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A regular meeting of the Carson City Board of Supervisors was scheduled for 8:30 a.m. on Thursday, August 19,
2021 in the Community Center Robert “Bob” Crowell Boardroom, 851 East William Street, Carson City, Nevada.

PRESENT:

Mayor Lori Bagwell

Supervisor Stacey Giomi, Ward 1
Supervisor Maurice White, Ward 2
Supervisor Stan Jones, Ward 3
Supervisor Lisa Schuette, Ward 4

STAFF:

Nancy Paulson, City Manager

Stephanie Hicks, Deputy City Manager

Dan Yu, Assistant District Attorney

Tamar Warren, Senior Public Meetings Clerk

NOTE: A recording of these proceedings, the Board’s agenda materials, and any written comments or
documentation provided to the Clerk, during the meeting, are part of the public record. These materials are
available for review, in the Clerk’s Office, during regular business hours. All meeting minutes are available for
review at: https://www.carson.org/minutes.

1-4. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL, INVOCATION, AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

(8:34:00) — Mayor Bagwell called the meeting to order at 8:34 a.m. Ms. Warren called roll and noted that a
quorum was present. First Christian Church Pastor Ken Haskins provided the invocation. Mayor Bagwell invited
Patricia Toone and her granddaughter to lead the Pledge of Allegiance. Mayor Bagwell also announced that items
14.D and 14.E will be heard immediately after the Consent Agenda to accommodate members of the public who
were present for those discussions.

S. PUBLIC COMMENT

(8:36:04) — Mayor Bagwell entertained public comments. Donna Kuester DePauw, via telephone, spoke
regarding item 14.D, noted her concern about the traffic on College Parkway, and complimented the developer
on working with area residents, especially by providing connectivity, walking paths, and a park. Ms. DePauw
was concerned about the speeders and recommended a roundabout.

(8:38:37) — Patricia Toone read a prepared statement regarding Constitution Day on September 17" of each year.
She believed that per the National Center of Constitutional Studies each federal agency/department was required
to provide training materials to their new hires and to all employees, and believed that 90 percent of educational
institutions receiving funds in the Unites States were non-compliant at this time. She also highlighted the value
of the US Constitution and wished to understand what the City’s plans were in celebration of that day. Ms. Toone
invited everyone to join her at the Capitol Building on September 17, 2021. Mayor Bagwell informed Ms. Toone
that the Board had planned a resolution in celebration of Constitution Day.
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(8:41:54) — Benjamin Miller introduced himself as an aspiring actor and an applicant to serve on the 911 Surcharge
Advisory Committee. He addressed item 14.B and read a prepared statement in favor of the item. He also thanked
Supervisor Schuette (his former teacher) and the Board “for taking safe steps towards keeping the City and the
local infrastructure in this period of history.”

(8:44:02) — Michael Moriarty, introduced himself and expressed concern that items 14.D and 14.E had not taken
into consideration the large delivery, Waste Management, and snow removal trucks. Mr. Moriarty read his
emailed comment, incorporated into the record, highlighting many conflicts of interest listed in the email, and
recommended that the Board vote against the items.

(8:47:24) — George Nash introduced himself as a resident of Oak Ridge Drive and noted his concern about item
14.E, indicating that the City’s engineering report had stated that the sewage line had been at capacity. He then
reminded the Board that the traffic flow study being used was from 1993. Mr. Nash recommended a new traffic
study because of the area’s congestion.

(8;50:40) — Christine Nash questioned the change of the zoning [items 14.D and14.E] “to High Density
Residential in a Single-Family community.” She was also concerned about the off-street parking and noted that
Oak Ridge Drive was a narrow street that could not accommodate parked cars. She recommended adding parking
spaces instead of units.

(8:53:31) — Scott Munson spoke in opposition to items 14.D and 14.E. He believed that parking spaces are too
small to accommodate large vehicles such as full-size trucks. He noted that the laws that benefited the developers
had not been updated “for 30 or 40 years.” Mr. Munson was not in favor of placing the project “in the most
expensive neighborhood in Carson City,” and recommended considering more affordable areas. He objected to
the notification process, as Sierra Place residents had not been notified since they did not own the property. Mr.
Munson believed that proving financial detriment did not serve the community as most property values had
increased with inflation and recommended being responsible when growing the City.

(9:00:53) — Nona Peachey introduced herself and noted her agreement with the previous comments. She believed
the project lacked “common sense,” citing a 1993 traffic study which was used by the developer, and considered
it insufficient. She recommended a compromise, and believed 52 units were excessive. Ms. Peachey believed
that the notification process and the communication had not been adequate and “accurate.” She cited receiving a
threatening letter from the developer and requested that the Board “make the best decision for everyone.” Ms.
Peachey also recommended denying the Variance (item 14.D) and decreasing the number of units.

(9:07:19) — Aaron West, Chief Executive Officer of the Nevada Builders Alliance, spoke in favor of item 14.A
and recommended approving the amendment to the contract with Charles Abbott Associates, Inc. Mr. West also
noted his agreement to item 14.B to address the affordable housing needs of the community. He was in favor of
items 14.D and 14.E as well, calling the project a great use of “the existing zoned property” and to address “the
middle gap” in the City’s housing availability.

(9:09:25) — James Gotchy addressed item 14.C and believed that East Nye Lane was not in any condition to
accommodate a new development and recommended making the necessary improvements, especially by “getting
rid of that [three-foot] ditch.”
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(9:10:55) — Jim Shirk provided public comment on several issues. He noted that two Board members were not
wearing masks. He objected to approving the City’s expenditures via Consent Agenda, which he believed have
totaled over $11 million year-to-date. Mr. Shirk believed the item should be discussed and not placed on the
Consent Agenda. He also objected to the use of the term “applicant” instead of using the actual applicants’ names.
Mr. Shirk recommended that Board members disclose who has contributed to their campaign when voting on an
item. He cited board votes and percentages, for or against an item, and wanted to see the Board’s votes published
prior to the publishing of minutes. Mr. Shirk recommended redoing the road repair survey and bringing the
Ormsby House discussion back to the Board. He also reminded the Board of the upcoming anniversary of
September 11 and wished them to honor the event.

6. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: APPROVAL OF MINUTES - JULY 15, 2021

(9:17:09) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item and entertained comments/correction and when none were
forthcoming, a motion.

(9:17:19) — Supervisor Giomi moved to approve the minutes of July 15, 2021 as presented. The motion was
seconded by Supervisor Jones and carried 5-0-0.

7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS
7.A PRESENTATION OF LENGTH OF SERVICE CERTIFICATES TO CITY EMPLOYEES.

(9:17:37) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item and presented length of service awards to the following
employees:

25 Years:

¢ Dustin Boothe, Disease Prevention and Control Manager
15 Years:

e Morgan Tucker, Sergeant
5 Years:

e Michele Garcia, Accounting Clerk

¢ Ryan Greb, Deputy Sheriff

¢ Cory Moore, Senior Fleet Services Technician

e Cody Peek, Alternative Sentencing Officer

(9:22:30) — Mayor Bagwell and the Board congratulated the recipients of the service awards and joined them for
a commemorative photograph.

CONSENT AGENDA

(9:26:38) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item and entertained any items to be pulled, and when none were
forthcoming, a motion.
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(9:26:51) — Supervisor Giemi moved to approve the Consent Agenda consisting of items 8.A, 9.A, 10.A, and
11.A as presented. Supervisor White seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor Giomi

SECONDER: Supervisor White

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

8. CITY MANAGER

8.A FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON RATIFYING
THE APPROVAL OF BILLS AND OTHER REQUESTS FOR PAYMENTS BY THE CITY MANAGER
FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 3, 2021 THROUGH AUGUST 6, 2021.

9. FINANCE

9.A FORPOSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING THE
REPORT ON THE CONDITION OF EACH FUND IN THE TREASURY AND THE STATEMENTS OF
RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES THROUGH AUGUST 6, 2021, PER NRS 251.030 AND NRS 354.290.

10. PURCHASING AND CONTRACTS

10.A FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A
DETERMINATION THAT SIERRA NEVADA CONSTRUCTION, INC. (“SNC”) IS THE LOWEST
RESPONSIVE AND RESPONSIBLE BIDDER PURSUANT TO NEVADA REVISED STATUTES
(“NRS”) CHAPTER 338 AND WHETHER TO AWARD CONTRACT NO. 21300048 FOR THE
HEALTH PARKING LOT REHABILITATION PROJECT (“PROJECT”) TO SNC TO
REHABILITATE PARKING LOTS ON TWO CITY-OWNED PARCELS (APN 002-121-16 AND 002-
121-19) ON WHICH THE CARSON CITY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
("CCHHS") AND THE SENIOR CENTER ARE LOCATED, FOR A TOTAL AMOUNT NOT TO
EXCEED $255,207.70.

11. TREASURER

11.A FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING THE
TREASURER’S MONTHLY STATEMENT OF ALL MONEY ON DEPOSIT, OUTSTANDING
CHECKS AND CASH ON HAND FOR JULY 2021, SUBMITTED PER NEVADA REVISED STATUTE
("NRS™") 354.280.

END OF CONSENT AGENDA
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ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, AND OTHER ITEMS
12. ITEM(S) PULLED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA WILL BE HEARD AT THIS TIME
No items were pulled from the consent agenda.
13.  PURCHASING AND CONTRACTS

13.A FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A
DETERMINATION THAT ASPEN DEVELOPERS CORP. (“ASPEN”) IS THE LOWEST
RESPONSIVE AND RESPONSIBLE BIDDER PURSUANT TO NEVADA REVISED STATUTES
(“NRS”) CHAPTER 338 AND WHETHER TO AWARD CONTRACT NO. 21300033 TO ASPEN FOR
THE REPLACEMENT OF SEWER AND/OR WATER LINES ON WEST CAROLINE STREET, WEST
ROBINSON STREET, WEST SPEAR STREET AND WEST TELEGRAPH STREET, AS WELL AS
ROADWAY RECONSTRUCTION ON WEST ROBINSON STREET (“PROJECT”), FOR A TOTAL
AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $2,936,986.80.

(11:11:45) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item and entertained Board questions. When none were forthcoming,
she entertained a motion.

(11:12:05) — Supervisor Giomi moved to award Contract No. 21300033 as presented. Supervisor White
the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor Giomi

SECONDER: Supervisor White

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

14. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - PLANNING

14.A FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING
PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO. 3 TO CONTRACT NO. 1415-050 WITH CHARLES ABBOTT
ASSOCIATES, INC. ("CAA"), TITLED "BUILDING PERMIT SERVICES," TO: (1) REVISE THE
PERCENTAGE OF THE BUILDING PERMIT FEES PAID TO CAA AS COMPENSATION TO A RATE
OF 60 PERCENT OF FEES COLLECTED FROM ALL NON-CARSON CITY SPONSORED BUILDING
PERMITS AND 25 PERCENT OF FEES COLLECTED FROM ALL CARSON CITY SPONSORED
BUILDING PERMITS; (2) SPECIFY THE PERCENTAGE OF FEES TO BE PAID TO CAA IF THE
CITY DOES NOT PROVIDE A PERMIT TECHNICIAN AND CAA DOES PROVIDE A TECHNICIAN,
AT A RATE OF SEVEN PERCENT OF FEES COLLECTED; AND (3) EXTEND THE CONTRACT TO
SEPTEMBER 1, 2024.
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(11:12:30) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item. Community Development Director Hope Sullivan introduced
Building Official Corey Coleman from Charles Abbot Associates, Inc. (CAA) and presented the Staff Report
which is incorporated into the record. Mr. Coleman and Ms. Sullivan also responded to clarifying questions.
Carson City Chief Financial Officer Sheri Russell provided the budgetary information and noted that the flat fee
three-year contract would not overburden the City’s budget. Mayor Bagwell clarified that with the three-year
contract, the City would not increase building permit fees to cover that expense and could afford the contract.
Supervisor White cautioned against a contract that would cost more than hiring in-house employees and wished
to “look pretty seriously” at the audit results. Ms. Sullivan was in favor of audits for outsourced functions.
Additionally, she clarified that CAA provided the City with five in-house employees who utilized the services of
five additional colleagues who work outside the City’s offices, and cited several examples.

(11:23:07) — Mr. Coleman explained that CAA provided a one-stop shop with cutting edge software and required
certifications in case of emergencies such as earthquakes with the expertise of their extended employees. He also
noted that they provide more timely inspections compared to other in-house providers. Mayor Bagwell
entertained additional comments and when none were forthcoming, a motion.

(11:26:36) — Supervisor Schuette moved to approve the amendment as presented. Supervisor White
seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor Schuette

SECONDER: Supervisor White

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

14B FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A
PROPOSED RESOLUTION PROVIDING FOR THE TRANSFER OF CARSON CITY’S 2021 PRIVATE
ACTIVITY BOND VOLUME CAP TO THE NEVADA RURAL HOUSING AUTHORITY (“NRHA”).

(11:26:57) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item. Ms. Sullivan referenced the Staff Report and noted that she,
along with Mishon Hurst, Deputy Executive Director at Nevada Rural Housing Authority (NRHA) were available
to answer questions. Ms. Hurst gave background and highlighted successes which are incorporated into the Staff
Report, such as new home buyers with low mortgage interests and down payment assistance. Mayor Bagwell
thanked Ms. Hurst and applauded the hard work of the NRHA. She also entertained additional comments and
when none were forthcoming, a motion.

(11:29:55) — Supervisor White moved to adopt Resolution No. 2021-R-24. Supervisor Schuette seconded
the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor White

SECONDER: Supervisor Schuette

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None
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14.C FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A
REQUEST FOR A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP (SUB-2021-0211) FOR A DEVELOPMENT
KNOWN AS EAST NYE LANE TO CREATE 61 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL LOTS ON A 17.0+/-
ACRE PARCEL ZONED MOBILE HOME 12,000 (MH12), LOCATED EAST OF OTHA STREET AND
WEST OF DEBBIE WAY BETWEEN E. NYE LANE AND COLLEGE PARKWAY, APN 008-192-71.

(10:30:30) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item. Planning Manager Heather Ferris presented the subject property
and the Staff Report. She also recommended approval based on a recommendation from the Planning
Commission in their July 28, 2021 meeting, and acknowledged the presence of Karen Downs, Land Planner at
Manhard Consulting. Ms. Ferris and Ms. Downs responded to clarifying questions by the Board.

(11:35:01) — Supervisor White reiterated the concerns that the Board had received in the form of public comment
and requested addressing the issue of water pressure. Engineering Project Manager Steven Pottéy stated that the
City required a minimum amount of water pressure “that we do have to maintain by law,” adding that a new water
main would be extended through the subdivision and would provide redundancy. Ms. Ferris informed Supervisor
White that “all sides, other than the northern portion along College Parkway, will [have] privacy fencing.”
Supervisor White suggested Staff work with the residents of the only property surrounded by this parcel, “to make
sure we keep them happy.” He also recommended revisiting Condition No. 29 based on the upcoming Pavement
Master Plan returning to that location in 2024. Instead of full-depth half street paving, he suggested that the
developer work closely with the sole affected neighbor “in regards to driveway placement configuration.” Mr.
Pottéy clarified for Supervisor Giomi that the options in Condition No. 29 were to either perform half-street
improvements only along the parcel frontage, or do just curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements along their
parcel frontage including the neighboring property.

(11:42:10) — Ms. Downs addressed Supervisor Giomi’s concern about the open space on page 329 of the packet,
which he did not believe was usable, and indicated that it was placed as a buffer and “for the spacing of the
roadway on the east side,” adding that it would be maintained by the homeowners’ association (HOA). Discussion
ensued regarding the reason for the open space and Ms. Ferris explained that it had not been placed there to meet
the open space requirements as the developer had exceeded those requirements and would also provide private
open space. Mr. Pottéy clarified that the request had come from the Engineering Department to have a safer road.
Supervisor Giomi recommended changing the designation from open space to a label identifying a buffer. Ms.
Ferris also addressed a public comment regarding the school capacity. She stated that she had informed the
School District about the application in July 2021 and referenced Finding No. 4, incorporated in the agenda packet
which notes an upcoming redistricting, adding that with the COVID-19 pandemic the School District was “not
sure what their numbers are going to look like.” Mr. Pottéy also explained that he had been informed by the
School District that “bus stops often move based specific houses where children are located.” Mayor Bagwell
referred to Condition No. 29 and noted that it met the City standard, while the alternative did not meet the standard.
She noted that individual commercial property owners incur cost increases by performing the half street
improvements and believed that “alternatives should not be given to one but not to the other.” Discussion ensued
and Supervisor Giomi believed it was a “conundrum;” however, to be fair to everyone he would agree with Mayor
Bagwell’s assessment.

(12:01:21) — Deputy Public Works Director Dan Stucky addressed the options provided in Condition No. 29,
noting that per City code, the applicant was not required to provide sidewalk improvement in front of the middle
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parcel not owned by the developer, and that they were adding cost for which the applicant would not normally be
responsible. Further discussion ensued and Mayor Bagwell recommended selecting the alternative option in
Condition No. 29 but having the developer pay the difference in cost between the main and alternative conditions
in a special City account designated for the future Nye Lane improvements by the City. Mr. Stucky reminded the
Board that the Nye Lane improvements were in the distant future; however, the Board believed the funds could
be held until that time. Ms. Downs noted her agreement on behalf of the applicant, calling it “a great solution.”
Ms. Ferris highlighted the modifications to Condition No. 29 as follows:

a depth-+ AVing eyeloperin i In lzeu of full depth half
street pavzng the developer shall znstall szdewalk and curb and gutter along the adjacent parcel in between the
section of the project fronting E. Nye Lane. Sidewalk and curb and gutter would still also be required along
property frontage. Prior to approval of the final subdivision map, the developer shall provide the City with the
check equal to the cost of the difference in the cost of the full half-street improvements and the “in lieu” alternative
based on an engineer’s estimate and to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director.

Mayor Bagwell entertained a motion.

(12:07:45) — Supervisor White moved to approve the Tentative Subdivision Map as presented with the
modification to Condition 29 as stated by the Planning Manager. Supervisor Giomi seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor White

SECONDER: Supervisor Giomi

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

14D FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING AN
APPEAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S DECISION TO NOT APPROVE A REQUEST FOR A
VARIANCE TO REDUCE THE SETBACK ALONG THE SOUTH-EASTERN PROPERTY LINE,
ADJACENT TO JOHN MANKINS PARK, ON 3.45 ACRES ZONED NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (NB-P), LOCATED AT 1147 W. COLLEGE PARKWAY, APNS 007-
462-16 AND 007-462-17.

(9:27:20) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item. Ms. Sullivan provided background and responded to the public
comments regarding this item. She stated that noticing was not limited to first class mail as the City also posted
the information on its website, the State’s website, in the local newspaper, and on local bulletin boards. She
addressed the voting percentages, stating that the Staff has the ability to “say no” and to advise applicants they
will recommend denial, to save them the cost of the application, adding that this was the reason why the voting
percentages were high. Ms. Sullivan clarified that applications are looked at from a policy, regulation and
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substance standpoint; hence, the “applicant” reference. She also explained that when letters for or against a
project are received, Staff will look at the substance of the letters and not those who wrote them.

(9:30:50) — Ms. Ferris requested addressing both items 14.D and 14.E concurrently and Mayor Bagwell opened
both items for testimony; however, she noted separate actions would be taken on each of the items. Ms. Fetris
introduced the project and reviewed the actions taken to date, also incorporated into the Staff Report. She noted
that the Planning Commission had approved the Special Use Permit with a 5-1 vote with one commissioner absent
and that is why it was not being appealed and presented at this meeting. Ms. Ferris addressed the setback variance
requested by the applicant, noting that the reason Staff had recommended approval of the 10-foot setback was
because the adjacent property was a park and not residences, adding that Condition of Approval No. 24 specified
disclosure of the proximity to the park; however, the Planning Commission had not approved it with a 3-3 tie vote
with one commissioner absent. She also informed the Board that the Commission had recommended to the Board
of Supervisors, with a 5-1 vote with one commissioner absent, approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map with
an additional Condition of Approval No. 27 to state : The setback requirement along the common property line
with the park must be met. She noted that should the Board uphold the Planning Commission’s decision,
Condition of Approval 26 b., incorporated into the Staff Report, would be removed. Ms. Ferris acknowledged
receipt of public comments which were incorporated into the record (with one as late material).

(9:39:30) — Mayor Bagwell stressed the importance of responding to public comments and invited Staff to respond
to those heard earlier. Ms. Ferris clarified that the property was not “rezoned” and that the request was for a
Special Use Permit because the Neighborhood Business Zoning District allowed for residential uses, subject to
obtaining a Special Use Permit. She also confirmed for Supervisor Giomi that the Master Plan indicated the
property was “High Density Residential.”

(9:41:52) — Mr. Pottéy clarified that a traffic impact study had not been submitted for this project because the
City’s transportation model had indicated “0.7 capacity ratio for this area, which equated to a level service C for
local intersections.” Mr. Pottéy also clarified that several traffic impact studies had been done since the 1993 one
cited in public comment. Supervisor Giomi was informed that the City’s traffic engineer had evaluated the
information provided by the developer, adding that the accuracy of the number of trips generated had been
received from the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Supervisor Giomi noted that the City had hired its own
traffic engineer to ensure the developer studies were evaluated. In response to Supervisor Schuette’s questions,
Mr. Pottéy explained the traffic impact study methodology that took into account current and upcoming projects,
confirming that traffic concerns were being addressed “cumulatively and not in isolation.” Supervisor White was
informed that traffic impact studies included trip distribution data which looked at surrounding zoning and the
percentage of trips in each direction; however, there wasn’t one for this particular project.

(9:49:19) — Mr. Pottéy addressed the public comment regarding sewer capacity, noting that the sewer pipes were
designated as a Capital Improvement Project (CIP) and that the developer would pay a pro-rata share of that
improvement cost. He also explained that the development’s streets will be privately owned and maintained;
however, they must meet the City’s minimum roadway width and turnaround diameter standards, adding that the
City requires developers to coordinate trash collection with Waste Management. Mr. Pottéy explained that
developers are required “to install ADA-compliant curb ramps.” At Mayor Bagwell’s request Ms. Ferris
explained that the legal noticing requirements had been met for the initial Planning Commission meeting and for
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the appeal. Supervisor White received confirmation that Carson City had provided legal noticing above and
beyond the Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) requirement of 300 feet, by expanding it to 600 feet.

(9:55:57) — Supervisor Giomi inquired about the parking concerns by residents and Public Works Director Darren
Schulz offered to work with the City’s transportation manager regarding the request of adding no parking signs
on Oak Ridge Drive.

(9:59:43) — Applicant representative Chris Baker, Manhard Consulting Planning Manager, and applicant Mark
Turner introduced themselves. Mr. Baker reviewed a PowerPoint presentation, incorporated into the record as
late material, and responded to clarifying questions. He explained that the development would have 139 parking
stalls, 104 garage stalls, and 35 guest stalls which, he noted, exceeded the City’s requirements. Mr. Turner
clarified for Mayor Bagwell that the subject development would have a separate property owners association, not
associated with the Silver Oak Development, because they would be responsible for maintaining the private streets
and utilities, in addition to maintaining the property. He was also amenable to posting “no parking” signs on Oak
Ridge Drive if the Public Works Department deemed them legal and safe. He believed that the 20-foot garages
would house average size pickup trucks and SUVs; however, he believed that the development may not be suitable
for those with larger trucks.

Mr. Turner wished to state for the record that “we will control the parking on our development” and noted they
would be responsible for the enforcement. Discussion ensued regarding the Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions (CC&Rs) and Ms. Ferris recommended modifying Condition 25, incorporated into the Staff Report)
to read: At the time of recordation of the final map, a private Homeowners’ Association (HOA) or similar entity
must be formed to provide maintenance for all common areas, including the private road, in perpetuity. The
CC&Rs shall address parking and parking enforcement. Mr. Turner agreed with the amended Condition of
Approval. Mr. Turner also reiterated his agreement to the “no parking” signage should the Public Works
Department require it. Ms. Ferris recommended the following amendment to the Conditions of Approval, should
it become a requirement for the Public Works the Department: The developer shall install “no parking” signs
along Oak Ridge Drive, should “no parking on street” be determined by the Public Works Director. Mr. Turner
accepted the amendment. Supervisor White recommended moving the driveway as far away from College
Parkway as possible; however, Mr. Turner did not believe that would be possible.

(10:22:28) — Mayor Bagwell inquired about the appealed Variance and Ms. Ferris clarified that “it needs to meet
the findings.” Deputy District Attorney Todd Reese clarified that the action today was to decide whether the
Planning Commission appropriately denied the Variance. He also noted that Staff had initially reccommended to
the Planning Commission’s approval of the Variance; however, based on the Commission’s decision, Staff was
now recommending denial of the Variance. Mr. Reese reviewed the legal interpretations of “arbitrary and
capricious standards,” conveying the notion of a tendency to abuse discretion of power.

Mayor Bagwell indicated that the tie vote did not signify a majority vote and wished to hear which findings were
not met according to the commissioners who had voted against the Variance. Ms. Ferris clarified that the
commissioners who believed the findings were not met had not specified which ones. She also noted that one
commissioner “didn’t feel that it met the intent of what a variance was,” another commissioner “did not feel that
the project was right for the area,” and a third commissioner believed “10 feet was just too close.” Supervisor
White believed “we should [send] this back to the Planning Commission to make them do it right, but I don’t
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think we have that option.” Ms. Ferris clarified that the issue was the zoning of the park, which had not been
zoned “public.” Supervisor Giomi suggested revisiting that zoning in the future.

(10:33:16) — Ms. Ferris reviewed all the findings and reiterated the reasons stated by the three commissioners
who had voted against the Variance, noting: “they felt the setback could be met with the elimination of 4 units,
that 10 feet was simply too close, that the overall project is not in keeping with the community, and that the
request did not meet the criteria for a variance.” She also clarified for Mayor Bagwell that specific findings were
not cited by the commissioners. Ms. Ferris confirmed that the existing single-family residences were 10 feet
away from the park now. Discussion ensued and Mr. Turner explained that the architect who had designed the
park had taken the Neighborhood Business zoning into consideration. Mr. Baker provided additional background
and stated “if the park was zoned what the actual use and intended use of property was, we would not be having
this discussion,” adding that it would have allowed for “zero setbacks.”

(10:46:02) —~ Supervisor Schuette explained that she had read the information, watched the Planning Commission
meeting video, and visited the property. She understood the difficulty of the decision and pointed out the “buffer
zone” between the property and the park. Supervisor Schuette cited the Master Plan, the current zoning, and “the
transitional area” and believed she could support granting the appeal.

(10:48:20) — Supervisor Jones was in agreement with Supervisor Schuette due to the buffer zone and because
“we’ve already proven, to be consistent, 10 feet isn’t out of the question.” He also noted his appreciation of the
Planning Commissioners as volunteers; however, he disagreed with this decision.

(10:49:09) — Supervisor White also commended the Planning Commission’s hard work; however, he called this
decision a “malfunction.” He also believed that “if the park was properly zoned, we wouldn’t be here today,”
adding that the project “does stray substantially from what Silver Oak was sold to be.” Supervisor White
explained to the applicant that telling area residents if you don’t like this project I'll go to zero lot lines and
commercial stuff you really won't like did not “help your case.” He also believed that narrow streets and short
driveways are not the way “people want to live,” however, he would vote to repeal the Planning Commission’s
decision.

(10:51:43) — Supervisor Giomi did not believe that it was the Planning Commission’s decision to determine the
park was not zoned properly. He also noted that those who live near vacant land would love to see it not
developed; however, the property in the Master Plan was designated as High Density Residential. Supervisor
Giomi believed “the only question is the Variance on the setback.” He explained that he had spoken to many of
the park attendees and a few residents who lived adjacent to the park, adding that most of their reactions had been
“apathy” with some who were in favor of the development “because they feel like it’s a better use than what could
be there;” however, in a non-threatening way. He indicated that he would vote to grant the appeal.

(10:54:45) — Mayor Bagwell clarified that she looked at the rules and was blind to the individuals. She cited
earlier comments that some of the letters supporting the project had been written by individuals who had interests
in the project and noted that whenever she reads public comments she looks for “a salient point that Staff missed,
or that there is a law or a code component...I am not swayed by who wrote the letter.” She stated that the task at
hand today was to determine whether or not the Planning Commission erred in its decision. and whether or not it
had evidence to support its decision. She believed that “based on the comments that were given by the Planning
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Commission, they had no evidence to support not approving the Variance request,” and was in favor of granting
the appeal. Supervisor Jones indicated that this high-end townhome project was “nothing new” as he had heard
about it prior to the recession. Mayor Bagwell entertained additional comments and when none were forthcoming,
a motion.

(10:58:44) — Mayor Bagwell moved “to grant the applicant’s appeal and direct Staff to coordinate all
necessary preparatory tasks in a manner so as to effectuate the approval of the Variance as originally
submitted to the Planning Commission.” Supervisor Jones seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Mayor Bagwell

SECONDER: Supervisor Jones

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

(10:59:40) — Mayor Bagwell reminded members of the public that the City was in the process of revising its codes
and asked for their input, noting “I cannot hold someone accountable to a rule that doesn’t exist.” Supervisor
Schuette emphasized the importance of dialogue and input and gave the example of how many of the morning’s
questions had been addressed.

14.E FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A
REQUEST FOR A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP (SUB-2021-0215) FOR A DEVELOPMENT
KNOWN AS SILVER OAK AT COLLEGE PARKWAY TO CREATE 52 LOTS FOR ATTACHED
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES ON TWO PARCELS TOTALING 345 ACRES, ZONED
NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (NB-P), LOCATED AT 1147 W
COLLEGE PARKWAY, APNS 007-462-16 AND 007-462-17.

(11:01:45) — Based on the discussion during item 14.D Mayor Bagwell invited Ms. Ferris to recap the changes
that would be made to the Conditions of Approval. Ms. Ferris read them as follows:

Condition 25: At the time of recordation of the final map, a private Homeowner’s Association (HOA) or similar
entity must be formed to provide maintenance for all common areas, including the private road, in perpetuity.
The CC&Rs shall address parking and parking enforcement.

Condition 27: Remove the current condition 27 and replace it with the following language: The developer shall
install “no parking” signs along Oak Ridge Drive should “no parking on-street” be determined by the Public
Works Director.

Mayor Bagwell entertained a motion.
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(11:04:25) — Supervisor Giomi moved to approve the Tentative Subdivision Map as presented, with the
changes to Conditions of Approval No. 25 and No. 27 as read into the record by the Planning Manager.
Supervisor Jones seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor Giomi

SECONDER: Supervisor Jones

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

(11:04:53) — Mayor Bagwell recessed the meeting.
(11:11:35) — Mayor Bagwell reconvened the meeting. A quorum was still present.
15. CITY MANAGER

15.A FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A
PROPOSED INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN CARSON CITY ("CITY"), THE CARSON
CITY DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE (“CCDA”) AND THE CARSON CITY CULTURE AND
TOURISM AUTHORITY (“CTA”), FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES AND FACILITY USE AND
MANAGEMENT TO BE FUNDED BY 1% OF THE TOTAL 11% TRANSIENT LODGING TAX RATE
(APPROXIMATELY $209,000 IN FISCAL YEAR (“FY”) 2022, $215,270 IN FY 2023, $221,728 IN FY
2024, $228,380 IN FY 2025 AND $235,231 IN FY 2026).

(12:08:16) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item and entertained Board questions or comments, and when none
were forthcoming, a motion.

(11:04:25) — Supervisor Giomi moved to approve the agreement as presented. Supervisor Jones seconded
the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED (5-0-0)

MOVER: Supervisor Giomi

SECONDER: Supervisor Jones

AYES: Supervisors Giomi, Jones, Schuette, White, and Mayor Bagwell
NAYS: None

ABSTENTIONS: None

ABSENT: None

16. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NON-ACTION ITEMS:
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FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

STATUS REVIEW OF PROJECTS

INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS
CORRESPONDENCE TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

STATUS REPORTS AND COMMENTS FROM THE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD
STAFF COMMENTS AND STATUS REPORT

(12:09:05) — Mayor Bagwell introduced the item. Ms. Paulson informed the Board and the public that the Board
of Supervisors would hold a joint meeting with the Carson City School Board on Thursday, September 2, 2021,
at 6 p.m.

(12:09:48) — Ms. Hicks announced that the Board will review the Strategic Plan document at the September 2,
2021 Board meeting. She also announced that the V&T Railway would restart its train operations on August 28,
2021 and would continue running the trains until December 31,2021. She invited the Board to attend a celebration
on August 28, 2021 at 9 a.m. at the Eastgate Depot. Ms. Hicks also updated the Board on the Butti Way affordable
housing project, noting that it will be agendized for discussion at the October 21, 2021 Board meeting and
expected the finalization to take place in November 2021.

(12:11:58) — Supervisor Giomi requested revisiting the “no parking component” on Oakridge Drive (agenda items
14.D and 14.E). He also requested that the Public Works Department address the encroachment issues of Nye
Lane and Otha Street (agenda item 14.C) as he believed that “we’re not treating people fairly,” since similar
encroachment issued had been enforced downtown. Supervisor Giomi reported on behalf of the Culture and
Tourism Authority (CTA) that the Carson City hotel net taxable revenue in February and April had been the
highest ever for those respective months, and that June had the highest net taxable hotel revenue of any all-time
single month. He also reported on the Carson Water Subconservancy District meeting, stating that the Army
Corps of Engineers had deemed the Carson River as an unnavigable waterway, based on historical use, noting
that the implications of which would be discussed by the District and with regional governing bodies. Supervisor
Giomi explained that the farmers below the Lahontan Dam will be impacted as they will not be able to irrigate
using river water.

(12:17:02) —Mayor Bagwell announced that according to the 2020, the Carson City population was now at 58,639,
a growth of 6.09 percent over 10 years, which she noted was over one-half a percent per year. She stated that
those were the figures that would be used for redistricting. She highlighted that the Lyon County population had
grown to be slightly higher than that of Carson City. Supervisor Giomi indicated the growth of neighboring
counties would impact Carson City which is considered a regional hub.

(12:18:48) — Supervisor Schuette updated the Board on the Parks and Recreation Committee meeting and stated
that they had been discussing a consistent dog leash policy, calling it a great discussion with the community.

17. PUBLIC COMMENT

(12:19:33) — Mayor Bagwell entertained final public comments; however, none were forthcoming.
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18. FOR POSSIBLE ACTION: TO ADJOURN

(12:19:52) — Mayor Bagwell adjourned the meeting at 12:19 p.m.

The Minutes of the August 19, 2021 Carson City Board of Supervisors meeting are so approved on this 16% day
of September, 2021.

LORI BA% !WELL, Mayor

ATTEST:

/@ o ey BAOICt

AUBREY R/OWLATT Clerk — Recorder
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From: Charles Macquarie

To: Bublic Comment

Subject: August 19 BOS Agenda Item 14.D
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 7:04:14 PM

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

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I am writing to comment on Agenda [tem 14. D

Busmess Planned Umt Develooment (NB-P) located at 1147 W Coliege Parkway, APNs 007-462-16
and 007-462-17,

As a resident of the Silver Oak subdivision, which is across the street from John Mankins Park, |
support the idea of an attached single family residential development at this location; however, | do
not support the variance to allow a 10-ft setback adjacent to the park. A two-story building 10-ft
from the park fence is not a good idea. It is not good planning either. We have a code about setbacks
for a good reason it is to prevent buildings on one property overshadowing an adjacent property.
In this case the code requires a 30-ft setback. | believe this setback is appropriate in this case. If any
variance is granted it should not be for less than a 20-ft. setback.

Sincerely,
Charles Macquarie
1343 Alberta Ct.

Carson City, NV 89703
775-720-6847

Sent from Mail for Windows



From: laurie todd

To: Public Comment
Subject: Agenda meeting section 14C
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 8:30:26 PM

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

Hello, this is Laurie Todd and Clementine Tope ,we have the property on E Nye lane that sits
right in front of this purposed Subdivision. Our concerns with 61 new homes being put in is
first and foremost the added traffic to a very over used road as it is , we have had street racers
up and down with no response from the Sheriff's Office when complaints were made, so
adding even more traffic without more police presence is asking for accidents to happen. Nye
lane is a narrow 2 lane street that has no street lights and is very dark at night with no
sidewalks. Adding roughly 120 more vehicles a day to this street is just crazy. Is there going to
be a stop light put in at the intersection of Nye Ln and Airport Road ? Second, we are already
in a severe drought how can you justify adding more subdivisions when we don't have the
water to support them. we have low water pressure at certain times as it is. Third we would

like clarification of " Screening and Buffering of Adjoining Development" is this a wall, a fence
?

Thank You
Laurie Todd
Clementine Tope




From: MM

To: Public Comment

Cc: } MM

Subject: Board of Supervisors meeting August 19, 2021 - Agenda Items 14D &14E
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 3:39:38 PM

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

Board of Supervisors,

Discussion during the planning commission meeting for the proposed Silver Oak at College
Parkway staff was asked about residents' concerns about additional traffic and their safety
concerns. Staff essentially said everything was done per code. The majority of the Planning
Commission appeared content with the answer. Just because something is done within code
doesn’t make it right.

A question was asked when the last comprehensive traffic study was done? The answer was in
the 1990’s. This answer seemed to amuse some in the room. So with all the building and
subdivisions built out in this area over the last 20 plus years the majority of the Commission
thinks there is no reason to have another comprehensive traffic study done? Apparently
common sense is not a requirement. Just do the minimum required.

The standard answers from staff about any questions directed to them was it is within code or
it fulfilled the requirements. That was good enough for the majority of the planning
commission and got the rubber stamp of approval by majority.

Yet when it came to the setback variance, code states the set back is to be increased to 30
feet from 20 for the proposed 2 story multi-family dwellings. The developer is asking for a 10
foot setback which is 1/3 of the code requirement. Despite leaning on the “meets code or
requirement” answer to rubber stamp everything else about this muiti family dwelling
proposal 3 of the 6 planning commission board members voted to approve the variance. So,
it's ok to ignore this code?

When looking at the site map for the proposed multi-family dwellings the Planning
Commission chair questioned the safety of the narrow streets and stated large trucks such as
Waste Management trucks would have to back all the way out of the streets and there was no
place for snow removal based on the site map. | would also add the same safety hazard of
backing up would apply to delivery trucks, UPS, FedEx etc and they don’t drive slow. Yet
despite this very serious safety issue the site map was approved by a majority of the board. |
seriously question the judgment, competence and application of common sense by some of
the Planning Commission. Several of the Commision members have an obvious relationship
with Mr. Turner while not illegal it is a serious conflict of interest.

Does the City have an oversight committee to look at issues like this or is it something that
would have to be filed with the Grand Jury?

Do citizens have the right to appeal a decision made by the Planning Commission or Board or
is it just the applicant?

The rest of Silver Oak is single family detached homes with an 18 hole golf course and that is
how this area was advertised and pitched to prospective homeowners. Building 15 or so
single-family homes on this property would be in keeping with this and is really what should



be done. However, doing that would probably generate around $12 million in sales vs around
$26 million in sales for the current proposal.

Sadly, it appears the bottom line here is money. The Planning Board is ignoring the obvious
and severe safety issue with narrow streets. Multi-family dwellings are not consistent with the
rest of the Silver Oak community. The request for a 10 foot setback instead of 30 is so more
multi-family units can be crammed into this space. Again, money, money, money.

f ith conflict of inter

There may be more letters in the packet supporting the project signed by people with a
significant financial interest and/or work for Mr. Turner but here’s 4.

Heidi McFadden — She failed to mention she is a real estate agent with RCM Realty and stands
to make significant sales commissions from these multi-family dwellings and of course would
rather have ~$26,000,000 in sales generated vs. ~$12,000,000 from unattached single family
homes that would be consistent with the rest of Silver Oak. Obviously, a significant financial
interest in this project.

Christina Rice — She failed to mention she is a real estate agent with RCM Realty and stands to
make significant sales commissions from these multi-family dwellings and of course would
rather have ~$26,000,000 in sales generated vs. ~$12,000,000 from unattached single family
homes that would be consistent with the rest of Silver Oak. Obviously, a significant financial
interest in this project.

Terrie McNutt - GM Silver Oaks Golf Course — Employed by Mark Turner not a Silver Oak
home owner.

Doyle Katafias —Supports the project but failed to mention he is the Owner of DEK Electric
and does a lot of work for Lanturn Investments. Obviously a significant financial interest in this
project.

Manhar nsulting | l nturn Inv VAR-2021-0232

In the letter at the end of the 2"? bullet point -

“It is also our belief that voting against staff recommendations without an argument
substantiated by facts is arbitrary and capricious.”

I would use the same “arbitrary and capricious” argument for those on the Planning Board
that voted to approve the site map even after the Board chair pointed out the safety issues
with narrow streets and that Waste Management trucks, FedEx, UPS, USPS and other large
vehicles would have to back out of these narrow streets. There would also be a problem with
snow removal as well.

| respectfully ask the Board of Supervisors to vote no on Agenda items 14D and 14E. The
builder is very experienced and talented and I’'m quite sure can come up with a project for this
property that is profitable, safe, meets codes and is consistent with the rest of the Silver Oak
development.

Thank you,



Michael Moriarty




From: Svetlana G

To: Publi mmen
Subject: August 19, 2021 Board Meeting Comment

Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 10:47:08 AM

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

Good morning,

Please elaborate on what measures are taken to assess and mitigate the increase in student load
for Carson City schools, when reviewing subdivision requests. Also, please advise, to which
extent the issue of students outnumbering school capacities is considered, when making a
decision to approve or reject such requests.

Thank you,
Svetlana Grabelnikova.



From: " Chas Macquarie

To: Public Comment
Subject: August 19 BOS Agenda Item 14.D
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 7:07:49 PM

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

Dear Board of Supervisors,

t am writing to comment on Agenda Item 14.D:

As a resident of the Silver Oak subdivision, which is across the street from John Mankins Park, |
support the idea of an attached single family residential development at this location; however, | do
not support the variance to allow a 10-ft setback adjacent to the park. A two-story building 10-ft
from the park fence is not a good idea. It is not good planning either. We have a code about setbacks
for a good reason - it is to prevent buildings on one property overshadowing an adjacent property.
In this case the code requires a 30-ft setback. | believe this setback is appropriate in this case.

Sincerely,

Charles Macguarie
1343 Alberta Ct.
Carson City, NV 89703
775-720-6847



From: Rachel Cail

To: Public Comment

Subject: Carson dispensary curbside

Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 1:18:50 PM

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

Curbside pickup at dispensaries should continue to be legal. There is no reason to change it
now.

Rachel Cail

Namaste ~ Rachel




From: Midge Breeden

To: . Public Comment
Subject: Centennial Tennis
Date: Friday, August 6, 2021 2:37:49 PM

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

Thank you for approving the funding to replace the tennis courts at Centennial Park. Tennis is a
great sport that is inexpensive and can be enjoyed by all ages.
Thanks for reinvesting in the future of active sports in Carson City.

Midge Breeden

1775 Chaparral

Carson City, NV 89703

775 883-2255

"A healthy planet is a green planet"



From: bepsy strasburg

To: Public Comment
Subject: Constitution Day Celebration
Date: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 10:45:54 AM

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

On September 17, 1787, the delegates to the Constitutional Convention met for the
last time to sign the document they had created. This is an important day in our
nation's history and Constitution Day needs to be celebrated through activities,
learning, and demonstrations of our love for the United State of America and the
Blessings of Freedom Our Founding Fathers secured for us. The

Constitution allows the government of we the people to evolve in the safest way
possible towards equality and the pursuit of happiness.

2021 is the 224th anniversary of this important day. Being the capital city of
Nevada, we need to acknowledge this milestone every year and especially now to
remind everyone of our freedom.

Question to the Board of Supervisors:
1. What is the City planning to celebrate Constitution Day between
September 17-237

2. On September Z”d, there is a proposed joint meeting of the School

Board and Board of Supervisors. Please put Constitution Day in the meeting
agenda so we can discuss programs in real-time that the City and the School
District can do to celebrate this important annual anniversary.

Thank you for your consideration.

Bepsy Strasburg and Richard Nagel




From: ~  Jim Barnett

To: Public Comment
Subject: . PUDatW. College Parkway
Date: Tuesday, August 17, 2021 2:01:51 PM

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

I urge the Board of Supervisors to turn down the request for a 52 unit PUD on W. College Parkway. As a resident of
the Silver Oak community I do not find the plan to fit in with the current single family plan. This is far too many
units for this size property. The silver oak neighborhoods have some 2 story properties but not in a cluster as this is
proposed.] am not against building growth but I do expect it to conform with the existing neighborhood.

Thank you,
James Barnett

1625 Tumer Ct
Carson City, NV 89703



From: n Fatzer

To: Pubii n

Subject: Testimony in Opposition for Tomorrows"s BOS Meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 18, 2021 9:49:18 AM
Attachments: Board of IViSOrs.

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

My name is Jason Fatzer and I am submitting written testimony in opposition to agenda items
14D and 14E for tomorrow's Carson City Board of Supervisors' meeting. Please contact me if

you have any questions.
775-224-4722

I am attaching a word doc and I will paste the context in this email as well.

Good Morning,
My name in Jason Fatzer for the record.

[ am here to ask the Carson City Board of supervisors to not just to uphold the 3 to 3 decision to
maintain the city minimum setback of 20 feet with an additional 10 feet for each story above 1 story,
but to reverse the decisign of the Planning Commission and deny in whole the request to build the
multi dwelling unit development on the corner of West College Parkway and Oak Ridge Drive. Here
are my reasons:

FIRST: An actual full traffic study has not been completed in this area of West College parkway since
1993. The drawing included in the notice mailed to residents is not an accurate depiction of the area
as it is today. It is unclear if traffic modeling based on the 1993 study accounted for possible new
homes and vehicles in the vacant land north of Silver Lake Drive or in the mostly vacant business
complex east of the senior living community. The planned 52 units will bring 100 or more new
vehicles into a 3.45 acre parcel. The 2 access points into this planned community are from east
bound traffic traveling on West College and on Oak Ridge Drive near the corner junction. | believe
this will back up traffic to turn left onto Oak Ridge from westbound College Parkway due to the three
vehicle size of the turn lane, or create unsafe u-turns. This is already an issue as it is right now. | also
believe that traffic exiting and entering from the Oak Ridge Drive access point will increase traffic
safety concerns for park visitors and residents along Oak Ridge Drive and continuing south of John
Mankins Park. The posted speed limit is 25, but living directly across the street from the park, | can
attest that vehicles do not observe the posted speed limits and use the street as an acceleration
Jaunch point until they skid to a stop at the south end of the park. | have personally witnessed
vehicles full-on hitting the hazard markers at the park.

ADDITIONALLY: As stated by Member Kilgore in the Planning Commission meeting held earlier this
month, this Multi Dwelling unit development does not fit the surrounding Silver Oak community. The
current existing density of Silver Oak is an average 11 homes in a space the same size where the
developers are requesting to build 52 units, between a busy park frequented by families with small
children and a senior living community. | feel this increases safety concerns for our senior neighbors



and small visitors.

FURTHER: Snow Removal and Plowing have been an issue on Qak Ridge. After any snowstorm light
and heavy, Oak Ridge Drive is not immediately plowed, if at all. There have been many storms in the
last seven years as a Silver Qak resident where more than a foot of snow has been left unplowed on
the road for days with a snow berm at the College Parkway junction left to create issues entering
traffic. This will create dangerous road conditions when combined with the addition of a 100 or
more vehicles using the roadway, adding to my first point of the no recent traffic study. Not to
mention the issue of where the snow within the planned development will be moved to by the
private snow removal services, further complicating snow accumulation and traffic conditions on
Oak Ridge drive itself.

FINALLY: Developers plan on a communal trash bin area. This creates the opportunity for any
resident of Carson to feel free to dump unwanted trash, mattresses, or old furniture because the
community will not be gated. We see this situation at other apartment and townhome complexes in
Carson City that are ungated, specifically the ungated apartment units on Silver Oak Drive. This is
unsightly, unwelcome, and would be inconvenient for the residents of the planned development.

[ am not opposed to growth here in our Silver Oak Community or any other parts of Carson City. |
take pride and responsibility as a Carson resident. | believe that adding a planned development of
this density is a gross amount of growth in such a small land area, with access points that will most
assuredly increase unsafe traffic conditions for residents, our neighbors, and visitors.

And for all of my issues stated, | formally ask the Carson City Board of Supervisors to reject in whole,
the planned 52 unit planned development on the corner of West College Parkway and Oak Ridge
Drive. We ask the developers to consider building a more reasonably sized development in the area,
much like the Park Place community just developed south of the park.

Thank you.



From: Carson City

To: CCEQ
Subject: Lanturn Investments request for 1147 W. College
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 1:07:14 PM

Message submitted from the <Carson City> website.

Site Visitor Name: Nancy Kaifesh
Site Visitor Email: nancy6051@sbcglobal.net

[ am asking that this request be denied in all aspects. The last thing Oak Ridge Dr needs is.
more congestion and heavy traffic. We already have to deal with people using Oak Ridge as a
thru-way between Winnie & College Pkwy. Density creates more crime and we have enough
of that going on at night at John Mankins Park. Cramming 52 units on that small piece of
property will allow the drug dealers at the park to have customers within walking distance.
The current homeowners did not sign up for this. This is nothing more than greed on the part
of the developer.



