City of Carson City
Agenda Report

Date Submitted: September 6, 2011 Agenda Date Requested: September 15, 2011
Time Requested: 30 minutes

To: Mayor and Board of Supervisors
From: Public Works - Planning Division

Subject Title: For Possible Action: To consider an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
decision to allow a multi-family apartment on property zoned Residential Office (RO), located at
812 N. Division Street, APN 001-191-06. (SUP-11-042) (Lee Plemel)

Staff Summary: The Planning Commission approved a Special Use Permit to allow a multi-
family apartment consisting of two, two-story, four-plex buildings (eight total units) in a
Bungalow/Craftsman style, on property zoned Residential. Decisions of the Planning
Commission may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors may
uphold, modify or reverse the Planning Commission’s decision.

Type of Action Requested:

[ ] Resolution [ ] Ordinance
X Formal Action/Motion [] Other (Specify)
Does This Action Require A Business Impact Statement: ( )Yes (X)No

Planning Commission Action: Approved the Special Use Permit on July 27, 2011, by a vote of
3 ayes, 2 nays, and 2 absent.

Recommended Board Action: I move to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to allow a
multi-family apartment on property zoned Residential Office, located at 812 N. Division Street,
APN 001-191-06, based upon the findings for approval and with the recommended conditions
contained within the staff report to the Planning Commission.

Explanation for Recommended Board Action: See the attached staff memo and Planning
Commission staff report for more explanation on the proposed action.

Applicable Statute, Code, Policy, Rule or Regulation: CCMC 18.02.060 (Appeals), 18.02.080
(Special Use Permits)

Fiscal Impaet: N/A
Explanation of Impact: N/A

Funding Source: N/A
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Alternatives:

1) If the Board of Supervisors finds that the Planning Commission erred in approving SUP-11-
042, reverse the Planning Commission’s decision and deny the Special Use Permit based upon
findings for denial; or modify the approval.

2) If additional information is submitted to the Board of Supervisors that the Board believes
warrants further review and consideration on the application by the Planning Commission, refer
the matter back to the Planning Commission.

Supporting Material:
1) Staff Memo to Board of Supervisors
2) Appellant’s letter of appeal and justification
3) Planning Commission Case Record
4) Planning Commission packet

Prepared By: Janice Brod, Grants Program Coordinator

Reviewed By:
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Carson City Planning Division
108 E. Proctor Street
Carson City, Nevada 83701
(775) 887-2180

WWW.carson.org
www.carson.org/planning

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mayor and Board of Supervisors
FROM: Planning Division
DATE: September 15, 2011

SUBJECT: MISC-11-053 (SUP-11-042) — Appeal of the Planning Commission's decision to
approve a multi-family dwelling project of eight units, on property zoned
Residential Office, located at 812 N. Division Street, Assessor’s Parcel Number
001-191-08, based on the specific staff findings of the staff report.
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BACKGROUND:

. On July 27, 2011, the Planning Commission conditionally approved the proposed project
by a vote of 3-2.

. On July 21, 2011, the HRC conditionally approved the proposed project by a vote of 5-0,
subject to specific amendments.

. On May 12, 2011, the HRC conditionally approved the proposed project, subject to plan
amendments. Unfortunately, there was a noticing error and the item was required to
return o the HRC for proper noticing and reconsideration of the proposed project.

) April 05, 2011, a required Major Project Review, MPR-11-020, was conducted in the
Planning Division. At the meeting, City staff provided the applicant with comments related
to the proposed project. The HRC Chairman, Mike Drews, also attended the MPR
meseting.

. December 09, 2010, the HRC reviewed and approved the demolition of the existing single
family dwelling unit and accessory structures and approved the conceptual plan with the
stipulation that the applicant provides more detail on possible covered parking alternatives
and materials for the proposed apartment complex.

. August 19, 2010, the Board of Supervisors approved AB-10-038.

. July 28, 2010, the Planning Commission reviewed and recommended approval to the
Board of Supervisors AB-10-038. The request allowed the abandonment of an eight foot
wide portion of N. Minnesota Street, W. Ann Street and N. Division Street, totaling a
3,814-square-foot area, more or less, adjacent to properties located at 803 N. Minnesota
Street, 444 W. Washington Street and 812 N. Division Streets, APNs 001-191-02, 001-
191-05 and 001-191-06.

The applicant, AL Salzano of Al Salzano Architect, is proposing two two-story four-plex buildings
on a Residential Office zoning district site. The subject site of 13,929 square feet currently has a
688 square foot single-family dwelling unit slated for demolition. Demolition is also proposed for
the existing carriage house and sheds on site.

DISCUSSION:

The application noted above was reviewed and approved conditionally by the Planning
Commission based on the required findings for approval. At the July 27, 2011 meeting, public
testimony was also solicited by the Planning Commission and there were several comments
related to the proposed project, identifying concerns and opposition from property owners in the
immediate area and the historic district.

Please refer to the atftached Staff Report which was presented to the Planning Commission on
July 27, 2011 and the original application packet for more information on the proposed project.
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The basis for appeal is pursuant to the submittal requirements of CCMC 18.02.160 (Appeals).

The applicant's letter of appeal is attached. The applicant has provided a reply to the letter of
appeal, which is also attached. The following are staff responses to the appellant’s basis for
appeal.

1. The proposed project would not conform to the zoning requirements for a property zoned
Residential Office (RO) without approval of a Special Use Permit.

Staff response:

The applicant is correct; a multi family dwelling use requires Special Use Permit approval.
However, the non-conforming statement is incorrect, Multi-family uses are conditional uses in
the RO zoning district. For clarification, the definition of a multi family dwelling use is as follows:

e Dwelling, Multi-Family means a building designed and/or used fo house three (3) or
more families, living independently of each other.

2. According to Paragraph 5 of the staff report of SUP-11-042 for the Planning Commission
meeting of July 27, 2011:

» This project is subject to Historic District 18.06.010 Purpose-Applicability. The purpose
of the Historic District code is fo promote the educational, cultural and economic values
of Carson City, and the health, safely and general welfare of the public through the
preservation, maintenance and protection of districts, sites, buildings, and objects of
significant historical, archaeological and cultural interest within Carson City. (emphasis
added)

The proposed project would not conform to the architectural style, scale, and usable
open space standards of the Carson City Historic District and would not comply with the
objectives of the Carson City Historic District Development Standards 5.27- Guidelines
for New Construction. The proposed project would not be compatible and respectful of
the historic building stock and existing open space that surrounds it or with the majority
of existing historic buildings and areas in the Carson City Historic District and the
proposed West Side National Register District, to become part of the federal
government’s National Register of Historic Places. It certainly would not satisfy any of
the purposes of the Historic District code (identified above)

Staff response:

The project was before the Carson City Historic Resources Commission (HRC) on three
individual meeting dates; see page two of this report. The HRC reviewed and conditionally
approved the proposed project, subject to architectural alterations and site amendments. The
HRC found that the proposed development was compatible with scale and massing, shape,
materials and design with surrounding structures.

This project is subject to the Historic District Development Standards 5.27 Guidelfines for New
Construction. New construction which is appropriately designed is encouraged by the Carson
City Historic Resources Commission. The Historic District should be an active and vital part of
the city. New construction should look new and reflect the technology, building materials and
design ideas of the present era. The design of new construction needs to be compatible and
respectful of the historic building stock that surrounds it so that visual conflict and confusion are
avoided. There is no formula that will guarantee “good design.” There are specific elements of
building design, which can be identified, and therefore, addressed in a review process so that
consistency can be achieved. As noted previously in the staff reports, the project has been
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designed in a Craftsman/Bungalow style per the Carson City Historic Disttict Design Guidelines.

3. Since the time that the Carson City Historic District was created in May 1982 by the
Carson City Board of Supervisors, with the sole exception of the proposed project, we
are not aware of any approvals for new construction or "in-fill” construction of multi-family
residents of ANY size in the Historic District. Approving the special use of this land
requested in SUP-11-042 and allowing the construction of this project in the Historic
District would set an undesirable and deleterious precedent for the District and possibly
prejudice its proposed inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

Staff response:
The HRC found that the proposed development was compatible with scale and massing, shape,
materials and design with surrounding structures.

The West Side Historic District National Register Nomination currently under review by Nevada
State Historic Preservation Office took into account infill construction within the current Carson
City Historic District boundary. Those properties were either excluded from the proposed district
delineation, or evaluated as non-contributing elements within the district. APN 001-191-06 was
considered as a contributing element of the West Side Historic District. National Register
designation places no restrictions on what a property owner may do with their property. The
West Side National Register District boundary can be adjusted or the property can be
designated as a non-contributing element of the District.

There are multiple properties within the Historic District that are considered multi-family
residential. The properties were constructed prior to the adoption of the Carson City Historic
District. These existing properties may not conform to the architectural styles that are
predominately within the District. Historic district guidelines (5.27) require that:

"... New construction should look new and reffect the technology, building materials and design
ideas of the present era. The design of new construction needs to be compatible and respectful
of the historic building stock that surrounds it so that visual conffict and confusion are avoided.
There is no formula that wilf guarantee “good design”. There are specific elements of building
design which can be identified, and therefore, addressed in a review process so that
consistency can be achieved.”

4. Although the applicant provided a brief letter sfating that "the residential market rates are
holding very steady,” he provided no documentation to support this claim. There was no
quantitative rationale or economic analysis presented to merit the approval of a Special Use
Permit which would justify altering the current zoning for this parcel of land from RO fo allow
Multi-family housing construction on this fand.

[n a one-page November 3, 2010 letter, a local realtor provided the applicant with anecdotal
statements that a multi-family apartment would have a lower vacancy rate than a building
intended for residential-office or commercial use. Also, the November 3, 2011, letter's focus
was general, and not specific to properties located in the Historic District. The office
environment in the Historic District commands higher rents than Carson City in general and
has a much higher density of professional offices (attorneys, physicians, dentists, real
estate offices, escrow companies, medical labs, hospital annexes, ect.) than other locations
in the city. In our recent investigation of economic conditions and vacancies in and adjacent
to the Historic District, residential and commercial/office vacancy rates are comparable —
while both vacancy rates are very high, construction of office space could promote a viable
enterprise.




MISC11-053

Planning Commission Appeal

SUP-11-042

September 15, 2011 BOS

Page 5 of 11

The closest multi-family apartment complex to the proposed project is located at 222
Fleischmann Way (four blocks north and one east, just outside of the Historic District) to the
proposed project has six(8) long-term vacancies in a 22-unit complex. Rental rate for the 1
BR units in this complex for the previous (5) years has been $535.00/month; the rate was
recently reduced to $500.00/month {a negative trend) to compete with declining rental rates

in the area.

Another example of the residential rental market — further from the proposed project but
located in the Historic District — is a grandfathered 10-unit apartment complex ({old
construction) located at 207 West King Street. This complex currently has two (2) vacancies
despite a recent monthly rental decrease from $575.00/month to $475.00/month.

Staff response:
Market rates or economic feasibility rates are not part of the criteria for SUP approval. The
proposed project is not considered an altering of the current zoning for the subject parcel.

There is a diverse mix of uses in this area of Carson Cily, which includes office uses,
commercial uses, single-family dwelling units and multi-family dwelling units. This parcel, in
particular, has been vacant for years and has a single-family dwelling unit and accessory
structures on site. The subject site is in close proximity to three multi-family projects (two of
which are in the Historic District) see the map below.

| SUP-11-042 Surrounding Uses LI
&0 = TEGEE AT
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5. There are no calculations or diagrams on the preliminary submitted plans to clearly
demonstrate that open space, public safety, and property setback requirements on all
sides of this project have been met. In addition, the project specifically does not meet the
requirements of the Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC) 18.03 open space, as defined on

page 28:

+ Open Space means any parcel or area of land or water essentially unimproved and set
aside, dedicated, designated, or reserved for public use or enjoyment or for the private
use and enjoyment of owners and occupants of land adjoining or neighboring such open
space.

The site plan and submitted documents do not identify where the project's required open
spaces would be located — one can only guess where the proposed open space areas of
“1415 square feet”, stated on page C1 of the applicant’s Site Plan, are located. Because
setback areas and improved parking lots cannot be counted as open space according to
the CCMC, the only possible “open space” in the proposed project mostly consists of two
paved (“improved”), narrow walkways located between the project’s large parking lot and
the two apartment structures and possibly four distinct 12" x 6’ areas located at the outside
corners of the two buildings. Per the architect's drawing, these small disjunct areas may
also be part of the project’s water detention zones, which are also located at the outside
corners of the two buildings. The proposed open space cannot be construed as usable
“open space” per the definition of CCMC section 18.03.

Staff response: The applicant provided a site plan in the Planning Commission (PC) packet
which clearly notes the required setbacks in relation to the proposed structures. The Planning
Division requested a diagram from the architect, noting the landscaped areas and the open
space areas per the CCMC which can be counted towards satisfying the open space
requirements of the project. The project as proposed exceeds the opens space requirement
pursuant to the CCMC.

A copy of the diagram is attached to this report and was provided to the appelfant on August 22,
2011. The open space noted is a combination of private open space (decks/patios) and
common open space. The areas noted on the street frontages are not included in the required
open space calculations. Pursuant to the Carson City Municipal Code Title 18, Zoning, Chapfer
18.16, Development Standards, Division 1, Land Use and Site Design, Section 1.18 Residential
Development Standards in Non-Residential Districts, Subsection 6:

Open Space.

a. A minimum of 150 square feet per dwelling unit of common open space must be
provided. For projects of 10 or more units, areas of common open space may only include
contiguous landscaped areas with no dimension less than 15 feef, and a minimum of 100
square feet per unit of the common open space area must be designed for recreation,
which may include but not be limited fo picnic areas, sports courts, a softscape surface
covered with turf, sand or similar malerials acceptable for use by young children, including
play equipment and trees, with no dimension less than 25 feet. (As proposed the project is
less than 10 units and the 25 foot dimensional requirement is not applicable).

b. A minimum of 100 square feet of additional open space must be provided for each unit
either as private open space or included in the common open space area.

c. Front and street side yard setback areas may not be included toward meeting the open-
space requirements. These areas are not counted towards the open space required.
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At the recent public meetings held by the HRC and by the Planning Commission, five

Historic District residents verbally expressed concerns about the lack of usable open space

and the poor quality of the proposed open space for this project. When two residents (who

attended the July 27, 2011 PC meeting) visited the Planning Division Office on August 01,

2011 to obtain additional mathematical details and drawings on the project’s open space, it

was revealed that the applicant had never provided the required quantitative information or

detailed drawings that clearly depicted where the proposed open space was located.

Planning Division personnel stated they would have to request these drawings and

quantitative information from the applicant. As of noon on the date of this filing (8/8/2011),
none of the requested information has apparently been provided to the Planning Division.

The Planning Commission based its July 27, 2011, approval for this project, at least in part,
on a faulty Planning Division Staff Report, dated July 27, 2011. On pages 5 and 7, the Staff
report stated that the project satisfies the applicable open space requirements for the
project, providing “1415 square feet of open space.” We would like to know the location(s)
of said open space.

Furthermore, the Staff Report's recommendation for the project approval is apparently
based on the architect’s unsupported statement that the project would provide 1,415
square feet on open space (Page C1 of the Preliminary Site Plan, dated 4/22/11). On Page
A1.0 of the Preliminary Site Plan, however, the architect states that the project would
provide 2,536 square feet of open space. Which calculation of open space is correct, and
why?

Because there are no separate drawings or explanatory cross-hatching on the drawings
showing the location of the required open space on either Page C1 or A10 or in any file
maintained by the Planning Division, neither the Planning Commission, the Planning
Division staff, the Historic Resources Commission, nor the public could of made an
accurate determination of the common open space provided by the proposed project.

Staff response:

Planning Division staff performed the standard review of the proposed open space as typically
completed for mufti-family apartment projects. On August 02, 2011 the Planning Division staff
was in contact with the project Architect and requested additional information as noted by the
appellant. The Architect provided the additional information on August 16, 2011 via email and it
was the intention of staff once we had the “site distance” information afso requested by the
appelfant, to provide both diagrams to the appellant. On August 22, 2011 the “site distance
information” was obtained and reviewed by city staff, see memo dated August 22, 2011, from
the Engineering Division. On August 23, 2011 the information was provided to the appellant at
the requested meeting by the appellant.

7.

Only two of the four effected property owners on this city block have signed property
abandonment documents associated with this project. When made aware of this project’s
design details, | (Alexander Kirsch) formally retracted my previous approval of the city
property abandonment, My reason for retraction is based on my public statements and
those of my neighbors before the HRC on July 21, 2011 and before the PC on July 27,
2011, that the design and scale of the proposed project is inconsistent and incompatible
with the stated objectives and design goals for buildings in the Historic District and in the
newly-proposed West Side National Register District addition to the National Register of
Historic Places. The entire city block on which this project would be located is currently
included in both of these areas and new construction should meet the applicable standards
{which are much stricter than those for other areas of Carson City).
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Staff response:

Mr. Kirsch is correct, he formally retracted his previous approval (signed and notarized on Aptil
06, 2010) of the Right-of Way abandonment (AB-10-038) on August 08, 2011, which was also
signed and notarized. The appellant is also correct in that he provided public statements as well
as his neighbors before the HRC on July 21, 2011 and before the PC on July 27, 2011, that the
design and scale of the proposed project is inconsistent and incompatible with the stated
objectives and design goals for buildings in the Historic District and in the newly-proposed West
Side National Register District addition to the National Register of Historic Places. However, the

status of the abandonment for Mr. Kirsch’s property does nof affect the proposed project.

8. The subject property is located at the northern edge of Carson City's Historic District and is
located just to the west of the District's busiest north-south conduit (Division Street). It is
located on the same block as Caron City’s Bicentennial Tree and is on the edge of the
Blue Line walking tour (across Washington Street). As such, the proposed project would be
the first buildings that many southbound tourists in cars would see, and would also be
visible by tourists walking along the Blue Line on the south side of Washington Street. As
discussed as several public meetings, this out-of-scale apartment complex and monolithic
asphalt parking lot (with 16 or more cars, trailers, motorcycles, and kids' bicycles and
tricycles on it) would not encourage tourism or photography of the area.

Staff response:

The actual northern edge of the contiguous Carson City Historic Disfrict *west side” is just north
of John Street and south of Fleishmann Street (approximately 890 feet north the subject parcel).
The northern most property in the Carson City Historic District is actually located at 5400 N.
Carson Street (approximately 3.3 miles northwest of the subject parcel). The appellant is correct
the proposed project is located in the same block as the Carson City Bicentennial Tree. If the
proposed project is constructed it is possible that tourists visiting Carson City will see the site.

The HRC determined that the proposed development was compalible with scale and massing,
shape, materials and design with surrounding structures. The HRC conditions of approval require
that the Architect incorporate screening measures (fencing and landscaping) into the site design
to assist in the screening of the parking lot from the W. Ann Street frontage.

9. Although there were some procedural errors in the notification of nearby property owners
for the required meeting to discuss the Special Use Permit, the Planning Division staff
made a good faith effort to eventually notify affected property owners and reschedule some
meetings. Nonetheless, we believe that those actions restricted public awareness and
knowledge of this project and consequently limited the number of written and verbal
comments received by the Planning Commission. Some of the people signing the appeal
for the SUP (and opposing the proposed project) were at the July 27, 2011, Planning
Commission meeting only because they had been notified of other agenda items (e.g., to
discuss the Nomination of the West Side Historic District for the National Register).

Staff response:

There was an error in the noticing for the May 12, 2011, HRC meeting, not the Planning
Commission meeting as noted above, Mr. Kirsch informed the Planning Division staff on June
09, 2011, via email, that as an adjacent property owner he was not noticed for the May 12, 2011,
HRC Meeting. Mr. Kirsch attended the June 09, 2011, HRC meeting and noted the error. The
Planning Division confirmed the error at the June 09, 2011, HRC meeting and noted that the item
would return fo the HRC for review in July 2011, with public apologies to Mr. Kirsch and the HRC.
As a resuit of the error, the item had to be re-agendized and properly noticed for another HRC
meeting, which was held July 21, 2011. The error of the HRC noticing did not effect the noticing
for the Planning Commission item, which was noticed in full compliance with Carson City
Municipal Code requirements.
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10. The application for SUP-11-042 contains a number of erroneous or misleading answers to
the Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria/Questionnaire and misrepresents some
important facts of the proposed project. In the public meetings, residents highlighted the
following problems in the applicant’s submission:

a. The architect's perspective drawing distorts the project’s entrance area and fails to show
the trash enclosureffencing at the south edge of the parking lot or the minimal 10-foot
setback on the property’s 170.75-foot width south side boundary. Also not shown on this
drawing are the existing chain link and wooden fences that separate and divide the subject
property from the adjacent Kirsch and Bangham-Nail properties to the south. Instead of
showing the immediately adjacent fencing and trash enclosure located on the southern
boundary of the property, the drawing depicts a large lawn and mature tree area that
appears to extend all the way to C Hill - in fact, the area would extend only a few feet to the
previously-described fences.

b. Questions 12 - the project’s and adjacent properties’ pedestrian ways being logical and
convenient question (i.e., proposed new sidewalks being consistent with the neighborhood) -
was answered “Yes.” Because not all 4 property owners on the block had agreed to the
2010 property abandonment request at the time of the applicant’s SUP filing, this should
have been answered “No.”. The applicant should have known that there was one resident of
the block who had previously refused to sign the abandonment proceedings and that | (Mr.
Kirsch), the adjacent property owner, was strongly opposed to the proposed project. As the
most affected adjacent property owner, | (Mr. Kirsch) have now formally retracted my
previous approval of the requested abandonment, in part because a new sidewalk in front of
my property would have required removal of two old trees in my front yard.

¢. Question 13 was not answered formally - “Not Applicable” was written in with no
supporting information - but the correct is a clear “No.” The evaluation criterion was whether
or not the proposed project’s increased automobile density (16 cars up from the two (2) cars
for the property’s SFR) had a variety of access points; the proposed project would only
provide a single infout driveway that the parking lot was too big and poorly designed to fit in
with the Historic District, and some (as well as some members of the HRC publicly)
questioned why several smaller parking areas and different access routes were not
proposed for this project.

d. Question 16 was answered “N/A.” Because the evaluation criterion was whether or not
larger parking lots were organized as a series of smaller lots, the correct answer should
have been “No.” As stated above, the size and scale of the project’s single large parking lot
was criticized for not being consistent with the design and aesthetic principles of the Historic
District.

e. Question 17 was answered “Yes.” It should have been answered “No.” because the
architect’s perspective drawing submitted to the Planning Division on July 5, 2011, shows
that the large-surfaces parking lot would not be screened from the surrounding
neighborhoods and pedestrian walkways as the criterion requires. There were many public
complaints about this design in both the HRC and PC meetings. On the July 21, 2011, the
HRC board required some additional screening of the parking lot with more landscaping and
built-up earth/berms. In my view (Mr. Kirsch}, and that of many who spoke at the HRC and
the PC meetings, that is at best a “band-aid” solution to a poor design that should not be
allowed in the Historic District.

f. Question 21 was answered “Yes.” it should have been answered “No.” The evaluation
criterion for this question is whether or not the proposed development is integrated into the
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surrounding neighborhood, rather than "walled off.” While the fanciful perspective drawing of
the proposed project shows a large lawn and mature tree area separating this property from
the two adjacent properties, the limited south property line setback of 10 feet and the
location of the large trash dumpster dictate that a 170.75 foot fence of considerable height
be used to separate the three properties. In fact, there are existing fences of this length
(approximately 6 feet high) separating the properties, the developer plans to retain these
fences for reasons of privacy and because of the limited property setback on both sides of

the fence line.

Staff response;

The implementation of numerous policies contained within the Master Plan hinges on the
creation of three mixed-use zoning districts to align with the Mixed-Use Commercial (MUC),
Mixed-Use Employment (MUE), and Mixed-Use Residential (MUR) land use categories.
Recognizing that mixed-use development proposals have already been and will continue to be
submitted within these areas prior to the completion and adoption of the future mixed-use
Zoning districts, a set of Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria have been developed to:

s Facilitate higher intensity, mixed-use development in locations designated on the Land
Use Plan for mixed-use development, but where mixed-use zoning is not currently in
place;

s Encourage the incremental transition of existing uses in locations designated on the
Land Use Plan for mixed-use development, recognizing that in some locations, mixed-
use development may be perceived as incompatible with existing adjacent uses in the
short term;

s Establish a consistent method for reviewing mixed-use development projects until
mixed-use zone districts can be established; and

o Ensure that mixed-use development is consistent with the General Mixed-Use policies
contained in the Master Plan, as well as with specific MUC, MUE, and MUR policies, as
applicable.

The Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria has been used as a tool fo review mixed-use
development proposals untif mixed-use zone districts can be established. The proposed project
is relatively small compared fo larger-scale mixed-use development contemplated in the Master
Plan.

The appellant addressed the Architect’s perspective drawing and the “distortion” of the project.
Staff evaluated the project on the information identified on the required site plan. Typically
Architect’s/Designer’s perspectives are an artist’s rendition of a project, Staff's evaluation is not
based on artists’ renditions.

The appellant is correct the HRC did request site alterations related to the screening of the
parking lot from W. Ann Street. These requirements are noted in the conditions of approval for
HRC-10-102. The parking lot screening will be evaluated with the required amended
landscaping plan as typical, if the SUP approval is upheld by the BOS.

As part of the proposed project the appficant is required to install sidewalks on all street
frontages of the subject site pursuant to the CCMC. However, Mr. Kirsch would not be required
to install a new side walk in front of his property or eliminate any trees.

11.  While the applicant/developer was “given” approximately 2,503 square feet of Historic
District open space as a result of the 2010 abandonment initiative, he (Mr. Bauer) has
proposed to use this additional area only for his own purposes, i.e., merely to increase
the size of his rental apariment buildings. The developer has proposed to expand the
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external walls of his two apartment buildings such that the new buildings was would be

directly above the original North, East and West property lines of the land he purchased

in 2010. He could not increase the project’s available open space beyond the bare

minimum required by CCMC, and would not provide the proposed project’s residents

with a usable common area or any storage space for bicycles, kids’ outdoor toys, ect.
The donated Carson City public land would be primarily for private gain.

Staff Response:

The Right-of-Way Abandonment was not a result of Carson City “giving-up” 2,503 square feet of
Historic District Open Space. A right-of-way (ROW) is a strip of land that is granted, through an
easement or other mechanism, for transportation purposes, such as for a trail, street, driveway,
rail line or highway. A right-of-way is reserved for the purposes of maintenance or expansion of
existing services with the right-of-way. In this case, Carson City determined a portion of the
ROW may revert to its adjacent owners, subject to specific conditions, as in AB-10-038. In many
instances the result of a Right-of Way abandonment is for personal gain. A majorily of the ROW
Abandonments applications that are processed by the Planning Division and approved by the
Board of Supervisors have resulted in projects of personal gain to private property owners.

2. The plan submitted to staff in November 2010 and presented to the HRC in December
2010 had incorporated carports over all 16 parking spaces and had storage areas
incorporated into the carport structures. The HRC determined that the carports were too
butky (massive) for the site and requested the applicant evaluate the plan for the alteration
of carport structures or elimination of carports to assist with the scale of the project. The
redesign included the removal of half of the carports and the elimination of some of the
massing of the carports, which resulted in the elimination of the storage areas.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Per the Carson City Municipal Code Section 18.02.060(2), the Board of Supervisors may affirm,
modify or reverse the decision of the Planning Commission. Staff recommends that the Board of
Supervisors uphold the Planning Commission decision to approve Special Use Permit, SUP-11-
042, based on the required findings and subject to the conditions of approval in the staff report.

ALTERNATIVE

The Board of Supervisors may consider the following alternative actions in deciding the appeal
of the Planning Commission’s decision to Approve the installation a multi family dwelling project
of eight units, on property zoned Residential Office, located at 812 N. Division Street,
Assessor’s Parcel Number 001-1291-06, based on the specific staff findings of the staff report.

1. The Board of Supervisors refer SUP-11-042 back to the Planning Commission for re-
evaluation of the installation a multi-family dwelling project of eight units, and the re-
evaluation of the required standards pursuant to Carson City Municipal Code Title 18,
Zoning, Chapter 18.16, Development Standards, Division 1, Land Use and Site Design,
Section 1.18 Residential Development Standards in Non-Residential Districts.

2. If the Board of Supervisors finds that the Planning Commission erred in approving SUP-

11-042, the BOS may reverse the Planning Commission's decision and DENY the
Special Use Permit, SUP-11-042.

HAPIngDeptBOS\201\STAFF REPORTSWISC-11-053 Kirsch.doc
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Alexander Kirsch
803 N, Minnesota Street
Carson City, NV 89703

775-883-5589

August 8, 2011

Mr. Lee Plemel, AICP
Planning Division Director
108 E. Proctor St.

Carson City, NV 89701

Subject: Appeal of Decision on Special Use Permit Application SUP-11-042
Dear Mr, Plemel,

With this letter, I am appealing the decision by the Carson City Planning Commission on July
27,2011, to approve a Special Use Permit (SUP-1 1-042) for APN-001-191-006 (812 N. Division
Street) which would allow development of two 2-story four-plex apartment buildings on a small
lot in the Carson City Historic District. A number of my neighbors have supported me in the
development of this appeal and have signed this appeal document. We ask that the initial
decision be overturned and the project, as proposed, be denied.

We have a number of reasons for appeal, most of which were presented verbally by several of us
to the Historic Resources Commission in public meetings and to the Planning Commission in its
July 27, 2011, public hearing. It will be become evident that the points made herein opposing
the proposed project refute most of the Planning Division’s staff findings, which were the basis
of the permit approval by the Planning Commission (see page 10 of the July 27, 2011, Staff
Report). We oppose the proposed project identified in Apphcatlon SUP-11-042 for the
following reasons:

1. The proposed project would not conform to the zbning requirements for a property
zoned RO without the approval of a Special Use Permit:

2. According to Paragraph 5 of the Staff Report on SUP-11-042 for the Planning
Commission méeting of July 27, 2011:

The project is subject to Historic District 18.06.010 Purpose-Applicability. The
purpose of the Historic District code is to promote the educational, cultural and
economic values of Carson City, and the health, safety and general welfare of the




public through the preservation, maintenance and protection of districts, sites,
building, and objects of significant historical, archaeological and cultural interest
with Carson City. (emphasis added)

The proposed project would not conform to the architectural style, scale, and usable open
space standards of the Carson City Historic District and would not comply with the
objectives of the Carson City Historic District Development Standards 5.27 - Guidelines
for New Construction. The proposed project would not be compatible and respectful of
the historic building stock and existing open space that surrounds it or with the majority
of existing historic buildings and areas in the Carson City Historic District and the
proposed West Side National Register District, to become part of the federal
government’s National Register of Historic Places. It certainly would not satisfy any of
the purposes of the Historic District code (identified above),

3. Since the time that the Carson City Historic District was created in May 1982 by the
Carson City Board of Supervisors, with the sole exception of the proposed project, we are
not aware of any approvals for the new construction or “in-fill” construction of multi-
family residents of ANY size in the Historic District. Approving the special use of this
land requested in SUP-11-042 and allowing the construction of this project in the Historic
District would set an undesirable and deleterious precedent for the District and possibly
prejudice its proposed inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

4. Although the applicant provided a brief letter stating that “the residential market rates
are holding very steady,” he provided no documentation to support this claim. There was
no quantitative rationale or economic analysis presented to merit the approval of a
Special Use Permit which would justify altering the current zoning for this parcel of land
from RO (Residential-Office) to allow Multi-family housing construction on this land.

In g one-page November 3, 2010 leiter, a local realtor provided the applicant with
anecdotal statements that a multi-family apartment would have a lower vacancy rate than
a building intended for residential-office or commercial use, Also, the November 3
letter’s focus was general, and not specific to properties located in the Historic District,
The office environment in the Historic District commands higher rents than Carson City
in general and has a much higher density of professional offices (attorneys, physicians,
dentists, real estate offices, escrow companies, medical labs, hospital annexes, etc.) than
other locations in the city. In our recent investigation of economic conditions and
vacancies in and adjacent to the Historic District, residential and commercial/office
vacancy rates are comparable - while both vacancy rates are very high, construction of
office space could promote a viable enterprise.

The closest multi-unit apartment complex to the proposed project is located at 222
Fleischmann Way (four blocks north and one east, just outside of the Historic District) to




the proposed project has six (6) long-term vacancies in a 22-unit complex.. Rental rate for
the 1 BR units in this complex for the previous five (5) years has been $535/month; the
rate was recently reduced to $500/month (a negative trend) to compete with declining
rental rates in the area.

Another example of the residential rental market — further from the proposed project but
located in the Historic District — is a grandfathered 10-unit apartment complex (old
construction) located at 207 West King Street. This complex currently has two (2)
vacancies despite a recent monthly rental decrease from $575/month to $475/month.

5. There are no calculations or diagrams on the preliminary submitted plans to clearly
demonstrate that open space, public safety, and property setback requirements on all sides
of this project have been met. In addition, the project specifically does not meet the
requirements of Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC) section 18.03 for open space, as
defined on page 28:

Open Space means any parcel or area of land or water essentially unimproved
and set aside, dedicated, designated, or reserved for public use or enjoyment or
Jor the private use and enjoyment of owners and occupants of land adjoining or
neighboring such open space. (emphasis added)

The site plans and submitted documents do not identify where the project’s required open
space would be located — one can only guess where the proposed open space areas of
“1415 square feet”, stated on page C1 of the applicant’s Site Plan, are located. Because
setback areas and improved parking lots cannot be counted as open space according to
the CCMC, the only possible “open space” in the proposed project mostly consists of two
paved (“improved”), narrow walkways located between the project’s large parking lot
and the two apartment structures and possibly four disjunct 12’ x 6* areas located at the
outside corners of the two buildings. Per the architect’s drawings, these small disjunct
arcas may also be part of the project’s water detention zones, which are also located at
the outside corners of the two buildings, The proposed open space cannot be construed
as usable “open space” per the requirements of the Historic District or “unimproved land
area” per the definition of CCMC section 18.03.

6. At the recent public meetings held by the Historic Resources Commission and by the
Planning Commission, five (5) Historic District residents verbally expressed concerns
about the lack of usable open space and the poor quality of the proposed open space for
this project. When two residents (who had attended the July 27 Planning Comimission
meeting) visited the Planning Division Office on August [ to obtain additional
mathematical details and drawings on the project’s open space, it was revealed that the
applicant had never provided the required quantitative information or detailed drawings
that clearly depicted where the proposed open space was located. Planning Division




personnel stated that they would have to request these drawings and quantitative
information from the applicant. As of noon on the date of this filing (8/8/11), none of the
requested information has apparently been provided to the Planning Divisjon.

The Planning Commission based its July 27, 2011, approval for this project, at least in
part, on a faulty Planning Division Staff Repott, dated July 27, 2011. On pages 5 and 7,
the Staff Report stated that the project satisfies the applicable open space requirements
for the project, providing “1415 square feet of open space.” We would like to know the
location(s) of said open space.

Furthermore, the Staff Report’s recommendation for project approval is apparently based
on the architect’s unsupported statement that the project would provide 1,415 square feet
of open space (Page C1 of the Preliminary Site Plan, dated 4/22/11). On Page A1.0 of
the Preliminary Site Plan, however, the architect states that the project would provide
2,536 square feet of open space. Which calculation of open space is correct, and why?

Because there are no separate drawings or explanatory cross-hatching on the drawings
showing the location of the required open space on either Page C1 or A1.0 or in any file
maintained by the Planning Division, neither the Planning Commission, the Planning
Division staff, the Historic Resources Commission, nor the public could have made an
accurate determination of the common open space being provided by the proposed
project.

7. Only two of the four affected property owners on this city block have signed property
abandonment documents associated with this project. When made aware of this project’s
design details, I formally retracted my previous approval of city property abandonment.
My reason for retraction is based on my public statements and those of my neighbors
before the Historic Commission on July 21, 2011, and before the Planning Commission
on July 27, 2011, that the design and scale of the proposed project is inconsistent and
incompatible with the stated objectives and design goals for buildings in the Historic
District and in the newly-proposed West Side National Register District addition to the
National Register of Historic Places. The entire city block on which this project would
be located is currently included in both of these areas and new construction should meet
the applicable written standards (which are much stricter than those for other areas of
Carson City).

8. The subject property is located at the northern edge of Carson’s City’s Historic
District and is located just to the west of the District’s busiest north-south conduit
(Division Street). It is also located on the same block as Carson City’s Bicentennial Tree
and is on the edge of the Blue Line walking tour (across Washington Street). As such,
the proposed project would be the first buildings that many southbound tourists in cars
would see, and would also be visible by tourists walking along the Blue Line on the south




side of Washingfon Street. As discussed at several public meetings, this out-of-scale
apartment complex and monolithic asphalt parking lot (with 16 or more cars, trailers,
motorcycles, and kids® bicycles and tricycles on it} would not encourage tourism or
photography of the area.

9. Although there were some procedural errors in the notification of nearby property
owners for the required meeting to discuss the Special Use Permit, the Planning Division
staff made a good faith effort to eventually notify affected property owners and
reschedule some meetings. Nonetheless, we believe that those actions restricted public
awareness and knowledge of this project and consequently limited the number of written
and verbal comments received by the Planning Commission. Some of the people signing
this appeal for the SUP (and opposing the proposed project) were at the July 27, 2011,
Planning Commission meeting only because they had been notified of other agenda items
(e.g., to discuss the Nomination of the West Side Historic District for the National
Register), '

10. The application for SUP-11-042 contains a number of erroneous or misleading
answers to the Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria/Questionnaire and misrepresents
some important facts of the proposed project. In the public meetings, residents
highlighted the following problems in the applicant’s submission:

a. The architect’s perspective drawing distorts the project’s entrance area and
fails to show the trash enclosure/fencing at the south edge of the parking lot or the
minimal 10-foot setback on the property’s 170.75-foot width south side boundary.
Also not shown on this drawing are the existing chain link and wooden fences that
separate and divide the subject property from the adjacent Kirsch and Bangham-
Nail properties to the south. Instead of showing the immediately adjacent fencing
and trash enclosure located on the southern boundary of the property, the drawing
depicts a large lawn and mature tree area that appears to extend all the way to C
Hill in fact, the area would extend only a few feet to the previously-described
fences. ‘

b. Question 12 — the project’s and adjacent properties® pedestrian ways being
logical and convenient question (i.e., proposed new sidewalks being consistent
with the neighborhood) — was answered “Yes,” Because not all 4 property
owners on the block had agreed to the 2010 property abandonment request at the
time of the applicant’s SUP filing, this should have been answered “No.”. The
applicant should have known that there was one resident of the block who had
previously refused to sign the abandonment proceedings and that I, the adjacent
property owner, was strongly opposed to the proposed project. As the most
affected adjacent property owner, I have now formally retracted my previous




approval of the requested abandonment, in part because a new sidewalk in front of
my property would have required removal of two old trees in my front yard.

¢. Question 13 was not answered formally — “Not Applicable” was written in
with no supporting information — but the correct is a clear “No.” The evaluation
criterion was whether or not the proposed project’s increased automobile density
(16 cars, up from the two (2) cars for the property’s existing SFR) had a variety of
access points; the proposed project would only provide a single infout driveway
for 16 cars. Local residents who spoke against the proposed project mentioned
that the parking lot was too big and poorly designed to fit in with the Historic
District, and some (as well as some of the members of the HRC publicly)
questioned why several smaller parking areas and different access routes were not
proposed for this project. '

d. Question 16 was answered “N/A.” Because the evaluation criterion was
whether or not larger parking lots were organized as a series of smaller lots, the
correct answer should have been “No.” As stated above, the size and scale of the
project’s single large parking lot was criticized for not being consistent with the
design and aesthetic principles of the Historic District.

e. Question 17 was answered “Yes.” It should have been answered “No” because
the architect’s perspective drawing submitted to the Planning Division on July 5,
2011 shows that the large-surface parking lot would not be screened from
surrounding neighborhoods and pedestrian walkways, as the criterion requires.
There were many public complaints about this design in both the HRC and
Planning Commission meetings. On July 21, the HRC board required some
additional screening of the parking lot with more landscaping and built-up earth
areas/berms. In my view, and that of many who spoke at the HRC and Planning
Commission meetings, this is at best a “band-aid” solution to a poor design that
should not be allowed in the Historic District.

f. Question 21 was answered “Yes;” it should have been answered “No.” The
evaluation criterion for this question is whether or not the proposed development
is integrated info the surrounding neighborhood, rather than “walled off.” While
the fanciful perspective drawing of the proposed project shows a large lawn and
mature tree area separating this property from the two adjacent properties, the
limited south property line setback of 10 feet and the location for the apartment’s
large trash dumpster dictate that a 170,75 foot long fence of considerable height
be used to separate the three properties. In fact, there are existing fences of this
length (approximately 6 feet high) separating the properties; the developer plans
to retain these fences for reasons of privacy and because of the limited property
setbacks on both sides of the fence line.




11. While the applicant/developer was “given” ap proximately 2,503 square feet of Historic
District open space as a result of the 2010 abandonment initiative, he has proposed to use this
additional area only for his own purposes, i.e., merely to increase the size of his rental apartment
buildings. The developer has proposed to expand the external walls of his two apartment
buildings such that the new building walls would be directly above the original North, East and
West property lines of the land that he purchased in 2010. He would not increase the project’s
available open space beyond the bare minimum required by CCMC, and would not provide the
proposed project’s residents with a usable common area or any storage space for bicycles, kids’
outdoor toys, ete. The donated Carson City public land would be used primarily for private gain.

My neighbors and I find these reasons to deny the proposed project thoughtful and compelling.
We ask that you review the Planning Commission’s recent decision and now deny Application
SUP-11-042 in order to protect the character and integrity of our neighborhood and the Carson
City Historic District. Denial of the SUP (and of this project) will also send a strong message to
other developers that they must abide by the existing property zoning or have extremely
compelling justifications for re-zoning and special use permits when they contemplate
investment and property development ideas in the Historic District.

Thank you for your consideration of this appeal. The attached Special Use Permit SUP-11-042
Appeal Signature Sheet provides signatures and addresses, myself included, of currently
involved neighbors and residents of the Historic District who helped develop this appeal. Please
keep us informed of any new developments relative to SUP-11-042 and APN-001-191-006.

Sincerely,

Alexander Kirsch, on this 8" day of August 2011
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CARSON CITY PLANNING DIVISION
108 E. Proctor Street
Carson City, Nv 89701

Re:  Appeal of Decision on SUP-11-042
Proposed Apartment Project for Mr. Herman Bauer
812 N. Division Street {APN 001-191-066)

Attn:  Jennifer Pruitt, Principal Planner

Jennifer, Mr. Bauer will be out of the country on September 1*, therefore we wouid like to
request that the Appeal be reviewed on the Board meeting of September 15, 2011,

Please let me know if this is an Issue. Thank you.

Al Salzano,
Applicant
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August 15, 2011 S
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CARSON CITY PLANNING DIVISION dfCHIGBOG
108 E. Proctor Street 5935 9rdss valley o
Carson Cit\/, NV 89701 [Bn[}‘ ﬂBVBBH 895"[]
Re:  Appeal of Decision on SUP-11-042 /752331884 CElL
Proposed Apartment Project for Mr. Herman Bauer 7754750796 PaX

812 N. Division Street {APN 001-191-066) WWW.aLSaLZano.com
a4Sa1Zana @ aoLeom

Attn:  Jennifer Pruitt, Principal Planner

The following is a rebuttal to the issues raised by Mr. Alexander Kirsch in his appeal to the
decision of approval of the above referenced Special Use Permit Application. All responses are
addressed in the same order as presented:

1. This reason is a misstatement of the zoning ordinance. Multi-family housingis a
“conditional” use in the ‘RQ’ district meaning it does require the approval of a Special Use
Permit, but this does not make it a non-conforming use as stated.

2. Disagree completely. First, the proposed project does conform to the architectural style,
etc. of the Historic District. We have designed a project in an architecturally compatible
historic style strictly per the Historic District Guidelines, which is why we were granted
approval by the Historic Resource Commission (HRC) three times. Second, the existing
structures proposed to be removed are not of any historical significance, and the demolition
was also approved three times by the HRC.

3. | don't see how this statement can be correct when there are a number of multi-family
projects all along Division Street and the surrounding area. It was stated numerous times in
the HRC meetings that this praposed project would be one of the nicest looking multi-family
buildings in the Historic District. Further, the existing property as-is | believe is being
included in the National Register fisting as a “non-contributing property” since it is of no
particular historical significance; therefore it’s replacement would have no impact on the
National Register inclusion,

4. Agaln, this reason is a misstatement of the zoning ordinance. The current zoning is not
being altered; the proposed project is simply a “conditional use.” Additionally, this point is
irrelevant —an economic analysis is not a requirement of approval for the conditional use
and the economic viability of the proposed project is Mr, Bauet’s prerogative.

5. The open space definition being cited is not the correct one, The definition shouid be for
“Open Space, Common” which has been met to the satisfaction of the Planning
Department. The open space provided is almost double what is required, and if all of the
space in the yard setback and street ROW were included, would be almost six {6) times the
minimum required area.

6. Same response as paragraph #5....The architectural site plan is correct with the 2,536 sq.ft.
of open space provided which again is double what is required. Planning has been satisfied
all along that this condition has been met. To further clarify the issue, a drawing will be
provided with the open space areas clearly identified.




SUP-11-042 Appeal Response
8/15/11 — page 2

7. This reason is the same issues addressed in paragraph #2 above.

8. The proposed project is would barely be visible from Washington Street, and as stated in
paragraph #2 above is designed per the Historic District’s Guidelines to blend with the
historical character....the project will be an asset to the area and not a detriment.

9. |do not believe this statement to be correct. As previously stated above, we actually
attended and were approved at three (3) separate HRC meetings and one (1) Planning
Commission meeting. Between the four (4] separate meetings, there was more than
adeguate notlcing and public comment.

1Q. a) The renderings are an Artist’s depiction of the project and do not accurately reflect the
proposed landscape design. This does not however diminish the fact that the open space
requirements have been met, and has no bearing on the Evaluation Criteria.

b) Disagree. The project still will be proposing to provide new sidewalk on three {3) street
frontages where none currently exists. We cannot be responsible for other properties not
part of the project,

¢) Disagree. Question #13 is “Not Applicable” as it is addressing vehicle traffic though a
large project that might have internal streets and multiple access points, which does not
correspond to this proposed project.

d} Disagree. Question #16 is “Not Applicable” as a 16 car parking lot is not a large parking
tot regardless of Mr. Kirsch’s opinion....maybe he should visit a Wal-Mart.

e} Disagree. Again, the renderings do not reflect the landscape design that has been
submitted which does provide landscape screening of the parking lot, Further, a condition
of approval from the HRC was to add additional screening for the parking lot which will be
done to the Committee’s satisfaction,

f) Disagree. The project is integrated into the surrounding neighborhood with the
apartment units facing both side streets and partially screening the central parking. As Mr.
Kirsch states, the fence along the South property line is existing and is required to separate
the single-family residences from the subject property, but | do not believe this is the
definition of “walled off” as stated in the questionnaire.

11. This is the same open space issues rebutted in paragraphs #5 and #6 above. The
Abandonment Application was approved, and the property being abandoned is not “public
fand” as Mr. Kirsch states, but merely part of the street right-of-way which is not being
utilized nor planned to be utilized by the City.

in summary, as Mr. Kirsch continues to misstate, the proposed project is not a “re-zoning” but
simply a conditional use allowed in the ‘RO’ zoning with approval of a Special Use Permit, This
appeal has not rebutted any of the Planning Department’s findings for approval of the SUP
application. :




Carson City Engineering Division
108 E. Proctor St.
Carson City, Nevada 89701
(775) 887-2300

www.carson.orglengineering

To; Jemmifer Pruitt

From: Rory Hogen @ﬂ}g/
Date: August 22, 2011

Subject: Planning and Engineering Sight Distance calculations for 812 N. Division S.

Jennifer: Ihave reviewed the conceptual sight and building plans that have been submitted, and
have received information from Brian Matthews, P.E. on the engineering requirements for sight
distance.

Mr. Matthew’s information shows that there will not be a sight distance problem from the
infersection of either Ann St, and Division St or Ann St. and Minnesota St., based on
requirements from engineering. Please see his drawings and comments for further information.

In addition, sight distance requirements for Planning were reviewed on the conceptual building
plans. These are mainly for restrictions for fences, but for this project we included building
corners. This requirement says that no fence obstructions will be in an area within the triangle
created by measuring 40 feet from the intersection of the edge of pavement lines and a diagonal
line drawn between these two points. A review of this indicates there will be no obstructions in
this area.

These statements are based on the assumption that final plans will show building corners in the
same location as shown on the conceptual drawings,

In addition, care must be taken to ensure any trees or shrubs placed on the site will not adversely
affect sight distance.

H:\EngDept\P&ESHARE\Engineering\Planning Commission Reports\Special Use Permits\201 N\SUP 11-042 Sight Dist. Memo
812 N. Division §11.doc
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CARSON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
CASE RECORD

MEETING DATE: July 27, 2011 AGENDA ITEM NO.: H-3

APPLICANT(s) NAME: Al Saizano FILE NO. SUP-11-042*
PROPERTY OWNER(s): Herman Bauer

ASSESSOR PARCEL NO(s): 001-191-06
ADDRESS: 812 N. Division Street

APPLICANT'S REQUEST: For Possible Action: To approve a Special Use Permit request to allow a muiti-
family apartment on property zoned Residential Office (RO).

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  [X] KIMBROUGH [X] MULLET [X] SATTLER
[X] DHAMI [1 SHIRK [1 VANCE [X] WENDELL
STAFF REPORT PRESENTED BY: JENNIFER PRUITT [ ] REPORT ATTACHED

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: [X] CONDITIONAL APPROVAL [ ] DENIAL

APPLICANT REPRESENTED BY: HERMAN BAUER

X APPLICANT/AGENT x__ APPLICANT/AGENT
PRESENT SPOKE

APPLICANT/AGENT [INDICATED THAT HE HAS READ THE STAFF REPORT, AGREES AND
UNDERSTANDS THE FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONDITIONS, AND AGREES TO
CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS THEREOF.

____PERSONS SPOKE IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSAL X PERSONS SPOKE IN OPPOSITION OF THE PROPOSAL

DISCUSSION, NOTES, COMMENTS FOR THE RECORD:

Public Comment:

Alexander Kirsch - adjacent resident concemns: Size of project and how it would fit into the neighborhood.
No other project like it on the west side on a lot of that nature, low income housing in future, Last week, 9
properties in Historic District for sale, 12 properties for rent — there is no need for this project. Historic District
integrity can be impacted negatively. The project should be 4 duplexes or 6 duplexes max. Where is guest
parking? This project is too big!

Lila King — space for her elderly mother who is an adjacent property owner. Lila's mother loves children — can
there he a garden area? Wants set back verified. Materials of stucco not appropriate.

Steve Brenaman - owner Bliss Mansion: Understands the owner "Bauer” wants to max his projects potential,
6-plex should be max. Too big for area.

Julie Maxwell — neighbor: This site is a problem; there should be 3 cars per duplex. Project too massive,
what is the agenda here? This project will be split in future? Wants “long-term” plan for future of area to
protect its character.

Marlene Hannifin — 650 N. Minnesota Street, HR and Planning Commission would be extremely lenient to
approve this. This project is a big mistake — 2 duplexes is more than enough.




Planning Commissioners:

Sattler — Division Street is all offices now, the area has evolved.

Mullet — Master Plan envisioned higher density, but only 4 or 6-plex with garages at this location is consistent
with area character.

Kimbrough — PC has to look at required findings in voting on this project.

APPEAL PROCESS MENTIONED AS PART OF THE RECORD: August 8, 2011 by 4:00 pm

MOTION WAS MADE TO APPROVE WITH THE FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS AS ENUMERATED ON THE
STAFF REPORT,

MOVED: Wendell SECOND: Sattler PASSED: 3/AYE 2/NO O0/ABSTAIN 2/ABSENT




STAFF REPORT FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF JULY 27, 2011
FILE NO. SUP-11-042 AGENDA ITEM: H-3
STAFF AUTHOR: Jennifer Pruitt, Principal Planner

REQUEST: Special Use Permit to allow eight multi-family dwelling units within the
Residential Office (RO) zoning district.

OWNER/APPLICANT: Herman Bauer/Al Salzano, Architect

LOCATION/APN: 812 N. Division Street/ 001-181-06

RECOMMENDED MOTION: “I move to approve SUP-11-042, a Special Use Permit
request to allow eight multi family dwelling units within the Residential Office

zoning district, located at 812 N. Division Street, APN 001-191-06, based on the
findings and subject to the conditions of approval contained in the staff report.”
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.

The following shail be completed prior to commencement of the use:

1.

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

All development shall be substantially in accordance with the development plans
approved with this application, except as otherwise modified by these conditions of
approval.

All on- and off-site improvements shall conform to City standards and requirements.
The applicant shall meet all the conditions of approval and commence the use for

which this permit is approved by August 19, 2014. This approval for SUP-11-042
shall run concurrently with the approvals of AB-10-038 and HRC-10-102.

The following shall be submitted with any building permit application:

5.

The applicant shall submit a copy of the Notice of Decision and conditions of
approval, signed by the applicant and owner, with any building permit application.

The following applies to the site throughout the life of the project:

6.

11.

Trash and debris must be stored inside an appropriate trash container within an
approved trash enclosure on the site of the proposed development.

The applicant shall provide a final landscaping plan, in compliance with Division 3
of the Carson City Municipal Code, to the Planning Division for review and approval
with any associated permit application.

The applicant shall provide lighting within public parking areas and access ways to
provide safety and security. All light sources shall be located and installed in such
a way as to prevent spillover lighting onto adjoining properties, and glare to the
sky. Lights must be recessed or shielded with a 90-degree cutoff so that light is
projected downward and not horizontally or upward. Light sources or refractors
shall not extend below the bottom of the shield. Exterior light fixture details shall be
submitted with a building permit application submission for review and approval.

Ground-mounted equipment (HVAC, etc.) shall be screened from view through the
use of landscaping or architectural means.,

Exterior building colors shall be muted or earth-tone in color. Bold colors shall be
prohibited except when used as accent or frim. Provided colors of stucco
described as Pacific Sand for the main color and an accent color of Pueblo
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submitted with the application are acceptable.
12. Provide 16 on-site parking spaces, including one handicapped space.
13. The proposed project shall meet the conditions of approval for AB-10-038.
14. The proposed project shall meet the conditions of approval for HRC-10-102.

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS: CCMC 18.02.080 (Special Use Permits), CCMC 18.04.110
Residential Office (RO), CCMC DS 1.18 Residential Development Standards in Non-
Residential Districts.

MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION: Mixed Use Residentia!
PRESENT ZONING: Residential Office (RO)

KEY ISSUES: Will the proposed multi family use be in keeping with all of the standards
of the Carson City Municipal Code?

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE INFORMATION

EAST: Residential Office-Office Uses

WEST: Residential Office—Apartments, Office Use and Commercial uses
NORTH: Residential Office-Apartments and Office Use

SOUTH: Residential Office- Single Family Uses and Office Use

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION

1 FLOOD ZONE: XS Zone (areas of minimal flooding)
2 EARTHQUAKE FAULT: Zone Ii

3 SLOPE/DRAINAGE: Site is primarily flat

4 SOILS: 71: Urban Land

SITE DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION

1 LOT SIZE: 13,929 square feet existing, 16,730 square feet with approved AB-10-038.

2 STRUCTURE SIZE: Existing single-family dwelling 688 square feet. This project is
proposed as two 4,256 sf four-plex structures to replace the single-family dwelling
unit.

3 STRUCTURE HEIGHT: Two stories approximately 29+ feet overali height.

4 PARKING: The proposed two four plex units are required to provide 16 parking
spaces. The plan provided identifies 16 parking spaces, including one handicapped
parking space specifically for the proposed multi family use; eight of the parking
spaces are proposed to be covered with carports and eight spaces are uncovered.
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5 SETBACKS:
Required:
Front L Side R Side Rear
10 feet 10 feet 10 feet 20 feet

Proposed:
Front
10 feet 10 fest 10 feet NA

6 VARIANCES REQUESTED: None

ADDITIONAL REVIEWS:

On July 21, 2011, the HRC is scheduled fo review the application. Staff will
provide the HRC action to the Planning Commission as late information.

On May 12, 2011, the HRC conditionally approved the proposed project.
Unfortunately, there was a noticing error and the item was required to return to the
HRC for proper notice and reconsideration of the proposed project.

April 05, 2011, the required Major Project Review, MPR-11-020, was conducted in
the Planning Division. At the meeting, City staff provided the applicant with
comments related to the proposed project. The HRC Chairman, Mike Drews, also
attended the MPR meeting.

December 09, 2010, the HRC reviewed and approved the demolition of the
existing single family dwelling unit and accessory structures and approved the
conceptual plan with the stipulation that the applicant provides more detail on
possible covered parking alternatives and materials for the proposed apartment
complex.

August 19, 2010, the Board of Supervisors approved AB-10-038.

July 28, 2010, the Planning Commission reviewed and recommended approval to
the Board of Supervisors AB-10-038. The request allowed the abandonment of an
eight foot wide portion of N. Minnesota Street, W. Ann Street and N. Division
Street, totaling a 3,814-square-foot area, more or less, adjacent to, properties
located at 803 N. Minnesota Street, 444 W. Washington Sireet and 812 N.
Division, APNs 001-191-02, 001-191-05 and 001-191-06.
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DISCUSSION:
A Special Use Permit is required for the following reason:

M According to CCMC Section 18.04.110.3 Residential Office Conditional Uses, Multi-
family use requires a special use permit.

The applicant, AL Salzano of Al Salzano Architect, is proposing (two) two-story four-plex
buildings on a Residential Office zoning district site. The subject site of 13,929 square
feet currently has a 688 square foot single-family dwelling unit slated for demolition.
Demolition is proposed for the existing carriage house and sheds on site.

The subject site is within the Carson City Historic District. This item has been before the
Historic Resources Commission multiple times for various reasons. The buildings are
designed in a Craftsman/Bungalow style of architecture to be compatible with the
neighborhood and the historic district of Carson City.

The proposed multi-family project must comply with Development Standards 1.18,
Residential Development standards in Non-Residential Districts criteria:

1.18 Residential Development Standards in Non-Residential Districts.

The following standards are intended to establish minimum standards and Special Use
Permit review criteria for residential development within the Neighborhood Business
(NB), Retail Commercial (RC), General Commercial (GC), Residential Office (RO) and
General Office (GO} zoning districts.

1. Permitted uses. Residential uses are only allowed as permitted by Chapter
18.04, Use Districts, as a primary or conditional use in the applicable
zoning districts.

There is a diverse group of mixed area uses in this area of Carson City,
which includes office uses, commercial uses, single-family dwelling units
and mulfi-family dwelling units. This parcel, in particular, has been vacant
for years and has a single-family dwelling unit and accessory structures on
site.

2, Maximum permitted density. There is no maximum residential density
within non-residential zoning districts subject to meeting the height,
setback, parking and open space requirements of this chapter.

The applicant has met all the current requirements for the maximum
permitted density. The proposed project satisfies the setback, parking,
open space and height requirements subject fo the Residential Office
zoning district.

3. Maximum building height shall be the maximum height established by the
zoning district in which the project is located.
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The maximum building height requirement is set at 35 feet in the
Residential Office zoning district. The proposed project is approximately
29+ feet tall at its highest point, the ridgeline.

Setbacks. Minimum setbacks shall be those established by the zoning
district in which the project is located, subject {o the following:

a. In the NB, RC, GC and GO zoning districts, a minimum setback of
20 feet is required adjacent to a residential zoning district, with an
additional 10 feet for each story above one story if adjacent fo a
single-family zoning district.

b. A minimum setback of 10 feet is required from the right-of-way of an
arterial street as identified in the adopted Transportation Master
Plan, excluding the Downtown Mixed-Use area.

This property is not adjacent to a residential or single-family zoning district.
Therefore, the minimum required setback in the Residential Office zoning
district is 10 feet. The proposed project would have a 10 foot setback on
the front, 10 foot setback on the sides and the rear setback is non
applicable.

A. The proposed project is in the RO zoning district, and in this case,
it is considered a non-residential zoning district.

B. The proposed project meets all of the set back requirements. It is

not located on an arterial street, but is on a colfector street.

Required parking: Two spaces per dwelling unit; and in compliance with the
Development Standards Division 2, Parking and Loading.

The proposed multi-family project is in compliance with the Development
Standards for parking, with one designated handicap parking space
included in 16 on-site parking spaces which is the number required for the
proposed multi-family use.

Open Space.

a. A minimum of 150 square feet per dwelling unit of common open
space must be provided. For projects of 10 or more units, areas of
common open space may only include contiguous landscaped areas
with no dimension less than 15 feet, and a minimum of 100 square
feet per unit of the common open space area must be designed for
recreation, which may include but not be limited to picnic areas,
sports courts, a softscape surface covered with furf, sand or similar
materials acceptable for use by young children, including play
equipment and trees, with no dimension less than 25 feet.
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b. A minimum of 100 square feet of additional open space must be
provided for each unit either as private open space or included in the
cOmMmMOonN open space area.

C. Front and street side yard setback areas may not be included
toward meeting the open-space requirements.

The proposed multi family project is required fo provide a minimum of
2,000 square feet of open space. The project as proposed includes 2,375
square feet of open space. The proposed open space includes
approximately 1,415 square feet of common open space (1,200 square feet
required) and 960 square feet of private open space as patio areas (800
square feel required). The setback areas are not included in the open space
calculations provided.

Landscaping. Landscaping shall comply with the Carson City Development
Standards Division 3, Landscaping.

All the landscaping on the proposed project will comply with the Carson
City Development Standards Division 3. The drawings shall be created by
a Licensed Landscape Architect or other professional allowed to create and
submit plans. The submitted plans will be modified as needed fo comply
with Development Standards Division 3 Landscaping.

Special Use Permit review standards. Where a residential use is a
conditional use within a given zoning district, the Planning Commission
shall make two of the following findings in the affirmative in the review of
the Special Use Permit in addition to the required findings of Section
18.02.080 of the Carson City Municipal Code:

a. The development is not situated on a primary commercial arterial
street frontage.

The proposed project is not a primary commercial arterial street.

b. The development is integrated into a mixed-use development that
includes commercial development

Currently, the property sits within a mix-use development area that
also inciudes office, commercial and residential development. A
primary dwelling unit slated for demolition is already on the sife. The
propetty is centrally focated in Carson City and is located in the
Historic District.

This profect will add value to the area, by placing a more
aesthetically pleasing apartment complex, where an unoccupied




SUP-11-042

Staff Report

July 27, 2011

Page 8

single-family dwelling is located. New sidewalks, curbs and gutters

will be installed as a result of the proposed project. Trees will be

relocated from the subject site to the Carson City Greenhouse

profect. The new landscaping which is proposed for the site will

compliment the proposed apartment project. The project will be

using durable Jong lasting building materials such as weather
resistant stucco and 40-year composition roof shingles.

C. The applicant has provided evidence that the site is not a viable
location for commercial uses.

The applicant has noted that the proposed site is not viable for
commercial development. The applicant has noted that the vacancy
rate of existing professional office spaces in Carson Cily is currently
very high.

d. The site is designated Mixed-Use Commercial, Mixed-Use
Residential or Mixed-Use Employment on the Master Pian Land Use
Map and the project meets all applicable mixed-use criteria and
standards.

This item is applicable to the proposed project. The project is
located in an area identified as MUR. The applicant has included in
the packet, the Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria,

With the recommended conditions of approval, the applicant has made the findings to
grant approval. The Planning Division staff is in support of this special use permit
application. Therefore, staff recommends, that the Planning Commission approve SUP-
11-042 based on the required findings as noted on the following pages.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: Public notices were mailed to 32 adjacent property owners within
300 feet of the subject site. At the writing of this report, no comments have been
received in favor or opposition to the proposal. Any comments that are received after
this report is completed will be submitted fo the Planning Commission prior to or at the
meeting on July 27, 2011, depending on the date of submission of the comments to the
Planning and Community Development Division.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS OR OUTSIDE AGENCY COMMENTS: The following
comments were received by various city departments. Recommendations have been
incorporated into the recommended conditions of approval, where applicable.

Building Division:

1. Commercial submittals shalf show compliance with the following codes, and adopted
amendments:

+ 2006 International Building Code
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» 2006 International Energy Conservation Code

« 2006 International Fire Code

+ 2006 Uniform Mechanical Code

+ 2006 Uniform Plumbing Code

2005 National Electrical Code

+ 2003 ICC/ANSI A117.1 (For accessible design)

2. Project requires application for a Building Permit, issued through the Carson City
Building Division. This will necessitate a complete review of the project to verify
compliance with all adopted construction codes and municipal ordinances applicable to
the scope of the project.

3. As a part of a complete submittal, provide a separate plan sheet, which clearly shows
the Accessible Route / Exit Discharge Plan. The Accessible Route / Exit Discharge
Plan shall have the following minimum information from the accessible entrance of the
facility to the public right of way. (‘06 IBC Section 1007, 1104.1 & ICC/ANSI A117.1-
2003 Chapter 4 & 5):

* Indicate accessible route surface

» Indicate accessible route slope

+ Indicate accessible route width (Minimum width is 36" (thirty-six inches);
however, if the wheelchair is near a drop or change in elevation, a guard will be
required. The reason is that a disabled person may not be able fo hold a straight
line with their wheelchair, and it may meander while navigating the accessible
route.) (ICC/ANSI A117.1-2003 Section 4 03.5 & Table 403.5)

+ Indicate accessible route turn radius

» Indicate all accessible ramps, with a dimensioned cross section details indicating
slope & guardrails (where applicable)

* Indicate the location and type of the detectable warning surface at curb ramps,
island or cut-through medians ({CC/ANSI A117.1-2003 Sections 406.13, 406.14 &
705)

+ Indicate all accessible parking, with sighage

« Indicate location of all building and site accessible signage, with an elevation
view to verify compliance with required text, height, etc.

NOTE: The Accessible Route / Exit Discharge Plan shall clearly show the accessible
route from the accessible entrance of the facility to the accessible parking, public streets
and sidewalks — as applicable to the site. ("06 IBC 1007.2, 1023.6, & 1104.1)

4, As a part of the submittal, include a complete “Architectural Design Analysis”, which
shall include a complete break down of the allowable area and height versus the actual
area and height.

5. A complete Geotechnical Report will be required. The Geotechnical report for the
proposed location shall include a complete assessment of the potential conseguences of
any liquefaction and soil strength loss, including estimation of differential settlement,
lateral movement or reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and shall address
mitigation measures. (‘03 [BC 1802.2.7 #2)
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Fire Department:

+ Applicant must beet all codes and ordinances as they relate to this request.

Endineering Division:
» The Engineering Division has no preference or objection to the special use
request.

Health Division: No comments regarding the project as described in the packet received.
¢ The Carson City Health and Human Services ahs no comments on this project.

Environmental Control Authority: No comments or requirements for the project.
¢ ECA has no requirements for this project.

FINDINGS: Staff's recommendation is based upon the findings as required by CCMC
Section 18.02.080 (Special Use Permits) enumerated below and substantiated in the
public record for the project.

1. Will be consistent with the master plan elements.

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.

The applicant states this project is an infill project and is in keeping with the intent of the
Master Plan, and is adjacent fo mixed-use areas. The proposed multi family project will
be more sustainable than the vacant single- family dwelling unit on site.

Chapter 5: Economic Vitality

The applicant notes that this project is within the Historic District and is designed to blend
with and enhance the historical character of the area. The project will also provide living
opportunities near downtown (5.6.¢).

Chapter 6: Livable Neighborhoods and Activity Centers

The Carson City Master Plan seeks to promote safe, attractive and diverse
neighborhoods, compact mixed-use aclivity centers, and a vibrant, pedestrian-friendly
Downtown.

Use durable, long-lasting building materials (6.1a). The project is proposed to be built
with a stucco exterior finish and a 40-year composition roof,
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Chapter 7: A Connected City

The Carson City Master Plan seeks to promote a sense of community by linking its many
neighborhoods, employment areas, aclivity centers, parks, recreational amenities and
schools with an extensive system of interconnected roadways, multi-use pathways,
bicycle facilities, and sidewalks.

The proposed project will provide new pedestrian sidewalks with ADA ramps on all street
frontages, which are not currently in place.

The applicant has noted that the proposed project will utilize durable, long lasting
materials such as a 40-year roof, weather-resistant-stucco and improved landscaping on
site.

2, Will not be detrimental to the use, peaceful enjoyment, economic value, or
development of surrounding properties or the general neighborhood; and will
cause no objectionable noise, vibrations, fumes, odors, dust, glare or physical
activity.

Although the property is currently zoned Residential Office, a vacant single family
dwelling unit and accessory structures of poor condition are located on the property are
scheduled for demolition. The appficant is proposing to put in a modern apartment
complex with historical architectural influences with adequate parking and improved
landscaping. The applicant states the proposed addition of the proposed apartments will
not negatively affect change the values of the area as the addition of more multi-family
housing units wilf be in harmony with existing uses.

3. Will have little or no detrimental effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.

As noted by the applicant, there will be an increase of traffic due to the proposed
increase of density because of the proposed project. As noted previously, the proposed
project will provide improvements on all street frontages of the subject sife.

Per the information provided by Development Engineering, this proposal will have minor
effects on traffic or pedestrian facilities.

4, Will not overburden existing public services and facilities, including schools,
police and fire protection, water, sanitary sewer, public roads, storm drainage,
and other public improvements.

The proposed project will not have a significant impact on the school district that is
already in existence.

All of the land area that will be paved or have a compacted surface with regards to
drainage will be addressed by the project engineer.

Currently water and sewer services are available in the immediate vicinity and servicing
the subject site.




SUP-11-042
Staff Report
July 27, 2011
Page 12

No road improvements will be required other than replacing curb, gutter, sidewalk and
road areas, which are destroyed or marred during construction for improvements to the
site. In addition, a driveway approach may be required fo be constructed for access to
the site. As part of the proposed project, the applicant will replace the sub-standard
sewer lateral in W. Ann Street.

Fire protection will be provided by Fire Station #1 and police protection will be provided
by the Sheriff's office of Carson City.

Per the information provided by Development Engineering Division, this proposal will
have litfle effect on existing public services. The request is not in conflict with any
Engineering Master Plans for streets or storm drainage.

5. Meets the definition and specific standards set forth elsewhere in this title for
such particular use and meets the purpose statement of that district.

The purpose of the Residential Office zoning district is to preserve the desirable
characteristics of the residential environment insofar as possible while permitting
selected, nonresidential uses; to promote the development of offices in appropriately
located areas in the vicinity of commercial zones and multiple family residential zones,
along major thoroughfares, or in other portions of the city in conformity with the Master
Plan; and to preserve adequate usable open space for the benefit of the occupants
within the area and to ensure appropriate development of sites occupied by other uses in
a manner comparable to and harmonious with the residential uses in the area or district.

Multi Family is a conditional use in accordance with Title 18.04.110.3 Residential Office
(RO) Conditional Uses. Therefore, the profect requires approval of a special use permit.
The project also requires compliance with Development Standards 1.18 Residential
Development Standards in Non-Residential Districts.

This project is subject to Historic District 18.06.010 Purpose-Applicability. The purpose
of the Historic District code is to promote the educational, cultural and economic values
of Carson City, and the health, safety and general welfare of the public through the
preservation, maintenance and protection of districts, sites, buildings, and objects of
significant historical, archaeological and cultural interest within Carson City.

This project is subject to the Historic District Development Standards 5.27 Guidelines for
New Construction. New construction which is appropriately designed is encouraged by
the Carson City Historic Resources Commission. The Historic District should be an
active and vital part of the city. New consiruction should look new and reflect the
technology, building materials and design ideas of the present era. The design of new
construction needs to be compatible and respectful of the historic building stock that
surrounds it so that visual conflict and confusion are avoided. There is no formula that
will guarantee “good design”. There are specific elements of building design, which can
be identified, and therefore, addressed in a review process so that consistency can be
achieved. As noted previously, the project has been designed in a Craftsman/Bungalow
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style per the Carson City Historic District Design Guidelines.
6. Will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience and welfare.

The proposed project is centrally located and will allow great access to Carson City. The
project is also in Redevelopment District #1. The project is located in an area of Carson
City, which is clearly a mixture of uses, which include residential, commercial and office
uses.

Placing this new housing opportunity so near to all of these places alfows opportunities
and access to the local community. This housing opportunity would be within walking
distance of many of the facilities available in the downfown area as well.

Trash and debris must be stored inside an appropriate trash container within an
approved frash enclosure on the site of the proposed development.

7. Will not result in material damage or prejudice to other property in the vicinity.

If the project is aflowed to proceed, the benefit to the community will be well placed and
desirable housing, with modern conveniences at a ceniral location. The local business
community, families and Carson City would see better opportunities arise in the long and
short range. Affordable, safe, housing offered to the public with an abundance of access
to all that Carson City offers, would be plus for everyone.

The centrally located site is within an area that currently has a mix of office, commercial,
multi-family and residential uses and will not result in material darmage or prejudice to
other properties within the vicinily.

Respectfully Submitted,

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION

lennifer Pruitt

Jennifer Pruitt, AICP, LEED AP
Principal Planner

Attachments:

AB-10-038 Notice of Decision
Building Division commenis

Fire Depariment comments
Engineering Division comments
Environmental Control comments
Application (SUP-11-042)




SUP-i1-042
Staff Report
duly 27, 2011
Page 14

H:APIngDept\PC\PC\201 1\Stalf Reparts\SUP-11-042 MFA 8 unit 2 story.docm



Carson City Planning Division
108 E. Proctor St.
Carson City, Nevada 89701
(775) 887-2180

Planning@carson.org
Www.carson.org

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AUGUST 18, 2010

NOTICE OF DECISION

A request for a right-of-way abandonment, AB-10-038, was received from Tri State
Surveying (property owners: Herman C. Bauer, Alexander Kirsch and Jeannie
Bangham) to reduce the existing right-of-way width by eight feet adjacent to properties
zoned Residential Office (RO), located at North Minnesota, North Division, and West
Ann Streets, APN’s 001-181-02, -05, and -06 and authorize the mayor to sign the Order
of Abandonment.

The Board of Supervisors conducted a public hearing on August 19, 2010, in
conformance with City and State legal requirements, and approved AB-10-038 based
on the conditions of approval contained in the staff report, and to authorize the Mayor to
sign the Order of Abandonment.

RIGHT-OF-WAY ABANDONMENT AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.:

1. Prior o the recordation of said abandonment, the applicant shall be responsible
for the submittal of all necessary legal documentation and title search materials if
required by the Planning Division in order o fully complete the abandonment
process.

2. The applicant must sign and return the Notice of Decision for conditions of
approval within10 days of receipt of notification. If the Notice of Decision is not
signed and returned within10 days, then the item will be rescheduled for the next
Planning Commission meeting for further considerations (this Notice of Decision
will be mailed to the applicant for signature after approval by the Board of
Supervisors).

3. All other departments' conditions of approval, which are attached, shall be
incorporated as conditions of this report.

4, This abandonment pertains to:

J APN: 001-191-02:  The area of the proposed abandonment adjacent to
this parcel is 360 square feet, more or less.

. APN: 001-181-05:  The area of the proposed abandonment adjacent to
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Notice of Decision
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this parcel is 696 square feet, more or less.

. APN: 001-191-06:  The area of the proposed abandonment adjacent {o
this parcel is 2,758 square feet, more or less.

5. The abandonment is conditioned upon construction of curb, gutter and 5 foot
wide sidewalk, with appropriate driveway approaches and accessible curb
ramps, along all three frontages of the Bauer property as shown conceptually on
the map exhibit prepared by Tri State Surveying, sealed by Gregory S. Phillips,
PLS dated 6/8/10. Construction of said frontage improvements will require
relocation of existing overhead utility lines such that there will be no utility poles
or anchors located within the new sidewalk area. Required frontage
improvements and utility relocations will be designed, permitted, and constructed
by the applicant at no expense to Carson City.

6. Records indicate that there are existing public utilities within the right of way
areas to be abandoned. Said ulilities shall be continued and not be affected by
the abandonment. Each utility company may reserve an easement along the
alignment of existing utility infrastructure as well as in a public utilities easement
for future utility installation or relocation.

7. Recordation of the abandonment shall not occur until such time as the City has
accepted construction of the frontage improvements and utility relocations
described above.

8. Conditional approval for the requested abandonment shall expire four years after
Board of Supervisor approval of the original application, unless the applicant has
completed the required frontage improvements and utility relocations, or unless
an extension of time has been granted by the Board of Supervisors.

This decision was made on a vote of 4 ayes, 0 nays and 1 absent.

Lee Plemel, Planning Director

LP/jmb

Mailed: By:
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Please sign and return this notice of decision with 10 days of receipt.

| have read and acknowledge the Conditions of Approval as approved by the Carson
City Board of Supervisors.

APPLICANT and/or OWNER SIGNATURE DATE

(Applicant/Owner Printed Name)

RETURN TO:
Carson City Planning Division
108 E. Proctor St.
Carson City, NV 89701

Enclosures:
1. Planning Commission Notice of Decision (2 copies — Please sign and

return only one; the second copy is for your records.)
2. Self-Addressed Stamped Envelope




File # (Ex: MPR #07-111) | HRC-10-102

Brief Description Bauer 8 Unit Complex
Project Address or APN | APN #01-191-06
Bldg Div Plans Examiner | Kevin Gattis

Review Date May 12, 2011

Total Spent on Review

BUILDING DIVISION COMMENTS:

1. Commercial submittals shall show compliance
with the following codes, and adopted amendments:
* 2006 International Building Code

» 2006 International Energy Conservation Code

+ 2006 International Fire Code

+ 2006 Uniform Mechanical Code

* 2006 Uniform Plumbing Code

+ 2005 National Electrical Code

» 2003 ICC/ANSI A117.1 {For accessible design)

2. Project requires application for a Building Permit, issued through the Carson City
Building Division. This will necessitate a complete review of the project to verify
compliance with all adopted construction codes and municipal ordinances applicable to
the scope of the project.

3. As a part of a complete submittal, provide a separate plan sheet, which clearly shows
the Accessible Route / Exit Discharge Plan, The Accessible Route / Exit Discharge
Plan shall have the following minimum information from the accessible entrance of the
facility to the public right of way. {06 IBC Section 1007, 1104.1 & ICC/ANSI A117.1-2003
Chapter 4 & 5):

* Indicate accessible route surface

* Indicate accessible route slope

* Indicate accessible route width (Minimum width is 36" (thirty-six

inches); however, if the wheelchair is near a drop or change in

elevation, a guard will be required. ({CC/ANSI

A117.1-2003 Section 4 03.5 & Table 403.5)

* Indicate accessible route turn radius

* Indicate all accessible ramps, with a dimensioned cross section details

indicating slope & guardrails (where applicable)

* Indicate the location and type of the detectable warning surface at curb

ramps, island or cut-through medians (/CC/ANSI A117.1-2003 Sections

406.13, 406.14 & 705}

* Indicate all accessible parking, with signage

* Indicate location of all building and site accessible signage, with an

elevation view to verify compliance with required text, height, etc.

NOTE: The Accessible Route / Exit Discharge Plan shall clearly show the accessible route
from the accessible entrance of the facility to the accessible parking, public streets and
sidewalks — as applicable to the

site. ('06 IBC 1007.2, 1023.6, & 1104.1)

The ground floor units are required to be either “Type A or B” accessible.

4. As a part of the submittal, include a complete “Architectural Design Analysis”, which shall
include a complete break down of the aliowable area and height versus the actual area
and height.
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5. A complete Geotechnical Report will be required. The Geotechnical report for the
proposed location shall include a complete assessment of the potential consequences
of any liquefaction and soil strength loss, including estimation of differential settlerent,
lateral movement or reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and shall address
mitigation measures. (‘06 /BC 1802.2,7 #2)
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CARSON CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT
“Sencice with Pride, Commitment, (oastassion”

MEMORANDUM
TO: Community Development
FROM: Duane Lemons, Fire Inspector
DATE: June 22, 2011

SUBJECT:  AGENDA ITEMS FOR JULY 27, 2011 PLANNING COMMISSION

MEETING.

We reviewed the agenda items for the Planning Commission Meeting and have the following
comments:

DL/lb

o ZCA-08-127 Carson City Planning We have no concern with the applicant’s
request.

¢ SUP-04-090a Granite Construction Co. We have no concern with the applicant’s
request.

¢ SUP-11-042 Herman Bauer  The applicant must meet all codes and ordinances as
they relate to this request.

* AB-11-043 Robert Morris & Kay Ellen Armstrong, Nancy & Kurt Grange We have
no concern with the applicant’s request.

777 5. Stewart Street, Carson City, Nevada 89701
Business Phone (775} 887-2210 » Fax (775) 887-2209 » wwwicarsonfire.org




Engineering Division
Planning Commission Report
File Number SUP 11-042

TO: Planning Commission

FROM Rory Hogen, E.I.

DATE: July 8, 2011 - MEETING DATE: July 27, 2011
SUBJECT TITLE:

Action to consider an application for a Special Use Permit from Al Salzano, applicant, and
Herman Bauer, owner to construct a mufti family apartment dwelling in Residential Office
zoning at 812 N. Division St., apn 01-191-08,

RECOMMENDATION:
The Engineering Division has no preference or objection to the speclal use request.
DISCUSSION:

The Engineering Division has reviewed the conditions of approval within our areas of
purview relative to adopted standards and practices and to the provisions of CCMC
18.02.080, Conditional Uses. Below are our comments:
1) All construction and improvements must meet the requirements of Carson City and
State of Nevada Codes and Development Standards.
2) All requirements set forth in the Conditions of Approval for the right of way
abandonment for this project also apply to this Special Use Permit.
3) The City has agreed to fund 50% of the cost of the replacement of the 5” clay sewer
main in Ann St. up to $20,000. This is subject to Board of Supervisors approval,

CCMC 18.02.080 (2a) - Adequate Plans
The information submitted by the applicant is adequate for this analysis.

CCMC 18.02.080 (5a) - Master Plan
The request is not in conflict with any Engineering Master Plans for streets or storm
drainage.

CCMC 18.02.080 (5¢) - Traffic/Pedestrians
The proposal will affect traffic or pedestrian facilities, but the changes will be minor.

CCMC 18.02.080 (5d) - Public Services
Existing facilities appear to be adequate for this project.

C:\Users\jpruitt\AppData\[@cal\Temp\XPgrpwise\SUP 11-042 multi family units at 812 N. Division St., apn 01.doc
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June 22, 2011

Major Project Review Committee

Re: # SUP - 11-042

Dear Kathe,

After initial plan review the Carson City Environmental Control Authority (ECA), a
Division of Garson City Public Works Department (CCPW), has the following

requirements per the Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC) and the Uniform Plumbing
Code (UPC) for the SUP -11-042 @812 N Division St. project:

1. ECA has no requirements for this project.

Please notify Mark Irwin if you have any questions regarding these comments, | can
be reached at 775-283-7380.

Sincerely;

Mark Irwin
Environmental Control Officer 3

¢: Kelly Hale, Environmental Control Supervisor
Ken Arnold, Public Works Environmental Manager
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Carson City Planning Division

Special Use Permit
Application

New Apartment Complex for Mr. Herman Bauer
812 N. Division Street
Carson City, Nevada

July 2011
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Carson City Planning Division FOR OFFIGE USE ONLY:
108 E. Proctor Street « Carson Clty NV 89701 COMG 18.02
Phone: (775) B87-2180 + E-mall: planning@carson.org

FILE # SUP -11 -

SPECIAL USE PERMIT

FEE: $2,450.00 MAJOR

Mr. Herman Bauer $2,200.00 MINOR {Residential zoning

PROPERTY OWNER + noticl dis}trictS)
noticing ree and G0 contaling application digial deta (all lo be

P.Q. Box 301, Vineburg, CA 85487 submltted once the application is deemed complate by slaff)

MAILING ADDRESS, C AT
G ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP SUBMITTAL PACKET
707-839-0533 707-939-0533 0 6 Completed Application Packels
(1 Original + 5 Coples}including:
PHONE # FAX # 1 Application Form
Name of Person to Whorn All Correspondence Shouid Be Sent g g{;ﬂg?asroject Description
T Building Elsvation Drawings and Fioor Plans
Al Salzano, Architect 1 Proposal Questionnaire With Both Questions and
Answers Glvan

APPLICANT/AGENT 01 Applicant's Acknowledgment Statement

5935 Grass Valley Road, Reno, NV 89510 (7 Decumentation of Taxes Pald-lo-Date (1 copy)

£1 Project impact Reports {Enginearing} (4 copies)
MAILING ADDRESS, CITY, STATE ZIP Application Reviewed and Recelved By:
77

775-233-1984 54750798 Submittal Deadline: See attached PC application submittal

PHONE # FAX # schedule.

Nofe: Submittals must be of sufficlent clarity and detall such

ajsalzano@acl.com
! e that all departments are able to determine Ifthey can support

E-MAIL ADDRESS the request Additional Information may be required.
Project's Assessor Parcel Number(s): Street Address ZIP Coda
01-191-06 812 N. Division Strest 89703
Project's Master Plan Deslgnation Project's Current Zoning Nearest Major Cross Strest{s}
Mixed Use Residential RO (Residential Offica) N, Division St, & W. Washington St.

Briefly describe your proposed project: {Use addtiona sheels or attachments if necessary). Inaddition to the brief description of your project and proposed
use, provide addmonai pa e(s}to show a more detailed summary of your project and proposal. tn accordance with Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC)
Section; 18.04. % , or Development Standards, Division Section , araquest to allow as a conditlonal
use is as follows:

Demulition of existing single-family residence, carriage house, and shed for replacement with an 8-unit apartment complex, The new apariments

are proposed fo be two (2) two-story, 4-plex buildings in a Bungalow/Craflsman style to blend with the historical character of the asighborheod.

PROPERTY OWNER'S AFFIDAVIT

h , being duly deposed, do hereby affirm that | am the record owner of the subject property, and that | have
knowisdge of, and 1 agree to, the filing of lh!s application.

Signalure Address Date

Use addilional page(s) If necessary for other names.

STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY )
On L2

parsonally appeared bafore me, a no:ary public, personally known (or proved} to me to be the
parson whose name is subscribed to the foregolng document and who acknowledged to me that
he/she executed the foregoing document.

Notary Public

NQTE: If your project is located within the historic district, airport area, or downtown area, it may need fo be scheduled before the Historic Resources
Commission, the Alrpart Authority, andfor the Redevelopment Authority Citizens Committee prior to being scheduled for reviewby the Planning Commission.
Planning personnel can help you make the above determination.




812 N. Division Street — Treadway Manor Apartments
SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION QUESTIONNARE

Question 1:

How will the proposed development further and be in keeping with, and not contrary to, the goals of
the Master Plan Elements?

Addressing each of the Master Plan themes in order, the first being a “Balanced Land Use Pattern.”
This project will provide Multi-family housing in a mixed-use Residential Office (RO} zoning, which meets
the theme intent of providing a diverse choice in housing. Although not within the downtown mixed-
use area, the project is an in-fill project in an older developed neighborhood, utilizing existing city
resources per the theme.

The second theme of “Equitable Distribution of Recreational Opportunities” is not applicable to this
project, although open space on-site is provided for apartment residents per City code.

The third theme of “Economic Vitality” mentions a supply of varied housing choices which this project
provides. Additionally, the project is located in the Historic District, and Is being designed to blend with
and enhance the historical character of the area. The project also revitalizes a currently run-down
property in the City.

Theme four is “Livable Neighborhoods & Activity Centers” which has the focus of increasing the
quality of development, encouraging in-fill, creating a diversified mix of housing, and protecting and
enhancing the City’s historic resources — all of which are provided by this project,

Theme five is “A Connected City”, and the only portion of the project that could be considered to
address this theme is that new pedestrian sidewalks with ADA curb ramps are being provided on all
three existing street fronts, none of which currently have sidewalks.

Question 2;
Will the effect of the proposed development be detrimental to the immediate vicinity? To the general

neighborhood?

A. Most of the surrounding adjacent uses are existing single-family residences. A few have been
converted to office use. There are adjacent multi-family uses slightly farther to the North and
South of similar size to the proposed project.

B. Although most of the surrounding properties are single-story, single-family residences, there are
similar two-story multi-family projects to the North and South of the property. The use is not
detrimental, as it Ts still a residential use. The only uses that are not contained in the building
are the required exterior open space areas. Construction generated dust and noise will be
controlled using appropriate technlques and best building practices. The project is designed to
blend with the historical character of the neighborhood and the greater Historic District, being
designed in a Craftsman/Bungalow style per the Historical District Guidelines,

C. The proposed project will nat be detrimental to the surrounding uses or the neighborhood, as
the use Is stilf residential — just small scale multi-family vs. single-family. Also, the quality of the
development is high and it will be an asset to the area.

D. Theimpact on pedestrian and vehicular traffic from the proposed project will be minimal. There
will be an increase in traffic due to the increased density. New sidewalks are provided on all
three existing street frontages, so pedestrian access will be improved with the project.




E. Short-range benefits from the proposed project would be construction jobs. Long-range
benefits to the City would be from the diversity of housing provided, tax revenue, and the
quality of the project improving the neighbarhood and surrounding property values.

Question 3:

Has sufficient consideration been exercised by the applicant in adapting the project to existing
improvements in the vicinity?

A. Effect on schools and Sherriff services will be minor, as the increased density is very minor,

8. Drainage from the project will be accommodated by improvements to the existing sewer in
Waest Ann Street. The project will require that a sub-standard sewer line be replaced by the
project.

C. The existing water supply is adeguate to server the project with good pressure and in good
repair. The site is not severed by a well.

D. The siteis not on a septic system and the sewer capacity to serve the project is adequate. As
previously stated, the project will be required to replace a sub-standard sewer lateral in W, Ann
Street.

E. No road improvements are required. New sidewalk & curb improvements are required to be
provided with ADA compliant curb ramps at both intersections.

F. The source of information for the above is a Major Project Review and Historical Resource
Commission review, both of which have previously been completed for the proposed project.

G. The only outdoor lighting that will be provided with the project will be porch lighting as part of
the structures. Maost porch lighting will be under roofs and will be recessed can down lighting,
so all exterior lighting will not produce glare and will be “dark sky” compatible,

H. Landscaping will consist of small lawn areas for minor outdoor recreation by the apartment
residents, and native plant materials that require minimal water use. Landscaping will meet all
City requirements and accent the intersections of both street corners on the property.

. All required parking is provided on-site. A portion of the parking is covered with canopy
structures deslgned to be compatible with the character of the apartments and the historic
district.




812 N. Division Street — Treadway Manor Apartments

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a new 8-unit apartment complex consisting of two 2-story buildings, each
containing two apartment units per floor. The buildings front on the East and West street frontages
with common parking between the buildings. Approximately half of the parking is covered with
canopy structures designed to match the character of the apartment buildings.

The project Is lacated In the historic district and is designed to meet all requirements thereof. The
buildings are designed in a Craftsman/Bungalow style of Architecture to be compatible with the
neighborhood and the historic district. An existing single-family residence along with a carriage
house and shed are being demolished, which has already been approved by the Historic Resource
Commission.
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812 N. Division Street — Treadway Manor Apartmenis

1.18 RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:

1. Permitted Uses: Multi-Family housing is a permitted use with a Speciai Use Permit in the RO zoning.
Maximum Permitted Density: There are no maximum residential densities within non-residential
zoning districts.

3. Maximum Building Height: The maximum building height of 29 feet is less than the maximum helght
established by the zoning district (RO) of 35 feet.

4. Setbacks: Minimum setbacks shall be those established by the zoning district, which are 10 feet
front and side yards, and 20 feet rear yard.

5. Reaquired Parking; Two (2) spaces per dwelling unit required and provided.

6. Open Space:

a. A minimum of 150 sq.ft. per dwelling unit of common open space is required and provided.

b. A minimum of 100 sq.ft. of additional open space must be provided for each unit either as
private open space or common open space. 120 sq.ft. private patio/decks provided.

c. Front and street side yard setback areas may not be included toward meeting the open space
requirements. Setbacks are not included in open space calculations provided.

Landscaping: Landscaping shall comply with the Carson City Development Standards and do.

Special Use Permit Review Standards: Where a residential use is a conditional use within a given

zoning district, the Planning Commission shall make two of the following findings in the affirmative:

a. The development Is not situated on a primary commercial arterial street frontage.

c. The applicant has provided evidence that the site Is not a viable location for commercial
development. Information has previously been provided that the vacancy rate for professional
office space in Carson City is currently very high.

© N

SITE DEVELOPMENT HISTORY:

The history of the proposed project started in the spring of 2010. it was realized during initial planning
on the property that there were old right-of-way easements that were not planned to be utilized, and
that abandonment of said easements would substantially increase the buildable area of the lot, as it is
bound by streets on three sides. So a request for abandonment of the right-of-way easements was
submitted, and approval was granted on August 19, 2010 with a time limit of four (4) years.

Since there are existing structures on the property that will require demolition, and since the property is
located in the Historic District, the next step was a preliminary submittal to the Historic Resources
Commission. This was done in October 2010, and after being re-scheduled due to a lack of quorum in
November, was reviewed and approved on December 9, 2010, A condition of approval was for a final
HRC review after making MPR submittal.

MPR submittal was made in March and reviewed on April 5, 2011 with minor comments.
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A second HRC review submittal was made In April, and reviewed and approved by the Committee on
May 5, 2011. Due to noticing Issues, the HRC submittal will be re-reviewed on July 21, 2011 and a
second approval is anticipated.

The final step before building permit drawings can be submitted is Special Use Permit {SUP) review per
the requirements of the Residential/Office (RO} zoning allowing multi-family projects as a conditioned
use.

TIME FRAME COORDINATION:

If the submitted Special Use Permit application ts approved, the project could be ready for permit
submittal by the middle or end of August. |t is anticipated that construction could begin early in
October.,

But in the event that Mr. Bauer decides to delay the start of construction, we would like to request that
the SUP time frame run concurrent with the Abandenment approval which is good through August of
2014,

Page 2




Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

The implementation of numerous policies contained within the Master Plan hinges on the creation of
three mixed-use zoning districts to align with the Mixed-Use Commercial (MUC), Mixed-Use
Ernployment (MUE), and Mixed-Use Residential (MUR) land use categories. Recognizing that mixed-
use development proposals have already beer and will continue to be submitted within these arcas
prior to the completion and adoption of the future mixed-use zoning districts, a set of Interim Mixed-
Use Evaluation Criteria have been developed to:

*  Fadlitate higher intensity, mixed-use development in locations designated on the Land Use
Plan for mixed-use development, but where mixed-use zoning is not currently in place;

»  Encourage the incremental transition of existing uses in locations designated on the Land Use
Plan for mixed-use development, recognizing that in some locations, mixed-use development
may be perceived as incompatible with existing adjacent uses in the short term;

»  Establish a consistent method for reviewing mixed-use development projects until mixed-use
zone districts can be established; and

»  Ensure that mixed-use develoament is consistent with the General Mixed-Use policies
contained in the Master Plan, as well as with specific MUC, MUE, and MUR policies, as
applicable.

The Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria will continue to be used as a tool to review mixed-use
development proposals until mixed-use zone districts can be established,

The following Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria shall apply to all development proposed within
the Mixed-Use Residential (MUR), Mixed-Use Commercial (MUC), and Mixed-Use Employment
(MUE) land use categories. The application of these Criteria shall be triggered in one of the following
ways:
«  Existing Zoning/Special Use Permit—Development is proposed within a mixed-use land use
category where the underlying zoning may perrmit the types and mix of uses proposed using

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN 7 ADOFTED 4.06.06




Appendix C; Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

the Spedial Use Permit process as outlined in Section 18.02.80 of the City's Municipal Code.
The Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria are applied in addtion to the standard fist of
Findings outlined in the Code.

»  Re-Zoning/Special Use Permit—Development is proposed within a mixed-use land use
category where the underlying zoning does not permit the types and mix of uses proposed.
In this instance, the subject property would need to be re-zoned to the most appropriate
zoning district and then foflowed for the project and combined with a Special Use Permit or
Planned Unit Development request to aliow the mix of uses desired and to trigger the
application of the Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria.

s Planned Unit Development (PUD}—Development is proposed within a mixed-use land use
category where the underlying zoning does not permit the types and mix of uses proposed.
As an alternative to the Re-Zoning/Special Use Permit process outlined above, a Planned Unit
Development request could be submitted for the subject property, within which it could be
re-zoned to the most appropriate zoning district(s) for the project, As part of the PUD
process, the Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria would be applicable all other conditions of
approval outlined in the City's Municipal Code.

AVINTEN

The Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria provide an overview of key mixed-use development features that
should be addressed by proposed mixed-use developments occurring to ensure they are consistent
with Master Plan policies. They are intended to be used in conjunction with the fand use specific
review criteria that follow this section based on the applicable mixed-use land use designation.

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CIiTY MASTER PLAN




Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

Background and Intent:

Mixed-use developments should incorporate a variety of uses in a compact, pedestrian-friendly
ervironment, Uses are encouraged to be mixed verticafly ("stacked"), but may also be integrated
horizontally, Recommended types and proportions of uses vary by mixed-use land use category
and will also vary according to a project’s location, size, and the surrounding development context.
For example, a MUC development located on an individual parcel away from a primery street
frontage may reasonably contain a higher percentage of residential development than one that is
located with direct access and visibility from the primary street frontage. On some smaller parcels,
integrating muliple uses may not be feasible at all, therefore, the consolidation of properties to
create larger, mixed-use activity centers is encouraged. These factors should be considered and
weighed in conjunction with the evaluation criteria listed below.

{. Are the types of uses and Ye No
percentages of different uses consistent
with the relevant Master Plan policies
listed below? (MUC 1.6, MUR [.5,
MUE 1.5)

2. Are activity generating uses (e.g,, Yes){’ No 0
retail/cormmercial) concentrated along
primary street frontages and in other | NA D
locations where they may be easily
accessed and may be readily served by
transit in the future!

3. Are large activity generating uses Yes No O
(e.g.. retail’commercial) located s0 as to
inimmize impacts of loading areas and | NAX
other facilities on existing
neighborhoods?

4. Are residential uses well-integrated | Yes ™™ No 0
with non-residentiat uses (either
horizontally or vertically) and the
surrounding development context?

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06




Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

5. Do the proposed housing types and Yes)a/ No (]
denstties promaote activity and support ‘
non-residential uses in the development
or in close proximity to the
development, as applicablel

Relevant Master Plan Policies:

»  Chapter 3: 2.1b, 2.3b, GMU 1.1, GMU 1.2, MUC 1.56, MUR 1.5, MUE |.5
»  Chapter 6: 7.2a,7.2b ‘

Background and Intent: L

Each of the mixed-use land use categories allow for the incorporation of a variety of housing as a
part of a broader mix of uses. Although a mix of housing types and densities is encouraged within
each category, the scale, size, type, and location of each development should play a significant role
in determining what makes sense, For exarnple, a 200 acre MUR development on a vacant parcel
should generally contain a broader mix of housing types and densities than a 10 acre MUR
development working within an established developrment context. However, the MUR
development wall likely have higher average densities due to its proximity to a primary street
frontage and it’s more urban context. Given the range of scenarios that may emerge, the
evaluation criteria listed below are intentionally broad to allow for maximum flexibility. e

Evaluation Criteria:

6. Does the development contain a Yes, No
mix of housing types that is compatible
with the surrounding neighborhood and
planned fand use in terms of its scale
and intensity!

7. Does the development contain a Yes,/ﬁ( No I
mix of housing types that is appropriate
to its scale, ocation, and land use N/A O

category!

Relevant Master Plan Policies:

= Chapter 3: 2.2a,2.2b
*  Chapter 6: B.la

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN




Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Critéria

Background and Intent:

Average densities within mixed-use developments are generally expected to be higher than those
typically found within the City today. Recognizing the many factors that influence the ultimate
density of a mixed-use developmert (e.g., location, type), the Master Plan provides a suggested
range of floor area ratios (FAR) and dwelling units/acre for each of the mixed-use fand use
categories. For the purposes of the evaluation criteria fisted befow, densities that fall below the low
end of a density range for a particular land use category will be strongly discouraged in order to
promote the Plan's objective of creating a more compact pattern of development.  The Plan also
acknowledges that there may be instances where densities that exceed the suggested range are
appropriate in some locations, such as within a mixed-use activity center, provided other land use
policies are followed. These instances will be evaluated on a project-by-project basis.

Evaluation' Criteria:

8, Does the development achieve at Ye;ﬁ( Nol
least the minimum density range for the
applicable land use category?

9. Does the development exceed the | Yes 01 NQ}{’
maximum density range for the
applicable fand use categoryl

10. ifyes to #9 above, is the Yes 0 NoX1
development located within a
designated mixed-use activity center?

1. M yes to #9 above, is the largest Yes O No O %z\,
concentration of density concentrated

away from primary street frontages and
surrounding neighborhoods?

Relevant Master Plan Policles:
& Chapter 3: MUC [.3, MURL.3, MUE 1.3

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06




Background and Intent:

Mixed-use developments should be designed using an interconnected network of streets to

provide efficient connections between uses and to accommodate vehicular, bicyde, and pedestrian

circulation, as well as existing or future transit service, Direct vehicular and pedestrian connections

to adjacent neighborhoods, commercial, and ¢ivic uses should be provided, as should finkages to _ %
existing and planned trail systems., R j

12. Do vehicular and pedestrian ways | Yes®&  Nol
provide logical and convenient
connections between proposed uses
and to adjacent existing or proposed
uses?

13. Does the hierarchy of perimeter Yes [J No O #I\ / 75(/

and internal streets disperse
development generated vehicular traffic
to a varfety of access points, discourage
through traffic in adjacent residential
neighborhoods and provide
neighborhood access to on site uses?

14, 1f the development is located along Yes,i(/ " No D
a primary strest frontage, have existing
or proposed transit routes and stops
been incorporated?

Relevant Master Plan Policies:

Chapter 3: GMU 1.3, MUC 1.8
Chapter 7: 10.2b, [ 1.1a, 11.1c

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN




Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

Background and Intent:

The visual and physical barriers created by surface parking areas should be minimized within mixed-
use developments. To promote a more compact, pedestrian-friendly environment, off-street
parking for mixed-use developments should be located behind buildings and away from primary
street frontages. The use of on-street parking or shared parking to provide a portion of the
required parking for mixed-use developments is strongly encouraged, where feasible, to make the
mest efiident use of each development site.  In addition, structured parking is encouraged where
viable, provided it is integrated into the design of the overall development,

Evaluation Criteria:

F i

: %E% E;EJ;%?

IS5, Is surface parking distributed YGSY NolO
between the side and rear of primary
buildings and away from primary street
frontagest

|6, Are larger parking lots organized as | Yes [ No 0
a series of smaller lots with clear ’
pedestrian connections and landscape N/’@&/
buffers as dividers?

17, ls surface parking screened from Yeiﬂ\/ No 0
surrounding neighborhoods and

pedestrian walkways? N/A T

18. [s structured parking integrated Yes O No O
with adjacent structures in terms of its

design and architectural character! NART

19. Are structured parking facilities Yes O No O

“weapped" with retail or residential uses
at the street level to provide a more N/
inviting pedestrian environment?

Relevant Master Plan Policles:
»  Chapter 3: GMU |4, MUC 1.8

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06




Background and Intent:

Many of the areas designated for mixed-use development are located within established areas of
the City. As a result, much of the mixed-use development that occurs will occur through 3
combination of infill and redevelopment. Therefore, establishing a strong physical and visual
relationship to adjacent neighborhoods and the community will be an irportant consideration.

Evaluation Criteria:

20. Are transitions in building massing Yesk’ NoD
and height provided to refate to
surrounding development patterns?

21. ls the new developrment well- Yai)( Ne O
integrated into the surrounding
neighborhcod, rather than "walled off",
consistent with the mixed-use polidies
contained in the Master Plan?

22, Wapplicable, are lower intensity Yes O No [
uses (e.g., residential) located along the
periphery of the site were 1t adjoins an NIM
existing residential neighborhood to
provide a more gradual transition in
scale and mass and to minimize
potential impacts of non-residential uses
{e.g., loading areas, surface parking)?

Relevant Master l;lan Policiesi

& Chapter 3: MUC 1.7, MUR {7, MUE 1.6
s Chapter & 8.3b

Background and Intent:

Mixed-use developments should be organized around a central gathering space or series of spaces,
such as small urban plazas, pocket parks, or active open space areas. These types of public spaces

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN




Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

serve as urban recreational amenities for residents that may not have access to larger community
parks or recreational amenities without getting in their cars and generally promote increased levels
of pedestrian activity. Larger mixed-use developments, particularty wathin the MUR and MUE
categories, rmay also need to incorporate more traditional recreational features, such as parks and
tralls, depending upon their size and location.

Evaluation Criteria:

23. Dioes the development pravide Yes [ Noh\/
public spaces to serve residents ang the
larger community?

24. Are public spaces appropriate in Ye;}f( NoO| & ‘?EIJ SPreg- “‘)Fﬁ"[‘ %’O

terms of their size and active vs. passive \:‘Pf-- REsdent Yis=
features provided given the scale and - 2PV
location of the proposed development!? \ %':’fk PELEV F E{J'r

STAOpYs .

25, Are public spaces easily accessible | Yes [ No 1
to pedestrians and the surrounding

community, if applicable! N/é‘>§/

26. Are parks and trails provided Yes [ No O
consistent with the Parks, Recreation,

and Unified Pathways Master Plan? N/AK

Re:levant Master Plan Policies:d h e
s Chapter 3: MUC L6, MUR I.8, MUE .7

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADQPTED 4.06.06
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Carson City Planning Division H afe'
108 E Proctor 5t
Carson City, Nevada 89701
(775) 887-2180
WWW.carson.org

www.carson.ora/planning

HISTORIC RESOURCES COMMISSION DRAFT
JULY 21, 2011

NOTICE OF DECISION

A Historic Rasources Commission application, HRC-10-102, was received from Al Salzano,
Architect (property owner: Herman Bauer) to allow the demolition of the existing single family
residence, carriage house and sheds as previously approved by the HRC and approval of the
revised development plan of a new eight unit apartment complex (2-four plexes) on property
zoned Residential Office (RO), located at 812 North Division Street, APN 001-191-08, pursuant
to the requirements of the Carson City Municipal Code, Chapter 18, Section 18.06.

The Historic Resources Commission conducted a public hearing on July 21, 2011, in
conformance with City and State open meeting requirements, and the Historic Resources
Commission moved to approve HRC-10-102 and based its decision subject to the following
conditions of approval.

The proposal is in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior Guidelines and Standards for
Rehabilitation, Carson City Historic District Guidelines, and the Historic Resources Commission
policies.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. All development shall be substantially in accordance with the attached site development
plan.

2. All on and off-site improvements shall conform to City standards and requirements.
3. This approval HRC-10-102 shall run concurrent with the approval of AB-10-038.

4, The applicant must sign and return the Notice of Decision within 10 days of receipt of
notification. |f the Notice of Decislon is not signed and returned within 10 days, then the
item will be rescheduled for the next Historic Resources Commission meeting for further
considerations.

5. The applicant shall submit a copy of the signed Notice of Decision and conditions of
approval with the building permit application.

6. Demolition of a historic place or cultural resource may begin only after approval by the
HRC and issuance of other necessary approvals for a replacement building or site
improvement.




- Notice of Decision
HRC-10-102
July 21, 2011
' Page 2

7. The applicant will be required to provide detailed photographic documentation of the
existing structures to the Planning Division for proper documentation of the structures
proposed for demolition.

8. Commercial submittals shall show compliance with the following codes, and adopted
amendments:

« 2006 International Building Code

+ 2006 International Energy Conservation Code
» 2006 International Fire Code

= 2006 Uniform Mechanical Code

» 2006 Uniform Plumbing Code

+ 2005 National Electrical Code

» 2003 ICC/ANSI A117.1 {For accessible design)

9. Project requires an application for a Building Permit, issued through the Carson City
Building Division. This will necessitate a complete review of the project to verify
compliance with all adopted construction codes and municipal ordinances applicable to
the scope of the project.

10. As a part of a complete submittal, provide a separate plan sheet, which clearly shows
the Accessible Route / Exit Discharge Plan.

11. As a part of the submittal, include a complete “Architectural Design Analysis”, which
shall include a complete break down of the allowable area and height versus the actual
arga and height.

12. A complete Geotechnical Report will be required. The Geotechnical report for the
proposed location shall include a complete assessment of the potential consequences of
any liquefaction and soil strength loss, including estimation of differential settiement,
lateral movement or reduction in foundation soil-bearing capacity, and shall address
mitigation measures.

13. The proposed project shall meet the conditions of approval for AB-10-038.

14. The proposed project shall comply with the CCMC Development Standards 1.18
Residential Development Standards in Non-Residential Districts.

15. The proposed use (Multi Family Apartment) requires Special Use Permit approval.

STIPULATIONS:

1. The Architect shall incorporate alternative siding options to differentiate one muiti-family
dwelling unit structure from the other multi-family dwelling unit structure.

2. The Architect shall incorporate in the plan screening options (landscaping, berming or
fencing) for the parking area from the right of way.




Notice of Decislon
HRC-10-102

July 21, 2011
Page 3

3. The Architect is encouraged to explore alternative roof style options to differentiate one
multi-family dwelling unit structure from the other muiti-family dwelling unit structure.

4. Landscaping shall be incorporated in the development plan.

The decision was made on a vote of § ayes, 0 nays with 0 commissioners absent.

Jennifer Pruitt, Principal Planner
Planning Division

JPirt

cc. Kevin Gattis - Buliding Division
Rory Hogen - Development Engineering

Mailed By: Date Mailed:

PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN THIS NOTICE OF DECISION WITHIN 10 DAYS OF RECEIPT.

This is to acknowledge that | have read and will comply with the Conditions of Approval as
approved by the Historic Resources Commission,

SIGNATURE OF OWNER/APPLICANT DATE

PRINTED NAME OF OWNER/APPLICANT

RETURN TO:

Carson Clty Planning Division
108 E Proctor Street
Carson City NV 89701

Enclosures: Historic Resources Comrmission Notice of Decision {2 coples - Please sign and return only one; the
sacond copy is for your racords
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November 3, 2010

Jennifer Pruitt, AICP, LEED AP
Principal Planner for Carson City Planning Department
108 E. Proctor Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701
RE: Herman Bauer's tentative development at 812 North Division and Ann Street
Dear Jennifer:
I am writing this letter to comment on Mr. Bauer's tentative project on Ann Street. Mr. Bauer
would like to build two (2} four plexes on this parcel. I did an extensive market summary for
office development and/or multi family development for this site.

Carson City currently has 2,118,000 sq ft of office space. The vacancy rate is hovering around 20%
and asking rental amounts per square foot are about what we were achieving 10 years ago.

The multi family sector however, is a much stronger market. There are currently 651 4-plex units
with vacancy rates hovering around 10% and market rents holding very steady.

In my professional opinion this property is more suited for a multi family development.

If you have any questions please give me a call.

Broker/Owner John Uhart Commercial Real Estate Services

JU/ka

301 W. Washington St. Ste #1 Garson City, Nevada 89703 (775) 884-1896 « (775) 884-4896 Fax
"Your Certified Commercial Real Estate Specialist"
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NOV 1 0 2010

CARSON CITY
PLANNING DIVSION

F-4 HRc-10-102

Carson City Planning Department

To whomever it may concern:

My name is 5’@5{' /‘QI’L Qi’fmfv and I/we own property located at E£%5_ N, Dowzion ¥

Carson City, Nevada. I was shown the elevations and floor plans for a multi family project consisting
of 2 four plexes to be built on 812 North Division Street. I/we are in favor of this project.

Dated November . g%ﬁ , 2010

e
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| Nov 10 200

CARSON CITY
PLANNING DIViSION

F-4  HHec-10-102

Carson City Planning Department

To whomever it may concern:

My name is & o dﬂ ¢/<-J__ and I/we own property located at 496 @/ Ao ST
Carson City, Nevada. I was shown the elevations and floor plans for a multi family project consisting
of 2 four plexes to be built on 812 North Division Street. I/we are in favor of this project.

]
Dated November / ﬂ , 2010

Gond Fpuee—
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FROM ¢ FAX MO, 17758844505
Carson City Plagving Departmens

To whoenever it mAay concern:

Mynamcis_\(‘_ﬁﬁut\fféf i:i }
s Gty Nwm&ﬁw Uwe ownt property located 4

of 2 four plekes 1o be built on 812 North Divigion

v

r/ﬁ
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Rea Thompson - RE: Action to consider HRC-10-102 - Correction

S e R

From:  <designagnt@aol.com> RECE | VE D

To: <planning@carson.org> : B} i
Date:  12/12/2010 5:43 PM DEC T 3 2010 i

Subject: RE: Action to consider HRC-10-102 - Correction CcA
From: Alexander Kirsch De o e Afie,-
Resident and owner of property located at 803 N. Minnesota Street. 7 2015 M ,,3

Carson City, NV 89703
Tel: (775) 883-5589

RE: Action to consider HRC-10-102

Dear board members of the Carson Cily Historic Resources Commission Planning Division,

My name is Alexander Kirsch, and | would like to apologize about not appearing for the Action to
Consider hearing (HRC-10-102) on December 9, 2010. A family emergency prevented me attending.

| have been a Carson City Resident for 29 years, and | have been a Wast Side resident for the majority of this
time. For the last 15 years, 1 have lived continuously on the West Side and for five years at my current residence
at 803 North Minnesota Street. | am a neighbor to the property in question.

I have concerns and objections for the proposed development submitted by Al Salzano regarding the property
owned by Herman Bauer.

1) The Carrlage House is Restorable

The property in question (Carriage House) is located on the same block as one of Carson Cily's historical
landmarks, the Bicentennial Tree. This block was part of the old Treadway Park and has always been part of the
historical district, even after Carson-Tahoe Hospital was built. The western parts of Minnesota Street were re-
zoned for this construction. This might be the reason why the areas north of Washington Street seem

to experience some neglect in respect to its histerical value and attraction. For example, the blue lined historical
walk does not include any histosical homes north of Washington Street.

As a homeowner of an historical district west side property, | believe the Carriage House Is of such historical
value and attraction. The Carriage House is restorable. Although my property is not as old as the Carriage Houss,
I have restored my house myself over the past four years,

2) Several Vacant Condo-Style Apartments already Exist in the neighborhood

There are already several condominium-style apariment buildings on the West Side. The smaller unit rentals (1
bedroom, 1 bath} all have vacancies, including some larger units with two bedrooms. For example, a 24-unit
apartment complex located at 604 West King Street has had five units available since August, 2010. This
information can be confirmed at (775) 342-5323.

Another fourplex condo-style Apartment with storage is already located at 804 North Minnesota Street, directly
across the sireet from the property in guestion. The 804 property offers 2 bedroom, one bath units and is built on
& lot of similar size, There is currently one unit available as well, and several vacancies were observed during the
past five years.

Because a majority of the buildings on the West Side are older family residences, there are also numerous
studio style rentals available through non-commercial landlords.

According to Carson City growth projections displayed on the Carson City website, no growth is anticipated for the
next five years. A need for residences exists only for larger units to accommodate families.

3) A Low Income Housing Area Three Blocks From the Governor's Mansion
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Since the old Carson-Tahoe Hospital was decommissioned, more properties have reverted from offices to
residences. Smaller units for low income residents could result in more disturbances and crime.

4) 812 North Division Street as Micro Wildlife Habitat:

As owner of the property at 803 North Minnesota Street, | became witness to 812 North Division Street as a micro
wildlife habitat. This property has become home to several mule deer and quail. During 2008, | witnessed the birth
of a deer fawn. The young deer was raised for several months at this location. Today, one can observe deer and
quail at almost any time on any given day.

Closing Statemant:

| believe that the lof in question does not support the construction of two fourplex units because of its size.
Accommiodations for parking would need to be made for approximately 16 vehicles, leaving almost no reom

for any type of landscaping. The historical value and attraction of this part of our town will most certainly be
compromised, and home values of neighboring properties will surely decrease should this type of facility be built. |
would like to ask {he Board to reconsider should a decision have been made already and to consider another
hearing to allow me to present a more detailed opposition to this matter. | would alse like to remind the members
of this Board that Mr. Bauer was nof present at the previously scheduled hearing in this matter in November,
which was canceled due to other circumstances.

Thank you for your time and considerations.

Sincerely yours,
Alexander Kirsch,

designagnt@aol.com
803 North Minnesota St.
Carson City, NV 89703
775-883-6589
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Rea Thompson

RE CEIVE D,
From: Alexander Kirsch <akirsch@doit.nv.gov> 1
To: ""planning@carson.org™ <planning@carson.org> f JUN 09 2011
Date: 6/9/2011 3:21 PM
CC:  "designagnt@aol.com" <designagnt@aol.com> , Pﬁuﬁﬁgﬁ;ﬁ%\,

Hetlo, to whom it may concern,

My name is Alexander Kirsch, and | am owner of a property at 803 North Minnesota Street in Carson City. On
December 08th, 2010 | was not able to attend a scheduled meeting in regard to HRC-10-102, a request by Al
Salzano and Herman Bauer.

I contacted this office per e-mail with an excuse of my absence and raised some points of objection. At this time |
was that although initial approval was granted a further meeting was required. On 06/07/2011 1 received an
invitation to a meeting on 06/09/2011 in regard to National Register District Nomination, which | plan to attend.
However in making myself more familiar with this agenda | discovered that on THURSDAY, MAY 12, 2011, 5:30
P.M. a meeting on HRC-10-102 was conducted. | was not nolified about this mesting and herein lies my
complaint,

| seem to be the only resident on my block wha cares about future bullding projects in this neighborhood and | feel
-discriminated against or conveniently left out of any discussion, because | am not timely or not at all notified of
any Meeting Agendas.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely yours,

Alexander Kirsch | ITT IV ] DoIT Facility Operations
State of Nevada | Department of Information Technology
T:(775)684-4300 | F: (775) 684-8423 | E:akirsch@dolt.nv.gov

This communication, Including any attachments, may contain confidential Information and is intended only for the individua!l or
entity to which it is addressed. Any review, dissemination or copylng of this communicatton by anyone other than the Intended
reciplent Is strictly prohibited. If you are not the Intended reclplent, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies
of the original message.
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Within 6 City blocks of the property, and within the historical district as of

07/18/2011, there were at least:

' 9 Properties For Sale 12 Properties for Rent

1000 N Division St.  Commercial 311 Washington St.  Commercial

999 Washington St.  Commercial 444 Washington St. Commercial

444 Washington St. 707 N. Minnesota St.  Commercial

604 Robinson St. 702 N. Minnesota St.

408 Robinson St. 818 N. Minnesota St.

502 Robhinson St. 215 N, Divislon St. ; - -

501 Philtips St. 902 N. Division St. : RECE ' E D

501 N. Minnesota St. 411 Caroline St

412 Nevada St. (may be sold} 440 Spear St. JUL 21 200
333 Proctor St. #
207 W King St P&&uﬁ:ﬁ%’glafc [I-(\),N
604 W King St. —_— ]

- Property Block and Neighborhood does not support 8 Apartments with potentially 16 more
vehicles which may grant an environmental impact assessment due to traffic increase in this

small Office /Residential location

- Property in this neighborhood is not child friendly nor safe and there are no playgrounds nearby

- Plans do not include a landscaping draft suitable for small tamily residential housing that will
compliment the area or with privacy concerns of neighboring property owners in mind

- Encourages low income housing that benefits the Landlord /Owner through federally funded

incentives

A loss of property value and deterioration of historical integrity will occur
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