City of Carson City
Agenda Report

Date Submitted: September 23, 2014 Agenda Date Requested: October 2, 2014
Time Requested: 1 Hour

To:  Mayor and Board of Supervisors
From: Community Development - Planning Division

Subject Title: For Possible Action: To consider an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
decision to approve a Special Use Permit for multi-family dwelling units on property zoned
Residential Office (RO), located at 812 N. Division Street, APN 001-191-06. (SUP-14-036)
(Susan Dorr Pansky)

Staff Summary: On July 30, 3014, the Planning Commission approved a Special Use Permit to
allow multi-family dwelling units consisting of two, two-story, four-plex buildings (eight total
units), on property zoned Residential Office. 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
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 30, 2014, by a vote of
6 ayes, 0 nays, and 1 absent.

Recommended Board Action: I move to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to allow
multi-family dwelling units 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: Please see the accompanying staff memo with
various attachments including the 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 Impact: N/A

Explanation of Impact: N/A
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Funding Source: N/A
Alternatives:

1) If the Board of Supervisors finds that the Planning Commission erred in approving SUP-14-
036, 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) Appeal Letter from Mr. Alexander Kirsch and Mr. Bazel Slaughter
3) Appeal Response Letter from Mr. Bauer
4) Appeal Response Letter from Mr. Sirous Alavi, P.E.
5) Letter regarding Property Owner Notification from Ms. Brenda Dahlquist
6) Letter from Community Development Director Lee Plemel to Ms. Dahlquist re:
Property Owner Notification
7) Planning Commission Case Record
8) July 30, 2014 Planning Commission Staff Report
9) Renderings and Site Plan from 2011 Project

Prepared By: Susan Dorr Pansky, Planning Manager

Reviewed By: /'74— @p&,—'/ Date: 7-73 ‘/‘/L
Date: ? / ?// o

Date: C] / 2.5 ( ( 7‘/
(Ftnance Dlrcctor)

Y IOA 2N G P) (A QNS (X4 Date: Q/’Z’b//cf
(City Manager)

(Commtnity Devglopment Digector)

Board Action Taken:

Motion: 1) Aye/Nay
2)

(Vote Recorded By)



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

MEMORANDUM

Board of Supervisors Meeting of October 2, 2014

TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Susan Dorr Pansky, AICP
Planning Manager

DATE: September 18, 2014
SUBJECT: MISC-14-071 — Appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to allow

multi-family dwelling units on property zoned Residential Office (RO),
located at 812 N. Division Street, APN 001-191-06 (SUP-14-036)
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HISTORY

In 2010, the applicant began a process to gain approval of an eight-unit multi-family complex on
the subject property. This included required approvals from the Historic Resources Commission
(HRC) for demolition of the historic structure and for the architectural design of the new
structures, the Planning Commission for a Special Use Permit to accommodate muiti-family
dwellings and a Right-of-Way Abandonment to abandon a portion of the existing public right-of-
way on the property. The Right-of-Way Abandonment also required approval from the Board of
Supervisors.

The original project proposed buildings of larger scale and massing than what is currently
proposed, and included a parking lot with 16 spaces, some of which were covered. The Historic
Resources Commission approved the proposed project with the conditions of approval
recommended by staff as well as some additional conditions that were stipulated at the HRC
meetings.

The Planning Commission approved the associated Special Use Permit and the Right-of-Way
Abandonment subject to the conditions of approval recommended by staff.

The Planning Commission's approval was then appealed by an adjacent property owner,
Alexander Kirsch. The appeal was heard by the Board of Supervisors and the project was
referred back to the Planning Commission for additional review. Upon receiving a referral back
to the Planning Commission, the applicant opted to modify the project to include only two, two-
family dwelling units (duplexes) for a total of four units on the property, and to record a parcel
map to split the property. Each parcel would include only two dwelling units, which is an allowed
use in the Residential Office zoning district and does not require the approval of a Special Use
Permit. The revised project was reviewed and approved by the HRC in February 2012 with
buildings of smaller scale to accommodate the reduced number of units. The appellant of the
larger project, Alexander Kirsch, was not present at the meeting and did not submit written
comments in favor or in opposition of the revised project.

The applicant obtained a Building Permit in 2013 and demolished the historic structure in
preparation for construction of the first of the duplex buildings. During demolition, the contractor
also removed a number of historic trees that were represented to remain as a part of the HRC
and Building Permit approvals. As a result, the applicant was ordered to stop work on the
project and to appear before the HRC with a revised landscaping plan and to discuss the
removal of the trees that had been represented to remain. A revised landscape plan was
approved in October 2013 after two HRC meetings. The Building Permit for the first duplex
remains valid until February 2015.

Please refer to the attached Planning Commission staff report for a more comprehensive outline
of the project’s history.

DISCUSSION

The applicant is currently proposing two multi-family buildings consisting of four, one-bedroom
units per building, or eight units total. Unit sizes range from 636 square feet to 831 square feet
and two units in each building include a one-car garage, while the other two units have
dedicated exterior on-site parking.
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Recognizing concerns of various members of the public as well as several HRC, Planning
Commission and Board members, the applicant has opted to proposed the eight units within the
existing footprints and structures approved by the HRC most recently for the two duplex
buildings. The result is two buildings that are nearly identical to the buildings proposed for the
duplexes, with some exceptions that are explained in the attached Planning Commission staff
report.

On July 30, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed and approved of the revised eight-unit
multi-family project with the recommended conditions of approval outlined in the Planning
Commission staff report. At this meeting, two property owners in the vicinity of the proposed
project spoke in opposition of the project. These same two property owners, identified as Mr.
Alexander Kirsch and Mr. Bazel Slaughter, subsequently filed an appeal of the Planning
Commission’s decision in accordance with Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC) 18.02.060
(Appeals).

The appellants’ letter of appeal is attached for review, but is summarized below along with
staff's responses to the appellants’ basis for appeal. The applicant, Mr. Herman Bauer, and his
traffic engineer, Mr. Sirous Alavi, P.E., have provided responses to the letter of appeal that are
also attached for review.

APPEAL

Before responding to each individual appeal item outlined in the letter provided by Mr. Kirsch
and Mr. Slaughter, staff would like to respond to some general statements made in the
introduction of the letter as follows:

e Except for parking and interior space reductions, nothing significant has changed since the
beginning of Mr. Bauer's initial proposal (dated from July 28, 2010) to construct two 4-plex
apartment buildings (8 units) on this same parcel of land. Although the Planning Division
initially approved that project in 2011, the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors agreed with
numerous technical and aesthetic objections from local residents and returned that initial
two 4-plex design to the Planning Division and the Historic Resources Commission (HRC)
on September 15, 2011. Following that decision, Mr. Bauer downsized his project to a pair
of duplex apartments (4 dwelling units); that project was eventually approved by the
Planning Division and construction — i.e., land clearing — began on the project in late 2013.

Staff Response:

Staff does not agree that nothing significant has changed in Mr. Bauer’s proposal since its
initial introduction in 2010. The proposed buildings are significantly smaller is size and in
massing than the original buildings. The original building sizes were approximately 4,256
square feet each and the currently proposed buildings are approximately 3,638 square feet
each. Staff would like to note that the new square footage also includes garages for each
building, whereas the original proposal had none. The buildings have also been designed to
more closely resemble single family dwellings rather than the larger scale “boxes” that were
originally proposed.

Parking for the project has been reduced from 16 spaces to 12 spaces. Four of the 12
spaces will be located in garages, leaving only eight exterior spaces on the property. In
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comparison, the original proposal included 16 exterior spaces, some of which were to have
carports.

Open space was originally provided in very small areas around the proposed buildings and
parking lot, with very little contiguous, usable space. The current project has larger,
contiguous open space areas that are more representative of typical backyards in a
residential neighborhood.

The overall proposed project is much smaller in scale than what was originally approved and
staff believes that it is significantly more compatible with the surrounding land uses. For
comparison purposes, staff has included renderings and a site plan from the originally
proposed project to visually demonstrate the differences between that project and the
current project.

Since the creation of the Historic District in May 1982, no similar multi-family apartment has
been approved or constructed within the Carson City Historic District. It should be
emphasized that Mr. Bauer is currently proposing to replace a 150-year-old Single Family
Residence (since demolished) that had a number of historic trees (since removed)
associated with it with a densely populated 8-unit Apartment Building and parking areas that
would likely require cutting down the two remaining historic trees on the property and paving
over their location with an apartment driveway.

Staff Response:

it may be true that since the Historic District was created no similar multi-family complex has
been approved within the Historic District, but that does not mean a property’s location
within the Historic District prohibits it from being developed as a multi-family property if the
zoning district allows for it. The use of land is regulated by the zoning district alone, while
the Historic District overlay regulates architecture and site design.

Staff feels that this point needs to be very clear because the appellants have based several
of their arguments against this project on the fact that the property is located in the Historic
District. The fact that the property is located in the Historic District has no bearing on the
Special Use Permit to allow multi-family dwellings as a land use. The Historic District
regulations are applicable to design of the site and buildings to ensure that new construction
is compatible with surrounding historic properties and the Historic District as a whole. Any
arguments related to the Historic District are more appropriately addressed through the HRC
and are not valid when considering a Special Use Permit for land use.

Staff would also like to point out that the majority of the Historic District is zoned Single
Family 6,000, which prohibits multi-family dwelling units from being constructed. In areas of
the Historic District that are not strictly zoned single family residential, several offices of
similar size and scale have been built since the Historic District has been in existence.

In the case of the subject property, the zoning district is Residential Office, which allows for
multi-family dwelling units with a Special Use Permit. The applicant has a current approval
from the HRC for buildings that are nearly identical to what is currently being proposed. This
approval will need to be modified, however, to address changes in the site design to
accommodate additional parking, changes in landscaping to accommodate site changes
due to additional parking, and minor changes to the exterior of the buildings to
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accommodate garage and front door differences. One of the Planning Commission’s
conditions of approval is that the applicant must present his revised plan to the HRC for
approval.

* Mr. Bauer should not be allowed to effectively change the zoning of a residential parcel to
multi-family apartments via a Special Use Permit solely for his personal economic gain when
he knew at the time of his property purchase that the parcel was in the Historic District and
had significant zoning/building restrictions on it. Such an approval by the Planning Division
would set a dangerous precedent for future development within the Historic District...

The approval of F-4 SUP-14-036 seems to render the existence of a Historic District and the
purpose of a Historical Resource Commission useless.

Staff Response:

The approval of a Special Use Permit does not change the zoning of a residential parcel.
For clarification, the subject parcel is not a residentially zoned parcel, it is a parcel that is
zoned Residential Office. This zoning district allows for broader uses than just those that are
strictly allowed on a single family residential parcel. Multi-family dwellings are a conditional
use in the Residential Office zoning district. This means that, provided the applicant can
meet additional conditions and findings imposed upon the project that are not required of
uses allowed outright in the Residential Office zoning district, the approval of a Special Use
Permit is appropriate.

Approval of this Special Use Permit does not set a dangerous precedent for future
development within the Historic District. As mentioned in the immediately preceding bullet,
the fact that the property is in the Historic District has no bearing on how the land may be
used. This is regulated specifically by the zoning district. The Historic District and the HRC
are not rendered useless by this approval, as the Historic District and HRC will continue to
have oversight and approval over the site design and architecture of this project and all
others in the Historic District.

Below, staff provides responses to specific appeal items outlined in the appellants’ letter.

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

Staff Response:

A multi-family dwelling use is a condition use in the Residential Office zoning district and
does require the approval of a Special Use Permit. To state that the project would not
conform to the zoning requirements is not an accurate statement. Multi-family dwellings can
conform to the zoning requirements in the Residential Office zoning district, provided that
additional conditions placed on the project are appropriately met. The proposed buildings do
meet the minimum building setbacks and maximum building height requirements of the
Residential Office zoning district. Both staff and the Planning Commission determined that
the proposed project can conform to the zoning requirements with additional conditions
placed upon the project by staff. If there were no possibility of a certain use conforming to a
specific zoning district, that use would not be listed as an allowed use, conditional or
otherwise. In the case of the Residential Office zoning district, multi-family dwellings are a
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use that can meet the purpose and intent of that particular zoning district with additional
conditions placed upon the project that would not be required for primary permitted uses in
that district. '

. According to Paragraph 5 of the Staff Report on SUP-11-042 for the Planning Division
meeting 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 object of significant

historical, archaeological and cultural interest with Carson City (emphasis added.)
The proposed project accomplishes none of — in fact, flaunts, those purposes.
Staff Response:

This is not a valid reason to appeal for two reasons. The first is because it references the
Special Use Permit SUP-11-042, which was the Special Use Permit previously appealed
and referred back to the Planning Commission in 2011. The appellants are not appealing
that Special Use Permit. The second is because the Historic District is not applicable when
considering a Special Use Permit that dictates land use.

Regardless, staff would like to point out that, in addition to the purpose stated in CCMC
18.06.010 emphasized above, CCMC also states the following about the requirements for
projects within the Historic District as it relates to the purpose of the Historic District and the
HRC:

18.06.015 Procedure for Proposed Project. Any proposed project to construct, alter,
remodel, restore, renovate, rehabilitate, demolish, remove or change the exterior
appearance of a building or structure, or to place signs, fences, or lighting; or to
construct parking areas or site improvements, or which affects the exterior landscape
features and spaces that characterize a property and its environment shall not be started
without prior approval of an application submitted to the HRC as provided by this
Chapter.

CCMC 18.06.015 above very clearly states the limits of the Historic District regulations and
the review of the HRC, which does not include review related to the specific use of any
property in the Historic District. The project will need to be reviewed and approved by the
HRC in conformance with the purposes, procedures and specific codes applicable to
Historic District before proceeding.

Sufficient Open Space Requirements for the 8-unit development now proposed may not
have been met and, in any event, have not been clearly shown by dimensioned or cross-
hatched diagrams on building and Landscape Plans. Because there are not separate
drawings or explanatory cross-hatching on the drawings shown the location of the required
open space on the submitted plans or in any file maintained by the Planning Division,
neither Planning Division staff, the Historic Resources Commission, nor the public can make
an accurate determination of size and quality of the common open space being provided by
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the proposed project or make a determination that minimum CCMC building requirements
have been satisfied.

Staff Response:

Staff very clearly outlined the open space requirements for this project in the section entitied
“Open Space” on Page 11 of the July 30, 2014 Planning Commission staff report. This
section states the following:

“The proposed muiti-family project is required to provide a minimum of 2,000 square feet
of open space. The project exceeds this minimum requirement at 1,017 square feet of
common open space per building (2,034 square feet total), without encroaching into any
setback areas, including the rear yard setbacks. Rear yard setbacks may be counted
toward the total, but the applicant has elected to show that the project meets the
minimum requirements without the rear setbacks to demonstrate that additional common
open space beyond the minimum requirements is provided. Private open space is also
provided with private patios and decks. The private open space square footage is not
included in the overall calculation.

Staff revises the statement above to clarify that both the rear yard and side yard setbacks
may be counted as common open space. Only the front yard and street side yard setbacks
may not be counted. The applicant clearly demonstrated to staff that the minimum open
space requirement has been met with the proposed project through cross-hatched drawings
provided to staff and included as an attachment to the July 30, 2014 staff report. While the
open space areas may not be specifically dimensioned, staff did measure the full-size,
scaled plans provided by the applicant and verified that the cross-hatched areas shown did
- represent the minimum open space requirement. Staff would like to note that the additional
open space for each building that could have been counted toward the minimum
requirement is approximately 1,330 square feet per building in the backyards alone, as
measured by staff on the full-size, scaled plans. This is brings the total square footage of
open space per building to approximately 2,347 square feet or a total of 4,694 square feet,
which is more than double the minimum open space requirement per CCMC.

. The Landscape Plan previously approved in 2013 for two duplex units is no longer valid and

no replacement Landscape Plan for the 2014 two 4-plex has been submitted with the May
2014 revised plans. With no submitted Landscape Plan, it is impossible to determine if the
currently proposed project will retain the two remaining historic trees on this property and
whether required vehicle parking areas will be shielded from the street, as desired in the
CCMC.

Staff Response:

Staff agrees that the currently approved landscape plan for the duplexes will not be
applicable to the proposed multi-family project. The landscape plan needs to be modified to
accommodate proposed site modifications with the current project. This plan is required to
comply with Carson City Development Standards, Division 3 (Landscaping) and will also
require approval from the HRC. The Planning Commission approval of the Special Use
Permit included conditions of approval that address both of these items. Refer to Conditions
8 and 14 of the attached Planning Commission staff report. Determination of whether the
two remaining historic trees will remain on the site with the current project is more



MISC-14-071 - 812 N. Division Appeal
September 18, 2014
Page 8 of 13

appropriately addressed at the HRC. Staff will require that the applicant provide a landscape
plan of the entire site for HRC approval rather than a landscape plan for just one of the
buildings.

. Since detailed plans have not been provided, it is impossible to determine if CCMC
requirements for trash storage, trash enclosure fences and temporary snow storage on the
properly have been met.

Staff Response:

This level of design detail is not required for review of a Special Use Permit. The proposed
project will require a Building Permit and CCMC requirements for trash storage, trash
enclosures and temporary snow storage are typically addressed at that stage. However,
because this project requires HRC approval of the site and building design, staff will require
that the applicant provide plans that include the referenced information as a part of the HRC
application.

. Since even rough plans have not been provided for HVAC or Forced Air Unit locations in the
8 proposed apartments, it is impossible to determine encroachments or interference with
patio designs and with Open Space Requirements.

Staff Response:

The same response as was provided to Number 5 above applies to this item. Staff will
require that these items be shown as a part of the HRC application so that design and
placement may be adequately reviewed. However, determination of placement and how that
may or may not encroach into open space requirements is not within the purview of the
HRC. This will be reviewed by staff during the Building Permit stage. Staff also notes that
Condition 6 in the attached Planning Commission staff report requires that trash and debris
shall be stored inside an appropriate trash container within a trash enclosure approved by
the Planning Division as to form and location on the site. Condition 10 requires that ground-
mounted equipment (HVAC, etc.) shall be screened from view through the use of
landscaping or architectural means acceptable to the Planning Division.

. 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 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 Washington Street.

Staff Response:

The property’s location in the Historic District is irrelevant to the consideration of a Special
Use Permit for a multi-family residential use within the Residential Office zoning district. The
HRC had previously approved the buildings in their duplex form for compatibility with the
Historic District. If the HRC finds the modified project's design compatible with the Historic
District requirements, the fact that tourists may or may not see the property would be no
different than how tourists may or may not see any other properties in the Historic District.
This issue is more appropriately addressed with the HRC.

10
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8. As discussed at previous public meetings in 2011 and 2014, this out-of-scale apartment
complex and proposed parking area for a minimum of 12 cars would not encourage tourism
or photography of the area. In addition to 8 parked cars that would be fully visible from the
three surrounding streets, the proposed parking areas would also require substantial curb
cut-throughs that would reduce current street parking by a minimum of 72 lineal feet, with a
loss of approximately 4 or 5 parallel parking spaces on North Minnesota and Ann Streets.
The proposed parking area design also appears to require 3 parked cars to back out
through curb cut-throughs into the traffic of (the very busy) Division Street.

Staff Response:

The first part of this statement is entirely subjective on the part of the appellants, as they
have no way of knowing whether the addition of this project would discourage tourism or
photography of the area any more than other properties in the Historic District. Regardless,
this is a concern more appropriately voiced to the HRC.

Staff agrees that this project will increase the number of vehicles on the subject property
from what was previously there with the former single family residence. Curb cuts will be
necessary and will reduce current on-street parking as well. However, there is quite a bit of
on-street parking available throughout the Residential Office zoning district, and not
necessarily directly adjacent to the project site. Staff anticipates that parking adjacent to the
project site would likely be limited to guests of the multi-family project or possibly other
properties in the immediate vicinity. The curb cuts that will reduce on-street parking enable
off-street parking to be provided at a quantity adequate to serve the project without
impacting surrounding properties.

The appellant is correct that one of the driveways will require that cars back onto Division
Street. However, there are properties with driveways along many sections of Division Street
that have the same condition, including properties in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
project. Additionally, staff notes that Division Street is classified as a local street on the
Carson City Roadway Functional Classification Map. Per Carson City Development
Standards, Division 12 (Transportation), Table 12.11, driveways are permitted for multi-
family projects with local street access.

9. CCMC clearly requires a minimum of 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit. The proposed
project would therefore require 16 (and not 12) parking spaces on the properly. This
requirement can only be mitigated if an appropriate parking space analysis has been
provided with the design plans and if that analysis has been approved in writing by
appropriate authorities in the city. While Mr. Bauer’s consultant analysis, conducted by
Sierra Traffic Engineers, Inc. states that only 1.2 parking spaces per dwelling unit would be
required for this project, no detailed recent analysis of local parking or demographics was
provided. The consultant cited old (and, we believe, questionable) data from the
International Society of Traffic Engineers (ITE). The average age of the suburban studies
provided by STE, Inc. and the ITE, was 20.7 years; the average age of the urban parking
studies was even greater, at 23.6 years old. It should be noted that U.S. household car
ownership has greatly increased since the 1960s and 1970s, when many of these studies
were performed. This car ownership increase has been propelled by many factors, but
mainly by the very large increase in two wage earners living under the same roof over the
last 40-50 years, with no increase in available public transportation over the same period.

11
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Furthermore, none of the cited studies was performed in Nevada and the majority of the
study cities cited was not comparable to Carson City. The studies were also not for small
apartment complexes similar to the 8 units proposed by Mr. Bauer; the average size
apartment complex in the cited ITE studies was 311 units, significantly larger than the
proposed Bauer project. In our analysis a number of ITE parking study documents in various
cities, we also noted several recommendations from licensed traffic engineers to use ITE
data very carefully and, if possible, to use more (and the most) recent local census data.

Perhaps the most compelling of all is data from the 2010 US Census Data for Zip Code
89703, the same Zip Code that the Bauer property is located in:

No vehicles available in household 1.1%
1 vehicle available per household 22.8%
2 vehicles available per household 38.0%
3 or more vehicles available per household 38.1%
Average household size for 89703 renters 2.02

In other words, in the specific area of Carson City that the Bauer property is located, 76.1%
of all households currently own (and, therefore, must park) two or more autos at their
residence. These specific U.S. Census data render the Parking Consultant’s general parking
requirement estimate of 1.2 spaces per household very suspect; it also renders the Planning
Division’s more realistic, but still unsupported estimate of 1.5 spaces per household as
unlikely to be adequate for this area. We think the current CCMC requirement for two
parking spaces per dwelling unit is consistent with the most recent available demographic
data for two-income households and vehicle ownership.

To summarize, we do not agree with the Planning Division’s approach to relax the CCMC-
mandated parking requirements from the current 2.0 spaces per dwelling unit and we do not
think that the less than 1/3 acre of the Bauer property can support code-compliant and
aesthetic parking for 16 vehicles as well as the likely 16 (or more) apartment residents. Even
if the proposed design for 12 cars is determined to be viable we also question the
advisability of the resulting on-street parking loss of 4-5 parking spaces for local residents
and businesses due to the four additional two car driveway openings onto Minnesota, Ann
and Division Streets, with no possible berms or landscaping available to soften the impact of
all of these resident vehicles.

With local parking limited to Minnesota and Ann Streets, construction of this project would
likely crease a situation of insufficient occupant and visitor parking in light of the current daily
demands for parking for the existing surrounding residences at night as well as the office
buildings during working hours Monday through Friday.

Staff Response:

Carson City Development Standards, Section 2.2(A) does state that all single family, two
family and multiple family residential dwellings requires two spaces per dwelling unit.
However, the Development Standards do not differentiate between the potential sizes of
these residential units, nor number of bedrooms per unit, making the parking requirements
for each type of use relatively generalized. There is no way that staff can anticipate every
parking variation for any given possible use. As a result, Section 2.2(F) provides the Director

12
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a mechanism to consider parking variations not specifically spelled out in the code to allow
flexibility based on anticipated use. Section 2.2(F) states the following:

F. Determination by the Director. Upon submittal of accredited documentation (e.g.
latest version of the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Parking Manual); the Director
may modify the parking requirements specified herein, or may request Commission
approval of such a modification.

Pursuant to the section above, the applicant submitted a parking study completed by a
licensed traffic engineer with Sierra Transportation Engineers, Inc. (STE) citing current ITE
data in support of an argument that only 10 parking spaces are necessary for a Low/Mid
Rise Apartment use. The ITE classification of the applicant's project as a Low/Mid Rise
Apartment use is accurate, as the definition includes rental dwelling units located within the
same building with at least three other dwelling units.

ITE data is widely used across the United States to analyze parking requirements, which is
why a provision to present it in support of a modification is included in Carson City’s code.
And while the ITE Parking Manual does cite parking studies for this land use dating back to
1964, it also uses studies as recent as 2009, only a year prior to the release of the most
recent version of the manual. To take an average of all the years that studies were
completed to make an argument that the studies are on average 20.7 years old is
misleading.

Staff reviewed the parking study submitted, and compared it to staff's own copy of the ITE
Parking Manual. The ITE data clearly supports 1.20 parking spaces (for a total of 10) on
average for this use at peak demand. Staff also took into consideration that the proposed
multi-family units are one bedroom only, and ranging in size from 636 to 831 square feet.
And while staff recognizes the data provided by the parking study, a recommendation of 1.5
spaces per unit (for a total of 12) was made due to the size of the project and the desire for
a few off-street guest parking spaces. This recommendation took into consideration the ITE
data, the size of the individual units and the fact that on-street parking is available and very
common in the Residential Office zoning district.

Rather than make the final determination at the Director level, staff exercised its ability per
Section 2.2(F) to request that the Planning Commission approve the reduction in parking as
a part of the Special Use Permit. The Planning Commission made no issue of the reduced
parking and one commissioner went so far as to ask if staff might again consider 10 spaces
instead of 12.

In addition to staffs response to this appeal item, please refer to the response letter
provided by Mr. Sirous Alavi, P.E. of Sierra Transportation Engineers attached to this report.

The proposed property design does not appear to allow for sufficient outdoor furniture, BBQ
and outdoor recreational space for the likely 16 (or more) occupants.

Staff Response:
The minimum open space requirements for multi-family projects have been met and well

exceeded for the proposed project. The applicant has provided more than double the
amount of required open space. Per Carson City Development Standards, Section
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1.17.5(a), only projects of 10 or more units are required to provide common open space
area specifically designed for recreation, which may including but not be limited to picnic
areas, sports courts, and softscape surface covered with turf, sand or similar materials for
use by young children, including play equipment and trees. The proposed project does not
meet the minimum number of units to trigger this requirement.

Nevada Public Meeting Notification requirements for the public discussion of this Special
Use Permit do not appear to have been met. Per the Carson City Recorder’s Document
#444933, recorded and dated June 6, 2014, ownership of a property (801 North Minnesota
Street, Carson City) located on the same city block as the Bauer property was changed to
Brenda Dahlquist on this date. However, despite this change having been made more than
30 days earlier in city records, the new owner was not notified of the planned public
discussion of Mr. Bauer's Special Use Permit application in a Planning Department notice
that was mailed out on July 10, 2014.

In discussions with the Tax Assessor’s Office staff that Steve Brenneman and Alex Kirsch
had on the afternoon of August 8, 2014, the Assessor’s Office stated that the new ownership
by Brenda Dahlquist for the SFR located at 801 North Minnesota Street had positively been
entered into the assessor’s digital database not later than July 3, 2014 and could have been
entered into this database at an earlier date in June or July. Based on this information, we
believe the new owner, Brenda Dahlquist, should have been formally noticed on the July 10,
2014 mailout from the Planning Department. (If there are significant lag times in ownership
changes when using the Tax Assessor’s database, the Planning Department should
perhaps be using more timely ownership records that are obtained directly from the City
Recorder's Office.) In any case, we believe that Nevada’s Public Meeting notification
requirements were not met and that required Special Use Permit review and discussion
procedures were not followed in this case. Hence, the decision to approve Mr. Bauer’s
proposal should be nullified, and a proper hearing should be noticed and conducted.

Staff Response:

Staff has determined, through review of the noticing records for this Special Use Permit and
in consultation with the Community Development Director and the District Attorney’s office,
that the noticing for this project was performed correctly and in conformance with legal
requirements. Please refer to the letter attached to this report regarding noticing that was
sent to Ms. Dahlquist, the property owner in question, on August 15, 2014 from the
Community Development Director.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Per CCMC 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’s decision to approve Special Use Permit, SUP-14-036, based on the required

findings and subject to the conditions of approval in the staff report.

ALTERNATIVES:

The Board of Supervisors may consider the following alternative actions in deciding the appeal

of the Planning Commission’s decision to approve multi-family dwelling units on property zoned
Residential Office, located at 812. N. Division Street, APN 001-191-06:
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1. The Board of Supervisors may refer SUP-14-036 back to the Planning Commission for re-
evaluation of the multi-family dwelling units pursuant to CCMC 18.02.080, Special Use
Permits and CCMC 18.04.065, Zoning; or

2. If the Board of Supervisors finds that the Planning Commission erred in approving SUP-14-
036, the Board may reverse the Planning Commission’s decision and DENY the Special
Use Permit, citing specific finding(s) for denial pursuant to the required findings listed in the
Planning Commission staff report.

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Dorr Pansky at 283-7076 or

spansky@carson.org. Thank you.

Attachments:
Appeal Letter from Mr. Alexander Kirsch and Mr. Bazel Slaughter
Appeal Response Letter from Mr. Bauer
Appeal Response Letter from Mr. Sirous Alavi, P.E. ‘
Letter regarding Property Owner Notification from Ms. Brenda Dahlquist
Letter to Ms. Dahlquist re: Property Owner Notification
Planning Commission Case Record
July 30, 2014 Planning Commission Staff Report
Renderings and Site Plan from 2011 Project
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August 11, 2014

To: Lee Plemel, AICP
Planning Division Director
108 E. Proctor Street

Carson City, NV 89701 RECEIVED

AUG 11 2014

From: Alexander Kirsch C
803 N. Minnesota St. Pﬁﬁ%ggﬁgg”
Carson City, NV 89703
Tel: (775) 883-3465
and
Bazil Slaughter
314 W. Ann St.
Carson City, NV 89703
Tel: (702) 610-0334

Subject: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on Special Use Permit Application F-4
SUP-14-036, APN 001-191-06

We, Alexander Kirsch and Bazil Slaughter, hereby jointly appeal the decision made by the
Carson City Planning Commission to approve F-4 SUP-14-036, a request from Herman Bauer
(property owner) for a Special Use Permit to allow construction of two multi-family apartment
buildings (eight (8) dwelling units) on property that is currently zoned Residential/Office (RO),
located at 812 N. Division St. (APN 001-191-06). By this appeal, we are asking the Commission
to rescind its initial approval of this construction project and, in the future to review any plans for
construction of multi-family residential units on this property more closely in order to assure
conformance with the Carson City Municipal Code (CCMC) as well the purpose and character of
Carson City’s nationally recognized Historic District.

Our appeal is based on a number of points.

Except for parking and interior space reductions, nothing significant has changed since the
beginning of Mr. Bauer’s initial proposal (dated from July 28, 2010) to construct two 4-plex
apartment buildings (8 units) on this same parcel of land. Although the Planning Division
initially approved that project in 2011, the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors agreed with
numerous technical and aesthetic objections from local residents and returned that initial two 4-
plex design to the Planning Division and the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) on
September 15, 2011. Following that decision, Mr. Bauer downsized his project to a pair of
duplex apartments (4 dwelling units); that project was eventually approved by the Planning
Division and construction — i.e., land clearing — began on the project in late 2013. When Mr.
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Bauer’s contractors then illegally cut down a number of historic (130-plus-year-old) trees on the
property, the city issued a Stop Work order for the project and required Mr. Bauer to submit a
detailed and revised Landscape Plan. Although the Historic Resources Commission approved
the revised Landscape Plan and the design for a pair of duplex apartments, Mr. Bauer never
resumed his construction project on this parcel of land. Instead, Mr. Bauer submitted completely
revised plans in May 2014 for the construction of two 4-plex apartment buildings, similar to the
exterior design that was rejected by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors in late 2011. The
opposition of local residents and nearby property owners to Mr. Bauer’s newly proposed 8-unit
apartment complex remains very strong, as the project design is not consistent with the design
requirements of the Historic District, and required design plans (e.g. a revised Landscape Plan
meeting the requirements of CCMC Section 3.4 (re: retention and preservation of existing trees
and shrubs) for both buildings accompanied by dimensioned drawings for all driveways and
detailed Open Spaces) were not submitted, insufficient (per CCMC) on-site parking spaces are
provided and some erroneous answers to the SUP questionnaire (Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation
Criteria) were once again provided by Mr. Bauer and/or his architect. Examples of erroneous
answers were “Yes” answers to Questions 15 (Is parking distributed away from primary street
frontages?) and Question 17 (Is surface parking screened from surrounding neighborhoods?).

Since the creation of the Historic District in May 1982, no similar multi-family apartment has
been approved or constructed within the Carson City Historic District. It should be emphasized
that Mr. Bauer is currently proposing to replace a 150-year-old Single Family Residence (since
demolished) that had a number of historic trees (since removed) associated with it with a densely
populated 8-unit Apartment Building and parking areas that would likely require cutting down
the two remaining historic trees on the property and paving over their location with an apartment
driveway. Mr. Bauer should not be allowed to effectively change the zoning of a residential
parcel to multi-family apartments via a Special Use Permit solely for his personal economic gain
when he knew at the time of his property purchase that the parcel was in the Historic District and
had significant zoning/building restrictions on it. Such an approval by the Planning Division
would set a dangerous precedent for future development within the Historic District. For
example, what if Bliss Mansion, Rinckel Mansion or any of the historic houses along North
Minnesota Street in the Historic District were to be torn down and replaced with multi-family
apartments or office buildings with shiplap or clapboard wooden siding (just to enhance monthly
cash flow to the property owners)? Would the Planning Division and the Historical Resource
Commission then also approve that hypothetical demolition and construction simply because it
met the CCMC requirements and the exterior construction details of the replacement buildings
appeared to blend in with older buildings in the area?

The approval of F-4 SUP-14-36 seems to render the existence of a Historic District and the
purpose of a Historical Resource Commission useless.
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We have a specific number of reasons for our appeal of the F-4 SUP-14-36 approval, many of
which were previously cited in a local residents’ appeal of Herman Bauer’s previous 2011
Special Use Permit for the same parcel of land:

1. The proposed project would not conform to the zoning requirements fora
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
Division meeting 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 accomplishes none of — in fact, flaunts — those purposes.

3. Sufficient Open Space Requirements for the 8—unit development now
proposed may not have been met and, in any event, have not been clearly shown by
dimensioned or cross-hatched diagrams on building and Landscape Plans. Because there
are no separate drawings or explanatory cross-hatching on the drawings showing the
location of the required open space on the submitted plans or in any file maintained by
the Planning Division, neither Planning Division staff, the Historic Resources
Commission, nor the public can make an accurate determination of size and quality of the
common open space being provided by the proposed project or make a determination that
minimum CCMC building requirements have been satisfied.

4. The Landscape Plan previously approved in 2013 for two duplex units is no
longer valid and no replacement Landscape Plan for the 2014 two 4-plex project has been
submitted with the May 2014 revised plans. With no submitted Landscape Plan, it is
impossible to determine if the currently proposed project will retain the two remaining
historic trees on this property and whether required vehicle parking areas will be shielded
from the street, as desired in the CCMC.

5. Since detailed plans have not been provided, it is impossible to determine if
CCMC requirements for trash storage, trash enclosure fences and temporary snow storage
on the property have been met.

6. Since even rough plans have not been provided for HVAC or Forced Air Unit
locations in the 8 proposed apartments, it is impossible to determine encroachments or
interference with patio designs and with Open Space Requirements.
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7. 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 Washington Street.

8. As discussed at previous public meetings in 2011 and 2014, this out-of-scale
apartment complex and proposed parking areas for a minimum of 12 cars would not
encourage tourism or photography of the area. In addition to 8 parked cars that would be
fully visible from the three surrounding streets, the proposed parking areas would also
require substantial curb cut-throughs that would reduce current street parking by a
minimum of 72 lineal feet, with a loss of approximately 4 or 5 current parallel parking
spaces on North Minnesota and Ann Streets. The proposed parking area design also
appears to require 3 parked cars to back out through curb cut-throughs into the traffic of
(the very busy) Division Street.

9. CCMC clearly requires a minimum of 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit. The
proposed project would therefore require 16 (and not 12) parking spaces on the property.
This requirement can only be mitigated if an appropriate parking space analysis has been
provided with the design plans and if that analysis has been approved in writing by
appropriate authorities in the city. While Mr. Bauer’s consultant analysis, conducted by
Sierra Traffic Engineers, Inc. states that only 1.2 parking spaces per dwelling unit would
be required for this project, no detailed recent analysis of local parking or demographics
was provided. The consultant cited old (and, we believe, questionable) data from the
International Society of Traffic Engineers (ITE). The average age of the suburban studies
provided by STE, Inc. and the ITE, was 20.7 years; the average age of the urban parking
studies was even greater, at 23.6 years old. It should be noted that U.S. household car
ownership has greatly increased since the 1960s and 1970s, when many of these studies
were performed. This car ownership increase has been propelled by many factors, but
mainly by the very large increase in two wage earners living under the same roof over the
last 40-50 years, with no increase in available public transportation over the same period.

Furthermore, none of the cited studies was performed in Nevada and the majority
of the study cities cited was not comparable to Carson City. The studies were also not for
small apartment complexes similar to the 8 units proposed by Mr. Bauer; the average size
apartment complex in the cited ITE studies was 311 units, significantly larger than the
proposed Bauer project. In our analysis of a number of ITE parking study documents in
various cities, we also noted several recommendations from licensed traffic engineers to
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use ITE data very carefully and, if possible, to use more (and the most) recent local
census data.

Perhaps most compelling of all is data from the 2010 US Census Data for Zip
Code 89703, the same Zip Code that the Bauer property is located in:

No vehicles available in household 1.1%
1 vehicle available per household 22.8%
2 vehicles available per household: 38.0%

3 or more vehicles available per household: 38.1%
Average household size for 89703 renters: 2.02

In other words, in the specific area of Carson City that the Bauer property is
located, 76.1% of all households currently own (and, therefore, must park) two or more
autos at their residence. These specific U.S. Census data render the Parking Consultant’s
general parking requirement estimate of 1.2 spaces per household very suspect; it also
renders the Planning Division’s more realistic, but still unsupported estimate of 1.5
spaces per household as unlikely to be adequate for this area. We think the current
CCMC requirement for two parking spaces per dwelling unit is consistent with the most
recent available demographic data for two-income households and vehicle ownership.

To summarize, we do not agree with the Planning Division’s approach to relax the
CCMC-mandated parking requirements from the current 2.0 spaces per dwelling unit and
we do not think that the less than 1/3 acre of the Bauer property can support code-
compliant and aesthetic parking for 16 vehicles as well as the likely16 (or more)
apartment residents. Even if the proposed design for 12 cars is determined to be viable
we also question the advisability of the resulting on-street parking loss of 4-5 parking
spaces for local residents and businesses due to the four additional two car driveway
openings onto Minnesota, Ann, and Division Streets, with no possible berms or
landscaping available to soften the impact of all of these resident vehicles.

With local parking limited to Minnesota and Ann Streets, construction of this
project would likely create a situation of insufficient occupant and visitor parking in light
of the current daily demand for parking for the existing surrounding residences at night as
well as the office buildings during working hours Monday through Friday.

10. The proposed property design does not appear to allow for sufficient outdoor
furniture, BBQs and outdoor recreational space for the likely 16 (or more) occupants.

11. Nevada Public Meeting Notification requirements for the public discussion of
this Special Use Permit do not appear to have been met. Per the Carson City Recorder’s
Document #444933, recorded and dated June 6, 2014, ownership of a property (801
North Minnesota Street, Carson City) located on the same city block as the Bauer
property was changed to Brenda L Dahlquist on this date. However, despite this change
having been made more than 30 days earlier in city records, the new owner was not
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notified of the planned public discussion of Mr. Bauer’s Special Use Permit application
in a Planning Department notice that was mailed out on July 10, 2014.

In discussions with the Tax Assessor’s Office staff that Steve Brenneman and
Alex Kirsch had on the afternoon of August 8, 2014, the Assessor’s Office stated that the
new ownership by Brenda Dahlquist for the SFR located at 801 North Minnesota Street
had positively been entered into the assessor’s digital database not later than July 3, 2014,
and could have been entered into this database at an earlier date in June or July. Based
on this information, we believe the new owner, Brenda Dahlquist, should have been
formally noticed on the July 10, 2014 mailout from the Planning Department. (If there
are significant lag times in ownership changes when using the Tax Assessor’s database,
the Planning Department should perhaps be using more timely ownership records that are
obtained directly from the City Recorder’s Office.) In any case, we believe that Nevada’s
Public Meeting notification requirements were not met and that required Special Use
Permit review and discussion procedures were not followed in this case. Hence, the
decision to approve Mr. Bauer’s proposal should be nullified, and a proper hearing
should be noticed and conducted.

In consideration of the above points, we request that approval of the current proposal be
rescinded (and the proposal now be denied). If Mr. Bauer still wishes to develop this property he
should be required to adhere to the February 9, 2012 revised development plan for a maximum
of two, two-family dwelling or duplex units (for a total of four dwelling units) as approved by
thé Planning Division, Historic Resources Commission and supported by a number of property
owners within the Historic District. Since Mr. Bauer’s construction plans and timetable still
appear to be in a state of change, we also request that any building constructed be sided with
wood clapboard or wood shiplap siding (in character with many Historic District homes). Mr.
Bauer could also propose a development of even smaller scale (if in conformance with CCMC
and HRC requirements).

Our neighbors and we find these reasons to deny the proposed project thoughtful and
compelling. Your denial of Application SUP-14-0436 will ensure that the character and integrity
of our neighborhood and the Carson City Historic District will be protected. Denial of the SUP
(and of this project, as proposed) will also send a strong message to other developers that they
must abide by the existing property zoning, Carson City Municipal Code requirements and
Planning as well as Historical Resource Commission’s approvals.

Thank you for your consideration of this appeal.

Submitted to the Carson City Planning Division this 1 1" day of August, 2014 by

AL Da,

7/
Alexander Kirsch Bazil Sl ter
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BAUER AND ASSOCIATES
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

HERMAN K. BAUER, P.E. RECEIVED
August 16, 2014
Carson City Planning Division Rl 5205
108 E. Proctor Street, NV 89701 CARSON CITY
CARSON CITY,NV 89701 PLANNING DIVISION

Att.: Ms. Pansky, Planning Manager
Subject: 812 N. Division Project, Carson City
Dear Ms. Pansky,

We are in receipt of Mr. Kirsch’s and Mr. Slaughter’s letter, dated August 11, 2014 addressed to Lee
Plemel of the Carson City Planning Department in connection with the subject property.

In general and to briefly review the history of this arduous process, when our first eight unit design,
approved by City Planning staff, Planning Commission and HRC, was rejected by the Board of
Supervisors, we carefully considered the comments made and as a result asked our Architect, Al
Salzano, to redesign for two buildings with smaller footprints.

He did so and we then submitted a design using two duplex units. Again, they were approved by City
Staff, Planning Commission and HRC. We then proceeded, submitted and received a building permit.
Upon further market studies, in conjunction with local residential brokerage firms, we found, that
there is virtually no market for larger units, but a need for smaller units, designed for people wanting
to live within walking distance of downtown, such as elderly, singles and people without cars.

Once again, we redesigned the project for four smaller apartment units per building, all within

the same footprint and exterior elevations. The project was unanimously approved by the

Planning Commission at their meeting on July 30, 2014.

Without going further into the planning, zoning and legal aspects, we have these general comments

referring to Mr. Kirsch’s and Mr. Slaughter’s paragraphs in their letter of August 11, 2014 :

1. Special use permit was approved by the Planning Commission at the hearing of July 30, 2014.

2. We will resubmit to HRC.

3. There is more open space as required and more than in the previous designs.

4. Landscape plans will be revised and resubmitted to HRC.

5. Will be addressed either as part of the forthcoming HRC meeting or with the Permit drawings.

6. HV&AC design will be part of the Permit drawings and application.

7. In our opinion the buildings will be aesthetically pleasing and pleasant to look at by tourists and
neighbors alike and certainly more so than a vacant lot.

8. We realize, that some neighbors will lose some of their street parking spaces and that Mr. Kirsch
will be most affected, as he parks two and three vehicles permanently on Minnesota Street.

9. We submitted Mr. Kirsch’s long dissertation to Mt. Alavi of STE for any comments he may have.

10. No comments.

Please let me know, should there be anything further to be addressed.

(Youfs very truly
\
ermatt Bauer

Cc: Al Salzano,AlA Cc: John Uhart
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&HSTE

Traffic | Pavement | Planning | Research
August 15, 2014

Mr. Herman K. Bauer
PO Box 301
Vineburg, CA 95487

Subject: STE Comments on the letter of “Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on Special
Use Permit Application F-4 SUP-14-036, APN 001-191-06” authored by Mr. Alexander Kirsch and
Mr. Bazil Slaughter, dated August 11, 2014

Dear Mr. Bauer,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above subject letter. My response to the letter is
limited to the discussion regarding the Sierra Transportation Engineers, Inc. (STE) parking study
that was conducted for your proposed development, dated March 12, 2014.

The very brief discussion in the above subject letter regarding STE’s parking analysis has many
fundamental errors which are tailored to benefit the objectives of the authors. It is a classic
case of “correct tools” being used by untrained users. | am an educated and experienced
Professional Engineer (PE) in the State of Nevada, who has been granted authorization to
practice Engineering by the State of Nevada Board of Professional Engineers and Land
Surveyors. | present a short answer and also a long answer to a set of completely erroneous
engineering analyses performed by the authors of the subject letter.

With total respect for the value of “time” provided to the public by the Carson City Public
authorities such as the Planning Division, Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors, |
will present my short answer first:

Short Answer — The authors of the above subject letter are not Engineers but have attempted
to provide engineering calculations, engineering analysis, engineering review and engineering
recommendations on their above subject letter as it relates to the parking demand/parking
supply analysis reported in the STE report dated March 12, 2014. Whether intended to or not,
they have crafted an English essay full of misinformation and erroneous discussions, and
erroneous conclusions that lead to the misconception that there is an inadequacy of parking
supply to meet parking demand at your proposed project. | will explain their erroneous

17752 Skypark Circle, Suite 240

Irvine, CA 926614

949.222.2246 Tel
949.222.2040 Fax
www.ste-group.com
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analyses in detail in the next part of this letter. In my opinion, the authors are in violation of
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), especially Chapter 625 — Professional Engineers and Land
Surveyors. In my opinion to save public officials precious time, the authors’ entire engineering
discussion and analysis should be dismissed as they do not have the authority to conduct
engineering analysis and provide engineering opinions. NRS 625.520 on “unlawful practice of
engineering: Penalty; injunctive relief” states that “...it is unlawful for any person not properly
licensed...to attempt to practice engineering...”, “...it is unlawful...to employ, use or cause to be
used term engineer, engineering, or engineered...as a professional or commercial identification,
representation, claim, asset or means of advantage or benefit without disclosing that the
person is not qualified, registered or licensed to practice professional engineering in this
state.”, “...it is unlawful...to directly or indirectly employ any means which in any manner tends
or is likely to misled the public or any member thereof that any person is qualified or authorized
to practice engineering.”

It is also my opinion that any engineering calculation, engineering analysis, engineering
recommendation, and engineering opinion that is intended for public agency review should be
prepared and stamped by a licensed professional engineer authorized to practice in the State of
Nevada. The above subject letter prepared by Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter violates such
requirement. Thus the engineering calculations, engineering analyses, engineering
recommendations, and engineering opinions stated in that letter are of no engineering value
and should be ignored. This is fundamentally more important than the shear fact that their
observations are in fact erroneous as will be discussed in length in the next section of this
letter.

Long Answer — In this section, extracts from above subject letter is provided and is followed by
STE’s response.

9 Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Slaughter Letter, page 4, item 9 - “The consultant cited old (and we
believe, questionable) data from International Society of Traffic Engineers (ITE).

STE response: STE is not familiar with the International Society of Traffic Engineers and
therefore STE did not use any document of such organization in its report. STE believes
that the authors were trying to suggest the use of “The Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE).” Although ITE is also the international authority on various aspects of
transportation engineering, it is a U.S. based scholarly institution that is considered the
most respectable scholarly institution in our field of traffic and transportation
engineering in the nation. Its publications and guidelines are continuously revised by
the most notable academicians and experts in our field of practice and are kept up-to-
date. Almost every public agency in the U.S. has provisions that allow the use of ITE
guidelines and practices in lieu of its standards, especially when the local standards are
not as well defined or detailed as the ITE guidelines. Carson City, City of Reno, and City
of Sparks are also among thousands of other public agencies that accept the practice of

C:\projects\2014\140411 Response to Parking Letter.docx
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traffic and transportation engineering by a licensed engineer following the ITE
guidelines.

Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Slaughter Letter, page 4, item 9 - Regarding Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter
claim that STE “...cited old (and, we believe, questionable) data...”

STE response: As stated in our “short answer” above, STE believes that the authors of
the subject letter do not have the background, education, experience, and authority to
argue against the scholarly guidelines presented in ITE. In addition, due to their lack of
understanding of the concepts presented in the ITE manuals and guidelines, they are
making false accusations and claims, which tarnishes STE’s flawless service in Northern
Nevada for over a decade completing over a 100 traffic and transportation engineering
projects for public and private sectors. STE used the latest ITE Parking Generation
Manual, gt Edition, published in 2010.

Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Slaughter Letter, page 4, item 9 - “...the average age of the urban parking
studies was even greater, at 23.6 years old.”

STE response: The authors could not have been more wrong about their statement. ITE
Land Use: 221, Low/Mid- Rise Apartment parking generation rates for urban locations is
based on 40 study sites. ITE states that those 40 study locations were in seven different

cities conducted on nine different years. The authors have simply taken the nine .

different study years, added them together, and then divided by nine to get an average
year for the entire 40 studies. Even a person with basic high school knowledge of
mathematics should know that this is not how one would define the average study year
as ITE has not specified how many of the those 40 studies occurred in which location
and at what year. This is either a case of persons with no knowledge of engineering
attempting to practice engineering, or an attempt to obscure the fact that the project
does provide adequate parking. In addition, the data and tables provided in each ITE
manual revisions are thoroughly reviewed by various committees of experts and the
data validity is more important than the mere date of a data collection activity. Mr.
Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter form strong opinions on their faulty derived analysis without
any knowledge of how ITE collects, processes, makes up-to-date adjustments, and
reports transportation demand data for use in various land use categories.

Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Slaughter Letter, page 4, item 9 - “...no detailed recent analysis of local
parking or demographics was provided”

STE response: STE is not sure if Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter even understand the
engineering definition of their suggestion of a “detailed recent analysis of parking or
demographics.” Every traffic engineer would agree that local available data is the best
source of data input for a traffic engineering analysis. However, local available data

C:\projects\2014\140411 Response to Parking Letter.docx
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does not suggest “any available data.” ITE Parking Generation Manual, similar to all
other ITE guidelines, has a rigid and specific methodology on how to go about collecting
local data for a specific need. In ITE Parking Generation Manual, this information has
been provided in Appendix C, “Parking Demand Data Collection.” Because the process is
very costly, data is only gathered when ITE parking generation data is not available or
the number of studies reported are simply too few. In the case of Land Use: 221
Low/Mid-Rise Apartments, the reported data is based on 40 studies, which is perceived
by any traffic engineer to be a great dataset.

Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Slaughter Letter, page 4, item 9 - “...the average size apartment complex
in the cited ITE studies was 311 units...”

STE response: This is simply not true. STE never used any data from ITE that suggested
an average size of study sites to be 311 dwelling units. Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter
should stop practicing engineering as they are referring to the data provided for a
suburban setting when everyone would easily agree that the proposed project is set in
an “urban” setting in downtown Carson City. The number of errors committed by these
authors in their short write-up is astonishing.

Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Slaughter Letter, page 5, first paragraph, a discussion on the use of 2010
US Census Data for Parking Generation Demand modeling.

STE response: As discussed earlier, ITE has a specific regiment for “Parking Demand Data
Collection” for a specific land use as stated in ITE Parking Generation Guidelines, 4"
Edition, dated 2010, Appendix C. Also as stated earlier, due to a good set of already
available ITE provided data for project specific land use Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (Land
Use 221), STE did not see any need to go through a very cost prohibit data collection
effort. However, Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter without any scientifically related
background and any authority to practice engineering take upon themselves to suggest
that ITE methodology and data “...is questionable...” and feel that a better alternative
for traffic engineering practice is to use their suggested U.S. Census Data. STE can go
into great length describing why Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter erroneous methodology
should not take precedence over the meticulously set forth methodology by scholars in
the field of traffic engineering. However, it is enough to state that as licensed
professional engineers, we are ethically and technically obligated to follow the latest
state-of-the practice methodologies as mandated by local, regional, state, and national
authorities of our field of practice, transportation, and traffic engineering.
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S Mr. Kirsch, Mr. Slaughter Letter, page 4, last paragraph, “...In our analysis of a number
of ITE parking study documents in various cities, we also noted several recommendations
from licensed traffic engineers to use ITE data very carefully and, if possible to use more
(and the most) recent local census data.”

STE response: First and foremost, by Nevada Revised Statute, these the authors of the
subject letter do not have the authority to provide analysis of parking studies to a public
entity such as Carson City Planning Division as they lack the proper professional
engineering license. Secondly, they are violating the first rule of sharing someone else’s
opinion by not providing any reference to their claim about the statements made by
“..several license traffic engineers.” We are not surprised that the authors of the
subject letter are paraphrasing (without providing any reference) that several traffic
engineers have stated that one should use ITE data very carefully. Any engineer should
use any engineering data very carefully and for its intended use. However, this does not
mean that there is anything wrong with the data. Licensed professional engineers try
their best to use any engineering data carefully so that they do not end up
misrepresenting the facts, attempting to confuse the public, and provide
misconceptions as clearly but unfortunately seen in Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter’s poor
attempt in being their own engineering consultants and also provide recommendations
to a public agency. In defense of other “...licensed traffic engineers...” who have not
been referenced but their work is being greatly misrepresented by Mr. Kirsch and Mr.
Slaughter comments as well, STE would state that it is possible that those engineers
were referring to occasions where ITE number of studied reported for a dataset is just a
handful, and those engineers are suggesting the need for collecting additional local data
when other local, regional, or national data is not available. STE strongly objects to Mr.
Kirsch and Mr. Slaughter suggestion that other licensed engineers are recommending
the use of recent local census for parking generation demand analysis. In fact, if ITE
data is not readily available, and local specific land use category for a given project is not
well defined, ITE does have a detailed Parking Demand Data Collection Guideline that
has nothing to do with recent local census data. Mr. Kirsch’s and Mr. Slaughter’s poor
attempt to gain validity for their discovered methodology by using the good name of
“licensed traffic engineers” without providing any backup or reference is simply wrong.

C:\projects\2014\140411 Response to Parking Letter.docx
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As a reminder, STE's parking study for your proposed project dated March 12, 2014, clearly
indicates that a total of 10 parking spaces would be more than sufficient to satisfy the average
peak parking demand for this project. Any number of parking supply equal or greater than 10
parking spaces would be adequate.

I know that you are familiar with my background but in case you present this letter to the public
authorities for the review, | would briefly state my educational and professional background. |
am a graduate of the University of California at Berkeley with a Ph.D. in Transportation
Engineering. | have over 22 years of engineering experience working in various U.S. consulting
firms. | am a Nevada Professional Engineer licensed to practice my area of specialty in civil
engineering, which is transportation and traffic engineering. | am temporarily allocated my
time and efforts in the expansion of STE's office in Orange County, California. However, for
over 16 years, | have worked and lived in Northern Nevada being in charge of over 100 traffic
and transportation engineering prajects for public and private clients.

In summary, my recommendation is to completely ignore the comments made by Mr. Kirsch
and Mr. Slaughter, who have made a poor attempt in practicing traffic engineering and made

many uneducated and false statements in their above subject letter.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or need additional
information.

Sincerely,

N ‘
Sirous Alavi, Ph.D, P.E. < //,7 77

President

C:\projects\ 2014140411 Response to Parking Letter.docx
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August 11, 2014

Kathe Green REC E !VE D

Assistant Planner

Carson City Planning Division ' AUG 11 2014

108 E. Proctor Street

Carson City, NV 89701 RE: File No: SUP-14-036 CARSON CITY
PLANNING DIVISION

Dear Kathe —

| am writing this letter to you and the planning division as per our conversation and your request on Friday, regarding
the special use permit process for 812 N. Division Street, APN #001-191-06. | purchased my home at 801 N. Minnesota
Street, Carson City, NV 89703 on June 6, 2014. My home is a single family residence and | receive regular mail deliveries
there. | have also received my tax bill from the tax assessor office dated July 1, 2014.

| was informed by a neighbor that a meeting for a special use permit was conducted on Wednesday, July 30, 2014, fora
proposed 8 plex, (1 bedroom units), 2 doors down from me at 812 N. Division Street. |promptly wentto the planning
division and received the staff report which gives conditional approval.

As per the Open Meeting Laws, / was not notified at all of this meeting. This is a very significant project that directly
affects my home, my safety, property values and my ability to enjoy my home in the manner in which | bought it. You
were very helpful in pulling the flow of information from recorder, to assessor to your office and that the update of my
home ownership was not noted at the time the letters went out. The letter was sent to only one of the previous owners
in WA state even though the property was jointly owned.

Being that this property at 812 N. Division directly affects me and my residence, I request very strongly a re-hearing of
the meeting. Especially for a special use permit going from 2 duplexes to 2 single bedroom 4 plexs that will be rentals
entertaining weekly/monthly type residents.

ironic that | was contacted in 2 days by one of the members of the historic commission, Jed Block, about what | could
and could not do with my home being that | bought in the historic district but not about a significant project approval . |
would think and hope with today’s technology and the severity of the implications to my property value, home and
safety for this type of project, that it would be imperative that | be the one notified directly of this meeting.

I look forward to being notified of the new re-hearing date so that | as a homeowner can be a part of this major change
in planning to my residence.

Thank you for your review, time and consideration.

renda Dahlquist EA LTYGR
Homeowner \S—w Rf‘ B1EY i
801 N. Minnesota Street
Carson City, NV 89703 .
! nda Dahlquist
(775) 2202517 Brendy e
cC:

Lee Plemel, AICP Director v~
Susan Dorr Pansky, AICP Planning Manager



Community Development Department
108 E. Proctor Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701
(775) 887-2180 — Hearing Impaired: 711

August 15, 2014

Ms. Brenda Dahlquist
801 N. Minnesota Street
Carson City, NV 89703

Re: SUP-14-036 — Property Owner Notification
Dear Ms. Dahlquist:

Thank you for your letter dated August 11, 2014, regarding the public notices for Special Use
Permit SUP-14-036. | have conferred with the District Attorney’s office regarding this matter and
offer the following information regarding the property owner notification that was sent out by the
Planning Division.

On June 23, 2014, the mailing labels for public notices were generated by the Planning Division
staff for items going to the July 30 Planning Commission meeting. This is done at that time in
the process in order to obtain notification mailing fees from the applicants. On July 11, 2014, the
notices for the subject Special Use Permit were mailed out by the Planning Division. The District
Attorney’s office has verified that the Planning Division complied with the law pertinent to notice,
including Nevada's Open Meeting Law.

Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 278.315 provides:

The governing body may provide by ordinance for the granting of ... special use
permits ... by the ... the planning commission ... . In a county whose population
is less than 100,000, notice setting forth the time, place and purpose of the
hearing must be sent at least 10 days before the hearing to ... [e]lach owner of
real property, as listed on the county assessor’s records, located within 300
feet of the property in question... . NRS 278.315(1) & (3)(b) (Emphasis added).

Carson City’s Planning Division prepared and sent the requisite notice in accordance with law to
property owners as listed on the county’s assessor's records at the time the notices were
created, per standard application processing procedure. Moreover, the “Notice Of Meeting of
the Carson City Planning Commission” for the Planning Commission’s July 30, 2014 meeting,
which identified this item, ltem F-4, was posted before 5 p.m. on July 23, 2014 at the City Hall,
the Carson City Library, the Community Center-Sierra Room, the Planning Division, and at
Public Works. It was also available on the City’s website at www.carson.org/agendas.
Therefore, the matter will not be referred back to the Planning Commission for rehearing.

According to the Assessor’s Office, it can take 2-4 weeks “or longer” to get new ownership
information into its system, which presumably happened in this case where there was delay
from the time you purchased the house to the time the information got into the Assessor's
records and, thus, into the Planning Division’s property owner notification system. There was
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SUP-14-036 — Dahlquist Leuer
August 15, 2014
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certainly no intentional exclusion of any property owner by the Planning Division and notice as
required by law was given.

The Planning Commission unanimously approved the Special Use Permit on July 30, 2014. This
is typically the final approval for Special Use Permits. However, this approval has been
appealed jointly by two adjacent property owners to the Board of Supervisors. The Planning
Division tentatively plans on taking the appeal in this matter to the Board of Supervisors at its
meeting of September 4, 2014. New notices for this meeting will be sent out to all surrounding
property owners in accordance with City and State requirements. You will be included in this
mailing.

Please feel free to attend the appellate hearing in this matter at this upcoming meeting of the
Board of Supervisors. During such hearing you will be allowed to provide your comments
regarding the proposed development. If you would like to submit written comments before such
hearing, please direct them to Planning Manager Susan Dorr Pansky at the Planning Division
Office.

Sincerely,

Lee Plemel, AICP
Director

Copy: Joe Ward, Deputy District Attorney
Susan Dorr Pansky, Planning Manager V™
File SUP-14-036
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CARSON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CASE RECORD
MEETING DATE: July 30, 2014 AGENDA ITEM NO.: F4

APPLICANT(s) NAME: Herman Bauer FILE NO. SUP-14-036
PROPERTY OWNER(s): Herman Bauer

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

APPLICANT'S REQUEST: For Possible Action: To consider a request for a Special Use Permit to allow
multi-family dwelling units on property zoned Residential Office (RO).

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: K] CASTRO [X]1 ESSWEIN [1 SATTLER

[X] DHAMI X1 STEELE [X] OWEN [X] WENDELL
STAFF REPORT PRESENTED BY: Susan Dorr Pansky [X] REPORT ATTACHED
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: [X] CONDITIONAL APPROVAL

APPLICANT REPRESENTED BY: Herman Bauer, Al Salzano, John Uhart

X __APPLICANT/AGENT WAS
PRESENT AND 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.

0__ PERSONS SPOKE IN FAVOR OF THE PROPOSAL 2 _ PERSONS SPOKE IN OPPOSITION OF THE PROPOSAL

DISCUSSION, NOTES, COMMENTS FOR THE RECORD:

Alexander Kirsch — No other “8-plexes” in Historic District.

Bazel Slaughter — Ann St. resident - “Congestion and parking” concerns with 8 units. ls this large ofa
development appropriate on the property?

Owens — Planned CC & R’s on the property to ensure that a large family doesn’t move into a 1 bedroom
apartment.

Esswein — Would we consider the 10 parking spaces instead of 127 Is there a property management
company? Herman Bauer —yes

Castro — Do you think the Board will deny the ROW abandonment extension?

Alex Kirsch — Had concerns with previous applications to the board. Today’s application is a sign of a merry-
go-round. 8-plex is nowhere else to be found. Only 6-plex. Had previously submitted petition with over 80
signatures against the project. A special use permit for an 8-plex vs. a 4-plex should be denied and kept at 4
units.

Esswein — Suggested a modification to condition 8 that landscape plan also be in substantial conformance with

the landscape plan approved by HRC. Dhami did not accept in his motion.

APPEAL PROCESS MENTIONED AS PART OF THE RECORD

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

MOVED: Dhami SECOND: Steele PASSED: 6/AYE  0/NO IABSTAIN 1/ABSENF 2



STAFF REPORT FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF JULY 30, 2014
FILE NO.: SUP-14-036 AGENDA ITEM: F-4

STAFF AUTHOR: Susan Dorr Pansky, AICP
Planning Manager

REQUEST: To consider a request for a Special Use Permit from Herman Bauer to allow eight
multi-family dwelling units in two buildings on property zoned Residential Office (RO), located at
812 N. Division Street, APN 001-191-06.

OWNER/APPLICANT: Herman Bauer
LOCATION: 812 N. Division Street

APN: 001-191-06

RECOMMENDED MOTION: “l move to approve SUP-14-036, a Special Use Permit request
to allow eight multi family dwelling units in two buildings on property zoned Residential
Office, 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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SUP-14-036

812 N. Division Street Multi-Family
July 30, 2014

Page 2

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.:

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

1.

10.

1.

12.

13.

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 use for which this permit is approved shall commence within 12 months of the date of
final approval. A single, one year extension of time may be requested in writing to the
Planning Division thirty days prior to the one year expiration date. Should this permit not be
initiated (obtain a Building Permit) within one year and no extension granted, the permit
shall become null and void.

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.

Trash and debris shall be stored inside an appropriate trash container within a trash
enclosure approved by the Planning Division as to form and location on the project site.

The two building driveways facing Ann Street shall be separated by a landscape strip
approved by the Planning Division.

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

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
80-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 acceptable to the Planning Division.

Exterior building colors shall be muted or earth-tone in color. Bold colors shall be
prohibited except when used as accent or trim.

The project requires 12 on-site parking spaces including two spaces (one per building) that
are wide enough to accommodate handicap accessibility per building code requirements.

The proposed project shall meet the conditions of approval for the Right-of-Way
Abandonment AB-10-038.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

SUP-14-036

812 N. Division Street Multi-Family
July 30, 2014

Page 3

The proposed project shall meet the conditions of approval for HRC-10-102 and shall
comply with all previously approved design and landscape elements. Modification of
HRC-10-102 will be required to address any modifications to the building, landscaping or
site improvements currently approved and shall require additional approval by the Historic
Resources Commission.

Where there are four or more dwelling units or sleeping units intended to be occupied as
a residence in a single structure, every dwelling unit and sleeping unit intended to be
occupied as a residence shall be a Type B unit per Section 1107.6.2.1.2, 2012 IBC. (The
exception to this section is applicable.)

Provide accessible parking for each structure per Section 1106.2, 2012 IBC.

Refer to other applicable sections in Chapter 11 of the 2012 IBC for additional
requirements.

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

2012 International Building Code

2009 International Energy Conservation Code

2012 International Fire Code

2012 Uniform Mechanical Code

2012 International Mechanical Code

2012 Uniform Plumbing Code

2011 National Electrical Code

2009 ICC/ANSI A117.1 (For accessible design) f
2011 Northern Nevada Amendments

2012 Northern Nevada Amendments

The 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.

As a part of a 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. (‘12 IBC Section 1007, 1104.1 & ICC/ANSI A117.1-2009
Chapter 4 & 5):
* Indicate accessible route surface
* Indicate accessible route slope
o Indicate accessible route width (Minimum width is 36 inches; however, if the
wheelchair is near a drop or change in elevation, a guard will be required. (ICC/ANSI
A117.1 2009 Section 403.5 & Table 403.5))
Indicate accessible route turn radius
Indicate all accessible ramps, with a dimensioned cross section details showing slope
& guardrails (where applicable)
¢ Indicate the location and type of the detectable warning surface at curb ramps, island
or cut-through medians (/CC/ANSI A117.1-2009 Sections 406.13, 406.14 & 705)
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.
27.

SUP-14-036
812 N. Division Street Mutti-Family
July 30, 2014
Page 4
* 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. ('12 IBC 1007.2, 1023.6, & 1104.1)

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

The project will be required to follow the 2012 International Fire Code with Northern
Nevada Amendments. Since the project is changing from R-3 duplex to R-2 apartment,
fire sprinklers are required.

All construction and improvements must meet the requirements of Carson City and State
of Nevada Codes and Development Standards.

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.

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.

The sewer main in Ann St. and the laterals to the subject property must be replaced.

Sight distance issues for vehicles must be addressed with the construction drawings.

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 Residential (MUR)

PRESENT ZONING: Residential Office (RO)

KEY ISSUES: Will the proposed muiti-family use be in keeping with 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 Daycare
NORTH: Residential Office/Apartments and Office Use
SOUTH: Residential Office/Single Family Uses and Office Use

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION

e FLOOD ZONE: XS Zone (areas of minimal flooding)
e EARTHQUAKE FAULT: Zone Il
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o SLOPE/DRAINAGE: Site is primarily flat
e SOILS: 71: Urban Land

SITE DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION

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

e PROPOSED STRUCTURE SIZE: This project is proposed as two 3,638 square foot four-plex

structures (this includes 648 square feet of garage space per building)

¢ PROPOSED STRUCTURE HEIGHT: 27 feet
e PROPOSED PARKING: 12 spaces including two handicap spaces (one per building). Four

one-car garages are included and the remaining eight spaces will be uncovered.
SETBACKS:

Required.
Front Side Street Side Rear
10 feet 10 feet 10 feet 20 feet
Proposed:
Front Side Street Side Rear
10 feet 10 feet 10 feet 20 feet

VARIANCES REQUESTED: None. However, the applicant is requesting a reduction in
required parking spaces, which may be approved by the Director upon receipt and review of
accredited parking documentation. The reduction in parking is addressed as a part of this
Special Use Permit Process.

PREVIOUS REVIEWS:

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

e August 19, 2010: The Board of Supervisors approved AB-10-038.

e December 9, 2010: The Historic Resources Commission 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 provide more detail
on possible covered parking alternatives and materials for the proposed apartment
complex.

o April 5, 2011: A Major Project Review, MPR-11-020, was conducted at the Planning
Division. During the meeting, staff provided the applicant with comments related to the
proposed project. The Historic Resources Commission Chairman, Mike Drews, was in
attendance at the Major Project Review meeting.

e May 12, 2011: The Historic Resources Commission reviewed the revised eight unit
apartment plan and approved the proposed project subject to conditions of approval.
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e June 9, 2011: An adjacent property owner submitted information to the Planning Division
regarding the possibility of an Open Meeting Law issue, related to an improper notice of
HRC-10-102 for the May 12, 2011 Historic Resources Commission meeting. After staff
research and confirmation from the District Attorney’s office, it was determined the item
must be properly noticed and brought back before the Historic Resources Commission for
action.

e July 21, 2011: The Historic Resources Commission again approved the project subject to
conditions of approval.

e July 27, 2011: The Planning Commission approved the previously proposed eight unit
apartment project, SUP-11-042, subject to specific conditions by a vote of 3-2 (2 absent).
Significant public opposition was represented at the Planning Commission meeting.

e August 8, 2011: The Special Use Permit SUP-11-042 was appealed by an adjacent
property owner.

e September 15, 2011: The appeal MISC-11-053 was reviewed and the project was sent
back to the Planning Commission and the Historic Resources Commission by the Board
of Supervisors for further reconsideration. Significant public opposition was represented
at the Board of Supervisors meeting.

e February 9, 2012: A revised development plan for two, two-family dwelling or duplex units
(for a total of four dwelling units) was approved by the Historic Resources Commission.

e August 17, 2012: A one-year extension for the two, two-family dwelling unit or duplex
project was approved by staff. A Building Permit for the first of the two buildings is
currently active and valid until February 2015.

e October 10, 2013: Historic Resources Commission reviewed and approved a revised
landscaping plan associated with the previously approved application for two, two-family
dwelling or duplex units. This was initiated after historic trees were removed that had
been proposed to remain on site as a part of the original approval.

HISTORY:

In 2010, the applicant began a process to gain approval of an eight-unit multi-family complex on
the subject property. This included required approvals from the Historic Resources Commission
(HRC) for demolition of the historic structure and for the architectural design of the new
structures, the Planning Commission for a Special Use Permit to accommodate multi-family
dwellings and a Right-of-Way Abandonment to abandon a portion of the existing public right-of-
way on the property. The Right-of-Way Abandonment also required approval from the Board of
Supervisors.

The original project proposed buildings of larger scale and massing than what is currently
proposed, and included a parking lot with 16 spaces, some of which were covered. The Historic
Resources Commission approved the proposed project with the conditions of approval
recommended by staff as well as some additional conditions that were stipulated at the HRC

meetings.
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The Planning Commission approved the associated Special Use Permit and the Right-of-Way
Abandonment subject to the conditions of approval recommended by staff.

The Planning Commission’s approval was then appealed by an adjacent property owner,
Alexander Kirsch, citing reasons that generally included the following:

e The multi-family project would not conform to the Residential Office zoning requirements
without the approval of a Special Use Permit.

* The project did not conform to the Historic District purpose or development standards.

e Approving a new multi-family use on the subject property sets an undesirable precedent
in the Historic District.

e The addition of multi-family dwellings versus the currently approved Residential Office
uses will negatively impact rents in the Historic District.

* The project did not adequately demonstrate that it met the open space requirements or
the definition of open space as outlined in the Carson City Municipal Code.

e Only two of the four property owners on the subject block agreed to the Right-of-Way
Abandonment.

e The “out-of-scale” buildings and asphalt parking lot would be the first thing that people
would see upon entering the district and this would not encourage tourism or
photography.

e There were procedural errors in the Planning Commission notification that restricted
public awareness of the proposed project, and subsequently limited potential public
comment.

e The applicant’s responses to the Interim Mixed Use Evaluation Criteria were erroneous
and misleading.

The appeal was heard by the Board of Supervisors and the project was referred back to the
Planning Commission for additional review. Upon receiving a referral back to the Planning
Commission, the applicant opted to modify the project to include only two, two-family dwelling
units (duplexes) for a total of four units on the property, and to record a parcel map to split the
property. Each parcel would include only two dwelling units, which is an allowed use in the
Residential Office district and does not require the approval of a Special Use Permit. The revised
project was reviewed and approved by the HRC in February 2012 with buildings of smaller scale
to accommodate the reduced number of units. The appellant of the larger project, Alexander
Kirsch, was not present at the meeting and did not submit written comments in favor or in
opposition to the revised project.

The applicant obtained a Building Permit .in 2013 and demolished the historic structure in
preparation for construction of the first of the duplex buildings. During demolition, the contractor
also removed a number of historic trees that were represented to remain as a part of the HRC
and Building Permit approvals. As a result, the applicant was ordered to stop work on the project
and to appear before the HRC with a revised landscaping plan and to discuss the removal of the
trees that had been represented to remain. A revised landscape plan was approved in October
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2013 after two HRC meetings. The Building Permit for the first duplex remains valid until
February 2015.

The Right-of-Way Abandonment that was approved as a part of the original project also remains
valid, although is scheduled to expire on August 19, 2014. The applicant has requested an
extension of time on the Right-of-Way Abandonment and this request will be heard by the Board
of Supervisors on August 7, 2014.

DISCUSSION:

The applicant is proposing to construct two multi-family building consisting of four units per
building, or eight units total. Recognizing the concerns of various members of the public as well
as several HRC, Planning Commission and Board members, the applicant has opted to propose
the eight units within the existing footprints and structures approved by the HRC most recently
for the two duplex buildings. The result is two buildings that are nearly identical to the buildings
proposed for the duplexes, with some minor exceptions that will be explained elsewhere in this
staff report.

A Special Use Permit is required for the proposed project for the following reason:

e Pursuant to Carson City Municipal Code, Section 18.04.110.3, Residential Office
Conditions Uses, a multi-family dwelling requires the approval of a Special Use Permit. A
multi-family dwelling is defined as a building designed and/or used to house three or
more families living independently of each other.

As mentioned above, the project includes eight multi-family units in two buildings on the subject
property. Each building is proposed to have four, one-bedroom units, two on each floor. The unit
size ranges from 636 square feet to 831 square feet and two units in each building include a one-
car garage, while the other two units have dedicated exterior on-site parking.

Historic District

The subject property is in the Carson City Historic District and the project has been before the
HRC several times in various forms, with the most recent approval being for two duplex buildings
with a Craftsman/Bungalow style of architecture that is compatible with the neighborhood and
overall Historic District.

The current eight-unit project is proposed to be accomplished within the building footprint and
elevations that are currently approved by the HRC, with a few exceptions that are noted below:

e Reduction to a one-car garage instead of a two-car garage on one side of each building
« Addition of an exterior door on one side of each building

To accommodate the higher number of units, the applicant will need to make some site
modifications as well that include additional parking surface and modification of landscaping in
areas where additional parking is necessary. Staff notes that any exterior modifications including,
or in addition to, those outlined in this section will require approval by the HRC. The applicant
elected to proceed with the Special Use Permit for the multi-family use prior to seeking
modification to the previous HRC approval because of the minor nature of the proposed
modifications. Staff finds this acceptable because it would be unnecessary to modify the HRC
approval if the Special Use Permit is denied. Staff also feels it is important that the proposal for
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increaseq dc_ansity be heard by the Planning Commission first to make it clear that the HRC does

not h.ave: jurisdiction over the density or use of a property within the Historic District. The Historic

D}stqct Is an overlay district that regulates the preservation, maintenance and protection of
districts, sites, buildings and objects of significant historical, archaeological and cultural interest.

The Zoning District is what governs the type of uses that are allowed within a certain area,
whether they are permitted outright or conditional uses, and the location of a particular zoning
district within the Historic District overlay has no bearing on whether the use is appropriate or
not.

Staff has recommended a condition of approval that the applicant obtain HRC approval of any
site or exterior modifications prior to moving forward with the project.

Proposed Multi-Family Use

The subject property is located in the Residential Office zoning district. The intent of the
Residential Office zoning district is to preserve the residential environment while providing an
opportunity for select nonresidential uses. A multi-family project, while more intense than a
single family home, is considered a residential use and is appropriate in the Residential Office
zoning district. The Special Use Permit allows staff to evaluate the project and recommend
specific conditions of approval that would not necessarily be required in a multi-family zoning
district to ensure that the project does not have detrimental impact to less intense uses in the
vicinity.

In the case of the proposed multi-family project, the subject property is immediately surrounded
by multi-family or office uses on all sides with the exception of the two properties directly south
on the Minnesota Street side. Staff does not believe that an additional multi-family use will be
detrimental to the surrounding uses, as the area is clearly in transition away from single family
residential to higher density, multi-family residential and commercial office uses. Please refer to
the aerial that depicts surrounding uses attached to this staff report that shows the current uses
of surrounding properties in relation to the proposed project.

Staff would also like to point out that the Master Plan Designation for this property is Mixed-Use
Residential. Per the Carson City Master Plan, Mixed Use Residential primary uses include a
range of medium to high-density residential housing types, such as small lot single family
residences, duplexes, patio homes, townhomes, apartments, condominiums and live-work units.
The proposed project is consistent with the primary uses outlined in the Carson City Master Plan.

The applicant has taken care, based on comments and concerns raised at various previous
meetings, to ensure that the project maintains more of a single-family feel with its architecture
and scale so that it will more suitably blend with its surrounding uses.

Because the proposed project is a residential project located in a non-residential zoning district,
the project must comply with criteria outlined in the Carson City Development Standards, Section
1.18 — Residential Development Standards in Non-Residential Districts. These development

standards are addressed below:
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

41



SUP-14-036

812 N. Division Street Multi-Family

July 30, 2014

Page 10

Corpmerc':ial. (RC), General Commercial (GC), Residential Office (RO) and General Office (GO)

(zjomng districts. Multi-family dwellings are a conditional use in the Residential Office zoning
istrict.

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.

As discussed above, there is a diverse group of uses in this area of Carson City including
office uses, commercial uses, multi-family residential uses and single family residential
uses.

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 proposed project satisfies the setback, parking, open space and height requirements
outlined in the Residential Office zoning district. Setbacks, parking and open space will
be discussed in more detail in following sections under this development standard criteria
evaluation.

3. Maximum building height shall be the maximum height established by the zoning district
in which the project is located.

The maximum building height in the Residential Office zoning district is 35 feet. The
height of the proposed structures is 27 feel, which is below the maximum height
requirement.

4. Setbacks. Minimum setbacks shall be those established by the zoning district in which
the project is located, subject to 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 to a single-family zoning district.

The property is not adjacent to a residential or single family zoning district and is
not located in one of the district specifically listed above. The project is required to
adhere to the minimum setback requirements in the Residential Office zoning
district which includes 10 feet on the front, side and street side, and 20 feet in the
rear.

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.

The project is not located on an arterial street as identified in the adopted
Transportation Master Plan.

Staff notes that the applicant has an approved Right-of-Way Abandonment that will allow
for the project to meet all requirements, including minimum setbacks, upon completion of
the Right-of-Way Abandonment conditions of approval. The applicant's Special Use
Permit application refers to a variance request for setbacks but the request has since
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been withdrawn, as the applicant has decided to move forward with the Right-of-Way
Abandonment.

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

Per Carson City Development Standards, Division 2.2, all single family, two-family and
multi-family residential dwelling units require two parking spaces per unit and this is
consistent with the required parking under this section as well. However, Division 2.2 (H)
also states that upon submittal of accredited documentation (for example, the latest
version of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Manual), the Director
may modify the parking requirements specified in Division 2.2, or may request
Commission approval of such a modification.

The minimum parking requirement without accredited documentation is 16 spaces for this
project. The applicant has submitted a Residential Development Parking Study
completed by a traffic engineer with Sierra Transportation Engineers (STE). This study
indicates that, based on the proposed use per the ITE Manual, 1.2 parking spaces per
unit are adequate for the multi-family project. This proposal would reduce the required
parking to 10 total spaces for the project. Staff agrees that a reduction is appropriate
given the size of the proposed units and the fact that each unit is one bedroom. However,
staff does not support 10 spaces as that leaves little on-site parking for guests or second
vehicles if more than one adult resident lives in one or more of the units. Staff
recommends that 1.5 spaces per unit be allowed for the proposed project for a total of 12
spaces. One space per building would be required to be wide enough for handicap
accessibility. Staff's basis recognizes the data from the ITE Manual, the size of the
individual units and the fact that on-street parking is available and very common in this
area of Carson City. The parking study is attached for additional reference.

The configuration of the parking is spread out over the project, rather than together as
one large parking lot. This addresses previous concemns of surrounding residents and
lends itself to more of a single family residential feel. A site plan showing the parking for
the entire project is attached for review. Parking spaces meet the minimum width
requirement of nine feet and only the spaces within the garages are proposed to be
covered. Carports are not proposed. Staff has recommended a condition of approval that
a landscape island be provided to visually break up the large surface area of the driveway
on the Ann Street side. The applicant's site plan shows a landscape island as requested
by staff.

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 turf, 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 common open space area.

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

The proposed muilti family project is required to provide a minimum of 2,000 square feet
of open space. The project exceeds this minimum requirement at 1,017 square feet of
common open space per building (2,034 square feet total), without encroaching into any
setback areas, including the rear yard setbacks. Rear yard setbacks may be counted
toward the total, but the applicant has elected to show that the project meets the
minimum requirements without the rear setbacks to demonstrate that additional common
open space beyond the minimum requirements is provided. Private open space is also
provided with private patios and decks. The private open space square footage is not
included in the overall calculation.

The applicant intends to utilize the existing landscape plan approved by the HRC to the
greatest extent possible to accommodate this project, and that landscape plan is attached
for additional review. It shows a large turf area proposed as a part of the common open
space, which allows adequate space for any children of future tenants to play without the
risk of hazards typically associated with front yards. The currently approved landscape
plan and a site plan with the common open space clearly depicted is attached for
reference.

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

All landscaping of the proposed project is required to comply with the Carson City
Development Standards, Division 3 - Landscaping and staff has recommended a
condition of approval to that effect. The currently approved landscape plans are required
to be modified as needed to comply with Development Standards, Division 3 -
Landscaping and to accommodate the additional parking areas. Modification of the
landscaping plans will also require approval by the HRC.

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.

The project is not integrated info a mixed-use development that includes
commercial development. The property is, however, part of an overall mixed-use
neighborhood that has single family residential, multi-family residential and office
and commercial uses. .
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c. The applicant has provided evidence that the site is not a viable location for
commercial uses.

The applicant has not provided evidence that the site is not a viable location for
commercial uses as a part of the current application. Staff notes, however, that an
argument could be made for either multi-family or office uses for the subject
properly given the current surrounding uses.

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

The site is designated as Mixed-Use Residential in the Carson City Master Plan,
meets the primary use and characteristics outlined in the Mixed-Use Residential
section of the Master Plan and meets the Interim Mixed-Use 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-14-036 based on the
required findings as noted on the following pages.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: Public notices were mailed to 33 adjacent property owners within 300
feet of the subject site on July 11, 2014. As of 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 to the Planning Commission prior to or at the meeting on July 30,
2014, depending on the date of submission of the comments to the Planning 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. Where there are four or more dwelling units or sleeping units intended to be occupied as
a residence in a single structure, every dwelling unit and sleeping unit intended to be
occupied as a residence shall be a Type B unit per Section 1107.6.2.1.2, 2012 IBC. (The
exception to this section is applicable.)

2. Provide accessible parking for each structure per Section 1106.2, 2012 IBC.

3. Refer to other applicable sections in Chapter 11 of the 2012 IBC for additional
requirements.

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

2012 International Building Code

2009 International Energy Conservation Code

2012 International Fire Code

2012 Uniform Mechanical Code

2012 International Mechanical Code

2012 Uniform Plumbing Code
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2011 National Electrical Code

2009 ICC/ANSI A117.1 (For accessible design)
2011 Northern Nevada Amendments

2012 Northern Nevada Amendments

The 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.

As a part of a 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. (712 IBC Section 1007, 1104.1 & ICC/ANSI A117.1-2009

Chapter 4 & 5):

¢ Indicate accessible route surface

e [ndicate accessible route slope

¢ Indicate accessible route width (Minimum width is 36 inches; however, if the
wheelchair is near a drop or change in elevation, a guard will be required. (ICC/ANSI
A117.1 2009 Section 403.5 & Table 403.5))

Indicate accessible route turn radius
Indicate all accessible ramps, with a dimensioned cross section details showing slope
& guardrails (where applicable)

* Indicate the location and type of the detectable warning surface at curb ramps, island
or cut-through medians (/CC/ANSI A117.1-2009 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. (12 IBC 1007.2, 1023.6, & 1104.1)

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

Fire Department:

The project will be required to follow the 2012 International Fire Code with Northern Nevada
Amendments. Since the project is changing from R-3 duplex to R-2 apartment, fire sprinklers are
required.

Engineering Division:

1.

All construction and improvements must meet the requirements of Carson City and State
of Nevada Codes and Development Standards.

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.
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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.
The sewer main in Ann St. and the laterals to the subject property must be replaced.

Sight distance issues for vehicles must be addressed with the construction drawings.

Health and Human Services:

No comments.

Environmental Control Authority:

No comments received.

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, Goal 1.2 - Promote Infill and
Redevelopment Areas

The subject property is located in Redevelopment Area No. 1, which is considered a High
Priority Area. The property once housed a vacant, deteriorated single family structure.
The applicant received approval from the HRC to demolish the structure and has
proposed various multi-family residential projects in its place. The currently proposed
multi-family project provides residential infill in an area that has a mix of uses including
single family residential, multi-family residential, office and commercial. The addition of
this new multi-family project will help to meet the City’s goal to maintain a balanced land
use pattern and meets the goal to promote infill within priority redevelopment areas.

Chapter 5: Economic Vitality, Goal 5.6 — Promote Downtown Revitalization

The proposed multi-family project is making use of an underutilized, vacant property and
will provide for additional housing in and around the downtown, consistent with the
Master Plan goal to encourage a variety of multi-family residential options, and establish
a mixed-use environment in the downtown area. This well-designed residential project will
also help to meet the goal to promote the perception that downtown is a safe, vibrant and
inviting urban neighborhood.

Chapter 6: Livable Neighborhoods and Activity Centers, Goal 6.2 — Promote
Compatible Infill and Redevelopment

The proposed project meets to goal to ensure that infill and redevelopment is of a scale
and character that is compatible with and enhances the surrounding development
context. The applicant proposed an appropriate density consistent with the surrounding
neighborhood, uses similar setbacks and lot coverage to other properties in the vicinity
and has provided mass, scale and architecture that is compatible with the surrounding
uses and the overall Historic District.
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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.

The proposed multi-family project will not be detrimental to the use, peaceful enjoyment,
economic value or development of sumounding properties or the general neighborhood.
The applicant is proposing a use that is consistent with the mixed use nature of the
neighborhood and has provided buildings that are compatible in scale and nature to
existing structures in the area. The applicant has also configured the project to ensure
that it has adequate parking, open space and landscaping to meet minimum
requirements in a way that is not offensive or inconsistent with the context of the
neighborhood. The multi-family residential use proposed will not cause any more noise,
vibrations, fumes, odors, dust, glare or physical activity than those similar multi-family
uses that already exist on adjacent properties.

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

There will be an increase of traffic due to the proposed increase of density associated
with the project. However, staff believes that the amount of additional traffic generated by
eight residential units will have minor impacts on traffic and pedestrian facilities. Staff
notes that the applicant is required to construct sidewalk along the frontage of the entire
project and this will promote pedestrian connectivity in the area.

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 nearby schools and is unlikely
to have many children as all the units in the project are one bedroom only. Water and
sewer services are available in the immediate vicinity and currently serving the subject
site. The Engineering Division has recommended a condition of approval that the
applicant replace the sub-standard sewer main in Ann Street adjacent to the project.
Roadways will not be significantly impacted by the addition of eight units and public
services are not anticipated to be negatively impacted by this small number of additional
residences.

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.
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Multi Family is a conditional use in accordance with Title 18.04.110.3 Residential Office

Conditional Uses and requires a Special Use Permit. With the approval of this Special

Use Permit and recommended conditions of approval, the project will meet the definition

and specific standards required to support this use in the Residential Office zoning
district.

6. Will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience and welfare.

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience and
welfare of the general public or surrounding neighborhood. The proposed use is
compatible with the surrounding mix of uses, and all City standards and requirements
must be met in association with site and building improvements.

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

The project has been designed based on comments and concemns voiced by surrounding
property owners during previous approval processes. The proposed muiti-family use is
consistent with other multi-family uses in the vicinity, and lends itself to the mixed-use
nature that currently exists in the neighborhood. The buildings have been scaled to a
level that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and architecture has been
taken into consideration to blend with the surrounding neighborhood and Historic District.
Staff does not believe this project will result in the material damage or prejudice to other
property in the vicinity.

Attachments:
Surrounding Uses Aerial
Parking Study
Currently Proposed Site Plan with Parking and reconfigured sidewalks
Currently Proposed Site Plan with depicted Open Space Area
Previously Approved Landscape Plan
Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria
Building Division Comments
Fire Department Comments
Engineering Division Comments
Health and Human Services Comments
Application (SUP-14-036)
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March 12, 2014

Mr. Herman K. Bauer
PO Box 301
Vineburg, CA 95487

RE: Parking Study for Residential Development in Carson City, Nevada
Dear Mr. Bauer:

Sierra Transportation Engineers, Inc. (STE) is providing you this letter report for your proposed
residential development in Carson City, Nevada. The primary focus of the letter is to evaluate
the parking supply and demand for the proposed development.

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed residential development is located on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN} 001-191-
06. Figure 1 shows the location of the proposed development with respect to the existing
roadways.

PROIJECT SIZE & DESCRIPTION

The project size of the residential development will consist of two buildings (i.e., Building A
and Building B) of identical square footage of 2,821 square feet (sf) and shape. Each building
will have four (4) units (i.e., two story quadplex). There will be two units on the ground floor
with a total 1,301 sf of living space. The second floor will have two units with single bedrooms
with a total of 1,520 sf of living space. It is anticipated that there will be two phases, Building
A and then Building B, however, for the purposes of this report, STE is evaluating the parking
demand for the total build out. Figure 2 presents the site plan of the project.

Additionally, the planned downtown redevelopment will have a higher density of people. The
target market for the area will be single people, some elderly, and some without vehicles.

200 S. Virginia Street, Suite 800

Reno, NV 89501
775.827.4400 Tel
775.686.2401 Fax
www.ste-group.com
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PARKING ANALYSIS DETAIL

In general, cities combine various land uses with similar characteristics into categories that can
then be written as codes with specific requirements. For each category, parking demand is
specified in the code as a function of various variables such as gross square feet of the building,
number of units, number of employees, etc. Cities, such as Carson City, also allow the use of
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) guidelines or other regional/national guidelines
to determine the parking. The following shows our analysis of the parking supply and demand
for the proposed residential development.

PARKING SUPPLY

The proposed parking supply is a total of 12 parking spaces. Figure 3 presents a close-up of
Building A. There will be a two car garage, a single garage, one pad for a single car, and another
pad for two cars. STE realizes that the final site plan may have a different layout; however, it
will still provide 12 parking spaces for both buildings total.

PARKING DEMAND

STE evaluated the parking for the project site by utilizing the following documgnts: Carson City
Municipal Code and Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation (a® Edition).
The following will discuss the parking generation analysis.

CARSON CITY MuniciPAL CODE PARKING GENERATION

STE reviewed the Carson City Municipal Code (Title 18 Division 2 — Parking and Loading, 2.2
Number of Spaces Required) for parking rates that may be applicable for the proposed
residential development. The closest use would be “All single-family, two family, and multiple
family residential dwellings.” The parking rate would be 2 spaces per dwelling unit. Table 1
presents the parking rates and results. Based on this analysis, the total number of parking
spaces required by the proposed residential development would be 16 parking spaces.

Table 1. Carson City Parking Generation Summary.

Unit Proposed Carson City Parking Parking
{Dwellings) | Land Use Title 18, 2.2A Rate Spaces
All single-family, two family,
8 Quadplex and multiple family residential 2 space.s per 16
) dwelling
dwellings
Total 16

C:\projects\140411 Carson City Parking Letter.docx
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March 12, 2014
Mr. Herman K. Bauer
Page 6

As stated above, cities combine various land uses with similar characteristics to develop their
parking demand categories and hence their codes. However, in many cases, the categories are
too general and land uses stated in a category do not have enough similarity amongst them.
Examples can be a city that has one general category for warehousing and is not differentiating
the significant differences between large warehouses that are used for manufacturing with
numerous employees, visitors, and daily delivery trucks versus a mini self-storage warehouse,
which is operated by a few employees and a low number of visitors per day. In the case of the
Carson City Municipal Code (Title 18 Division 2 — Parking and Loading, 2.2 Number of Spaces
Required), which has combined all single family, two family, and multiple family residential
dwellings, STE believes that the category may be too broad to capture the significant
differences in land use characteristics, especially as it relates to parking demand. Per Carson
City Municipal Code (Title 18 Division 2 — Parking and Loading, 2.2 Number of Spaces Required),
ITE Parking Generation Manual can be used as an alternative for parking demand analysis.
Fortunately, ITE has recognized the differences between single family, two family, and multiple
family residential dwellings and is described in the next section of this report.

ITE PARKING GENERATION

STE used Land Use Code: 221 (Low/Mid-Rise Apartment) to represent the proposed residential
development, which more accurately captures the proposed land use for this project.
Low/mid-rise apartments are rental dwelling units located within the same building with at
least three other dwelling units. STE believes that this land use matches the proposed land use
for this project. The average peak period parking demand was calculated for a weekday and
the independent variable of dwelling units. STE also selected the urban location parking rates
because this location is within walking distance of planned downtown redevelopment. Table 2
presents the parking rates and results. The number of spaces required for the project site is 10
parking spaces, which is less than the proposed parking supply of 12 pa rking spaces.

Table 2. ITE Parking Generation Summary.

(Dw‘::l:lgs) F:arc:‘zo;:: ITE Land Use Parking Rate Parking Spaces
B Low/Mid-Rise 1.20 spaces per
8 Quadplex Apartment 221 dwelling 36
Total 10/

Tl Rounded up to whole number.

C:\projects\140411 Carson City Parking Letter.docx
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PARKING ANALYSIS FINDINGS

According the Carson City Municipal Code (Title 18 Division 2 - Parking and Loading, 2.2
Number of Spaces Required), the director may consider alternative parking rates from an
accredited source such as ITE. Based on our analysis, STE believes the proposed residential
development would have a sufficient parking supply and meet the anticipated parking demand
(i.e., 12 > 10) based on the alternative parking rate from ITE.

CLOSING REMARKS

Please do not hesitate to contact me by phone at 775-827-4400 or by email sirous@ste-
group.com should you have any questions or need additional information.

Best regards,

Sirous Alavi, Ph.D., P.E.
President

C:\projects\140411 Carson City Porking Letter.docx
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Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria e

Appendix €: Interim
Mixed-Use Evaluation
€riteria

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 Commerdial (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 wilhin 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:

»  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 currerttly 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;

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

= 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, s
applicable.

The Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria will continue to be used as a tool to review mixed-use
development proposals untif 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 Commerciat (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{and use
category where the underlying zoning may permit the types and mix of uses proposed using

CARSO?I CITY MASTER PLAN / ADOPTED 4.06.06
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° Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

the Special 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 addition to the standard list of
Findings ocutlined 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 followed for the project and combined with a Spedial Use Permit or
Planned Unit Development request to allow the mix of uses desired and to trigger the
application of the Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria.

= Planned Unit Development (PUD)—Development is proposed within 2 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/Spedal 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 districi(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 Munidpal Code.

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 policdes. They are intended to be used in conjunction with the land use specific
review criteria that follow this section based on the applicable mixed-use land use designation.

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN
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Background and Intent:

Mixed-use developments should incorporate a variety of uses in a compact, pedestrian-friendly
environment. Uses are encouraged to be mixed verticlly (“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 primary 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 multiple 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.

Evaluation Criteria:

I. Are the types of uses and Yesg” NoO
percentages of different uses consistent
with the relevant Master Plan policies
listed below? (MUC 1.6, MUR 1.5,
MUE 1.5)

2. Are activity generating uses (e.g., Yeg_;X No O
retail/commercial) concentrated along
primary street frontages and in other N/A O
locations where they may be easily
accessed and may be readily served by
transit in the future?

3. Are large activity generating uses Yes O No O
(e.g., retail/commercial) located so as to
minimize impacts of loading areas and N/AX
other facilities on existing
neighborhoods?

4. Are residential uses well-integrated | Yess®,~ No O
with non-residential uses (either
horizontally or vertically) and the
surrounding development context?

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06
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e Appendix C: Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria

5. Do the proposed housing types and Yes)/ No O
densities promote activity and support

non-residential uses in the development
or in close proximity to the

development, as applicable!

Relevant Master Plan Policies:

s Chapter 3: 2.1b, 2.3b, GMU I.], GMU 1.2, MUC .56, MUR I.5, MUE 1.5
=  Chapter 6: 7.2a,7.2b

Background and Intent:

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 example, 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 development context. However, the MUR
development will 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,

Evaluation Criteria:

6. Does the development contain a Ye;h( NoO
mix of housing types that is compatible
with the surrounding neighborhood and
planned land use in terms of its scale
and intensity?

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

Relevant Master Plan Policies:

= Chapter 3: 2.2a,2.2b
8 Chapter 6: B.1a

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN
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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 development (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 land use
categories. For the purposes of the evaluation criteria listed below, 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.

8. Does the development achieve at Ye;K No O
least the minimum density range for the
applicable land use category?

9. Does the development exceed the | Yes O Ng,?
maximum density range for the
applicable land use category?

10. lfyesto #9 above, is the Yes O - NoX]
development located within a
designated mixed-use activity center?

I, ifyesto #9 above, is the largest Yes O No O %]
concentration of density concentrated

away from primary street frontages and
surrounding neighborhoods?

Relevant Master Plan Policies:
s Chapter 3: MUC 1.3, MURI.3, MUE .3

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06
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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, commerdial, and civic uses should be provided, as should linkages to
existing and planned trail systems.

Evaluation Criteria:

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

I3. Does the hierarchy of perimeter Yes O No O J / K

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

I4. ffthe development is located along | YesS™  No O
a primary street 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, | I.1a, 1.lc

ADOPTED 4.06.06 CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN
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Background and Intent:

The visuat 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
most efficient 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:

15, Is surface parking distributed YCSY No O
between the side and rear of primary
buildings and away from primary street
frontages?
16. Are larger parking lots organized as | Yes O No O
a series of smaller lots with clear
pedestrian connections and landscape NAR
buffers as dividers?
I7. s surface parking screened from Yedg™ No O
surrounding neighborhcods and - —_—— - — —
pedestrian walkways? N/A O
I8. Is structured parking integrated Yes O No O
with adjacent structures in terms of its
design and architectural character? N/AX
I9. Are structured parking facilities Yes O No O
“wrapped” with retail or residential uses

N/

at the street level to provide a more
inviting pedestrian environment?

Relevant Master Plan Policies:

= Chepter 3: GMU 1.4, MUC |.8

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN

ADCPTED 4.06.06
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REVATIONSHIP-TO SURROUNDING D EVELOPMENT

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 a
combination of infill and redevelopment. Therefore, establishing a strong physical and visual
relatonship to adjacent neighborhoods and the community will be an important consideration.

20. Are transitions in building massing Yes‘ir NoO
and height provided to relate to
surrounding development patierns!?

21. Is the new development well- YesX No O
integrated into the surrounding
neighborhood, rather than “walled off™,
congistent with the mixed-use polides
contained in the Master Plan?

22, If applicable, are lower intensity Yes O No O
uses (e.g., residential) located along the
periphery of the site were it adjoins an N/
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 Plan Policies:

= Chapter 3: MUC |.7, MUR 1.7, MUE 1.6
s Chapter 6: 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
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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 within the MUR and MUE
categories, may also need to incorporate more traditional recreational features, such as parks and
trails, depending upon their size and location.

Evaluation Criteria:

23. Does the development provide Yes w
public spaces to serve residents and the
larger community?

24. Are public spaces appropriate in Yeg,‘( NoO | & ‘?Efl Sepeg- '\D F—:W'I %0
terms of their size and active vs. passive FFF a1 denNtT S&=
features provided given the scale and ‘Q_E‘a\ DWFW‘P‘H—

location of the proposed development?

25. Are public spaces easily accessible | Yes O No 0O
to pedestrians and the surrounding

community, if applicable? N

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

and Unified Pathways Master Plan? N/A)%’

Relevant Master Plan Policies:
s Chapter 3: MUC 1.6, MUR 1.8, MUE {.7

CARSON CITY MASTER PLAN ADOPTED 4.06.06
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File # (Ex: MPR #07-111) | Sup-14-036
Brief Description Bauer 4 Plex
Project Address or APN | APN 001-191-06
Bldg Div Plans Examiner | Kevin Gattis

Review Date

Total Spent on Review

BUILDING DIVISION COMMENTS:
o Where there are four or more dwelling units or sleeping units intended to be
occupied as a residence in a single structure, every dwelling unit and sleeping
unit intended to be occupied as a residence shall be a Type B unit per Section
1107.6.2.1.2, 2012 IBC. (The exception to this section is applicable.)
e Provide accessible parking for each structure per Section 1106.2, 2012 IBC.
o Refer to other applicable sections in Chapter 11 of the 2012 IBC for additional

requirements.

RECEIVED
MAY 19 2014

CARSON ¢
PLANNING mﬁ%
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File # (Ex: MPR #07-111) | Sup-14-036

Brief Description Bauer 4 Plex

Project Address or APN | APN 001-191-06

Bldg Div Plans Examiner | Kevin Gattis

Review Date

Total Spent on Review

BUILDING DIVISION COMMENTS: RECEIVED
1. Commercial submittals shall show compliance
with the following codes, and adopted amendments: MAY 2 3 2014
2012 International Building Code
2009 International Energy Conservation Code CARSON CITY
2012 International Fire Code PLANNING DIVISION

2012 Uniform Mechanical Code

2012 International Mechanical Code

2012 Uniform Plumbing Code

2011 National Electrical Code

2009 ICC/ANSI A117.1 (For accessible design)
2011 Northerm Nevada Amendments

2012 Northern Nevada Amendments

® 6 & & & 0 o 0o o o

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 submiittal, 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. ('72 IBC Section 1007, 1104.1 & ICC/ANSI A117.1-2009
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. (ICC/ANSI

A117.1-2009 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 A117.1-2009 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. ("12 I1BC 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.
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RECEIVED
MAY 2 8 201

CAR
PLANNNG S

Fire has the following comments on SUP 14-036:

1. Project will be required to follow the 2012 International Fire Code with Northern Nevada
Amendments. Since the project is changing from R-3 duplex to R-2 apartment use, fire
sprinklers are required.

Dave Ruben

Captain — Fire Prevention
Carson City Fire Department
777 S. Stewart Street
Carson City, NV 89701

Direct 775-283-7153
Main 775-887-2210
FAX 775-887-2209

73



RECEIVED
JUL 0 8 201

Engineering Division N CITY

Planning Commission Report L__GA%%‘%_____QV-—‘S@‘F—‘.
File Number SUP 14-036 :

TO: Planning Commission

FROM Rory Hogen, E.I.

DATE: July 8, 2014 MEETING DATE: July 30, 2014
SUBJECT TITLE:

Action to consider an application for a Special Use Permit from Al Salzano, applicant, and
Herman Bauer, owner to construct a multi family apartment dwelling in Residential Office
zoning at 812 N. Division St., apn 01-191-06.

RECOMMENDATION:
The Engineering Division has no preference or objection to the special 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.
4) The sewer main in Ann St. and the laterals to the subject property must be replaced.
5) Sight distance issues for vehicles must be addressed with the construction drawings.

CCMC 18.02.080 (2a) - Adequate Plans

The information submitted by the applicant is adequate for this analysis.

CCcMC 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 (5c¢) - Traffic/Pedestrians

The proposal will affect traffic or pedestrian facilities, but the changes will be minor.

CCMC 18.02.080 (5d) - Public Services

SUP 14-036 multi family units at 812 N Division St apn 01-191-06
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Engineering Division
Planning Commission Report
SUP 07-162

Page 2

Existing facilities appear to be adequate for this project.

C:\Usend\spansk\AppDats\LocsMicrosoftWindows\Temporasy Intemet Files\Content.Cutlook\T'VEEABSS\SUP 14-036 eulti family units gt 812 N Division St apn 01-191-06,doc
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SUP-14-036

812 N. Division Street Multi-Family

August 27, 2014

Page 17

Use Permit and recommended conditions of approval, the project will meet the definition

and specific standards required to support this use in the Residential Office zoning
district.

6. Will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience and welfare.

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience and
welfare of the general public or surrounding neighborhood. The proposed use is
compatible with the surrounding mix of uses, and all City standards and requirements
must be met in association with site and building improvements.

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

The project has been designed based on comments and concerns voiced by surrounding
property owners during previous approval processes. The proposed multi-family use is
consistent with other multi-family uses in the vicinity, and lends itself to the mixed-use
nature that currently exists in the neighborhood. The buildings have been scaled to a
level that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and architecture has been
taken into consideration to blend with the surrounding neighborhood and Historic District.
Staff does not believe this project will result in the material damage or prejudice to other
property in the vicinity.

Attachments:
Surrounding Uses Aerial
Parking Study
Currently Proposed Site Plan with Parking and reconfigured sidewalks
Currently Proposed Site Plan with depicted Open Space Area
Previously Approved Landscape Plan
Interim Mixed-Use Evaluation Criteria
Building Division Comments
Fire Department Comments
Engineering Division Comments
Health and Human Services Comments
Application (SUP-14-036)



June 6, 2014
Carson City Health and Human Services Comments

SUP-14-027
No concerns based on application submitted.

SUP-14-033
No concerns based on application submitted.

SUP-14-034
Applicant needs to apply for all applicable licenses (Health, Business, Liquor, etc.)

SUP-14-036 & VAR-14-037
No concerns based on application submitted.

SUP-14-039
No concerns based on application submitted.

TSM-14-022

1. Update map to include proposed domestic well locations for each lot with a 100’ radius around
each well. Due to slope and site restrictions, domestic wells must be proposed in an area that
would feasibly permit access by a well driller (i.e., within the building envelope). Please note
that each lot must meet setback requirements addressed in NAC 444.792.

2. Percolation tests conducted to prepare the Tentative Map report show favorable results, but
will not be honored for septic system design/construction. Each lot will have to conduct two (2)
percolation tests as described in NAC 444.796 — 444.7968.

3. Address detention basin and culvert maintenance responsibility.

Dustin Boothe, MPH, REHS

Carson City Health and Human Services
900 E. Long St.

Carson City, NV 89706

(775) 887-2190 ext. 7220
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Carson City

SPECIAL USE PERMIT
Application

4-Plex Apartment for Mr. Herman Bauer
812 N. Division Street
Carson City, Nevada

May 23, 2014
AL zan0
arcHicect RECEIVED
?3[%. Q?HBEVS&%&EBQUS% MAY 2 3 2014
775233.1884 Cel CARSON CITY
7754750786 Pax PLANNING DIVISION
Wwwalsaizanncom
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I __ e
Carson City Planning Division FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:
108 E. Proctor Street - Carson City NV 89701 CoMC 18.02
Phone: (775) 887-2180 * E-mall: planning@carson.org
= SPECIAL USE PERMIT
FILE # SUP - 14 -
S — FEE: $2,450.00 MAJOR i
Herman K. Bauer 707.939.0533 m MINOR (Residential zoning
APPLICANT PHONE # + noticing fee and CD containing application digital data (all to be
P.O. Box 301, Vineburg, CA 95487 submitied onca the appiication s deemed completa by staf)
MAILING ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP SUBMITTAL PACKET
2 a8 eted cation Packels
metric@satnews.com e 7 Bropios) metuing:
EMAIL ADDRESS O Apgpiication .Form
Same as Applicant 01 Wiitien Project Description
PROPERTY OWNER PHONE # O Building Elevation Drawings and Floor Pians
O Proposal Questionnaire With Both Questiens and
Answers Given
MAILING ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP 01 Applicant's Acknowledgment Statement
O Documentation of Taxes Paid-to-Date (1 copy)
O Project impact Reports (Engineering) (4 copies)
EMAIL ADDRESS
Al Salzano, Architect 775.233.1984 Application Reviewed and Recslved By:
APPLICANT AGENT/REPRESENTATIVE PHONE # Submittal Deadline: Seo attached PC application submitial
hedule.
w Roaweno' NV 89510 :n:: Submittais must be of suffictent clarity and detall such
MAILING ADDRESS, CITY, STATE ZIP that all departments are able to determine if thoy can support
ajsalzano@aol.com the request. Additional Information may be required.
EMAIL ADDRESS
Project's Assessor Nu ) Street Address  ZIP Code '
001-191-06 812 N. Division Street 89703
Proj Master Plan Designatio Projects Current Zoning Nea T 3
Mixed-Use Residential RO Division St. & Washington St.
describe propased projact: (Use additional sheets or attachments i necessary). in addition to the brief description of your project
: we.p%addﬁnm!page(s)mmamdmmdwwmwmm,_lnmwwmwum
(CCMC) Section: sa0u110c) ___, or Development Standards, Division _.Section __ arequestto
a conditional use Is as follows:
| To allow multi-family dwelling in RO zoning. The prajec! would consist of two (2) separate structures on opposita ends of the propeity.

Each structure would be two (2) story containing two (2) apartment units per figor, fora total of four (4) units per bullding,

or elght (8) units total.

PROPERTY OWNER'S AFFIDAVIT

mowiedge of, and | agree to, the filing of this application.

mpmiedwouldbeconsh'uctedhtwo(z)ph&eswithonlyﬂiefcur(ﬂ unftspmposedonﬂwWedsideofmepmpenyoonstrumdatﬂﬁsm.

) . bemgdulydeposed,doherebyafﬁmmatMMMmesub}edmpw.ammmm

\Signature Address
Usa additional page(s) If necessary for other names. L
STATE OF NEVADA )

OUNTY )

Date

onatly red before me, a notary public,

pxecuted the foregoing document.

Notary Publ

T T ————————— ——————

NOTE: if your project ks located within th historic distrct, airport area,
ITUTES :H- " “ MM' H -

Page 1

;2 , — appeal
ersomliylmown(orproved)tometobenmpersonvdmenamelsswmmmwmcomnmmadmmwgedmmematmlshe

or downdown area, it may need
and/or the Redévelopment Authority Citizens Committea prior to

to be scheduled before the Historic Resources

being scheduled for review by the P g
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812 N. Division Street — 4-plex Apartment
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject project consists of a two-story, four (4) unit apartment building with two (2) 1-bedrcom
efficiency units on each floor. Said project was approved and currently permitted as a duplex with two
(2) 2-bedroom units, one per floor. The intent is to convert the existing project from a two (2) unit
duplex to a four {4) unit apartment with only very minor changes to the existing approved exterior
elevations and site design, keeping the residential scale of the structure.

To accommodate the demands of the neighbors and historic district that were raised during the
review process for prior projects on the property, we are requesting two (2} separate variances - one for
a reduction in the required parking count, and one for a front yard setback variance on both North
Minnesota Street and West Ann Street.

The requested parking count reduction is necessary to minimize the impact that a larger parking lot
would have on the neighborhood, and to keep the residential character of the project. The reduced
parking count is substantiated by an attached Parking Analysis.

The setback variance request is also necessary for the parking - shifting the building on the property
allows keeping the parking spaces off each end of the building on adjoining streets and avoiding a larger
combined parking lot.

A Special Use Permit (SUP) application is also required for the Conditional Use of multi-family in the
'RO" zoning, multi-family being defined as three (3) or more residential units.
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APPLICANT:

REQUEST:

LOCATION:
ZONING:

MASTER FLAN
LAND USE:

APN.:

APN 01-191-02
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VARIANCE FOR PARKING 4§
FRONT YTARD SETBACKS

812 N. DIVISION STREET

'RO' (RESIDENTIAL OFFICE)

//7/7//
/4///////,

N, MINNEGOTA 6T.
N. DIVISION DT

MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL

21-Bl-06

SITE PLAN PREPARED BY
AL SALZANO, ARCHITECT

T WABHINGTON 6T,

LACINIEY mar
NG 6CALE



€8

N MINNESOTA S7.
iy

—_— Ao e
.._'—_-.L..‘..-.._._.w&.
o
APN 01-191-02 APN 01-191-05

AP O 10-00
TOTAL LOT AKSA APPROX 16,100 8QFT.

PARUNG PROVIDED « & OPACES (I HCAP)
) GPACE PER UNIT PLUS 2 GUEST SPACTS

—— e o (— . —— - ——

N. DIVISION 8T.

SALzd0

8raHIGBCE

5505 1ESS Vel (080
83510



78

LR NS '+

A.O00™
GROMND FLOOR UNIT A" LIvABLE JRELA APTROX. Ti6 8aPT.
GROND FLOOR INIT 'B' LIVABLE AREL APFROX 668 BQFT
GROMND FLOOR T ‘A’ 4 ‘D' GARAGE AFT'ROX, 324 8AFT. EACH
UFPER FLOOR COMMON AREA AFFROX. 63 BAFT.
TOTAL GROUND FLOOR LIVABLE AREA APPROX | 501 6QFT,

SCOESSLEY NOCES:
SRV RO UNTS Bkl W AL TAd
WALLS 8 B | BT 3

[

»

ALL CUTLETS Bdll Bl MOUNTED 4 MK O 1Y 4BOVE
Faited FLOCR (AP TYP,

ALL SUTOML TERMOITATS, ETC. WULL BE FOUNTED 4
ik GF 44° APF, TP,
4 RANORIONEN (RUG) BALL MAVE PRONT G DR PGWNTED
GoniTAa 8 1O Mt AUOTLES. VENT
HOCOS SAMLL B RITDTELY SANTCHED, HAX. 4% APF,
DOCR THRBACLOS SHILL B8 HAX. by* Higel
CABbATS UnD B b | B

SRR s

BATROCH MIRROMS BLULL B MOUNTED & Hio. on
A APP.TTP, ALL WATER CLOMTS SilL B 4" TAlL,

.

SHLzam0

HBICHIGBOG
536 (YESS YALRY [DFD

ik

New resiential cliPLeH

{TU. Harman Bauer
812 . DIVISION SGIBBc
Carson Gy, nevana

i



S8

m— —————

SN

LN
T

URPER FLOCR UNIT €' LIVABLE ARGA APFRON 631 $GFT.

UMPER FLOGR UNT ' LIVADLE ARTA APTROX 636 SQFT.

UPPER R.OOR COMTHON ARRA AFFIROX 16 BQFT.
TOTAL UPFER FLOOR LIVADLE ARZA APPROX 1483 8QFT,

SRALzam

raHICECE
5565 B1ESS VAR (D




98

M t . o
= e o s, . e—
——— e o gty "o = g
y

T
A

-
»

|
I

"un’

O gomeman..,
@ ﬁ%-muw
© g amn
® w&mrm
® quﬂbm
© pgsrnE.,
OF - o o S—
caom
© YR e
cam

(OF v

oy » po -~

ALY ) APWALY MVIRINATID
ummmonmw

PRT P ROBA RN

APPLY DUNOO SALL MBI SRCC0 & ALLOTFOL
woATSTOQME.

| STUNO0 FER ML, FFICA. CAOR §
m B MLECTIO &Y CorlR

RV ALl MCHIT. SIUACES THAT RECRIVE BTVRCO PRl

I

PRODE COGRCE, JONTS 48 FBGD BY MACA MFECS
ARKEP $CARINS 48 NEGD, BY (AL SECTION NS

SAL7am

argHiGant
SO (UESS VAR A
Nevas B350




L8

L= L] L] L L L) I' T L] =W :I"‘ .

-lE,

f s
L L L

x.r

e

BEALE VAT T2’

Mg
v ! —y
i . [ i . .
d Y
g b M P
-*—.—‘_b__-“_‘_A-A"'T-__,—-
- T T & 1 1T T} A AT AT T ek e S ] .,
e LI < ’
i .
» "E " f
ll—‘,lﬂx-..—..-—?—'A'..—.rp_‘n- -ll-!__—__._'_._..—.'-h-_-_.---.—_— N
nw: L '
)
&: """" :::““ITE::'::_ L ok B it i

Be

CLEURRION NOCES G
SHEEnor COLOS:

O e,

© BEREEY e

® wasmmeame

@ B e e

© PR M et e s in
@ gz,

© GEEETU e

O W,

WENIA FLABHIG ¢ HAMS:
@ COLOM PANT 1O MATG RSCS

SELICCO SPPLICAEION NOLES:

-

o

ALY 1-LATINS 4 BLADK APSULT M TIOMATID
[FARER OVIER LT FLYAD. (Us° 4 @ AL EDAKS)

ALY F X 36 QA e PR

APTLY DLANOND WALl IREriK $TUSCO ¢ ALLOW Fi
8 DAYS TC G

4, APELY EXTISNCOR STUCCO IR MW, SFECA COUOM |

.

. PROWOR CONTROL JOWTE AR

TEXTUE G4l L pel GELECTED BY CMAETL
SOV, AL HOML SSRACES THAT RBOSNE $TCO0 FRAS.

OO, BY FAMK, SuCA
4 AETF CASICS A8 FRAT DT IAS SECTION MWLe

SALza0

8(0CHIGBCG

T

NEWU reskKienNtL dliPLeH

PO M. HBIMan Bauar
B12 M. DIVISEN SLBEG
Carson Gy, nevaoa



812 N. Division Street — 4-plex Apartment
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 Pian 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. The 2-story structures are designed to look like a 2-story residence and not an apartment block.
The use is not detrimental, as it is 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 techniques 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 not be detrimental to the surrounding uses or the neighborhood, as
the use is still 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. The impact 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 neighborhocod and surrounding property values.
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Question 3:
Has sufficient consideration been exercised by the applicant in adapting the project to existing

improvements in the vicinity?

A
B.

Effect on schools and Sherriff services will be minor, as the increased density is very minor.
Drainage from the project will be accommodated by improvements to the existing sewer in
West Ann Street. The project will require that a sub-standard sewer line be replaced by the
project.

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

The site is 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.

No road improvements are required. New sidewalk & curb improvements are required to be

~ provided with ADA compliant curb ramps at both intersections.

The source of information for the above is 3 Major Project Review and Historical Resource
Commission review, both of which have previously been completed for the proposed project.
The only outdoor lighting that will be provided with the project will be porch lighting as part of
the structures. Most 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.

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, with a mix of indoor garage parking and exterior
driveway parking. ’
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF APPLICANT

certify that the forgoing statements are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. | agree to
comply with all conditions as established by the Planning Commission. | am aware that this perm
mes null and void if the use is not initiated within one-year of the date of the Planning Commission'

; and | understand that this permit may be revoked for violation of any of the conditions of approval. |

understand that approval of this application does not exempt me from all City code requirements.

Applicant Date
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RECEIVED
JUL 2 9 2014

CARSON CITY
PLANNING DIVISION

July 26, 2014

Carson City planning Commission,
Susan Dorr Pansky,AICP,Planning Manager
Re: 812 N. Division Sreet Building Development

When | purchased the single family 1910 vintage residence at 314 W. Ann Street | assumed
that only development consistent with the Historical district guidlines would be adhered to.

Currently there is a project at 913 Nevada Street with a Victorian style house and two car
garage nearing completion, which is a fine example. One block away at the corner of Ann
and Division Streets is Mr. Bauer's planned eight unit income property, which sits on a lot
of comparable size. The proposed two, four plex, two story apartment building
development at 812 N. Division Street is a gross intrusion into the Historic district that will
denigrate the neighborhood and render the basic tenants of the Historical District
guidelines null and void. Please move to not approve a special use permit for this project.

Sincerly,

314 W. Ann Street

Carson City, Nevada 89703
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