The project site is within
the existing parcei 009-124-03.

Figure 2, the Praposed Sewer Display, illustrates the location and orientation of the project
and its proposed lots and roadway locations.

Project Description

The Borda Crossing Development is a proposed subdivision which consisis ol 28 single-
family residential units. ‘The projeet site is currently zoned within the SF-1A zoning
district and is proposed to change to an SF6 zoning.

PROPOSED ALIGNMENT AND QUANTITY OF SERVICE

Project Wastewater Collection System

Sewage flow from Borda Crossing will be conveved via public 8” diameter PVC SDR-35
sewer mains that ultimatcly discharge into the existing 8" sanitary sewer main located in
Silver Sage Drive. The proposed sizes and locations ol the sanitary sewers can be found on
the Pruposed Sewer Display, which is included in this report,

Estimated Peak Sewape Flows

Calculations for the design of the scwer system were performed in accordance with Chapter
10, Section 11.243 of the Recommended Standards for Wasiewater Facilities, 2004 Fdition
and Division 15, Section 15.3.2 of the Carson City Development Standards and Carson City’s
Sewer Flow Monitoring Analysis (CCSFMA). According to CCSFMA, the actual per capila
flow ranges from 125 — 150 gal/cap/day with a peaking factor ranging from 3.5 — 3.8, For this
analysis, the flow factors used in the calculations arc 2.5 capita per dwelling unit for a single-
family residential lot and 150 gal/cap/day to calculate average daily flow, A peaking facter
of 3.8 is then applied to the daily average flow to compute the peak flow used in the design of
the sanitary sewer. Complete peak flow calculations for Borda Crossing are included within
this reporl. This analysis is considered to be conservative based on the CCSMA results. The
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following table summarizes the results of the caleulations of the peak daily flows for the
residential subdivision:

Units | Capita/DU | GPL¥ Capita P;::‘;;‘rg Peak Flow (gpd) | Peak Flow (cfs)
28 2.5 150 3 80 39.900 0.062
== Total 39,900 T 0062

2.3 Proposed Sewer Mains

Basic¢ normal depth calculations lor the proposed 8-inch sewer mains were done using open-
channel pipe flow thgory, the Manning’s Fonmula, and Bemtley FlowMaster® V8i&
(FlowMaster) software. A Manning's Coefficient of 0.013 (assuming PVC pipe malerial) was
used in all of these calculations. The FlowMascer worksheets thal demonstrate these
calculations are included within this report (Appendix A).

Per Carson City Development Standards, sewer mains are considered at capacity when peak
Now 1s at d/D=0.75 {Div. 15, Seetion 15.3.2a) [n addition, the minimum velocity of 2 fps
and the maximum velocity of L0 fps are required design conditions {Div 15, Section
15.3.2.c.). The FlowMaster calculations included within this report demonstrate that the
various velocities of FVC sewer pipe at a d/D of 20% at the slope mentioned above is within
the requirements for Carson City. The velocity of an 8-inch sewer main is 1,36 {ps for a pipe
slope of 0.40%. These velocity calculations can be found in the FlowMaster calculations
included within this report.

[n addition to evaluatmg the sewer velocities within this development, this repert also
analyzes maximum capacity within the proposed sewer pipes, As described above, the peak
flow within the sewer main must remain at or below a normal depth of 75%. As shown in the
FlowMgasier calculations included within this report, an 8-inch BVC sewer at 0.40% can
convey 430,420 gpd (0.70 efs) at a maximum depth of 75%. The size and locations of the
proposed sanitary sewers mentioned above can be found on the Proposed Sewer Display,
which is included in this report.

3 CONCLUSION

The 8-inch sanitary sewer mains proposed herein will adequately serve the projeci as
planned. 1he attached FlowMaster worksheets calculates the maximum capacity of the
proposed 8-inch sewer mains at a minimum slope of 0.40% in accordance with the
requirements of Carson City, The 8-inch sewers at 0.40% have a capacily of 39,900 gpd
{0.062 cfs) at a maximum depth of 20%, which will be able to adequately serve Silver View
Townhomes.

The proposed sanitary sewerage system within this report for the Silver View Townhomes
development has adequate capacity to carry the subject property’s peak sewage flow in
conformance with the guidelines outlined in the Carson City Development Standards and the
Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities.
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SANITARY SEWER CALCULATIONS FOR SILVER VIEW TOWNHOMES

The following calculations were performed in accordance with Chapter 10, Section
11243 of the Recommended Standards for Wastewater Facilities, 2004 ed. (Ten-States
Standards), and the Carson City Development Standards:

2.5 capita/dwelling unit
150 gal/capita/day

The site will consist of 28 dwelling units; therefore the following equations are used:
Average flow = num. of dwellings * capita/dwelling * GPCD
Average flow =28 * 2.5 * 150 = 10,300 gpd = 0.016 cfs
Pcak flow = Average flow * peaking factor
Peaking Factor = (18 + PY?) / (4+P"?) where P = population in thousands (i.e.
dwelling units x 3.5 divided by 1,000). Maximum peaking factor is 4.0.
However, according CCSFMA a peaking factor of 3.8 is acceptable.
Calculated peaking factor - 3.8

Peak flow = 10,500 * 3.8 = 39,900 gpd = 0.062 cfs

The design shall be for the peak flow; thercfore the design flow is 0.062 cfs.
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Worksheet for 8" Sewer at 0.40%

Project Description

Friction Mathod
Solve Far

Input Data

Roughness Coafficient
Channm Slopa
Diameter

Discharge

Results

Morrmal Depth
Fhoww Area
Woettad Parimster
Hydraulic Radius
Top W idth
Critic-al Depth
Percant Ful
Critical Slopa
Yelocity

Velocity Head
Spacific Enangy
Froude Mumnber
Madmum: Drcharge
Disciangs Ful
Siopa Full

Flow Typa

GVF Input Data

Downsiraam Depth
Langth

MNumbar Of Sleps
GVF Output Data
Upsiraam Capth
Profile De=cripfion
Profile Headloss

Awerage End Dapth Over Rise

MNemal Dapih Over Rlse
Dewrmirasm Valooty

1M 2020 4:04:52 FM

Manning Fomula
Nomal Dapth

0.13
000400
a4.00
0.0o7

164
005
083
a.g94
.54
012
204
000670
126
003
nAar
LN] ]
82
078
Q.00003
BubCritical

{.00
0.00

0.00

.00
0.00
20.45
Infinity

s

n:ngg;t:#sn:,ea

SR

Bantlay Systams, Inc. Hawstad Methods SoBbeiled & twMaster V8i (SELECTseries 1) [03.11.01.03]

27 Smemons Company Drive Suile 200 W Walertown, GT 06785 LPA «1-203 755 1864 Page 1 aof 2
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Worksheet for 8" Sewer at 0.40%

GVF Output Data
Lipsimam Velooity Irfinity s
Mormal Dapth 1E4 in
Crilical Dapth a1z
Channel Slopa 000400 fim
Critizal Slopa 000670 Rt
Bimtiey Systema, Inc. Heested Methords Sosmied FibwMaster V3l (SELECTsares 1} [08.11,1 07
TAS20Z0 4:04: 532 FM 27 Sismons Company Drive Sujte 200'W Wetariown, ST 08735 USA +1-203-T55-1896 Paga 2of 2
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l-leather Ferris

_ =________=: ___WE B . . T S WESEE W I
From: Louis Cariola <lcariola@manhard.coms
Sant Wednesday, January 13, 2021 9:55 AM
To: Heather Farris
Subject: Borda Crossing - xeriscapa

Hi Heather.

Thank you for discussing the Borda Crossing tentative map application with me this marnirg. After a closer review of the
cost of installing and maintaining turf within the common area of the proposed subdivision, the applicant is propesing
xeriscape instead. As you know, each lot will have fenced and private yards that will provide areas for turf, but the HOA
will not be respansible for privately-installed landscaping. The sidewalks and walking paths that surround the site for
active recreation may be supplemented by sitting and/or picnic benches,

Feelfree to follow up if you need any additional information. Thank you.
-Louis

Louis Cariola | Senior Planner
241 Ridge Street, Suite 400, Rana, NY 88501
d: 775.321.6545 | manhgrd.com

q— -

This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast,
For more information please visit hitp: ffwww. mimecast.com
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Heather Ferris
e e s e e e P e R,

From: Planning Department

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 12:46 PM

To: Heather Ferris

Subject: FW: Public Comment - January 27 2021 Carson City Planning Commission

From: Alex Tanchek <jatanchek@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 12:16 PM

To: Planning Department <planning@carson.org>

Subject: Public Comment - January 27 2021 Carson City Planning Commission

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

Carson City Planning Commissioners:

| am writing to express my oppaosition to the proposed Borda Crossing development under agenda item E.6:
5UB-2020-0016. | am concerned with what putting this many houses in this small of space will do to the public
safety and welfare of the neighbors in the surrounding area. My home, where my family has lived for 30 years,
also happens ta be the property with the most frontage to the proposed development. I'm particularly
concerned about the effects of increased traffic on Center Drive, especially considering the propesal would
have a new road T-bone into gur backyard.

Apoclogies for the late submission of my comment. | didn't get a chance te review and fully digest the plans and
public documents prior tc them becoming public.

Thank you for your consideration,
Alex Tanchek
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Heather Ferris
e e s e e e P e R,

From: Planning Department

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 12:46 PM

To: Heather Ferris

Subject: FW: Public Comment - January 27 2021 Carson City Planning Commission

From: Alex Tanchek <jatanchek@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 12:16 PM

To: Planning Department <planning@carson.org>

Subject: Public Comment - January 27 2021 Carson City Planning Commission

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

Carson City Planning Commissioners:

| am writing to express my oppaosition to the proposed Borda Crossing development under agenda item E.6:
5UB-2020-0016. | am concerned with what putting this many houses in this small of space will do to the public
safety and welfare of the neighbors in the surrounding area. My home, where my family has lived for 30 years,
also happens ta be the property with the most frontage to the proposed development. I'm particularly
concerned about the effects of increased traffic on Center Drive, especially considering the propesal would
have a new road T-bone into gur backyard.

Apoclogies for the late submission of my comment. | didn't get a chance te review and fully digest the plans and
public documents prior tc them becoming public.

Thank you for your consideration,
Alex Tanchek
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leather Ferris
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"om; Planning Department

ent: Friday, January 22, 2021 11:49 AM

o Heather Ferris

ubject: FW. Special Use Parmit File SUB-2020-0016

'om: Susan Kowalczyk <icauntsusan@pmail.com:
ent: Friday, lanuary 22, 2021 11:41 AM

3: Plantiing Departrment <planning@carson.orgs
abject: Special Use Permit File SUB-2020-0016

his message originated outside of Carson City's emati! system. Use caution if this message contains
ttachments, links, or requests for information.

inuary 22, 2021
ARSON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
e: Special Use Permit File No. SUB-2020-0016

am adamantly opposed to the above mentioned special use permit.

here has been a lot of new apartments and condos being built in our

~ga that has added to the traffic congestion. Itis already challenging

» exit our subdivision at this time., Adding 28 condo type homes wiil|

nly make it worse,

| addition it will lower property values of the homes that back up

» that property as well as block their view and limit their backyard

rivacy.

lease don't ruin our neighborhood allowing Borda Crossing to

‘eate 28 two story townhouses on the lot of Silver Sage Drive and Clearview Dr.

ncerely,

Jsan Kowalczyk

44 Summerfield Drive
arson City NV 85701
75-300-5095
guntsusan @email.com

a0t from Mail for Windows 10



Heather Ferris

e ———. = = A~ B = T ———
From: Planning Department

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 1:19 PM

To: Heather Ferris

Subject: FW. Borda Crossing proposed development

From: Maxine Nietz <navadamax@usa.coms

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 1:15 PM

To: Planning Department <planning@carson.org>; CCEO <CCEQ@carson.org>
Cc: mtanchek@yahoo.com

Subject: Borda Crossing proposed development

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

Once again, an out-of-town developer with loads of money chooses to create a squeezed
development in Carson City for his/her own monetary benefit, not that of the pecple of this
city.

It seems like we have asked for CCMC 17.10 to be suspended so that developers cannot use
this bait-and-switch chapter to completely ignore the standards of Carson City. This developer
states that he wants SF6 zoning, however NONE of his |ots is that size. They are all in the 5,000
sf range. The nearest neighborhood lot, with the exception of the already down-zoned
development to the north, is over 13,000 sf. We have asked before this, that the idea that the
developer is going to “preserve or provide Common Open Space. Comman apen space may
include common areas with no dimension less than 25 feet. At least 100 square feet of
cemmon open space per residential unit shall be designed for recreaticn” be shelved. For
this 28-unit proposal, that means 2800 sf, about % of a single lot size for all the families,
children, and pets in this development. In addition, it is going to be xeriscape, not green
space. It is divided into two long, narrow strips of 19’ and 23’ respectively (| have measured
their engineering drawings, not relying on the non-proven statements of the developer.)
Each of which has a DG or paved path through the entire length. Not reatly appropriate for
recreation and does not even meet the code requirement of a minimum of 25°.

Homes will be a minimum of 10 feet from the western boundary of the subdivision {with a 2-
foot projection aliowed (Duh, that is developer-speak for “I'm really only giving you 8 feet!”)
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| have read the entire agenda item with staff reports and developer reports. Public comment
has been submitted for this indicating that the neighborhood is AGAINST it. Weren't you
selected by elected officials who are supposed to be answerakle to the people?

Mr. Tanchek and his neighbors rightly point out that surrounding properties were already
down-zoned to provide transition te this parcel. Now a developer is proposing to down-zone
this property to provide transition to other parcels. This is a game of dominoes or a cascade
of overdevelopment into a rural area of our town that has livestock and wells,

There are already proposals, from the same developer and others, to squeeze the 5F1A right
out of this area by building on 5,000 sf lots, and smaller.

If the goal is to cover zll of Carson City with mini-lots, you are getting nearer and nearer to it.

The homes propoesed for these undersized lots are large, boxy, 2-story buiidings with 3-car
garages. The interiors are not well designed, loosing second floor space to overlooks and
balconies.

Please, please we ask that you stop letting developers trample on the minimum 6,000 sf
single-family life of our town. We don’t have encugh water, road money, schools, or hospital
services to accommodate what this developer wants. And after he gets it, he is going back to
his high-income Lake Tahoe neighborhood and will never think of Carson City again.

Maxine Nietz
nevadamax@usa.com
775.887.1294
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