NORTH DOUGLAS COUNTY
SPECIFIC PLAN

Adopted
September 7, 2000




September, 2000

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Douglas County Board of Commissioners

Jacques Etchegoyhen, Chairman
Donald H. Miner, Vice Chairman
Bernard W. Curtis

Kelly D. Kite

Steve Weissinger

Office of the County Manager
Dan Holler

Douglas County Planning Commission

Ame Hellman, Chairman
Rick Gardner, Vice Chairman
Valida McMichael

Jay Lather

Mark Neuffer

Michael Hayes

Devere Dressler

Douglas County Department of Community Development

Mimi Moss, Planning and Economic Development Manager
Pete Wysocki, Senior Planner

Multi-Agency Geographic Information Systems

Dawn Patterson, Coordinator
Mana Dimaio, GIS Technician
Jack Moore, Cadastral Mapper

Consulting Services Provided By:

Lumos and Associates, Inc.
1478 B 4" Street
Minden, Nevada 89423

Resource Concepts, Inc.
340 North Minnessota
Carson City, Nevada 89706

Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc.
50 Freeport Blvd., Suite 15, P.O. Box 6130
Sparks, Nevada 89432

North Douglas County Specific Plan



l September, 2000
I TABLE OF CONTENTS
' Page
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
' Chapter One: INTRODUCTION. ... coeiviirrinmrineneiiieierersstrnsnisnsss s asesoranaans 1
l 1.0 Specific Plan Location. .. ... ...t iueiuiiiiii i iitiiees et e ene e e anaaeas 1
1.1 Specific Plan Definition, Purpose, and Background....................o.ooiiin I
l 1.2 Relationship to Other Douglas County Codes, Policies, and Programs............ 2
1.3 SPecific Plan Process. . ..ottt eiet e e e 3
. 1.4 S 13 1 O RPNt 4
1.5 Specific Plan Goals..... ... 5
' 1.6 VISIOM SEALEIMEIT. ... o ittt et et e e mee e e e eneaaee e 6
Chapter Two: ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES.....ccortvvimiiiriciiiiiiiiniiiicin 7
l 2.0 General Introduction. ... e
l 2.1 Planning Process OV eIVIEW . . vttt et et et et e
2.2 Existing Conditlons. ... oot e e
2.2.1 Flood Hazards 8
l 2.2.2  Soils and Geology 8
2.2.3  Topography ¢
l 224  Archaeological and Historic Resources 9
225  Land Ownership 10
2.2.6 Vegetation 10
I 2.2.7 Wildlife 10
23 Critical Elements of the Human Environment / Resources Not Present.............
' Chapter Three:  LAND USE and DESIGN.........covvvuiruniricrasiansens et
l 3.0 General Introduction. . ... ... i i e
31 EXAStNE COnditiOnS. . oo ittt e e e e e
3.1 Previous and Existing Zoning
I 3.1.2 Existing Land Uses
3.1.3  Surrounding Development
I 3.2 Proposed Zoning and Land Use. .....c.ooiiiiiiiiiri et e e
3.2.1 Residential
I North Douglas County Specific Plan



September, 2000

3.2.2 Commercial
323 Public Facilities

33 Table of Allowable USes ...t

34 Improvement Standards and Design Guidelines

3.4.1  Buffer Zones / Screening
3.4.2 Transitional Zoning Boundaries
3.4.3  Non-conforming Uses

Chapter Four: TRAFFIC and CIRCULATION

4.0 INtrOdUCHION. . .. .v v
4.1 Existing Conditions. .......ciieiit oo
4.2 Future Streets and Highways Analysis

4.3 Pedestrian Pathways and Circulation

Chapter Five: PUBLIC SERVICES and FACILITIES

5.0 INtrOAUCTION. . oot e e

5.1 Existing Conditions..............o i

5.1.1 Water System
512 Waste Water System
3.1.3  Storm Drain System / Drainage

5.2 Analysis............... O OV

521 Water System
5.22 Waste Water System
5.23 Storm Drain System / Drainage

5.3 Fire PrOtection. .. oottt e e e e e e e
54 Police Protection ... ... e
5.5 Parks and Recreation. ...... e e e
5.6 Schools / Libraries. ..o
C hapter Six: CONCLUSION. ot iieiieiicrenisretosessassonannrenns
6.0 Closing CommMeENtS. ...ovvi ittt et e e enns
6.1 Consistency with the Master Plan..............................

6.1.1 Introduction
6.1.2  Findings

---------------------------------------------

..........................

------------------------------------

---------------------------

16
17

18
25

26
27
28

29

29
29
31
37

39

North Dounglas County Specific Plan



September, 2000

6.2 TP lemMEIAtiON. ... oottt e e e e 51
Appendix A: PUBLIC MEETING MATERIALS and COMMENTS
Appendix B: TRAFFIC CALCULATIONS and SUPPLEMENT

Appendix C:

CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY - “RESULTS SECTION™

LIST OF FIGURES

1-1 Location and Vicinity Map. ... ..o 1
2-1 Flood Plain and Hydrology Map. ... 8
2-2 Elevation and Sotls Map.... ... e 9
2-3 Identified Cultural Resources Map.........ooovv i 10
3-1 EXIStiNg Zoning Map. ....o.oiiiii i i e 12
3-2 Existing Master Plan Map........... .. 12
3-3 Existing Land Use. ... .o i i e e s e e 13
3-4 Draft North Douglas County Specific Plan Land Use Map........................... 14
3-5 Drafi North Douglas County Specific Plan Zoning Map................ooos 14
4-1 Year 2010 PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Includes North County ............... 30

Plaza and Topsy Shopping Center Traffic)
4-2 Year 2010 PM Peak Site Generated Traffic.................o il 33
4-3 Year 2010 PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes with Project Traffic..................... 34
4-4 PM Peak Hour Traffic (Internal Intersections}...........oovveviniiiiiiiann, 35
4-5 Proposed Transportation Plan Map...........oo i 37
4-6 Proposed Bike and Pedestrian Plan Map................. i 37
4-7 through 4-11 Typical Walkway and Pathway Design Examples....................... 38
5-1 Proposed Drainage Plan Map...........cooiii 40
5-2 Proposed Water and Wastewater Plan Map....................o 41

LIST OF TABLES

2.1 SOIL DESCRIPTIONS AND CHARACTERISTIC VEGETATION

BY SCESOIL MAP UNIT. ... e 8
3.1 Table of Allowable Residential Uses................. e 19
3.2 Table of Allowable Commercial Uses and Public Facilities................... 21

North Douglas County Specific Plan



September, 2000
41 Trip Generation (Topsy Lén’e) ............................................................. 31
4.2 Trip Generation (North Sunridge Drive).......oooovv i 31
43 Level of Service Criteria, Signalized Intersections.................... ... ... 36
4.4 Level of Service Results, Signalized Intersections................oco 36
4.5 Left Tun Storage Length Requirements................coo, 37
5.1 SUD - DA AT A, ... ittt ettt tet s ateen e e e et e et e r et e 40
5.2 Residential Water Demands.............cccooooiiiiiiiiii 41
53 Commercial Water Demands.......... ... e 42
5.4 Total Water Demands.............. ... 42
5.5 R L= g ) &7 43
5.6 Residential Wastewater FIOWS. ... ....oi i e, 45
5.7 Commercial and Public Wastewater Flows................coociiiiiiiiii i 45
5.8 Total Wastewater FIOWSs. .. ..ot 45

North Douglas County Specific Plan



September, 2000 Introduction

Chapter One
INTRODUCTION

1.0 SPECIFIC PLAN LOCATION

Flanked by the Sierra Nevada mountain range to the west and the Carson River drainage
to the east, the North Douglas County Specific Planning area is generally situated at the
northern end of the county and Carson Valley, immediately south of the Douglas
County/Carson City line (see Vicinity and Location map, figure 1-1). U.S. Highway 395
bisects the 624-acre planning area, 444-acres of which is under the jurisdiction of the
Bureau of Land Management, into east and west sections.

The eastern portion of the planning area contains the majority of land in the planning area
and is located north of the Sunridge subdivision, west of Center Drive, east of U.S.
Highway 395, and south of the Douglas County/Carson City line. The western portion is
generally located just north of Jack's Valley Road, is bounded on the west by Washoe
Tribal lands, and extends to the Douglas County/Carson City boundary. Situated at
approximately 4,800 feet in elevation, the project area is generally composed of gently
rolling hills moderately vegetated by sagebrush plant community species.

1.1 SPECIFIC PLAN DEFINITION, BACKGROUND, and PURPOSE
Definition

A Spectfic Plan is essentially a plan within a plan that builds upon the general elements
of an existing Land Use or Master Plan, but which considers unique or special
circumstances present in a particular area. These unique or special circumstances can
include, but are not limited to, such elements as sensitive environmental resources, joint
or overlapping govemmental jurisdictions, development transition zones, or economic
considerations. Usually developed through extensive community input, the Specific Plan
reflects a specific community vision for an area. Although a Specific Plan is often used
to compliment, enhance, or embellish existing regulations or plans, it can also be used as
a regulatory alternative to conventional zoning and master plan procedures by enabling
non-traditional planning mechanisms to be utilized.

NDCSP Background

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) passed in 1976 required the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to “develop land use plans for public lands and to
study the suitability of certain lands for wildemess designation.” In response to this
requirement, the BLM initiated the development of Resource Management Plans for
lands under their jurisdiction. The Resource Management Plans, which were developed
on a district by district basis, typically addressed three key resource issues:

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter One
Page 1
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1) Rangeland Management, which concerned the use of rangeland resources by
hvestock, wild horses and burros, and wildlife;

2) Wilderness, which considered the amount of acreage to be recommended as
suitable or unsuitable for wildemness designation; and

3) Land Tenure / Rights-of-Way Corridors, which considered the amount of land to
be identified as potentially suitable for disposal from federal ownership and what
areas, 1f any, are suitable for nghts-of-way corridors.

In 1985 the BLM completed a Resource Management Plan for the Walker Resource Area
of the Carson City District entitled the “Walker Resource Management Plan.” This plan
identified lands currently within the North Douglas County Specific Plan area as ehgible
for patent or lease under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP), and also
identified the lands as meeting criteria for disposal or exchange out of federal ownership.
The North Douglas County Specific Plan area has subsequently experienced significant
development pressure from R&PP leases and patents and has generated extensive
development interest from the private sector.

Purpose

The purpose of the North Douglas County Specific Plan (hereinafter referred to as the
NDCSP) is to provide for the orderly planning of future development as lands in the
planning area transition out of federal ownership. Ultimately, the plan is intended to act
as a guide for the BLM, Douglas County Commissioners, Planning Commissioners, and
the community in general on matters of growth and development within the NDCSP area.

The plan intends to guide growth by outlining existing patterns of development, by
establishing new land use and zoning designations, by providing a plan for the proviston
of public facilities, by identifying conservation areas, and by establishing site design and
transportation patterns. Additionally, the development of the NDCSP will result in
appropriate property values for lands being disposed out of federal ownership, thereby
enabling the BLM and/or Douglas County to utilize revenues to acquire or conserve
sensitive farmland and floodplain properties in the Carson Valley.

1.2  RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS, CODES,
POLICIES, AND PROGRAMS

The Douglas County Master Plan indicates that the NDCSP area is located within the
Indian Hills / Jacks Valley Regional and Community Master Plan Element. Certain
goals, objectives, and policies contained within this element were developed under the
assurmption that lands within the NDCSP area would remain under BLM ownership, thus
remaining rural in nature. Because of the development pressures and land management
issues discussed above, certain goals, objectives, and policies are now inconsistent with
conditions in the area. To rectify this inconsistency, an amendment to the master plan
was required along with the development of the NDCSP. The Master Plan amendment
process was conducted concurrently with the development of the NDCSP. Findings for
the amendment are discussed in the conclusion section (chapter six) of this plan.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter One
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The Douglas County Master Plan also contains Growth Management and Land Use
Elements that establish policies regarding the adequate provision of infrastructure to
proposed development. As part of these policies, urban and rural service boundaries
were created throughout the county that established specific service standards for the
provision of public facilities. The NDCSP area, because of its large amount of BLM
land, 1s currently designated as being within a rural service boundary. The NDCSP
master plan amendment will amend this designation to include the area within an urban
service boundary. This amendment will help to ensure that adequate public facilities are
supplied to potential development in the area.

While the NDCSP is intended to replace the previous pattern of zoning in the planning
area, existing Douglas County codes, policies, and programs will not be modified by the
specific plan. All existing Douglas County codes, requirements, design guidelines,
policies, and programs apply and are in effect regarding the planning area.

1.3  SPECIFIC PLAN PROCESS

The process for the NDCSP began in April 2000 with data collection and scoping
sessions to identify key issues and develop a framework for the plan process. The plan
was a joint effort between Douglas County and the BLM to facilitate the orderly disposal
of public lands out of federal ownership. The plan was developed through public
involvement, discussions with surrounding jurisdictions, and consultation with
professional services. A series of public workshops and meetings were conducted to
gather public input and involve the community in the specific planning process.

The public workshops were held on May 10, May 17, and June 21 of 2000. The purpose
of the May 10" workshop was to introduce the project to the public and solicit input
regarding potential development of the area, the community’s needs and vision, and the
identification of key issues, goals, and objectives for the planning area. The intent of the
May 17 workshop was to explain the environmental public scoping aspect of the project,
introduce the Walker Resource Management Plan amendment and Environmental Analysis
processes and timeline, provide an opportunity for review and comment of potential
environmental issues, and solicit input regarding the human environment. The June 21
workshop was held to introduce four conceptual land vse and zoning map alternatives for
the specific planning area and solicit input regarding the proposed alternatives.

The public workshops were followed by a series of county hearings held on July 11,
August 8, and September 7 of 2000. The July 11" meeting was a no-action Planning
Commission meeting to present and discuss proposed land use and zoning maps with the
Planning Commission. The Planning Commission solicited public comments and made
recommendations regarding the proposed zoning and land uses. The August 8" Planning
Commission meeting was held to adopt the Draft North Douglas County Specific Plan
document and zoning map. The September 7" Board of Commissioners meeting was
held to finalize adoption of the Specific Plan and to pass an associated master plan
amendment required as a result of the specific planning process.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter One
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Public comments were solicited at all of the above referenced workshops and meetings
(agendas and minutes of these workshops and meetings are attached in the appendix of
this plan). Goals and objectives for the planning area were developed through this public
input, and a vision for the future development of the area was established.

1.4 KEY ISSUES

Key issues are an inherent part of any planning process and generally form the basis for
subsequent goal and objective development. Key issues are identified in a variety of
ways including public input, evaluation of existing conditions, environmental analysis,
and the land use planning process. The key issues identified in the NDCSP area are
particularly engaging and complex given the location, ownership, development trends,
and existing conditions of the lands and surrounding uses. The following is a summary
of these key issues.

Key issues identified in the NDCSP area by an evaluation of existing conditions,
environmental analysis, and the land use planning process included:

e Existing and potential development of the area was occurring without adequate
planning for infrastructure, land use compatibility, or the needs of the county as a
whole.

e The unique opportunity, either through land exchanges or disposal, for Douglas

County and the BLM to acquire conservation easements or sensitive lands in the

Carson Valley that are threatened by development pressures.

Surrounding urban and suburban development pressures and land use trends.

Site topography, drainage, and existing character of the area.

Existing land uses and compatibility of potential uses.

Land management issues stemming from overlapping governmental jurisdictions

and associated regulations, variety of stakeholders, sensitive cultural resources,

and history of the area.

e The BLM land exchange/disposal process and development process for the area in
general, including the Environmental Assessment and Walker Resource
Management Plan Amendments processes.

e The location of the area as a potential regional commercial activity center.

e The need for multi-family housing in the NDCSP area to replace multi-family
zoning eliminated by previous development.

Key issues identified during the public involvement process included:

e The desire for commercial zoning along the east side of Highway 395 if
development of the area were to occur.

e Site topography and drainage as possible development constraints, but also as
opportunities for open space and recreation, particularly along the eastem portion
of the planning area.

e Retention of open space to the greatest extent possible.

e Development of usable open space, such as connected trail systems and parks.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter One
Page 4
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e Existing land uses and compatibility with proposed uses.

e The location and extent of proposed land uses.

e BLM disposal process and land development process.

e Environmental issues, such as wildlife, cultural resources, drainage, and
vegetation.

e Buffer treatments for existing residential areas, particularly the Sundridge
subdivision, to ensure compatibility with proposed land uses.

e Interest in a potential school site with sports or recreation fields to accommodate
future needs and take advantage of affordable land.

e Utilization of certain land uses as buffer treatments, such as churches or a school
site north of the Sunridge subdivision.

e Concern regarding traffic circulation, congestion, and access points to/or along
Highway 395,

e The need for a potential “back road™ out of Douglas County to Carson City.

e Adequate fire protection.

1.5 SPECIFIC PLAN GOALS

Based on the above key issues, a series of goals for the NDCSP area were developed.
The goals are not intended as specific solutions but as desired ends for the future
condition of the area.

Goal 1.5.1: Ensure the orderly planning of future development as lands in
the NDCSP area transition out of federal ownership.

Goal 1.5.2; Ensure the provision of adequate public facilities in the planning
area.
Goal 1.5.3: Provide for growth in a manner that is compatible with the

existing and surrounding built and natural environment.

Goal 1.5.4 To create a community oriented to both the automobile and the
pedestrian through adequate infrastructure planning and the
provision of connected trail systems.

Goal 1.5.5 Provide needed regional commercial services and employment
opportunities while preserving prime farmland and sensitive
lands in the Carson Valley.

Goal 1.5.6 Offer increased housing choices while retaining the character of
the area.

Goal 1.5.7 Preserve and provide both passive and usable open space.

Goal 1.5.8 Provide adequate opportunities for public services such as

schools, churches, and community needs.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter One
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Goal 1.5.9 Improve the jobs/housing balance in Douglas County.

Goal 1.5.10 Provide adequate transportation circulation.

Goal 1.5.11 Ensure adequate fire and police protection.

Goal 1.5.12 Protect and enhance cultural resources present in the planning
area.

Goal 1.5.13 Support and encourage Planned Unit Developments to enhance
the ability for providing unique design features in the planning
area.

1.6  VISION STATEMENT

Based on existing conditions, identified key issues and goals, and public comments, the
following vision statement for the NDCSP area was developed:

“To create a unique mixed use community in the north Douglas County area that will
provide needed regional commercial services, housing choices, increased employment
opportunities, and recreational elements while maintaining a distinct sense of place. The
NDCSP area shall represent a community designed for both pedestrian and automobile
circulation with abundant open space amenities and connected trail systems. The
NDCSP area will ensure the provision of adequate public facilities and retain space for
the development of public services such as churches, schools, and open space
recreational areas.”

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter One
Page 6
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Chapter Two
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

2.0 INTRODUCTION

The environmental resources section of a specific plan typically discusses the
identification of resources present in a particular area and the potential constraints,
sensitivities, or opportunities they represent.  Environmental resources normally
inventoried in a specific plan include flood hazards, wetlands, soils and geology,
topography, archeological and historic resources, land ownmership, vegetation, and
wildlife.

The NDCSP involves the potential use and development of federal lands. Actions
involving the use of federal lands automatically require compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which sets federal standards nationwide for
environmental review and regulatory documentation requirements. For this reason, a
more in depth study of environmental resources was required for the NDCSP area.

To meet these requirements, it was determined that an Environmental Assessment (EA)
would need to be conducted in the NDCSP area. Additionally, the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM)} is required to develop Resource Management Plans for lands under
their jurisdiction. Approximately 440 acres of land within the planning area are currently
managed by the BLM and are addressed by the Walker Resource Management Plan. In
order for lands within the NDCSP area to transition into private ownership, certain
management policies within the Walker Resource Management Plan must be amended.

The Environmental Assessment and Walker Resource Management Plan amendment
were conducted concurrently with the development of the NDCSP to ensure consistency
and coordination of issues. Because these documents are highly detailed and complex,
they have been summarized in this section of the specific plan and used as a basis for
discussion of environmental resource elements. The Environmental Assessment/Walker
Resource Management Plan Amendment will be included by reference as a supplement to
this plan.

2.1 PLANNING PROCESS OVERVIEW

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Carson City Field Office, and Douglas County
jointly directed the preparation of the Walker Resource Management Plan Amendment,
Environmental Assessment, and North Douglas County Specific Plan. Douglas County
and the BLM met numerous times over the course of the project to coordinate these
efforts. Additionally, public input was gathered at several public workshops held during
the spring and summer of 2000.

North Douglas County Specific Plan ' Chapter Two
Page 7
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Environmental Resources

2.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The following is a general discussion of environmental resources present in the area
based on findings from the Environmental Assessment/Walker Resource Management

Plan amendment.

2.2.1 Flood Hazards

In general, the potential for flood hazards in the NDCSP area is minimal due to its
topography and elevation. The most likely source of flood hazards in the area stem
from several small drainages that carry intermittent flow though the area, and the
Clear Creek drainage which traverses small sections of both the northwest and
northeast tips of the planning area. Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) maps indicate a 100-year flood zone hazard AE ringed by a small 500-year
flood zone hazard for these portions of the Clear Creek drainage (see Floodplain and
Hydrology map, figure 2-1). These areas have subsequently been designated as open
space sections within the specific plan. There are no other flood hazards identified by
FEMA maps for the planning area.

2.2.2 Soils and Geology

Soils information for the study area is contained in the Soil Survey of Douglas
County Area, Nevada (SCS 1984). Based on this reference, four soil series are found
in the project area: Haybourne sand, Jubilee loam, Mottsville loamy coarse sand, and
Prey gravelly loamy sand. Data on each of these soil series is presented below {Table

2.1):

(TABLE 2.1) SOIL DESCRIPTIONS AND CHARACTERISTIC VEGETATION BY SCS SOIL MAP UNIT

Map Unit Landscape | Surface Restrictive Water Wind
Position Texture Characteristics Erosion | Erosion
Hazard | Hazard
391- Hayboumne sand, | Alluvial Sand Sandy surface layer Shight Moderate
0 to 4 percent slopes | fans
531- Jubilee loam, Flood loam Shallow water table, Slight Slight
0 to 2 percent slope plains, low unstable sidewalls in
depressions cutbanks, rare flooding
and sloughs
601- Mottsville Alluvial loamy | Unstable sidewalls of Slight Moderate
loamy coarse sand, fans coarse | cutbanks, inadequate
2 - 4 percent slopes sand filtration of septic tank
effluent
712 - Prey gravelly Alluvial gravelly | Moderately deep, Shght Slight
loamy sand fans loamy | strongly cemented
sand hardpan; poor filtration
of septic tank effluent;
unstable sidewalls in
cutbanks
North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Two
Page 8
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The study area geology, which is crossed by several small faults, has been mapped as
consisting of gravel, sands, and Cretaceous granitic rocks of the Quaternary and
Tertiary periods (Stewart, 1999 and Moore, 1969). The town of Stewart marks an
abrupt change from a simple fault scarp to a more complex range front in which down
warping and distributive faulting has played an important part. A rock outcropping
occurs near the easiern portion of the property and is a part of the cultural site to be
potentially transferred to the Washoe Tribe. Existing or potential mineral deposits
within the project area were not discovered during the project investigation (Moore,
1969).

2.2.3 Topography

The NDCSP area is distinguished by a series of rolling hills separated by small
drainage ways and washes of intermittent flow. The area could be characterized as
“bench land” situated just above the prime farmlands and flat floodplains of the
Carson Valley and the Carson River system.

The eastern portion of the planning area experiences more pronounced variations in
topography than the western portion (see Elevation and Soils map, figure 2-2).
Several areas along the eastern boundary contain significant siopes in excess of 15
percent and are not suitable for development. The western portion of the planning
area does not contain slopes in excess of 15 percent.

Drainage ways in the eastern portion of the planning area are also more extensive.
Several sizable drainage ways, which generally drain into the Clear Creek dramage,
divide the eastern portion into distinct topographical areas. These drainage ways and
steep slopes have been designated as open space to retain their natural character.

2.2.4 Archaeological and Historic Resources

A Class IIT cultural resource survey was conducted between April 26" to May 1%,
2000 by Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc. and submitted to the BLM,
Carson City office for review and approval. The scope of work for this survey and
report included: 1) conducting an intensive (Class IIT) field reconnaissance designed
to identify historic properties that may be located within the project area; 2)
recordation of cultural resources and evaluation of eligibility for nomination to the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and, 3) assessment of poteniial project
impacts to historic properties (recommended eligible sites) and making management
recommendations concerning avoidance, monitoring, and if necessary, mitigation.

This inventory resulted in the identification of seven sites consisting of three historic
refuse scatters, one historic ditch segment, one historic site with structural matenals
and associated refuse, one prehistoric lithic scatter, and one prehistoric hthic scatter
with a small ground stone component. In addition, one previously identified site
consisting of bedrock milling slicks and mortars with an associated rock feature was
recorded (see Identified Cultural Resources map, figure 2-3). Two of the sites are

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Two
Page 9
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recommended eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): the
milling feature site, 26D02635, and a site containing historic refuse scatters, 26D0710.
Due to the significance of these sites, these portions of the planning area have been
set aside as open space and/or transferred to Washoe Tribal ownership for applicable
feature areas.

225 Land Ownership

For planning purposes, land ownership is typically discussed in terms of private and
pubic (government) ownership. The majority of land within the NDCSP area is
currently under government ownership. An exception to this generality is the smaller,
western portion of the planning area (i.e. west of Highway 395) where the majority of
parcels are privately owned. Two large United States Forest Service (USFS) parcels,
however, are located in this area. Most parcels under the jurisdiction of the BLM are
located in the eastern portion of the NDCSP area and are interspersed by a few
privately owned parcels.

BLM Lands within the NDCSP area total approximately 440 acres. Classification of
these lands is provided within the Walker Resource Management Plan and the Reno
Planning Area covered by the Management Framework Plan. Approximately 315
acres of the land is classified as Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP) act lands.
However, planning decisions for the area identify 160 acres for R&PP and 320 acres
for urban and suburban purposes consistent with local comprehensive plans or the
views of local govemmental authorities. At this time, approximately 144 acres are
under R&PP patent, lease, or application, but only 44 of these acres are currently
classified for disposal through R&PP. There are 15 Acres of R&PP lands Patented to
Carson Valley Community Church and Museum, 2.5 acres under R&PP lease for a
fire/police station, and 40 acres are potentially needed for a future Douglas County
High School. '

226 Vegetation

Vegetation in the area is characterized by shrubs such as: Antelope bitterbrush
(Purshia tridentata), Douglas rabbitbrush (Chyrothamnus viscidiflorus), Mountain
big sagebrush (drtemisia tridentata vaseyana), Spineless horsebrush (Tetradymia
canescens), Wyoming big sage (Artemisia tridentata wyomiingensis), and by grasses
such as: Basin wildrye (Elymus cinereus), Bottlebrush squirreltail (Sitanion hystrix),
Desert needlegrass (Stipa speciosa), Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides),
Needle-and-thread (Stipa comata), and Thurber needlegrass (Stipa thurberiana).
Field research indicates that there are no sensitive plants in the project area.

2.2.7 Wildlife

Wildlife in the area is composed of small mammals, reptiles, songbirds, and
occasional raptors. The Nevada Natural Heritage Program search revealed that
habitat may be available for the Carson Valley sandhill skipper, Polites sabuleti
genoa, a taxon determined to be sensitive by the NNHP and the Townsend’s big-
eared bat, Corynorhinus townsendii, a BLM Sensitive Species. A BLM Nevada

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Two
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September, 2000 Environmental Resources

Special Status Species, the Carson Valley Wood nymph (Cercyonis pegala
carsonensis) may also occur in the project area. Habitat for these species, however, is
not ideal or unique within the specific plan Area. Roads, as well as residential and
public facility developments, disturb the sagebrush type community present in the
planning area.

2.3 CRITICAL ELEMENTS OF THE HUMAN
ENVIRONMENT NOT PRESENT

The following critical elements of the human environment are either not present in the
planning area or are not affected by the proposed action or altematives in the
Environmental Assessment:

Air Quality

* Areas of Cntical Environmental Concern
Environmental Justice

*Prime or Unique Farm Lands

Flood Plains

Native American Religious Concerns
Noxious Weeds

*Paleontology

*Threatened or Endangered Animals
*Threatened or Endangered Plants
Wastes (hazardous or solid)

*Water Quality

*Wetlands/Riparian

*Wild and Scenic Rivers

*Wild Horse and Burro

*Wilderness

Items marked with an asterisk (*) do not occur within the Specific Plan Area. The US
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Nevada Natural Heritage Program were contacted
regarding the potential occurrence or habitat for threatened, endangered, and/or candidate
species. See the Environmental Assessment/Walker Resource Management Plan
amendment for correspondence.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Two
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Chapter Three
LAND USE AND DESIGN

3.0 INTRODUCTION

The character of a community is greatly influenced by the location, density, and mix of
land uses present. A community must be carefully arranged to accommodate a variety of
land uses. Resource areas must be preserved, sufficient space allocated for future
development and growth, and adequate public facilities provided in order to achieve a
balance between different forms of land use.

The land use and design element of a land use plan identifies existing land use patterns in
an area and provides a vision for the future location and distribution of residential,
commercial, recreational, public (facilities and services), and agricultural land uses. The
land use and design element is intended to provide a clear understanding of the desired
land use patterns and vision supported by a community. A shared vision supported by the
community will help to guide and assure appropriate land use decisions and result in the
development of a well-coordinated and balanced community.

The land use and design element of the NDCSP is designed to promote adequate planning
and land use balance in the area by establishing a new pattern of land use designations
based on public input, existing conditions, land use trends, and community needs. The
NDCSP is intended to guide the development and use of land resources within the
planning area.

3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.4 Previous and Existing Zoning

In 1996 Douglas County adopted a Master Plan that established new land use
designations within the Indian Hills/Jacks Valley area (see Previous Zoning Map
figure 3-1 and Existing Master Plan map, figure 3-2). The new designations
consisted of Forest and Range 19-acre (FR-19), Forest and Range 40-acre (FR-40),
Commercial (C), and Community Facilities (CF). Commercial designations were
established for the area west of Highway 395 with FR-19, FR-40, and CF
designations assigned to parcels east of the highway. BLM parcels, which comprised
the majority of lands east of the highway, were primarily designated FR-40 while
privately owned parcels in the area were designated as FR-19. Community Facilities
designations were established on a state owned parcel north of Topsy Lane and for a
parcel just north of the Sunridge subdivision leased by Douglas County from the
BLM.

Prior to the adoption of the Master Plan in 1996 all parcels within the planning area
had been zoned Agricultural 1-acre (A-1), which allowed one residential dwelling per
parce] along with agricultural uses. A segment of land in the northeastemn corner of
the planning area owned by the Washoe Tribe is zoned industrial within the Washoe
Tribe Master Plan.

North Donglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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3.1.2 Existing Land Uses

Current land uses in the planning area were determined through field visits, county
assessor records, data collection, and public input. Much of the land within the
planning area is currently either vacant or undeveloped (see Existing Land Use map,
figure 3-3). Of the parcels that are developed, most contain residential or community
facility uses. The project area is also used for a vanety of recreational purposes such
as horseback riding, walking, hiking, bicycling, off-highway-vehicles, motorcycies,
and wildlife viewing,

Residential properties in the planning area include five parcels clustered north of
Topsy Lane, one parcel at the end of Topsy lane, three parcels clustered south of
Topsy Lane near the middle of the planning area, and one parcel located at the
intersection of N. Sunndge Drive and Highway 395.

The Community Facility uses present in the planning area include numerous church
siles, a state run museum, and a Douglas County police/fire station. The church sites
are located along the west side of Highway 395 and in the “loop™ area south of N.
Sunridge Drive and north of the Sunridge subdivision. The state museum is located
north of Topsy Lane and the Douglas County police/fire station is located where N.
Sunridge Drive enters the Sunridge subdivision.

The only other existing land use in the planning area, besides recreational and open
space uses on undeveloped BLM lands, is located in the northwest comer of the
planning area. This area contains quasi-light industrial use with public storage units
and a fitness/athietic facility. A few privately owned parcels located along the east
side of Highway 395 have been graded in anticipation of future development but are
currently vacant. The segment of land in the northeastern corner of the planning area
zoned industrial within the Washoe Tribe Master Plan is also currently vacant.

3.1.3 Surrounding Development

Surrounding development in the north county area consists of a variety of uses
ranging from commercial to residential, the majority of which are residential.
Existing residential uses in the surrounding area include the extensive Sunridge
subdivision development immediately south of the planning area, ranches to the east,
the Stewart Indian Colony to the northeast, and residential mixed with commercial
uses west and south of the planning area. The residential lots to the south and
southwest are moderately dense ranging between 6,000 and 9,000 square feet in size
while the residential lots to the east and west are larger, some exceeding 1-acre in
size.

Commercial uses have increased in recent years with the addition of a Home Depot
and Target southwest of the planning area. Several other parcels in this vicinity have
been graded and are planned for large retail commercial sites. Development jocated
immediately north of the planning area in Carson City includes industrial and
commercial uses and a Washoe Tribal cemetery.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
Page 13



North County Specific Plan Area

Existing Land Use

o
o
&
=
E
&

[

idential

Res

5]
Tt
-
o
=
=
=

Existing land use as appraised by the Douglas County Assessor.

North County Specific Plan Area

=
3
£
3
=]
8
o
=X
m
&
©
=
&
-
@
o

DATE 84{07j00

SCALE I = 00"

(FIGURE 3-3)



September, 2000 Land Use and Design

3.2 PROPOSED ZONING and LAND USE

Proposed zoning and land uses in the NDCSP area are intended to represent and support
an overall vision for the area based on public input, land use trends, environmental
resources, and existing characteristics. The following factors were considered in the
development of proposed zoning and land uses for the NDCSP area:

» Site topography, particularly the significant slopes and drainages located along
the eastern portion of the planning area;

e Property evaluation;

A desire and need for regional commercial development in the area;

The presence of sensitive cultural resources;

Land ownership;

Input from property owners, surrounding residents, and the general public;

A need for multi-family zoning in the area;

Compatibility issues associated with surrounding land uses;

Retention of usable open space;

Pedestrian circulation, trails, pathways, connectivity, and passive recreation

elements;

e Potential school sites, church sites, or other public facility uses;

e Traffic circulation and roadways;

¢ The provision of infrastructure and adequate public facilities; and

o The overall development feasibility/potential of the land for proposed uses.

The zoning and land uses proposed attempt to blend these factors into a unified concept
for the area that includes open space connected by trail systems, a core commercial area,
single family and multi-family residential uses, public facilities, and limited tourist,
neighborhood, office, and mixed commercial uses. This vision is represented on the
NDCSP Draft Land Use and Zoning Maps, figures 3-4 and 3-5 respectively.

In addition to representing an overall vision for the planning area, a new pattern of zoning
designations and land uses, designed to present a blueprint for development, is created by
the NDCSP. Existing zoning designations, as defined in Title 20 of the Douglas County
Consolidated Development Code, were utilized to create this new pattern of land use.
The NDCSP does not, however, create new land use designations for the planning area,
or redefine existing Douglas County zoning designations. Listed below are the zoning
designations proposed for the NDCSP area, followed by a brief definition of the
designation, and an approximate location of the proposed use.

3.2.1 Residential Uses:

Single Family Residential 12.000 Square Feet (SFR-12.000):

This designation is intended for the development of single-family detached units
in a suburban setting with a minimum lot size of 12,000 square feet, and a
maximum density of 3.63 units per gross acre. One home per parcel, unless

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
Page 14



North Douglas County Specific Plan
Land Use Map

Carson Cit 'y

2130 Ag

LEGEND

[ ]Puic Facites, a1am%
':S’mqle Family Res, 25.05% Open Space Overlay, 10.00%

@ Primary Roads, 2.70%

Commercial, 40.68%

1" = 1000

12/06/00 (FIGURE 3-4)




Ve e & 230 Ac 1,819
“ éé,? i “ SFR-3,000 /..-‘
&, |
= —]
. !1 |
/ 28 Ac !
- L= 3005 fe nH Ac |
Lo 7 SFR-B000 SFR-12,000 :
& TR
§ L doeo 50" Buffer
g 52 Ae
% i B
» 615 Ac
¥ SFR-12,000

o

20 Ac
SFR-3000

ﬁ% Moi th. Courgty
B )-ﬁl?«.nnmcj“%\. 8
1 T

Oy VALY

4346 e <
SFR-3,000

Boundary

i
L.
i ,!
|

1" = 1000'
12/06/00

C-Meightorhood Commercial, 178%

DS—Open Space Qverlay, 16.00%

Primary Roads, 2.70%

L] pr-puthc Faciitis, s10%
[::j SFR-Single Family Res, 8000 sq fi, 19.26% DG&Generai Commercial. 30.93%
[: SFR-Singe Famly Res, 12000 sq 1, 578% | OC-Office Commarcial, 1474

I::j SFR-1-Bingle Famly Res, 1 Ac., 165%

TC-Tourist Commerclal, 453%

(FIGURE 3-5)




September, 2000 Land Use and Design

otherwise specified and approved by the County, is permitted in this land use
district.

Approximately 38-acres of SFR-12,000 is proposed along the eastern boundary of
the planning area to take advantage of view opportunities and distance from
Highway 395, Additionally, the location and placement of this use is intended to
act as a buffer and transition zone to the adjacent larger lot residential uses to the
east (across Center Drive). Two pockets of SFR-12,000, one consisting of 22-
acres and the other 16-acres, separated by an open space corridor are proposed in
this location.

The open space cormidor separating the two pockets will be utilized for natural
drainage and pedestrian pathways / recreation components. It is anticipated, and
desired, that the two pockets will develop to incorporate and take advantage of
this open space feature, as well as integrate potential connection between the two
pockets (see figures 4-6 and 4-8 in chapter 4). The use of Planned Unit
Development is supported and encouraged to enhance the ability for providing
such unique design features and for achieving plan goals in this district.

Single Family Residential 8,000 Square Feet (SFR-8.000):

This designation is similar to the SFR-12,000 district but proposes smaller lot
sizes with a maximum of 8,000 square feet. The district is intended for the
development of single family detached units in a suburban setting with a
maximum density of 5.45 units per gross acre. No more than one home per parcel
is permitted, unless otherwise allowed for by the County.

Several pockets of this designation totaling a combined 128-acres are proposed,
mainly along the eastern portion of the planning area. Two of the proposed
pockets, one totaling 38-acres and the other 10-acres, are located directly adjacent
to the SFR-12,000 zones. The 38-acre pocket, however, is also located adjacent
to the core comimercial area and will require buffering treatments. A 24-acre
pocket is proposed in the northeast corner of the planning area on lands owned by
the Washoe Tribe and currently zoned in the Washoe Tribe Master Plan as
industrial. The last two pockets are located in the southeastern portion of the
planning area, just north of the Sunridge subdivision and adjacent to large
sections of open space.

These zones are intended to provide higher density, similar to the adjacent
Sunridge subdivision, while preserving the existing character of the area. They
also serve as transitional areas between larger lot residential and more intense
commercial, mixed commercial, or multi-family uses. The use of Planned Unit
Development is supported and encouraged to enhance the ability for providing
unique design features and achieving plan goals in this district.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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Single Family Residential — 1-acre (SFR-1):

This district is intended for the development of single-family detached units in
suburban and rural settings with a minimum lot size of one net acre, and a
maximum density of one unit per gross acre. Unless otherwise specified in this
development code, no more than one home per parcel is permitted in this land use
district.

Eight existing privately owned parcels totaling approximately 11-acres are
proposed for this land use designation. The parcels are located along Lyla Lane
and Topsy Lane in the northeastern portion of the planning area. In the NDCSP
area, the SFR-1 designation is mainly intended to accommodate the existing uses
and conditions of these parcels. SFR-1 is not proposed for any other portions of
the planning area.

Parcels designated SFR-1 will be surrounded by a 50° open space buffer to ensure
compatibility with surrounding uses. The privately owned parcels north of Topsy
Lane designated SFR-1 are surrounded by tourist commercial and office
commercial zoning designations. The parcels located along Lyla Lane are
surrounded by general commercial and SFR-8,000 zoning designations. The 5(¢°
buffer separating these parcels from the SFR-8,000 designation will be utilized for
pedestnan pathways and internal circulation.

3.2.2 Commercial Uses

/” General Commercial (GC);

Sy

RN

) / . -
N ; /\\\\L /

':\\\

-

The purpose of this district is to provide areas of development for a broad range
of commercial, business, wholesale, retail and service uses of a local and
regional nature.

This designation represenis the largest district proposed for the planning area,
including large sections along both the east and west sides of Highway 395. A
total of approximately 210-acres of GC is proposed including 115-acres west of
Highway 393, an 85-acre area directly east of Highway 395, and a 10-acre pocket
on the southeast comer of the North Sunridge Drive and Highway 395
intersection.

This zone is anticipated to form a regional commercial core area for North
Douglas County and suwrrounding areas. It is envisioned that this regional
commmercial component will provide valuable services and employment
opportunities currently lacking in Douglas County. The goal of this district is to
offer residents the opportunity to conduct their business within the county instead
of having to go outside the county for services and employment. Additionally,
this component of the NDCSP will help reduce existing economic leakage, thus
enabling Douglas County the ability to offer increased public services such as
parks, schools, and community centers.

North Dougilas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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%
[

T
3.2.3 Public Facilities

Office Commercial {(OC);

The purpose of this district is to provide areas limited to professional office uses
that have a minimal exterior impact on surrounding properties. The district may
also serve as a transition or buffer area between medium density residential and
more intense commercial zoning districts.

Two 6-acre sections of OC are proposed, one located in the northern portion of
the planning area at the intersection of Topsy Lane and Lyla Lane, and the other
along the outside curve of N. Sunridge Drive in the southem portion of the
planning area. The northern section of OC, which is located between Tourist
Commercial (TC) and Public Facilities {(PF) districts, is intended as a transition
zone. The southern section is located between Neighborhood Commercial (NC),
SFR-8,000, and PF districts with open space to the north. In addition to acting as
transition zones, the sections of OC are intended to balance services in the area
and offer increased opportunity for jobs-housing balance.

Neighborhood Commercial (NC):

The purpose of this district is to provide areas for the development of restricted
retail and business uses that have minimal impact on surrounding properties.
The uses are oriented to provide services to the immediate neighborhood and in
doing so reduce the amount of vehicle trips by providing local retail services.

A 10-acre pocket of NC is proposed for the planning area. The district is located
along North Sunridge Drive immediately south of the proposed MFR district and
north of a large PF district. Open space surrounds the district on the cast and west
sides. It is envisioned that this district will provide convenience services to the
adjoining MFR district and surrounding residential uses, thereby reducing the
need or distance of vehicular trips.

Tourist Commercial (TC):

The purpose of this district is to provide suitable areas for tourist related
commercial and retail services, including hotels and casinos.

Approximately 35-acres of TC is proposed north of Topsy Lane along the east
side of Highway 395. The district is situated directly north and east of the
proposed core commercial area and enjoys good access to and from Highway 395
and the future bypass. It is envisioned that certain natural features present in this
area could be utilized by tourist related services.

The purpose of this district is to provide areas needed for present and future public
facilities. The public facilities zoning district is consistent with all master plan land
use designations. The PF designation contained in the NDCSF, however, does not
represent the typical county definition because of the federal land status of the

North Dounglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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parcels designated. Therefore, some uses normally allowed under the PF designation
will not be allowed in the NDCSP area.

Sections of land designated as PF in the NDCSP area will either be reserved for use
under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP) or for use as open space. The
PF district will be utilized as a base for the development of an open space “overlay”
(see Draft Zoning Map, figure 3-5). Open space “overlay” zones arc intended for
passive recreational use, connected trall systems, and sensitive .environmental
resources.

R&PP uses in the PF zone are intended for uses such as church sites, schools,
museums, or other public services. For example, an existing parcel leased by the
Carson Valley Community Church from the BLM, as well as an existing parcel leased
by Douglas County for use as a police and fire station, is currently included in this
designation.

Approximately 223-acres of PF, including open space “overlay” zones, is proposed
for the planning area. Much of this acreage is Jocated in the southern and eastern
portion of the planning area. The remaining acreage consists of a small 7-acre
portion located in the northwestern tip of the planning area.

3.3 TABLE OF ALLOWABLE USES

The following tables list a]l allowable uses, as defined in Title 20 of the Douglas County
Consolidated Development Code, for the use districts discussed and proposed above.
Table 3.1 is an inventory of uses allowed in residential districts while Table 3.2 is an
index of uses allowed in non-residential districts. For the purposes of this plan, only
those uses proposed for the NDCSP area are listed. A “P” denotes uses permitted by
right, a “D" denotes uses subject to design review, “S” represents uses that require a
special use permit, “T” requires approval of a temporary use permit, and an “X” signifies
uses that are prohibited (not allowed) in the respective use district.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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I (Table 3.1) TABLE OF ALLOWARBLE USES RESIDENTIAL
SFR | SFR | SFR
20.656.
' 656.020  USES 8,000 | 12,000 | 1-Acre
Agricultural and Related Limited Commercial
l (A) Agrnicultural products processing and storage X X X
(D) Animal keeping X X P
(I) Limited agricultural uses P P P
I (K) Open agricultural uses X X X
Commercial and business service uses
' (G) Kennel X X X
Forestry uses
I (None permitted) X X X
I Industrial uses
(None permitted) X X X
l Institutional and uses of community significance
{A) Cemetery S S S
(B) Church _ S S S .
l (D) Day care center (Large) X S S
(E) Day care center (Small) P P P
l (F) Emergency care facility X X X
(H) Small group care or group home D D D
(I) Large group or group home X X X
l (L) Nursing, convalescent, residential care facility X X X
{N) Uses of community significance ) S S
I Lodging uses
{A) Bed and Breakfast X X S
I Mining Uses
(None permitted) X X X
I. Office Uses
Permitted in Residential Office district only X X X
l Recreational uses
(A) Equestrian facility X X X
l (B) Golf course P P P
(C) Health care X X X
l North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
Page 19
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20.656.020 USES

SFR

SFR

SFR

8,000

12,000

1-Acre

(D) Indoor recreation

(E)} Membership club

(F) Motorized racing

(G) Non-motorized racing

(H) Outdoor recreation, day use

(1) Outdoor recreation, night use

(1) Park or playfield, day use

(K} Park or playfield, night use

{L) Public recreation center

{M) Outdoor recreation, night use

2 Jum [ | fd |54 [d e 1o |54

PR LRI CR 2R R PR E A P e b

M (o |oa [ 1 [T 1 [on |

Residential uses

(A) Boarding houses

(C) Manufactured home

(D) Manufactured home park

(E) Multi-family dwelling

(F) Single-family dwelling

NPl

Retail and personal services

(None permitted)

Transportation uses

(A) Private airports

(B) Public airports

(C) Airport related uses

{D} Heliport

(E) Helistop

(F) Park and ride facility

o [ [ |4 [ |

720 Pl el ol el e

NP Pl R e

Utility and public service

{A) Central office of telecommunication company

(B) Fire station

(C) Major facility of a public or private utility

(D) Public or quasi-public facility other than listed

(E) Public safety telecommunications site

(F) Sewer or water transmission lines

(G) Sewage treatment facility

{(H) Teiecommunications site {Ord. 99-871)

(I) Telecommunications facility (Ord. 99-871)

{J) Utility service facility

ol [ |4 | fon |n e [on |4

oD [ o e e e |om [

AR el e L - R Lol 170 o [N
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20.656.020 USES SFR | SFR | SFR
8,000 | 12,000 [ 1-Acre
(K) Water reservoir S S S
(L) Water tank, water treatment facility/sewer D D D
(M) Wind powered electric generator farm X X X
Warehouse uses
(None permitted) X X X
Accessory uses
(A) Accessory agriculture retail sales X X P
{B) Accessory dwelling X X D
{C) Accessory outside storage P P P
(D) Accessory structure P P P
(E) Grading or more than 500 cubic yards S S S
(F) Home occupation 1 P P P
(G) Household pets P p P
(H) Non-commercial telecommunications site. .. P P P
(D Non-commercial telecommunications site S S S
(J) Solar energy system P P P
(K) Statiomary tank storage {above ground) P P P
Temporary uses
(A) Emergency non-commercial telecommunication
facility T T T
(B) Temporary batch plant X X X
(C) Temporary construction or sales office T T T
(D) Temporary dwelling unit T T T
(E) Seasonal sales lot T T T
North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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{Table 3-2) TABLE OF ALLOWABLE USES

COMMERCIAL

20.656.010 USES

2
!

ocC

GC

TC

~
]

Agricultural and Related Limited Commercial

(A) Agricultural products processing and storage

(B) Agncultural productsz retail outlet

(D) Animal keeping

(E) Commercial stock yard

(F} Commercial meat and poultry processing facility

{G) Commercial nursery

{H) Keeping of non-domestic animals

(I) Limited agricultural uses

(1) Limited commercial uses

(K) Open agricultural uses

el o=l et R0 I o =R R el B

A R R R ] [P ] = e e

il el dwl s e B-Rwl e

el B Racl e B e e =] I P
B Rl B A o L=

Commercial and business service uses

{A) Building contracting shop

(B} Carpentry, woodworking, or furniture making

(C) Car wash

(D) Commercial bakery

(E) Commercial Jaundry and dry cleaning

(F) Gaming

(G) Kennel

(H) Pawn shop

(I) Printing and publishing establishments

(J) Thrift or secondhand stores, used appliance shops

{K) Sexually oriented businesses

P TR ] i on ]

AT Al el Pl e P o e

P vl lwliwli=dEdi g bod lel kg vl

b A g b BN EA e Ed e Pt e
A B S EA E T Ed E A F A A

Forestry uses

{(None permitted)

>

>

>

»a
5

Industrial uses

{A) Equipment rental

(B) General industrial

{C ) Light industriai

(D) Machine shop

(E) Outside storage

{F) Saw mill

{G) Solid waste disposal site and facility

(H) Solid waste transfer facility

E A R g B o o
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PR B P P ] fod

AR R b AR Rt e
LA A R =l B S

Institutional and uses of community significance

(A) Cemetery

w2

(B) Church
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Jlwn

wiid
i
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20.656.010 USES NC| OC |GC | TC | PF
{C ) Community center and related facilities D D D D D
(D) Day care center (Large) D D D D D
(E) Day care center (Small) D D D D P
(F) Emergency care facility D D D D D
(G) Educational facility D D D X D
(H) Small group care or group home X D X X D
(1) Large group or group home X Sz X X S2
(1) Hospital X X D X S
(K} Judicial center X X X X S
(L) Nursing, convalescent, residential care facility 5 S X X S
(M) Post office D D D D D
(N} Uses of community significance S S S S S
Lodging uses
(A) Bed and Breakfast S S D D X
(B) Campground X X X S S
(C) Overnight Lodging D X D D X
(D) Resort lodge, conference center or guest ranch X X D D D
Mining Uses
Open and subsurface mining X x X X 5
Office Uses
Professional office D D D D D
Recreational uses
{A) Equestnan facility X X X S S
(B} Golf course S s S S S
(C) Healthclubs D D D D D
(D) Indoor recreation D X D D D
(E) Membership club D D D D D
{F) Motorized racing X X X X 5
(G) Non-motorized racing X X X X D
(H) Onidoor recreation, day use N X S S S
(I) Outdoor recreation, night use S X S S S
() Park or playfield, day use D D D D D
(K) Park or playfield, night use ) S S S S
(L) Public recreation center D D D D D
(M) Ski area S X X S S
Residertial uses
(A) Boarding houses D D D D X
North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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20.656.010 USES

NC

(D) Manufactured home park

(E) Multi-family dwelling

(F) Single-family dwelling

> pe| M

A

B

e o e
eI

Retail and personal services

{A) Bank

{B) Bar

{C) Building material or garden store

{D) Convenience store (with gasoline sales)

(E) Indoor theater

(F} Mortuary

{(G) Outdoor theater

(H) Restaurant

(I)  Retail or personal service facility

(I Vehicle rental

(K) Vehicle service center, minor

(L) Vehcile service center, major

(M) Veternary clinic with outdoor holding facilities

(N) Veterinary clinic without outdoor holding
facililies X

el I Ed wliw] R el fw] fed 1= o o)

(=R F P PR el B E B L)

wlFdlwllvliv]ivliv] 2] lwliw)iel i) lw] lo

RS e vl iw]l ESES wliwlF 2]
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Transportation uses

(A) Private airports

(B) Public airports

(C) Airport related uses

(D) Heliport

{E) Helistop

(F) Park and ride facility

{G) Parking structure or parking lot (primary use)

(H) Terminal and passenger service facility

ALY g ] e e B

A A P EAEA R RS

D wn|wm ]| | »

AR FH EA T
O wr|wajwlppd| i)

Utility and public service

(A} Central office of telecommunication company

(B} Fire station

(C) Major facility of a public or private utility

(D} Public or quasi-public facility other than listed

(E) Public safety telecommunications site

(F) Sewer or water transmission lines

(G) Sewage treatment facility

(H) Telecommunications site {Ord. 99-871)

(I) Telecommumcations facility (Ord. 99-871)

() Unlity service factlity

(K) Water reservoir

E =R E7Cl L diod fas fwd et g o W

el en | T || TP 4 1| T

i | Ol x| X x| T

Sl el v { D] e[ ] 4| »e
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20.656.010 USES NC} OC | GC | TC | PF
(L) Water tank, water treatment facility/sewer D D D D D
(M) Wind powered elecrtic generator farm X X X X S

Warehouse uses

(A) Personal storage facility

| <
> [ ¢
> [ 2
> <
jard s

(B) Warehouse and distribution center

Accessory uses

(A) Accessory agriculture retail sales

(B) Accessory dwelling

(C) Accessory outside storage

(D) Accessory structure

(E) Grading or more than 500 cubic yards

{¥) Home occupationl

{G) Household pets

" (H) Non-commercial telecommunications site. ..

(I) Non-commercial telecommunications site

() Solar gnergy system

w|wlo|vie|wlnligixioio
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a-lie-1 1T -1 -1 -1 1) hwl lwl L wl l w)
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(K) Stationary tank storage (above ground)

Temporary uses

(A) Emergency non-commercial telecommunication

facility

(B) Temporary batch plant

(C) Temporary construction or sales office

{D) Temporary dwelling unit

SIGIEIEIS
I
===l
I =
= [ | | 3] g

(E) Seasonal sales lot

34 IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS / DESIGN GUIDELiNES

Improvement standards and design guidelines are a way of defining parameters for site
and/or building design and development. They should be used to guide pubhc and
private property improvement decisions toward a desired community goal or standard.
Design guidelines typically include recommendations or standards on such items as
parking and sidewalks, lighting, landscaping, architecture, and signage.

The development of a specific plan, because of its inherent flexibility or non-traditional
approach, is often used as an opportunity to either create design guidelines where none
currently exist, or to refine existing guidelines to meet the unique circumstances or viston
of a particular area.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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Douglas County adopted a comprehensive manual of design criteria and improvement
standards for the entire county in September of 1998 that addressed both planning and
engineering development issues. According to the manual, the design criteria are
intended ‘“‘as a reference to assist the designer in understanding the County’s goals for
commercial, industrial, and institutional developments.” Improvement standards
contained in the manual are “complementary to the development regulations contained
within the Douglas County Consolidated Development Code and are not intended to
modify specific ordinance provisions.”

It is the intent of the NDCSP to utilize the existing Douglas County design criteria and
improvement standards regarding development and planning issues in the NDCSP area.
During the NDCSP planning process, however, it became evident that additional design
criteria and development standards would be needed to address unique circumstances
present in the planning area. These circumstances resulted in the formation of the
following additional design criteria and improvement standards. They are not intended to
replace existing design cntena and improvement standards, rather; they are mtended to
compliment and build upon existing guidelines. The additional design critena and
improvement standards listed below are only applicable within the NDCSP area. No
other planning areas, jurisdictions, codes, or policies are affected by these guidelines.

341 Buffer Zones / Screening

A key issue in the development of the NDCSP centered on the compatibility of
existing uses versus proposed uses, particularly since the majority of the land in the
NDCSP planning area is currently undeveloped. Residents in the Sunridge
subdivision, for example, were very concerned about what type of adjacent
development would occur and if access to open space would be lost, Additionally,
eight privately owned parcels, seven of which contain existing single-family
dwellings, are located within areas proposed for commercial uses. Commercial
zoming 1s also proposed adjacent to the proposed 38-acre SFR-8,000 designation.
Although compatibility between commercial and residential uses is perceived to
increase with higher residential densities, commercial uses are generally considered
incompatible with single-family housing.

One way of mitigating these types of compatibility issues is to utilize buffer
treatments between the incompatible uses, typically in the form of increased setback
requirements, additional landscaping requirements, fencing, and other screeming
methods. The extent or intensity of the buffer treatment is ofien proportional to the
degree of incompatibility present or perceived.

As mentioned above, the compatibility issues identified in the NDCSP area generally
concerned open space access and commercial uses adjacent to single-family housing.
Existing Douglas County codes and design guidelines contain the following
provisions for buffering commercial land uses adjacent to single-family uses:

e Minimum 15-foot landscaped side and rear yard setbacks.
¢ Minimum 20-foot landscaped front yard setback.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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Architecturally compatible screening of any equipment.

Maximum light fixture height of 15-feet within 100-feet of residential uses.

» Parking lots directly adjacent to residential uses require a 6-foot wall and 10-
foot landscape buffer.

These existing guidelines will be utilized, along with careful site design and design
review procedures, to help mitigate compatibility issues. The level of concern
expressed by surrounding residents, however, dictated that additional standards were
necessary and appropriate in the NDCSP area. The following additional standards
were therefore developed:

e A 200-foot open space corridor buffer will be established immediately north
of parcels in the Sunridge subdivision along Haystack Drive. The buffer will
extend east to west from North Sunridge Drive to Highway 395 (see zoning
and land use maps).

e Commercial development in the area adjacent to the proposed 38-acre SFR-
8,000 zone will be required to construct and maintain a 50-foot open space
buffer with landscaping. This buffer area will also be used to establish a
pedestrian/bike path corridor.

e Commercial development proposed adjacent to existing residential uses shall
provide and maintain a contiguous 50-foot open space buffer, retained in its
natural state, along all abutting property lines. ™

Commercial access from Lyla Lane, south of Topsy Lane, shall be prohibited,
unless the existing residential uses are discontinued.

3.4.2 Transitional Zoning Boundaries

Traditional zoning practices generally establish zoning districts and boundaries based
on property/parcel lines, streets, or other officially known and surveyed monuments.
Although some of these elements are present in the NDCSP area, primarily m the
portion west of Highway 393, the majority of acreage in the planning area consists of
large tracts of land that have not been parceled or developed. This situation presents
problems for “hard zoning” the area because there are no parcel lines, streets, or
surveyed divisions to base zoning boundary lines on.

To overcome this problem, areas containing parcel lines or other sufficient
demarcation features will be “hard zoned” and areas without such elements will be
conceptually zoned. Under this development standard, conceptually zoned areas will
have “transitional zoning boundaries™ to allow for some flexibility in the parceling
and zoning process.

The transitional zones would allow zoning boundaries to vary, if necessary to
accommodate proposed uses, during the parceling process without having to apply for
land use map or zoning map amendments. The maximum amount of variance
allowed to the conceptual boundaries depicted on the proposed zoning map will be
20% of the total area proposed for improvements.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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3.4.3 Non-conforming Uses

Two existing residential parcels, one located at the comer of N. Sunridge Dr. and
U.S. 395 N. and the other at the eastern end of Topsy Lane, will become non-
conforming uses because of new zoning designations proposed in the NDCSP,
Among other regulations, existing Douglas County code stipulates that non-
conforming uses are not allowed to expand. Because of the residential nature of the
parcels in question, this represents an undue hardship for these existing property
owners, whom under their previous zoning for example, were allowed an accessory
dwelling. To mitigate this undue hardship, these parcels will be allowed to continue
their current land use. Additionally, these parcels will be allowed to expand their
existing uses under the provisions of the previous zoning until such time that the use
of the parcels change to the zoning stipulated in the NDCSP. The building setback
requirements, however, shall comply with the proposed zoning.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Three
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Chapter Four
TRAFFIC and CIRCULATION

4.0

INTRODUCTION

The circulation network of the NDCSP area was analyzed to determine key intersection
configurations, street widths, right-of-way widths, and pedestrian and bike routes based
on conceptual land uses proposed for the planning area. Calculations and supplemental
material are provided in Appendix B.

4.1

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The existing roadway system consists of the following roadways:

D

2)

3

4)

U.S. 395 provides the primary access to the NDCSP area from Carson City and
the Minden/Gardnerville areas. U.S. 395 is classified as a Principle Arterial in the
current Douglas County Master Plan. Currently U.S. 395 is a four-lane roadway
with two lanes in each direction. Construction is underway to widen southbound
U.S. 395 to three lanes to Clear Creak Road to Jacks Valley Road.

Jacks Valley Road is classified as a Major Collector in the Master Plan. The
construction of the North Valley Plaza (Home Depot and Target) recently
widened Jacks Valley Road to a four-lane roadway with continuous left turn lanes
at intersections from U.S. 395 to Vista Grande Boulevard. Jacks Valley Road
transitions into a two-lane facility west of Vista Grande Boulevard.

North Sunridge Drive is classified as a Minor Collector in the Master Plan. This
roadway consists of two through lanes, one in each direction.

Topsy Lane is classified as a local street in the Master Plan and consists of a
graded gravel and dirt road east of U.S. 395.

The above four roadways form the following two intersections within the project area:

D

2)

1.S. 395/3acks Valley Road — North Sunridge Drive is currently controlled with a
traffic signal. The east approach consists of a single combined left turn/through

lane, and one right tum lane. The west approach consists of 2 left turn lanes, one
through lane, and one right turn lane. The south approach consists of 2 left turn

lanes, 2 through lanes, and one right turn lane. The north approach consists of a

one left turn lane, 2 through lanes, and one nght tum lane.

U.S. 395/Topsy is an unsignalized ‘T’ intersection with a stop sign on the eastern
approach. The east approach contains a single combined left and right turn lane.
The south approach contains one through lane and a combined through/right turn
lane. The north approach contains one left turn lane and two through lanes.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Four
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Existing Traffic Volumes

Existing PM peak hour traffic volumes were taken from previous traffic studies
conducted for developments west of U.S. 395, These studies include the U.S. 395/Topsy
Shopping Center Traffic Analysis, February 2000 and the North Valley Plaza Traffic
Analysis dated July 1998 with amendments dated July 29 and November 9, 1998. Traffic
generated from buildout of the North Valley Plaza and U.S. 395/Topsy Shopping Center
was included within the existing traffic volumes. Figure 4-1 indicates the existing traffic
volumes.
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(Figure 4-1)
Year 2010 PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
(Includes North County Plaza and Topsy Shopping Center Traffic)
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4.2 FUTURE STREETS AND HIGHWAYS ANALYSIS

Trip Generation

Buildout of the NDCSP area is anticipated to occur by 2010 for the purposes of this
analysis. Trips generated for the proposed development were determined from two
sources. The first source is the U.S. 395/Topsy Shopping Center Traffic Analysis for the
west side of U.S. 395 and the second source is the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) Trp Generation Report, Sixth Edition. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 indicates the ITE Land
Use, Average Daily Traffic (ADT), AM Peak Hour Traffic, and PM Peak Hour Traffic
for eastern approaches to Topsy Lane and North Sunridge Drive respectively.

(Table 4.1) Trip Generation

Topsy Lane
ITE AM Peak PM Peak
Land Use  Land Use ADT Hour  Hour
560 Public Facilities (Church) 0 0
52] Public Facilities {School) 0 0
820 Commercial (Shopping Center) 25,886 550 2,470
210 Single Family (8,000 SF) 2,417 189 255
210 Single Family (12,000 SF) 641 50 68
Subtotal 28,943 790 2,793
Total with 10% Capture Rate 24 891 679 2,402

{Table 4.2) Trip Generation
North Sunridge Drive

| ITE o ~ AM Peak PM Peak |
 Land Use  Land Use ADT Hour Hour
| 560 Public Facilities (Church) 957 76 69
| 521 Public Facilities (School) 1,620 460 100
820 Commercial (Shopping Center) 22936 492 2,182
210 Single Family (8,000 SF) 2,170 170 229
210 Single Family (12,000 SF) 464 36 49
Subtotal 28,147 1,234 2,029
. Total with 10% Capture Rate 25,332 L1111 2,366
North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Four
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The following estimates were utilized to determine the applicable number of building
gross square feet, number of students, and number of residential units:

1) Land Use 560 — Church — Estimate three new churches totaling 35,000 square feet
of building per facility.

2) Land Use 521 - Schools — Estimate 500 students attending a private school,
grades K through 12.

3) Land Use 820 - Shopping Center — Estimate 22% of total land area to be gross
building area pursuant to similar uses (Home Depot/Target and Costco
developments).

4) Land Use 210 -- Residential — Estimate four units per acre and three units per acre
for 8,000 and 12,000 square foot lots respectively.

The ITE Trip Generation Report values were decreased to account for internal vehicle
trips. Internal vehicle trips are defined as trips between various uses within the
development that are not made on the surrounding street system. The percentage of
internal vehicle trips to total vehicle trips is the internal capture rate. The ITE Irip
Generation Handbook, An ITE Proposed Recommended Practice, October 1998 was
utilized to estimate the internal capture rate of 10%. Pass-by-trips, or vehicle trips to the
development that were currently utilizing the adjacent street network were not removed
from the adjacent street system to be conservative.

Figure 4-2 indicates the project trip generation for the U.S. 395/Topsy and U.S. 395/Jacks
Valley intersections. Figure 4-4 indicates the project trip generation for the proposed
intemal commercial street and Topsy Lane and North Sunridge Drive intersections.
Figures 4-3 and 4-4 indicate the total PM Peak hour traffic for each of the studies
intersections. Appendix B provides additional information pursuant to trip generation.

The figures and LOS Analysis was conducted from a previous use configuration. The
current use indicates less than a one percent decrease in site-generated traffic therefore
the figures and LOS Analysis was not updated.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Four
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PM Peak Hour Traffic (Internal Intersections)

Traffic Analvsis and Results

The four subject intersections, U.S. 395/Topsy, U.S. 395/Jacks Valley,
Topsy/Commercial, and North Sunridge/Commercial were analyzed utilizing Level of
Service (LOS) methodology contained in the 1997 update to the 1994 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM). The Highway Capacity Software (HCS) was utilized to provide the
computations. LOS is defined as a qualitative measure describing operational conditions
within a traffic stream, and their perception by motorists and passengers.

The 1997 update to the HCM defines LOS in terms of delay. Delay is a measure of
driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel time. LOS criteria for
signalized intersections are shown in table 4.3. The Douglas County Master Plan
specifies LOS C for all streets with the exception of Major Arterials where the LOS may
be reduced to D.
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(Table 4.3)
Level of Service Criteria
Signalized Intersections

Level of Service Delay (sec/veh) Expected Delay
A <10 Little or no delay
B >10 and <20 Short traffic delays
C >20 and <35 Average traffic delays
D >35 and <55 Long traffic delays
E >55 and < 20 Very long traffic delays
F >80 Extreme delays

A Summary of year 2010 PM peak hour LOS for the three subject intersections is
provided in Table 4.4, '

(Table 4.4)
Level of Service (LOS) Results
Signalized Intersections

PM Peak Hour
Intersection LOS Delay (sec/veh)

.

U.S. 395/Jacks Valley Road D 512

U.S. 395/Topsy Lane D 47.1

Topsy Lane/Commercial Street C 294

|  N.Sunridge/Commercial Street. C 29.4

Based on conceptual estimates, the following intersection improvements are required to
achieve the LOS’s presented in Table 4.4:

U.S. 395/Jacks Valley Road

Construct two left turn lanes, one through lane, and one right turn lane on the east
approach. Construct two left turn lanes, three through lanes, and one right turn lane on
the north approach. The west approach does not require upgrades. Construct two left
turn lanes, three through lanes, and a right turn lane on the south approach. In addition a

right turn deceleration and acceleration lanes should be constructed on U.S. 395 east
approach.

U.S. 395/Topsy Lane

Construct two left turn lanes, one through lane, and one right tumn lane on the east
approach. Construct two left tum lanes, three through lanes, and one night turn lane on
the north approach. Construct two left turmn lanes, three through lanes, and a right turn
lane on the south approach. In addition a right turn deceleration and acceleration lanes
- should be constructed on U.S. 395 east approach.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Four
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Topsy Lane/Commercial Street

The internal intersection of Topsy Lane/Commercial Street was utilized to also represent
the improvements and LOS of the North Sunridge Drive/Commercial Street intersection.
The Topsy L.ane/Commercial intersection was first analyzed as an unsignalized two-way
and four-way stop controlled intersection and the LOS was well below F. Traffic Signal
Warrant 11, peak hour traffic volumes, in the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devises
(MUTCD) was evaluated and satisfied. Therefore, the intersections were analyzed as a
signalized intersection.

The north and east approaches should be one left turn lane, one through lane, and one
right turn lane. The south and west approaches should be two left turn lanes, one through
lane, and one right turn lane.

North Sunnidge Drnive/Commercial Street

The north and east approaches should be one left tumn lane, one through lane, and one
right turn lane. The north and east approaches should be two left turn lanes, one through
lane, and one right turn lane. '

Left turn lane storage lengths were also evaluated utilizing methodology outlined in the
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 348. Left tum
storage lengths are indicated in Table 4.5.

(Table 4.5)
Left Turn Storage Length Requirements
;i Intersection West East South North
Approach Approach Approach Approach
U.S.395/Jacks Valley (2)450 (2)325 (D175 (2)450
U.S. 395/Topsy (2)175 {2)300 (2)150 {2)375
Topsy/Commercial (2)250 (1100 (2)275 (1100
N. Sunridge/Comm. (2)250 (1100 (2)275 (1)100

Left turn lane lengths that need upgrading and/or construction.

Figure 4-5, Proposed Transportation Plan, summarizes in a graphic format the
preceding analysts.

43 PEDESTRIAN PATHWAYS and CIRCULATION

Pathways

The NDCSP contemplates 3.5 miles of multi-use paths (see Proposed Bike and
Pedestrian Plan, figure 4-6). Multi-use pathways are intended to follow the open
space areas in the North County planning area and make connections between various
types of uses or designations. Connections between residential and commercial zones
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are very important, as are connections between residential and public facilities. Each
neighborhood will connect to the pathway system by way of a spur or trailhead.
Special care should be given to street crossings where the most danger exists for the
user. Median refuge islands are helpful in aiding path users safely across busy
streets.

The level of improvements of the facility will determine the skill level and type of the
user. Pathways are intended to be improved with hard surfaces, whereas trails are
intended to use softer surfacing such as decomposed granite (see Typical Walkway
and Pathway Design Examples, figures 4-7 through 4-11). The design of the
pathways will use a Douglas County minimum standard width of 12 feet and
surfacing of asphalt concrete. The improvements will follow Douglas County and
AASHTO guidelines for path facilities.

Sidewalks

In general, pedestrian circulation and access will be accommodated by the roadside
sidewalk network, which will be constructed as a part of all sireets. Sidewalks may
be on both sides of the street. The standard location of the sidewalks will be off-set
from the street by a six foot buffer and landscape area. In residential areas, minimum
sidewalk width is 5 feet. In accordance with the Douglas County Design Standards in
commercial areas the minimum width is 6 feet. Again, special care should be given

T T T to streetcrossings, especially U.S. 395. Traffic-signals should allow adequate time to
cross and make use of possible refuge islands.
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Chapter Five
PUBLIC SERVICES and FACILITIES

5.0 INTRODUCTION

The North Douglas County Specific Plan study area consists of 624 acres of sparsely
developed land. The north and east boundary of the study area is contiguous to Carson
City. The subject property is bisected by U.S. 395 and adjacent to the Clear Creek
drainage corridor. The topographic relief across the proposed developable portion of the
property creates an elevation difference of approximately 180 feet.

5.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

5.1.1 Water System

The existing study area is not served by a public water system. An on-site water
system has been developed to serve the Clear Creek Industrial Park at the extreme
northwest portion of the study area. Other developed parcels within the study area
rely primarily upon individual, private domestic wells.

The Indian Hills General Improvement District (IHGID) provides water service to
properties to the south and west of the study area. The ITHGID Master Plan indicates
that the western portion of the study area (west of U.S. 395) is located within
potential water service boundaries. THGID does not have excess capacity, however,
to serve the planning area. Improvements to the IHGID water system would therefore
be required to provide additional service. '

Carson City currently provides water service to the properties located immediately
north of the study area. The Carson City water system has the ability to provide
storage and supply service to the site but will need sufficient water rights to provide
potential service.

512 Waste Water System

The existing study area is not currently served by a public wastewater collection
system. Generally, on-site development relies upon individual treatment and disposal
systems. Carson City’s wastewater system serves properties to the north of the study
area. The Indian Hills General Improvement District (IHGID) provides wastewater
service to properties immediately to the south of the study area. The IHGID Master
Plan indicates that the western portion of the study area (west of U.S. 395) is located
within potential sewer service district boundaries. However, IHGID has limited
treatment capacity.

The Foothill Sewer Project — Updated Sewer Master Plan prepared by R.O.
Anderson Engineering, January 2000, recommends that this area be served by the
North Valley Wastewater Treatment Facility. There is significant topographic relief
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across the property, which is favorable for serving the area with a gravity sewer
system. However, the property contains several natural drainage features that will
segregate the sewer system into independent service areas.

5.1.3 Drainage and Storm Drain Systems

The NDCSP planning area consists of approximately 624 acres, 611 of which is
divided into several hydrological sub-basins. The area west of US 395 has three
distinct sub-basins; one lies along the westerly and northerly edge of the planning
area and flows northwesterly to Clear Creek, two other sub-basins (numbers 2 & 3)
utilize existing culverts under the Highway and drain to the northeast. On the East
side of US 395, the planning area is divided into five sub-basins. Of the five, two are
a continuation of flows from the west side of US 395. (See Table 5.1, and the
Proposed Drainage Plan map, figure 5-1 for reference on the sub-basins and their
approximate acreage.)

(Table 5.1) Sub Basin A_crggf:

Sub-basir Acreage

1 82

2 190

3 22

4 165

5 105

6 47
other 13
Total 624

Vegetation in the area is predominately medium density sagebrush with some riparian
areas next to Clear Creek. Soil types for the planning area include two kinds of sand,
Mottisville loamy coarse sand (601) and Prey gravelly loamy sand (712). Another
minor soil type, Haybourne sand, lies along the easterly edge of the planning area.
The land generally slopes to the northeast with the exception of the arca next to the
Sunridge subdivision and south of North Sunridge Drive. The land falls from 0 to 4
percent with steeper sections in the open space areas. All drainage from the sub-
basins eventually flows to Clear Creek with the exception of the area next to

Sunridge. Figure 5-1, Proposed Drainage Plan, shows the overall existing drainage
patterns.

5.2 ANALYSIS

5.2.1 Water System

Four alternatives have been identified to serve as a source of supply for the study

area. The tentative alternatives mclude:

1) Water service from the Indian Hills General Improvement District (HGID) water
system.

2) Water service from the existing Carson City water system.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Five
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3) Connection to a proposed regional water system that will provide service to
Carson Valley and Carson City.

4) Development of an on-site water system utilizing new wells and existing wells at
the Clear Creek Industrial Park.

Each alternative creates a different approach for identifying the source of supply,
system storage and potential points of connection to the study area. Douglas County
is currently working on jurisdictional matters for acquiring water service from
potential sources. The detailed analysis for the water system will be conducted once
the County has completed its negotiations with potential water providers (see
Proposed Water and Wastewater Plan, figure 5-2. for the preliminary analysis).

At this stage of the infrastructure planning process, site characteristics and design
critenia have been examined to identify opportunities and limitations for developing a
water system,

Water Demands

Based on proposed uses and the conceptual land use plan, water system demands
have been developed in accordance with Douglas County’s Design Criteria &
Improvement Standards and from estimates for similar land use demands within the
Carson Valley and Carson City area. The analysis for the water system assumes 2 fire
flow demand of 4,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 4-hour duration to meet fire
demand requirements.

Douglas County’s residential water demand requirements appear to be conservatively
high at 1 gpm per equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) for the type of residential
development that is proposed. Residential demands are highly dependent upon
landscaping and subsequent irrigation practices. Irmgation practices will be
influenced by water rates and water conservation measures. It is assumed that
residential customers will be metered.

It is estimated that the net area availabie for residential development is approximately
80% of the gross area identified for residential land uses in the specific plan. This
adjustment in the yield of residential units is reflected in the calculations depicted in
table 5.2.

An average day to maximum day peaking factor of 2.5 is recommended for sizing the
water system. The study area contains a high proportion of commercial property
relative to the proposed residential property. Although a smaller peaking factor could
be used, based upon a population equivalent for the water system, a higher factor is
recommended. An average day to peak hour peaking factor of 3.75 is suggested for
the peak hour demand. The water demands for residential uses are depicted in table
5.2. (Note: In all of the following tables the symbol “Q” represents the water flow
rate, EDU represents each dwelling unit, and gpm/gpd stands for gallon per minute
and gallons per day.}

North Dounglas County Specific Plan Chapter Five
Page 41




North County Specific Plan
Water and Wastewater Plan Map

Carson City

7745 Ac

ﬁ;".—'gsltaﬁan = |

T A

56.9

i56.0 gpm
1B3.8 gpm

10.76 Ac
g

M2.1 gp wl

SRR B T

!
&

1" = 1000’
12/06/00

LEGEND

ZONNG

[ ruste rasits, 1504 [ neattarhod Commarsa, 8% T onen seace Guscan, mans B -

:lsmgle Famiy Res, B0DO sq ft, 19.25% Dsenem Cammercial, 30.98% e~ Wastewater System
y Water Damand
Dsmh Family Res, 12,000 sq ft, 5.78% Goﬂka Commarcial, 147% I Maz, Day Flow
- Wastewatar Damand
[ Jsrrtsnge Funiy 5es, 1 4c, to3% ausist Commarcia), 438% t Pask Hour Fiow

(Figure 5-2)




September, 2000 Public Services and Facilities
(Table 5.2) RESIDENTIAL WATER DEMANDS
Land Use

Flow Rate SFR-8,000 { SFR-12,000 Total

Qwmax oay/EDU (gpm) 1.0 1.0

EDU/AC 4.5 3.0

Quax pay/AC (gpm) 45 3.0

Acres 117.35 38.47

Quax oay (GpM) 5281 115.4 643.5

Qpeak vour (gpm) 792.1 173.1 965.2

Qave pay (gpd) 304,171 66,476 370,647

Qmax pay (gpd) 760,428 166,190 926,618

Several commercial use districts are proposed for the property. Wide variations in
water demand can occur for specific developments that are allowed within a given
commercial land use district (i.e. TC, GC, NC, etc.). Water demand estimates have
been developed for each commercial zoning district. As indicated in Section 3.2.3 of
this plan, the public facilities land use district does not reflect the typical county
definition for public facilities. A significant portion of the public facilities
designation is assumed to be reserved for open space. Open space areas are assumed
to retain their native vegetation; therefore, no irrigation demands have been assigned
to these areas. The commercial and public facilities demands are depicted in table

5.3.

(Table 5.3) COMMERCIAL AND PUBLIC WATER DEMANDS

_Land Use

Flow Rate e | ocme ic_ | FF Total
Qavspar / AC (gpd) 2000 1000 4000 700

Acres 210.98 2276 35.85 224 52

Qwmaxpay (gpmy AC) 35 1.5 7 1.2

Quiax pay (gpm) 738.4 34.1 251.0 269.4 1292.9
Qreax Hour (gPM) 1107.6 51.2 376.4 4041 1939.4
Qaveoay (0pd) 425,336 19,665 144,547 155,188 744,736
Qiax pay (gpd) 1,063,339 49,162 361,368 387,971 1,861,839

The total water demand for residential, commercial and public facilities land uses is
depicted in table 5.4, The maximum day demand plus fire flow will govern the
design of the system in accordance with Nevada Administrative Code requirements.
Therefore, the water system should be capable of delivering the maximum day flow
of 1,936 gpm plus the fire flow rate of 4,500 gpm through the network of

North Douglas County Specific Plan
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transmission and distribution piping. The design flow rate for the water system
network is 6,436 gpm.

(Table 5.4) TOTAL WATER DEMAND

Quax pay (gpm} 1,936
Qpeax Hour (gpmM) 2,905
1Qrire FLOW (gpM) 4,500
Qave pay (gpd) 1,115,370
Qmax pay {gpd) 2,788,400
Qoesiey (gpm) 6,436

Storage Capacity

‘The combination of a reliable source of supply and operating storage capacity must
be adequate to accommodate maximum-day-demand characteristics. As indicated
above, the source(s) of supply is not know at this stage of the planning process.
There should be sufficient water production capacity to replenish the water storage
volume during maximum demand conditions,

A preliminary estimate of the operating water storage requirements will consist of
700 gallons per residential unit, consistent with Nevada Administrative Code
requirements. The operating storage for commercial and public facilities is assumed
to be the average daily demand for those uses. Emergency storage will be 75% of the
operating storage. The fire storage consists of sustaining a fire flow of 4,500 gpm for
a duration of 4 hours. The system storage estimates are depicted in table 5.5.

The final design for the water system must recognize the balance between water
production capabilities and water storage capacity. The operating and emergency
storage requirements should consider the quantity and reliability of the source of
supply for the selected water supply alternative to determine the size of storage
structures.

(Table 5.5) Water Storage

Gallons
Operating Storage 1,195,000 |
Emergency Starage 897.000
Fire Demand 1.080.000
Total 3,172.000

Water System Characteristics

Based upon Douglas County and Bureau of Health Protection Services water system
design criteria, the maximum day, with fire flow demand, will govern the capacity of
the water system. Preliminary pipe sizing calculations indicate that there will not be
significant savings in pipe costs associated with sizing the water pipes in accordance

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Five
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with high or maximum permitted velocities. It is recommended that conservative
pipe sizing, particularly for transmission and primary distribution piping, be utilized
to accommodate the water system’s performance under maximum day plus fire flow
conditions. Generally, there is a relatively small difference between maximum day
and maximum month conditions within this region. Maximum month conditions. are
indicative of the duration of warm, dry weather. Heavy irrigation and high water use
can be experienced for an extended period of time. Also during this time, dry
conditions increase the exposure to fires, particularly in open space areas. It is
recommended to maintain reliable fire flow capabilities under maximum day
conditions.

To meet design conditions, it is estimated that an equivalent 21-inch supply line can
serve the study area. It would be preferred that multiple supply lines service the site
to enhance the reliability of the water supply. Multiple supply lines (two or more) are
estimated to require 16-inch and/or 14-inch pipe sizes to efficiently deliver water to
the site. . —. —_— e -

There is a smaller fire flow requirement for single-family residential areas. A fire
flow requirement of 1,500 gpm is assumed for these areas. Design water demands in
single-family districts can be accommodated with 8- to 10-inch primary mains.

The existing topography of the site indicates an elevation difference of approximately
180 feet between the highest to lowest elevation of the proposed areas for
development. The site generally slopes to the north and east. Douglas County design
criteria requires that the static pressure within a water system is maintained between
40 and 80 psi. A 180-foot elevation difference is equivalent to a static pressure
differential of approximately 80 psi. Although, site grading of developed areas could
be expected to decrease some of the grade differences, it is estimated that at least
three pressure zones should be planned for the site. Multiple pressure zones (i.e.
minimizing the pressure differential within a pressure zone) will be beneficial to the
type of land uses proposed for the study area. The ability to meet high fire flow
demands will be enhanced by minimizing the pressure fluctuations within a water
pressure zone. Further, the installation of backflow prevention devices, which is
anticipated for a significant portion of the commercial projects, can be expected to
reduce the available water pressure at the service connection by approximately 10 psi.

The water supply system, either gravity or pressure, will require regulating the
pressure zones within the study area. Pressure reduction and pressure sustaining
devices will need to be installed to control shifis in water demand and differences in
water pressure.

5.2.2 Waste Water System

Three alternatives have been identified to provide sewage treatment for the study
area. The alternatives are;

1) Discharge to the Indian Hills General Improvement District.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Five
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2) Discharge to Carson City.
3) Discharge to the North Valley Wastewater Treatment Facility.

The discharge of wastewater from the study area will require pumping for all of the
alternatives. Douglas County is currently working on jurisdictional matters for
acquiring water and wastewater services from potential sources.

At this stage of the infrastructure planning process, site characteristics and design
criteria have been examined to provide a wastewater collection system for the site
(see Proposed Water and Wastewater Plan, figure 5-2.).

Wastewater Demands

Based on proposed uses and the conceptual land use plan, wastewater flow rates have

“been developed in accordance with Douglas County’s Design Criferia &
Improvement Standards and estimates from similar land use demands within the
Carson Valley and Carson City area.

Douglas County’s design standards require that 250 gallons per day (gpd) is used for

each equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). The residential wastewater flow rates are
depicted in Table 5.6.

(Table 5.6) RESIDENTIAL WASTEWATER FLOWS

Land Use
Fiow Rate SFR-8,000 SFR-12,000 Total
Qave par /EDU (gpd) 250 250
EDU/AC 4.5 3.0
Acres 117.35 38.47
Qpeak Hour (gpm) 344 75 419
Qave pav (gpd) 132,019 28,853 160,871

The commercial wastewater flow rates are generally assumed to be approximately 80
percent of the water demand for a specific zoning district. For uses where significant
landscape irrigation is anticipated, the proportion is reduced. Wastewater flow rate
estimates for commercial and public facilities are depicted in table 5.7.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Five
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(Table 5.7 COMMERCIAL AND PUBLIC WASTEWATER FLOWS

Fiow Rate | ec OCING TC PF Total
Qave pay /AC 1500 750 3200 550

Acres 210.98 22.76 35.85 - 224 52

Qpeax Hour (OpmM) 824 44 299 322 1489
Qave pay (gpd) 316,470 17,070 114,720 | 123,486 | 571,746

An average day to peak hour peaking factor of 3.75 is recommended due to the high
proportion of commercial development for the study area. The peak hour conditions
are used to size sanitary sewer mains and pumping stations. An average day to
maximum day peaking factor of 2.5 is also recommended. The average day,
maximum day and peak hour charactenstics serve as. parameters for determining
capacity requirements for various components of wastewater treatment facilities.

The study area consists of a high proportion of commercial and public facility
properties. Peak wastewater discharge characteristics will be strongly influenced by
the commercial and public facility activities.  Peak wastewater discharge
charactenistics may vary considerably from those that are typically experienced from
residential developments. The wastewater discharges from commercial facilities will
primarily occur in close proximity to business hours. Residential, office commercial
and public facilities land uses should have an impact upon weekday wastewater peak
flows. Tourist commercial and general commercial uses should have an impact upon
weekend wastewater peak flows.  The estimates for the wastewater flow
characteristics are depicted in Table 5.8.

(Table 5.8) TOTAL WASTEWATER FLOWS

Qreas Hour (gpm) 1,910
Qave pay (gpd) 732,600
Qumaxony (gpd) - - | 1,831,500
Qoesien (gpm) 1,910

Wastewater System Characteristics

The study area generally slopes to the north and to the east. Natural drainage features
divide portions of the site, thus the continuity for gravity sewers is interrupted in
various areas. The on-site topography necessitates the use of wastewater lift stations.
Further, disposal of wastewater to existing wastewater treatment facilities will require
pumping. The majority of the areas proposed to be developed have natural land
slopes of O to 4 percent. Steeper slopes are evident near natural drainage features. A
majority of the wastewater collection system can be installed with slopes at
approximately 1 percent or greater. Final site grading activities should benefit the
grade lines for the gravity sanitary sewers,
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A collection system on the site can serve a limited amount of the adjacent properties
to the south and to the west by the extension of gravity sewers. Design cnteria for
sizing sanitary sewers requires pipe diameters of 15 inches or less are to be designed
to flow at half depth for the design flow rate. The majority of the gravity sewer
system can be served with 8- to 12-inch sewer lines. It 1s not anticipated that gravity
sewer lines will exceed 15 inches in diameter. It is anticipated that portions of the
gravity sewer system will deviate from the proposed road alignment due to grade
conflicts with natural drainage features.

Lift stations are proposed at two locations. The natural drainage from the site is to
the north and east toward the Clear Creek drainage corridor. The Clear Creek
corridor is at a lower elevation than bordering lands. Therefore, transporting
wastewater from the site will require pumping to either a gravity sewer connection or
a wastewater treatment facility. The pump stations can be designed to pump in senes
or to a common wastewater force main.

5.2.3 Proposed Drainage and Storm Drain Systems

The proposed drainage system for the NDCSP area intends to follow existing flow
patterns. The system will mitigate the increased run-off by use of detention facilities.
The facilities should utilize open space as much as possible to limit the amount of
underground improvements as well as aesthetic impacts. To the extent possible, the
drainage system should be public and utilize small regional detention ponds. These
ponds should be spread out within the open space and use areas upstream of potential
road and path crossings as preferred sites. Again, figure 5-1 shows potential sites for
detention ponds. The ponds will control their outflow using staged discharge, which
will regulate outflows by the size of the storm. Water quality mitigation should occur
within the ponds using natural processes such as vegetation filtration.  All system
improvements will follow the Douglas County criteria for minimum pipe sizes,

materials, slopes, etc. The mimimum design storm will be a 25 year 24 hour peak
event.

Maintenance of the facilities would be consistent with current standard maintenance
routines that remove sediment and debris on a “as needed” basis. Maintenance of the
system should be performed by a combination of agencies, both private and public,
depending upon where the system is located.

5.3 FIRE PROTECTION

Located within the Indian Hills/Jacks Valley area, the NDCSP will receive fire protection
from the Jacks Valley fire station (station #12) and the Ridgeview fire station (station
#13), both of which are operated by the Jacks Valley Fire Department. The western
portion of the NDCSPA is in the Sierra Forest Fire District while the eastern portion is in
the East Fork Fire Protection District. Additionally, the Nevada Department of Forestry,
though a cooperative agreement, has paid fire personnel stationed in the Ridgeview
facility that offer supplemental protection for the area.
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Adopted levels of service (LOS) for fire protection in Douglas County stipulate a fire
station within a five-mile radius of developed properties, and a response time of 7
minutes in urban service boundaries, and 12 minutes in rural service areas. At this time
the specific planning area is just outside the urban service boundary in north Douglas
County, but this will likely change with development of the area. Regardless, the
planning area is within the required response time for cither the rural or the urban service
standard, and both the Jacks Valley station and the Ridgeview station are well within a 5-
mile radius of the planning area.

Douglas County currently leases a five-acre parcel from the BLM located within the
planning area at the comer of North Sunridge Drive and the north boundary of the
Sunridge subdivision. The parcel was leased with the intention of developing joint-use
facilities for both police and fire protection services. To date, a sheriff’s substation has
been developed on the property but a new fire station is still in the planning stages. It is
anticipated that a new fire station covering approximately 3-acres will eventually be
constructed on this property to serve both the Sunridge subdivision and the developing
planning area.

54 POLICE PROTECTION

As discussed above, a new Sheriff’s substation was recently constructed on a 5-acre site
leased from the BLM by Douglas County. Located on the northeast corner of where
North Sunnidge Drive enters the north boundary of the Sunridge subdivision the site was
originally chosen to accommodate a fire station as well. According to Shenff department
sources, the 1,200 square foot substation will be adequate to serve existing and future
police protection needs in the area.

5.5 PARKS and RECREATION

Three parks, the James Lee Memorial park and two neighborhood “pocket” parks,
currently exist in the Indian Hill / Jacks Valley area. The neighborhood parks are located
in. the Sunridge subdivision and are referred to as the Sunridge South Park and the
Sunridge North Park. These “pocket” parks are approximately 2.5-acres each and contain
limited recreational facilities such as play equipment and open lawn areas. The James
Lee Memorial Park is a 64-acre park of regional size with facilities such as ball fields,
play equipment, and picnic areas. Parts of this site are currently undeveloped but planned
improvements are on going. In addition to these park sites, area residents also use the
Jacks Valley Elementary School facilities for recreational purposes.

Local residents currently utilize the undeveloped portions of the NDCSP area for
walking, jogging, horseback riding, mountain biking, viewing wildlife, nature study, and
motorcycle uses. The majority of this use is short term, day use.

Although motorized recreation in the area is not likely to continue, proposed recreational
uses for the NDCSP are intended to maintain current activities to the greatest extent
possible. Significant areas of passive open space will be retained for the development of
connected trail systems offering hiking, biking, equestrian, and interpretive opportunities.
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Additional improved park sites, however, are not proposed for the NDCSP area with the
exception of potential “pocket” parks that may be proposed as a result of planned
developments in the SFR and MFR districts.

A large open space area located on a ridgeline near the eastern boundary of the planning
area may be dedicated to the Washoe Tribe to protect sensitive cultural resources. With
limited improvements, this area, which is currently used for motorcycle and off-highway-
vehicle recreation, has the potential to be developed into a cultural interpretive site. The
NDCSP currently proposes passive recreational open space use in this location.

56 SCHOOLS and LIBRARIES

The Jacks Valley Elementary School is the only school currently serving the Indian Hills
/ Jacks Valley area in which the NDCSP area is located. According to the Douglas
County Master Plan completed in 1996, Jacks Valley Elementary School, which offers
kindergarten through sixth grade education, has a capacity of 897 students. At the time

the Master Plan was conducted, the school was exceeding capacity with an enrollment of

912 students.

Middle school aged students in the Indian Hills / Jacks Valley area attend Carson Valley
Middle School, and high school aged students currently attend Douglas High School. A
future middle school site is planned adjacent to the existing Jacks Valley Elementary
School.

The Douglas County School District has expressed interest in a potential school site
located in the NDCSP area. The school site could be leased from the BLM under R&PP
application at significant cost savings to the district. It is unclear at this time, though,
whether existing or future needs will be able to support a public high school in the area.
The Douglas County School District also approached the Carson City School District
with plans of a possible joint, cross-jurisdictional school facility of the area. As of this
writing, however, these plans were no longer being pursued.

A possibility also exists that a church may develop a school site in the area. Both the
Lutheran and Catholic churches expressed interest during the planning process in
developing a potential private facility.

Existing library facilities in Douglas County consist of the 11,500 square foot main
library in Minden, and the 10,000 square foot branch at Lake Tahoe. According to
adopted level of service standards, existing demand is exceeding the capacity of these
locations. Various options, including the construction of additional branch locations, are
currently under consideration. Plans for locating a library within the NDCSP area were

not expressed during the planning process.
North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Five
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Chapter Six
CONCLUSION

6.0 CLOSING COMMENTS

The North Douglas County Specific Plan will act as a guide for the BLM, Douglas
County Planning Commission, Douglas County Board of County Commissioners, and the
general community on matters of growth and development within the planning area. The
plan guides growth by recognizing community needs and visions, environmental
resources, existing conditions, land use trends, and providing a plan for the provision of
traffic circulation and public facilities.

If carefully implemented, the plan will provide for a well-balanced and planned
community as lands_within the planning area transition out of federal ownership. This
area contains tremendous potential for the citizens of Douglas County, not only in the
unique community proposed, but also for the possible acquisition of prime farmland and
sensitive areas in beautiful Carson Valley. Finally, the plan represents an important
planning process and cooperative effort between federal, state, and local governments.

6.1 CONSISTENCY WITH THE MASTER PLAN

6.1.1 Introduction

Because the NDCSP would alter or replace existing land use designations and
elements contained within the adopted Douglas County Master Plan, an amendment
to the master plan was required as part of the planning process for the NDCSP.
Amendments to the master plan must be passed by both the Planning Commission
and the Board of County Commissioners, and are only considered on a fixed periodic
schedule. Additionally, the proposed amendment must be found consistent with the
intent of the master plan based on the findings discussed below.

6.1.2 Findings

The Douglas County Master Plan adopted in 1996 states that “amendments should be
considered on the basis of whether they promote the overall goals and objectives of
the Master Plan or whether there has been a demonstrated change in circumstances
since the adoption of the Plan that makes it appropriate to reconsider one or more of
the goals and objectives or land use designations.” Any request for a master plan
amendment is reviewed based on the following standards:

1)  The proposed change reflects a logical change to the boundaries of the area in
that it allows infrastructure to be extended in efficient increments and patterns,
it creates a perceivable community edge as strong as the one it replaces, and it
maintains relatively compact development patterns.

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Six
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2)  The proposed change is based on a demonsirated need for additional land to be
used for the proposed use, and that such demand cannot be reasonably
accommodated within the current boundaries of the area.

3)  The proposed change would not materially affect the availability, adequacy, or
level of service of any public improvement serving people outside the
applicant’s property, and is consistent with the Capital Facilities Element of the
Plan and implementing ordinances.

Using these guidelines as a basis for review, amendments are approved or denied
based on the following findings.

1)  That the proposed amendment is consistent with the policies embodied in the
adopted master plan;

2)  That the proposed amendment will not be inconsistent with the adequate public
facilities policies contained in chapter 20.100 of the Dougla’s County
Consolidated Development Code; - i, —

3)  That the proposed amendment is compatible with the actual a.nd master planned
use of the adjacent properties.

The NDCSP is consistent with the policies and findings listed above. Surrounding
urban and suburban pressures, in conjunction with the disposal status of the federal
land within the planning area, illustrates a demonstrated change in circumstances that
makes it appropriate to reconsider land use designations in the area. The
development of the NDCSP will ensure that adequate public facilities are provided to
potential development in the area. Proposed land uses for the NDCSP contain similar
land uses and densities to the actual and master planned uses of adjacent properties.
The plan, and existing Douglas County codes, will ensure that potential development
occurs in a manner that is compatible with the surrounding and existing built and
natural environment.

6.2 IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation of the NDCSP will reflect the proposed alternatives selected by the BLM
dunng the Environmental Analysis and Walker Resource Management Plan amendment
process. The preferred alternative identified as a result of this process will be used, in
conjunction with this specific plan, by the BLM, Douglas County Planning Commission,
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners, and the general community on matters
of growth and development within the planning area,

North Douglas County Specific Plan Chapter Six
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
Carson Valley Community Church
May 10, 2000 @ 6:30 p.m.
PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA

1 Introduction

+ Introduction of Consultant Team Members.
+ Introduction of Douglas County Representative

iL Purpose of Meeting

Define purpose and goals of the workshops.

Review project scope and timeline.

Present materials gathered during data collection efforts.

Discuss existing land uses in the project area.

Solicit input regarding community needs and environmental concerns.

> & > > @

IIL  Review Purpose and Goal of the North County Specific Plan

+ Develop conceptual land use designations.
+ Guide future land use and growth of area.

IV.  ReviewPrgject Scope

¢ Scoping Sessions + Develop Conceptual Land Use Plan
¢ Data Collection 4 Utility and Transportation System
+ Public Workshops + Draft Planning Report
+ EA + County Approval
+ BLM Plan Amendment + Presentation of Final Pla

V. Present Data Collection Materials and Information

+ Planning Cniteria
» Existing Land Use, Zoning, and Master Plan Elements
» Demographics / Population / Housing
» Economic Trends
» Public Facilities and Services

¢ Site Characteristics
» Topography
» Drainage

IA\WPDATAWI40\Meetpres\Agenda_l.doc Page 1 of 2



» Soils

+ Environmental Characteristics
» Wetlands and Floodplains
7 Cultural Resources
# Natural Resources

¢ Infrastructure / Public Facilities
7 Utilities
» Transportation and Access
» Water and Sewer

VI  Identify / Discuss Community Needs, Vision, Issues, and Concerns
Land Use / Public Lands
Constraints

*
+
+ (rowth
+ Environmental Issues

VII. Closing Comments/Future Scheduling

8:30 p.m. — Adjourn
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

1594 Esmeraida Avenue, Minden, Nevada 88423
Planning Division

Bob Nunes Engineering Division

. DIRECTOR Building Division

Py 4 Regional Transportation

& 775-782-9005 Waler/Sewer Utility
T 775-782-8010 Read Maintenance
QUGLAS FAX 775-782-3007 Code Enforcement

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE

Douglas County invites you to participate in public workshops to assist the County in the preparation of the
North County Specific Plan. The first two workshops will be held on May 10 and May 17, 2000 at 6:30 p.m.
at the Carson Valley Community Church, located at 3616 North Sunridge Drive. Additional workshop(s)
will be scheduied in June and vou will receive a similar notice.

Background

As vou may be aware, the area generally north of Jacks Valley Road and the Sunridge Subdivision has

generated a lot of development interest. The Bureau of L.and Management (BLM) has also identified their land
north of the Sunridge Subdivision and east of Highway 395 (please see the map on the other side) for disposal.
This means that the BLM can exchange this land with private property owners for other land or conservation
easements. Hence, allowing private development north of Sunridge.

Purpose of the North County Specific Plan
In order to have orderly development in the north area of Douglas County, the County will prepare a specific
lan to: :
P Establish land use and zoning to designate what kind of development can oceur;
Provide a layout and capacities for water and sewer lines;
Identify drainage areas;
Establish a road plan and connection(s) with Highway 395;
Prepare an environmental assessment for the BLM; and
6. Prepare a BLM plan amendment to allow future private development on the BLM land.
The total area to be studied by the specific plan is approximately 624 acres.

O

Public Participation

Your participation in this process is very important. Douglas County and its residence have been given an
opportunity to work with the BLM to determine the furure potential uses of this area. The purpose of the May
10, 2000 meeting is to obtain your input on what you would like and not like to see built in this area. _The
purpose of the May 17, 2000 meeting is to start the BLM environmental assessment process z}nd obtain your
input regarding any environmental issues. We plan to have at least one additional workshop in Junf:. _You will
also have an opportunity to present your comments on the specific plan during the Planning Commission
meetings on July 11, 2000 and August 8, 2000, and at the Board of Commissioners meeting on September 7.
2000.

Thank you in advance for your participation. Should you have any questions please contact:

Douglas County 1594 Esmeralda Ave.
Community Development Department P.0O.Box 218
Pete Wysocki, AICP Minden, NV 89423
Senior Planner Phone: 775-782-6213
' Fax:  775-782-9007 pete/ncsp/invite |

e mrrmma B A Ry 918 Mindan Novada 88423



North Douglas County Specific Planning Area
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Dear Member of the Community:

Douglas County tecently selected the Lumos and Associates project team to formulate a
Sgpecific Plan for the North County area. As we begin this exciting project, the Lumos team intends
to hold public meetings and workshops to identify key issues, goals and objectives, and a vision for
the project area. This is the first of these planned meetings.

The objective of the meeting, based on public input, is to provide the project team with an
understanding of the community’s needs and visions concemning potential development of the area.
Input regarding community needs, environmental concerns relating to public 1ands, and the pianning
process will therefore be solicited. Additionally, the Lumos team will review the project scope,
define the purpose and goals of the Specific Plan, and present materials gathered dunng data
collection efforts, including existing land uses in the project area. ~

The North County Specific Planning Area is generally located north and east of Jacks Valley
Road and north of the Sunndge subdivision. The subject area consists of approximately 624 acres,
nearly 440 acres of which is under the ownership of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The
BLM has identified this 440 acres as land suitable for disposal or exchange, meaning that the BLM
can exchange this land with private property owners for other land or conservation easements and
allow private development north of Sunndge.

A Specific Plan is essentially a plan within a plan that builds upon the general elements of an
existing Land Use Plan, but which considers unique or special circumstances present in a particular
planning area. These unique or special circumstances can include, but are not limited to, such
elements as sensitive environmental resources, joint or overlapping governmental jurisdictions,
development transition zones, or economic considerations. The Specific Plan is usually developed
through extensive community input and typically reflects a specific community vision for an area.

The development of the North County Specific Plan is a response to the unique opportunity
to address an area that has become an island between two growth areas, is available for acquisition
from government management and ownership, and which is a transition zone between Douglas
County and Carson City. Development of the plan will involve numerous tasks including data
collection, public meetings, development of a conceptual land use plan, public facilities
development, assessment of transportation infrastructure and future plans, environmental assessment,
and amendments to existing zoning and master plan elements.

With the help of the community, we believe a common vision for the North County Specific
Planning Area can be created that will take advantage of the project site’s unique characteristics. Our
next planning meeting to further identify and discuss environmental project issues is scheduled for
May 17. We look forward to having another opportunity to meet with the community.

If you have any questions about this process, or at any time during the project, please feel
free to contact Carol Dotson of Lumos and Associates at {775) 827-6111, or Peté Wysocki of the
Douglas County Community Development Department at (775) 782-6213.

EWFDATAMS40\Meetpres\PROJDESC.DOC Page 1 of 1




TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
NORTH DOUGLAS COUNTY SPECIFIC PLAN
MAY 10, 2000 MEETING SUMMARY

On Wednesday, May 10, 2000 the first in a series of public meetings was held at the Carson Valley
Community Church to begin the public involvement process for the North Douglas County Specific Plan
project. Pubic turnout was good, despite unseasonable and inclement weather conditions, with approximately
110 members of the community attending the meeting. l

The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the project and the project team to the community and
solicit public input regarding community needs and environmental concerns for the project. To achieve
these meeting goals, an agenda was developed that included defining the purpose of the public
workshops, teviewing the project scope and timeline, presentation of data collection matertals and
information, a discussion of existing land uses in and around the planning area, and public comment. A
brief project description and background along with reduced copies of various visual aids were
distributed with the agenda as a handout. Following is a brief summary of meeting events:

e The meeting began with Mimi Moss of the Douglas County Community Development Department
providing a brief project background and introduction of project team members, after which she turned the
meeting over to Carol Dotson of Lumos and Associates, A member of the audience indicated at this time
that, although they resided within the planning area, the county had not notified them of the meeting.
Mimi responded that she was aware of the problem and was checking into it.

- Carol then proceeded to review the meeting agenda with the audience explaining how the meeting would

be structured and what would be covered. After discussing the meeting agenda, Carol referred to the
various visual aids that would be used during the presentation and pointed out which ones were in reduced
form in their handouts. Carol then went through the agenda item by item repeatedly stressing the
importance of public input. After describing what a specific plan is, Carol went on to further explain the
purpose of the North County Specific Plan and present the project scope. A few comments from the
audience were made at this time resulting in a request to hold comments until the public comment portion
of the meeting.

e After presenting a brief overview of data collection efforts to date and a review of existing land use maps,
Carol asked Glen Martel of Lumos and Associates to go over a few additional maps of the project area
and discuss potential engineering issues and site constraints/opportunities. Glen assured the audience that
specific plans for the area had not been developed yet, but that if development were to occur, various
issues and conditions would need to be addressed. At this point, an individual pointed out that NDOT had
already approached them regarding the use of their property and construction plans for Highway 393.
Glen responded by stating what he knew of NDOT's plans for the Highway and circulation plans in
general for the area. A concern was also expressed at this point regarding traffic congestion and the
number of plarmed zccess points to Highway 395. Glen stressed that only the existing access points (1 e
Topsy Lane and N. Sunridge Dr.) to Highway 395 would be utilized for the planning area.

e The meeting then moved toward public comment and Carol briefly introduced a few elements from the
Douglas County Master Plan that applied to the planning area and key issues/policies. Initial comments
expressed concern about what types of development would or could occur in the area. Questions were
also raised at this point about the land disposal process and how the decision was made to move forward
with the specific planning process. Many members of the audience wanted to take a consensus vote about
leaving the land as open space.

IAWPDATA940\Meetpres\Mig]_sum.doc - Pagelof2



e At this point Dan Holler, Douglas County Manager, addressed the audience and explained existing
circumstances, processes, and issues surrounding the area and facing the county. He also explained the
county’s position and rationale concerning the specific plan.

e Mike McQueen of the BLM then addressed the audience regarding the land disposal process, background,
and the BLM’s intent regarding the area. Someone asked about NEPA regulations and Mike responded
that they would be addressed during the land exchange/disposal process. Cultural resources and their
location were also discussed at this time and Mike fielded questions concerning current and future non-
profit applications to the BLM.

* The public comment portion of the meeting then resumed and key issues were solicited. Attached is a
complete listing of key issues raised during public comment at the meeting and a summary of the
written comments submitted to date.

Next Step

The next pubic meeting is scheduled for May 17 to discuss the environmental aspect of the project and gain
additional public input. Based upon information from these meetings, preparation of a preliminary conceptual
plan will begin.

IAWPDATAWIa\MeerpresiMig! _sum.doc Pagc 20f2
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
Carson Valley Community Church
May 10, 2000 @ 6:30 p.m.
PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

Key Issues Raised During the Public Comment Portion of the Meeting:

1) During discussions of the Master Plan elements for the area, it was pointed out that
commercial uses were primarily intended for the west side of Highway 395 and not
the east side. The area along the east side of the highway and north of the Sunridge
development was seen as an open space area at this time.

2) It was suggested, if development of the area were to occur, that a strip of commercial
zoning be considered along the east side of Highway 395.

3) An issue was raised regarding code enforcement and the recently constructed Home
Depot near the Jacks Valley Road/Highway 395 intersection, which allegedly violates
code and certain design guideline elements on 2 regular basis. A desire was
subsequently expressed for increased code enforcement and compliance with design
guidelines, particularly if the specific plan area is developed in a similar manner.

4) A need for a school site in the planning area was expressed.

5) There were repeated comments to maintain open space in the planning area and to
leave the area as is.

6) It was suggested to buffer existing residential areas, particularly the Sundridge
subdivision, should development occur.

7 A concern was expressed regarding traffic circulation, congestion, and access points
to/or along Highway 395.

8) How will Carson City and Douglas County plans interface? Concurrent planning
with Carson City regarding transportation layout and infrastructure was encouraged.

9) Supply adequate sewer, water, and other public facilities infrastructure for
development of the area.

10)  Several comments expressed a desire to exclude multi-family residential from the
planning area.

11)  What is possibility of a casino/hotel being developed in planning area?

12)  Questions were raised regarding land values and the land exchange process.

INWPDATAM%40\Meefpres\Migl_com.doc Page 1 of 4



13)  Cultural resource sites and their locations were discussed.

14) It was suggested that the consultant team conduct a needs assessment to determine
what uses, 1f any, would be most viable for the area. What businesses are needed and
can be supported by the community? The recent failure of a new gas station/mini
mart in the area was cited.

15}  What is the possibility of developing/including cultural uses in the planning area,
such as a performing arts center?

16)  The issue of fire protection and a better location for a fire station was discussed.
Possibility of combining jurisdictions or increasing coordination? Also, the cost or
rate of assessment for fire protection services was discussed.

17}  Possible school site just north of the Sunridge subdivision within the “loop” area of
North Sunridge Drive? Could also serve as a buffer for residential properties.

18)  Site topography and drainage were discussed as possible constraints, but also as
opportunities for open space, specifically along the eastern portion of the planning
area.

19) It was suggested to provide large lot residential zoning as a buffer to surrounding uses
in the area. The compatibility of potential land uses and existing land uses was
repeatedly raised as an issue.

20} A comment was made to not allow commercial uses in the “loop” area north of the
Sunndge subdivision or in good view sites.

21)  Comments and concerns were raised regarding deer migration routes and other
potential sensitive environmental resources in the planning area.

22)  What is the possibility of developing a commercial strip along Highway 395 but then
leaving the remaining land in the planning area as open space?

23)  What if future changes to the specific plan are made? Process?

24) It was suggested to develop usable open space with such elements as connected trail
systems and parks.

25)  What will be the status of church sites and non-profit applications for BLM leases?

E\WPDATAM40\Meetpres\Migl _com.doc Page 2 of 4
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Summary of Kev Issues Submitted as Written Comments:

1)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9

“I want at least a 2 acre buffer zone(s) behind Haystack Drive. I own a few homes in
Sunndge!™

“We want a buffer zone and trails in loop area north of Sunridge subdivision with 2
acre estate home sites behind Haystack Drive.”

“Advanced planning is an excellent idea. We can plan a pleasing, viable community.
A community center would be a great idea. We Lutherans plan to build a Christian
High School located in this area. Our studies indicate that there is definitely a need
and desire for such a facility.”

“Corpus Christi Catholic Church and the Roman Catholic Diocese of Reno needs a
locale in North Douglas County. Since our parishes are temtorial, we cannot go
further south in Douglas County and there is no land available in South Carson City
of sufficient size and quality for church use. Our Meitler Associates study for the
Diocese shows an increasing need for a Catholic Church.”

“I live on the north edge of Sunridge looking up to the BLM land. I purchased my
house knowing the taxes were higher in Douglas County than Carson City where 1
was living. I value the open spaces more than saving the difference I pay in taxes. I
valuethe birds and animals. More people need more open space —not less. Target
and Home Depot is a disgrace to Douglas County and this beautiful Carson Valley —
sitting as they do on the top of the ridge — they destroy the aesthetics of the land. As
usual, the bottom line is money in our county. Douglas County should buy the land
to be left as open space and the all terrain vehicles should be excluded as they denude
the vegetation. I'll be moving back to Carson City as I might as well live in a more
convenient area if I have to give up the reasons that I moved to Douglas County.”

“Most of the ideas presented are good. [ like some open space and possible trails. No
more swimming pools. Somehow keep housing development at a minimum.”

“Need buffer zone between Sunridge homes and northem development. No
commercial (e.g. Target / Home Depot) development in area — east side of 395 south
of north Sunridge.”

“Sirs’ I object to your planning this project without consulting the people involved. I
object to not being notified of the public meetings — I object to not fully informing me
of the plan. Tobject to starting a plan before asking voters if they wanted a plan. Six
months after the planning started you have a couple of short meetings for public
comment. What kind of democratic government is this?”

“We moved into our home in September 1999 and paid a premium for our view lot
and do not believe that any change should be made to the lands. If we had been made
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10)

1)

14)

aware of this project we would not have made the purchase — why were we NOT
INFORMED!™

“I just moved here from the bay area. My wife and I are having a house bailt in
Sunridge on Haystack. I was led to believe the additional funds I paid for a view lot
was a good investment? There needs to be a buffer area behind the existing Sunndge
homes to preserve some of the views and open areas I paid to look out on.”

“Unimproved recreational space in the loop of land bordered by N. Sunridge,
Highway 395, and the Sunridge development. The remainder of land east of 395
divided into 1-2 acre parcels for large homes similar to “‘East Valley” area. No large
“box” stores east of Highway 393, especially on ridge lines. These should be limited
to west of Highway 395. If commercial to be included east of Highway 395 limit it to
single story professional office space.”

“Our property borders 395 to the east. It is our hope that we will have access to the
land. We further wish for it to be general commercial.”

“My husband and I are owners of parcels 13-032-11 & 13-032-12. We appreciate
that BLM & Douglas County are planning ahead intelligently and thoughtfully for the
development of the North County. Commercial zoning seems to be the logical choice
for at least the corridor directly to the east of Highway 395. We are, however,
sensitive to the desire of our Topsy lane neighbors for an open space buffer. We
believe churches, schools, ball fields, etc., to be an excellent source of open space, as
well as an attractive beneficial use of land in that area.”

Before development begins, I believe a needs assessment should be conducted and a
clearly defined Implementation Plan should be enacted so that commercial space does
not result in closed, empty buildings in the county. Recognizing that development in
some fashion will take place on the 600+ acres, the North Douglas County Specific
Plan should consider what other stores are planned for the remaining commercial
spots adjacent to Target and Home Depot, what is planned for the area immediately
south of Sunridge, and plans for other areas in the north part of Douglas County. The
community has been looking for ways to build a2 community center that would
include a sports complex, senior center, and performing arts theatre. This land
exchange would be an excellent opportunity to provide what all county residents have
long been wanting. Many county residents desire open space to remain in the county.
Please consider using some of the land as a park, mmcluding walking and conservation
trails to enjoy the vast wildlife that surrounds this area. No auto mall. Perhaps a
computer store, sporting goods and restaurant would benefit the area. I am concerned
that future development in the north county area is being considered solely to increase
the county’s tax base. Increased money to the county should not be the driving force
in this decision making process. :
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North Douglas County Specific Plan

COMMENT SHEET

Flease provide below your comments regarding the project and either drop them
off before feaving or mail them to us @ Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane,
Ste 15, Reno Vv, 89511, Your mput will help us create a preject that captures the
goals and vision of the community. Feel free to use addional pages or the back if

necessary. -
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET
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Ste 15, Reno Nv. 89511, Your input will help us create a project that captures the
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COMMENT SHEET
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North Douglas County Specific Plan

COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project and esther drop them
off before leaving or maid them to us @ Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane,
Ste 15, Reno Nv. 89511, Your input will help us create a project that captures the
goals and vision of the commumiy. Feel free to use additonal pages or the back i

necessary.
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" May 12, 2000

Dear Lumos and Associates,

Thank-you for your presentation on the North Douglas County Specific Plan. My
name is Kurt Lytle and | own the property at 3759Lyla Lane. This is the last house to the
north on Lyla Lane. | am currently leasing the house to another party and would
appreciate any information, maps or notices sent to P.O. Box 2202 Overton NV 89040.
My telephone numbers are: (H) (702) 397-2835 and (W) (702) 385-6552.

When | purchased the property | expected that the land use in the neighborhood
would eventually change. | agree with the concept of establishing a plan so that the
neighborhood will develop in an orderly way. | have been in to many towns in Nevada
where there does not seem to have been any planning and the resuit is discouraging.

| believe that Douglas County has a great opportunity to establish-a commercial
core area that will provide the services needed by County residents and also attract tax
dollars from neighboring communities. The Target and Home Depot are nicely done and
set a good pattern for what else can be done.

With the anticipated signal light at Topsy Lane, it seems natural to have
commercial zoning along the highway corridor, With the State of Nevada building to the
east of Lyla L-ane, | believe that the commercial-corrider should extend from the Highway
to at least the State land along Lyla Lane. To leave the four residences along the west
side of Lyla Lane in a residential zone would be awkward as commercial development
occurs to the west and east of the these houses. Eventually, the demand for commercial
land will absorb the residences. Here are some additional thoughts for your

consideration:

I would like to see Topsy L.ane improved to the east so that traffic can flow efficiently.
A school or park could be placed as a buffer between the Sunridge development and
the property to the North. _

Smaller single family lots could be established on the eastern side of the subject
area.

Single family homes abutting the Highway are not preferred due to the traffic noise.
Center Street could be improved to allow for greater North/South traffic flow.

Some type of buffer between residential and commercial uses.

N —=

oMk W

| know that whatever plan is approved will not please everyone, but | hope that
lessons from other communities can be learned and that the approved plan will allow
for an attractive entry into Douglas County and locations for future necessary

services.

Respectfully,

1 24

Kurt G Lytle
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To: Lumos & Associates z =
From:  JoiDavis men g ameee o
Date: May 17, 2000 ' T
Re: North Douglas County Specific Plan

I attended the neighborhood meeting regarding the 600+ acres that
the BLM has determined to be “disposal” property in Douglas
County. Since I am unable to attend the follow-up meeting on May
17, 2000, I have placed my comments in writing for your
consideration.

Before development begins, I believe a needs assessment should be
conducted (do not rely entirely on UNR leakage study) and a clearly
defined Implementation Plan should be enacted so that commercial
space does not result in closed, empty buildings in the county. The
~ following are some examples:

* Gormans in the Ranchos, and other vacant commercial spaces
surrounding that shopping center.

e Winans Furniture, vacant.

e Chevron Gas & Mini-Mart, vacant.

e Downtown Gardnerville, many vacant buildings.

* Does the population base and projected growth in Douglas
County warrant these projects? The past couple years have
shown declining population in school district. Saratoga Springs
has had slow development. Silvercrest, four years later, is not
built-out. Perhaps more commercial development is not what
the county needs.

Recognizing that development in some fashion will take place on the
600+ acres, the North Douglas County Specific Plan should consider:

1}  What stores are planned for the remaining commercial spots
adjacent to Target and Home Depot?



2)  What is planned for immediately south of Sunridge? (Washoe
Tribe has indicated two more “box” type stores, convenient
store, car wash, restaurants, etc.)

3)  What else is the county considering for the north county area?
A mini “master plan” of the north county should be established
so that planning and development is accomplished in
accordance with the needs and desires of the community, in
addition to the future plans already in progress.

My suggestions:

1)  Community Center - The community has been looking for
ways to build a community center that would include a sports
complex, senior center, and performing arts theatre. This land
exchange would be an excellent opportunity to prowde what
all county residents have long been wanting.

2)  Open Space - Many county residents desire open space to
remain in the county. Please consider using some of the land as
a park, including walking and conservation trails to enjoy the
vast wildlife that surrounds this area.

3) No Auto Mall. Perhaps a computer store, sporting goods and
restaurant would benefit the area.

As a resident of the Silvercrest Subdivision, I'd like to commend
Douglas County for their fine work on the Home Depot and Target
store projects. I experienced little disruption or inconvenience
during the construction and completion of those stores. I believe the
Douglas County planning department communicated well with
neighbors in handled our concerns regarding traffic, landscaping,
and lighting in a professional and satisfactory fashion.

I am concerned that future development in the north county area is
being considered solely to increase the county’s tax base. Increased



money to the county should not be the driving force in this decision-
making process.

Thank vou for vour consideration.

Carson City, NV 89705
(775) 267-4860

ce: Mimi - Moss, Douglas County Planning Division--
Douglas County Commissioners
Douglas County Planning Commission
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To: Larry Werner .
From : Bob Gaw, 3499 Mont Blanc Ct. C.C. 89705, Tel: 267-242(.? [ :47,/[7/00
, . y

Re: North Douglas Co. Planning

| am writing to you Larry, due tc cur association with the Master Plan
process when | was a Planning Commissicner. Please- pass along-to Carol
Dotson as my-purpose is not to slight her, but to remind you of some of the
factors associated with the parcel in question.

Comments:

As Susan Southwick stated at last weeks meeting the thinking of the
Planning Commission was focused on the West side of US 395. We
ccensidered the East side toc be BLM and supposedly to remain so. Thus, the
lack of zoning.

The Goals and Policies as stated in the Master Plan were intended for the -~
West side of US 395; e.g. the multi-family designations (until rezoned due
to Home Depot and Target and neighbors)

The land exchange was intended (at that time) with the USFS for the
parcel next to the church on the West side for "big box" development close
to the 24 Hour Nautilus gym. The thinking at this time had nothing to do
with the East side.

The 3 or 4 homes located off of Topsy Lane create an island for planning
purposes. They are an aberration to say the least. | recall John Doughty
menticning that the original owner cbtained 5 acres from BLM and has

subdivided to family members not-so-legal one and quarter acre parcels.

The overall intent for the stated Goals and Policies is rather clear: park
and open space as well as public access for this proposed land exchange.

Some ldeas:

1. Develop the East side of US 395 for industrial parks--not retait
commercial. Douglas Co. present code would require certain design
standards and landscaping. Parking and access roadway would be less than
retail.

2. Develop clusters of SF 2-5 acre parcels for upscale housing.
3. Develop a large open space area integrating the above large lots.

4. Develop in conjunction with Carson City a regional park system that
would tie into their Silver Ranch (7) open space park by the Carson River.

$ Rt @ SOdee meforl 556




May 17, 2000

Carol Dotson

Lumos and Associates
800 E, College Parkway
Carson City, NV 89706

Dear Ms. Dotson

I attended last week’s meeting to discuss the development of the BLM land in north Douglas County, and 1
would like you to know my concerns of how the land should be developed. My house backs up to the
BLM land in the Sunridge subdivision. I enjoy the fact that I can open my back gate and take my dog for a
walk. 1 would like to see a “‘buffer” zone between the Sunridge subdivision and any new development, 1
think a dirt trail path would be ideal for people to walk their dogs, ride horses, ride motorcycles, ride
bicycles, etc. In fact, a trail around the perimeter starting from 395 east, along the back of Sunridge, going
east to the west side of the property owners along Center St. would give an ideal buffer zone for most of the
property owners Who bought the property because of the open land uses.

In addition to keeping some of the land for open Use, 1 would not like to see any muti-family dwellings. T
feel this area should be developed to have single family housing in the upper-middle income range. 1
would like to see the lot sizes for the preperty be no smaller than 1/3 acre sites, with emphasis on large
muti-acre site, especially those sites that will be close to the houses on Center St.

As far ‘as the high school, 1 feel the school should be situated to be off 395 and not in the middle of a
subdivision. The added traffic of having teenagers driving through a subdivision to go to school would
create more traffic that the subdivision does not need. A person at the meeting suggested that having the
drivers driving on 395 would be a problem, but I feel that most of the students would be driving on 395 1o

get to the schoel any way.

Thank you for entertaining my ideas. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

L/); aﬂ%%/%

3598 Haystack Drive
Carson City, NV 89705
(775) 267-5018 home
(775) 684-5633 work
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WALKER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
NORTH DOUGLAS COUNTY SPECIFIC PLAN
Carson Valley Community Church
Mayl17. 2000 @ 6:30 p.m.

Public Meeting Agenda

Introduction
o General overview of the project:
e [ntroduction of County, BLM. and Consultant Team members:

Purpose of Meeting
» Explanation of the public scoping process;
¢ Project timeline and opportunities for review and comment;
s Solicit input regarding the human environment;

Project Background
¢ Review of the first scoping meeting and results:

¢ Requirements for consistency of local planning;
¢ Previous BLM planning decisions that resuited in listing the land for disposal;
¢ Acquisition criteria for other lands in Douglas County;
» Cooperative effort between the BLM and the County;
s The NEPA and Specific Plan Processes:
The NEPA Process
« Review of issues typically identified for analysis in similar Environmental Assessments;
v Lands v" Wild Horses
v Soils ¥ Recreation
v" Geologic Resources v" Visual Resource Management
v Cultural Resources v' Hazardous Materials
v Vegetation v Socio-econoimics
v" Water Resources v" Traffic
v Wildlife v" Noise
v Threatened, Endangered, or
Candidate Species

» Review of alternatives already identified for analysis in the Environmental Assessment;
v No Action Alternative v Proposed Action
Identify and Discuss Community Issues, Concerns, and Alternatives
Closing Comments/Future Scheduling

8:30 p.m. — Adjourn

Walker Resource Management Plan Amendment
North Douglas County Specific Plan



WALKER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT
North Douglas County Specific Planning Area
Project Description

Dear Members of the Community:

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Carson Citv Field Office, and Douglas County will jointly direct
preparation of a County Specific Plan and Walker Resource Management Plan Amendment and environmental
assessment. The Resource Management Plan Amendment will identifv specific tracts of BLM managed public
lands in the North Douglas County specific Planning Area for potential disposal through exchange or unier the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP) and criteria for BLM acquisition of private lands or interests in
private lands within Dougias County, Nevada. The environmental assessment. to be produced by a third-party
contwractor. will analyze the impacts (direct. indirect. and cumulative) of the potential disposal of BLM managed
public lands and criteria for acquisition of private lands or interests in private lands by the BLM.

An imporiant component to this process includes public scoping to identify issues of concern for the human
environment. This is the second of these planned meetings. The first meeting was held May 10™ and focused
on the identification of key issues, goals, and objectives and a vision for the project area. The intent of this
second meeting is to allow the public an oppormnity to identify issues and concerns to be addressed in the pian
amendment and the Environmental Analysis. Comments will be accepted until June 2. 2000,

Planning criteria have been developed to ensure that the plan amendment is tailored to the issues identified and
ensure that unnecessary data collection and analysis would be aveided. These criteria may change in response to
public comment and coordination with state and local governments or other Federal agencies. The criteria
developed for the North Douglas County Plan Amendment are described below. The plan amendment will
address the following decisions in the North Douglas County Planning Area:

L. Identify specific parcels of public lands for potential disposal through exchange, or under the R&PP Act
to private entities.

Identify specific parcels of public lands for potential transfer to the Washoe Tribe or to another Federal
agency for management on behalf of the Tribe.

Adopt criteria for BLM acquisition of private lands or interests in lands within Douglas County.

4. Approximately 430 acres of BLM managed public lands located in North Douglas County will be
affected by the decisions regarding land disposal through exchange, R&PP Act or transfer to the Tribe
or other Federal agency for management on behaif of the Tribe.

5. A significant cultural resource site important to the Washoe Tribe exists on these lands and will require
inventory, delineation, management and protection.

-

G

6. Criteria for BLM acquisition of lands or.interests in lands will focus on the acquisition of conservation -

easements in the Carson River Flood Plain in order to protect agricultural lands and the associated open
space values, wildlife habitat. and flood plain functions, Approximately 25,000 of private lands in the
flood plain are expected to be threatened by development in the future.

7. Additional acquisition criteria will be developed or adopted for sensitive lands elsewhere in Douglas
County.
8. No fands will be transferred out of or into Federal ownership as a direct result of this plan amendment.

Specific exchange proposals or leases under the R&PP will be considered and analyzed case by case
after the joint County Specific Plan and BLM Resource Management Plan Amendment are completed.

Included in this packet are the criteria for acquisition, proposed schedule, and a pre-addressed comment form.

Walker Resource Management Plan Amendment page 2
North Douglas County Specific Plan
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l CRITERIA FOR ACQUISITION OF CONSERVATION EASEMENTS IN THE CARSON VALLEY

I On July 31, 1998, the Sierra Front/Northwest Great Basin Resource Advisory Council voted
unanimously to recommend criteria to be used by the BLM to identify and set priorities for acquiring
agricultural conservation easements in the Carson Valley. The easements are part of a cooperative
I etfort by BLM and rural counties in Nevada to preserve important agricultural lands in Douglas
County from the imminent threat of development. while making public lands available for community
expansion, elsewhere in the state. through the land exchange process. BLM will use these criteria to
set priorities and determine which lands should be preserved among those proposed to BLM by land
owners in the Carson Valley. The criteria are ranked with the highest priority first. Properties that are
being considered will then be ranked based on the values present or offered on each property.

l. The land is an active agricultural operation. Since the primary purpose of the conservation
easement 1S to preserve productive agricultural lands, it is critical that property i1s an operating
farm or capable of being part of a viable farm operation.

2. The land is subject to imminent threat from development, and protection is in
conformance with the Douglas County Master Plan, The Master Plan contemplates the

development will occur in "recetving areas”.

The land is within the 100-year floodplain. To allow the Carson River and its tributaries to
utilize the natural floodplain and protect future development from flood damage, it is in the
public interest to retain the agricultural use of the floodplain.

LFY )

+. The land contains important wetlands or riparian wildlife habitat.

3. The agricultural character of the land enhances scenic values.

6.(tie) The landowner is willing to sell a recreational access easement on the property. it may be
in the public interest to acquire access where such access does not interfere with the

conservation purpose of the easement.

6.(tie) The land is of sufficient parcel size to be considered farmland.

8. The land contains important cultural or historic values that would be protected by the
acquisition.
9. The landowner is willing to discount the sale of the conservation easement to BLM. In

many cases, it is in the landowner's interest to sell only a part of a conservation easement, and
donate the remainder to a private land trust or other public entity as a tax benefit. Acquiring
the conservation easement at a fraction of the value allows BLM to purchase more easements
which is in the public interest.

10.  The land has other unique values and acquisition would be in the public interest.

Walker Resource Management Plan Amendment page 3
North Douglas County Specific Plan
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North Douglas County BLM Plan Amendment - Schedule

Establish BLM Plan Amendment Team.......................
Scope issues with BLM Team................co.oo .
Develop planning criteria for public review..................

Publish notice of intent (NOI) to amend the Walker RMP
in the Federal register..............oci i

Publish legal notices in local and regional newspapers.
(Record Courier and Nevada Appeal).........................

30 day minimum scooping and planning criteria review
period (30 days).... oo veininiiii e

Public scoOpINg MEEtNg. ...c..vveiiiiiiiii i i eirreeeaanes

Public scooping meetings in Douglas County................

Develop Proposed Plan Amendment...........................
Preliminary Plan to County Commissioners for Review....
Develop Environmental Assessment..............cc.o.u....e.
Write Finding of No Significant Impact.......................

Proposed Plan. EA. FONSI to Douglas County
Commissioners for Approval at Commissioners Meeting...

Release Proposed Plan for Governor’s consistency review
and concurrent Protest period (60 days)........cccovvvenens.n.

Public Meeting(s) in Douglas County.........................

Analyze and respond to comments..................... e
Resolve Protests. ....oo v e
Publish Notice of Significant Change if applicable.... .....

Write and Release Decision Record (DR) with Plan

Walker Resource Management Plan Amendment
North Douglas County Specific Plan

Monday Apnl 17, 2000
Week of April 16, 2000

Week of April 16, 2000

Week of Apnl 23, 2000

Week of May 1, 2000

April 28 through May 31. 2000
May 10, 2000

May 17, 2000 County (Workshop
#2)

June 1 - August 1, 2000
August 8, 2000
June 1- Augustl5, 2000

August 15 — September 1. 2000

September 7, 2000

Week of September 10, 2000

September 25 - October 27, 2000
(County Workshop #3)

November 12 — December 12, 2000

.....

page 4
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Nerth Douglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below vour comments regarding the project and either drop them off before
leaving or mail them to: John Singlaub. Bureau of Land Management; Carson City Field Office;
3665 Morgan Mill Road: Carson Citv. Nevada 89701. Your input will assist us in the
identification of your issues and concerns. Feel free to use additional pages.
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ORTH DOUGLA Y SPECIFIC PLLAN ARE
LAND FACT

BLM Lands in the Specific Plan Area Approximately 440 Acres.
Approximately 315 Acres Classified for Recreation and Public Purposes (R&PP).

However, Planning Decisions for the Area Identify 160 Acres for R&PP and 320 Acres for Urban or
Suburban Purposes Consistent With Local Comprehensive Plans or the Views of Local Government:

Authorities.

Approximately 144 Acres currently under R&PP Patent, Lease or Application.
Approximately 97.5 Acres under R&PP Application to Churches.

However, Only about 44 of these acres are currently classified for Disposal Through R&PP.
R&PP Land Patented 15 Acres (Carson Valley Community Church and Museum).

2.5 Acres Under R&PP L ease For Fire/Police Station.

40 Acres Needed for Joint Carson City/Douglas High School.



F. Lands retained in public ownership would be managed to protect open space.
visual, recreation, watershed, and wildlife resources. Protection of these resources
would be given priority over other land uses.

G. Management of mineral materials in the planning area would be determined
through a joint aggregate resources plan to be developed with Carson City.

Within the Reno Planning Area covered by the Management Framework Plan
A, Identify the following tracts as suitable for disposal for urban or suburban
purposes. consistent with the local comprehensive plans or the views of local
governmental authorities.
Acres Acres
Pyramid Planning Unit  Public Land Pine Nut Planning Unit Public Land

D1 RedRock Valley 80 D3  Carson Plains 860
D3  Cold Springs Valley 370 D4  Edmonds Drive 20
D6  Lemmon Valley 3,840 D5  Fish Springs Flat 340
D7  Spanish Spr. Valley 1,870 - D6  Carson Valley 40
D9  Reno & U.S.395N. 660 D7  Indian Hill Area 320
D10 Mustang Interchange 40 D8  Johnson Lane 3,120
D11 U.S. 395 south 480 D9 Carson City(Eagle Val) 80
D12 Pleasant Valley 80 D11 U.S. Route 395 40
D13 Washoe Valley 400 D12 TU.S.Route 30 (SR 17) 240
D14 Parrick 580

Total 8,320 5,060
B. Identify the following tracts as available for transfer out of Federal ownership to

state, county, or local government agencies, or to non-profit corporations and
associations, for recreation and public purposes.

Pyramid Planning Unit Acres Pine Nut Planning Unit Acres
Public Land Public Land

P1&P2 Lemmon Valley 2,050 P1&P2 Eagle Valley 80
P4  Honey Lake Valley 4,270 P3 Carson Valley 3,920
P3 Sun Valley East 920 P5 Indian Hill 160
P6  Sun Valley West 240 P6  Carson Plains 160
P9 Huffaker Hills 210 P7&P8 Mound House 160
P12  Steamboat Hot Spr. 40 P9 Hills N. Carson City 2,250
P16  School Sites 390 P10  Carson River Canvon 210
P17Galena. Thomas,Whites Cr 30 P11  Six Mile Canyon 320
P12 Mud Lake 80

P13 Diamond Valley 40

P15 Airport 100

P16 S. Edmonds Drive 60

: P17 CHill 120

Total 8,150 5,660

LND-4



1623 - SUPPLEMENTAL PROGRAM GUIDANCE FOR LAND RESOURCES

.2 Lands.

.21 Determipations.

A. Resource Mapagement Planning. The following lands related
determinations are required in every resource management plan unless one of
the exceprions discussed in BLM Manual Section 1620.06 applies.

1. Land Disposals. The public lands are to be retained in Federal
ownership unless, as a result of land use planning, it 1s deterained thar
disposal of a particular parcel will serve the national interest (43 USC
1701(a)(1)). Accordingly, identify in the plan those lands, 1Z army, which
meet established criterla for disposal under onme or more statutory
authorities. Assign any lands idenctified to ome or both of the followlng
disposal categories. Lands wot determined to meet disposal criteria in che
RMP can oot be subsequently considered for disposal usnless the plan is aazended,

a. Lands Which Meet Sectiom 203 Disposal Criteria. These a®e
lands witlch meet one or more of the criteria set forth in Section 203 of FLPMA
for disposal by sale. The lands must be illustrated on a map or otherwise
identified by tract in the RMP. For tracts so identified, the plan must
clearly state which of the three disposal criteria apply.

b. Lands Which Meet Other Disvosal Criteria. These are lands
which meet disposal criteria under other authorities such as those providing
for lapd exchanges, State indemnity selectioms, agricultural entzies, ané
conveyances under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act. The RMF must be
explicit as to (1) the locacion of the lands involved, (2) the disposal
authorities under which the lands may be conveyed, (3) the conditions,
including activicty planning requirements, if any, which must be aet in order
to allow conveyance, and (4) the management objectives to be served by
disposal. These determinations must be gsufficiently developed so as to allow
the BIM manager to derermine if subsequent proposals are in conformance with
the plan. (Where exchanges are proposed, see BLM Manual Section 1625,1 Zoz
supplemental program guidance conceruilng acguisitioms.)

2, Land Use Authorizations. The plan may identify where and uczder
what circumstances land use authorizations such as major leases and land use
permits may Or may not be granted in the plamnning area. Where appropriace,
include in this determisation the use of leases and permits to resolve kzcwn
or suspected trespass.

3. Land Classifications. (Reserved)

4. Witndrawals. (Raserved)

BLM MANLAL Rel. 1-1470
11/14/86



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
NORTH DOUGLAS COUNTY SPECIFIC PLAN
MAY 17, 2000 MEETING SUMMARY

On Wednesday, May 17, 2000 the second in a series of public meetings was held at the Carson
Valley Community Church to continue the public involvement process for the North Douglas County
Specific Plan project. As with the first meeting held on May 10, turnout was good with
approximately 70 members of the community in attendance.

The purpose of the meeting was to explain the environmental public scoping aspect of the project,
introduce the BLM plan amendment/environmental assessment timeline for the project, provide an
opportunity for review and comment of environmental issues, and solicit input regarding the human
environment. To achieve these meeting goals, an agenda was developed that included discussion of
the project history and background, a review of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process, the Envirorunental Assessment (EA) process, a review of action alternatives to .date, and

"public comment. A brief project background, The planning ¢fiteria to'be used in the environmental

process, and a project schedule were distributed along with the agenda as a handout. Following is a
brief summary of meeting events:

¢ The meeting began with Mimi Moss of the Douglas County Community Development
Department providing a brief introduction of project team members, project history, and
upcoming meeting dates. Mimi informed the andience that additional meetings would possibly
be held next month to continue the public review process.

¢ Mike McQueen of the BLM then addressed the audience with a review of the BLM Resource
Management Plan (RMP) amendment process and the Environmental Assessment process. Mike
informed the audience that these tasks would be conducted concurrently with the Douglas County
specific planning process and that all the plans will need to be consistent and conform to one
another. Afier providing an in depth project background and issues to be addressed, Mike
referred to the meeting handout and went over land statistics and facts. Several questions were
asked at this point regarding mnon-profit applications and the quantity and location of the
proposals. Mike then discussed the planning criteria developed to date concerning land
acquisitions and disposal and finished his presentation by reviewing the project schedule and
meeting dates.

» At this point Carol Dotson of Lumos and Associates was asked to provide additional history
regarding the project and the specific planning process. Afier defining what a specific plan is,
Carol discussed the purpose and benefits of public input, the specific planning process, and the
North County Specific Plan. Carol then provided a brief summary of the proposed project
approach, followed by discussion of numerous key issues and the outcome of the first public
meeting. Carol finished by specifying some of the goals and visions indicated by verbal and
written comments made at the first public meeting held on May 10.

[5WPDATAMS40AMeerpresiMig?_sum.dos Page 1 of 2
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¢ John Singlaub, Carson City Field Office Manager for the BLM, then addressed the audience
providing a detailed review of the environmental planning criteria and land exchange process.
John explained why the BLM initially listed the lands within the planning area for disposal and
stated that the BLM would like the community’s vision regarding how the lands should be
disposed and what they should be used for.

» Several questions were raised at this point regarding current zoning designations, master plan
elements, and subsequent existing non-conforming uses. Larry Wemer of Lumos and Associates,
who worked on the Douglas County Master Plan during its development, discussed the Master
Plan process and history, as well as perspectives toward the planning area at that time. Pete
Wrysocki, of the Douglas County Community Development Department, then provided additional
input regarding the zoming and non-conformity issues of some of the existing uses in the area.
Pete also explamned the methodology that allowed for this existing development.

e The meeting then moved to public comment and discussion of key issues. Attached is a

~ " complete listing of key issues raised during public comment at the meeting and a summary

of the written comments submitted to date.

Next Step

Based upon data collection and research, information from the public meetings, and written
comunents, the preparation of a preliminary conceptual plan will begin. The next pubic meeting is
scheduled for the middle of June to discuss a conceptual land use plan for the area.

[AWPDATAMG4(Mectpres\btg?_sum.doe Page 2 of 2



North Douglas County Specific Plan
Carson Valley Community Church
May 17, 2000 @ 6:30 p.m.
PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

Keyv Issues Raised During the Public Comment Portion of the Meeting:

1) Previous zoning designations of Agricultural 1-acre and Forest and Range 19-acre /
40-acre.

2) Friction zone created by public land for disposal adjacent to previous disposal lands
now developed.

3) Non-conformance of existing parcels with existing zoning.

4) Keep lan(;at curre-nt cl‘e;fation -—mlmrnum cut rénd fills. :

3) Identify infrastructure provider.

6) Need to preserve open space.

7 Limit “large box” development — keep retail development off of hilltops and
ridgelines.

8) Need enforcement of existing public lands.

9) Need large buffer / trail system.

10)  Limit use of open space — more passive uses (i.e. prohibit motor vehicles).

11)  Don’t allow pre-construction grading of lots where graded lots remain undeveloped
for iong periods of time.

12)  Existing commercial zoning on the west side of Highway 395 is inappropriate and
undesirable.

13)  Place industrial uses/zoning (non-retail) on the east side of Highway 395.

14)  Protect scenic values.

15)  Need to develop tourist attraction — R.V. Park.

16)  Number of churches applying to use public land — too many asking for too much land.

IAWPDATAW40\Meetpres\Mtg2_com.doc Page 1 of 3



Need to supply church site to accommodate existing population.

Surrounding / adjacent land use — ensure consistency with existing land uses and
development.

Look at BLM retention alternatives / no-action — leave site as is.

Keep large portion of land as R&PP to maintain open areas.

Traffic concerns about congestion and safety (cross traffic, signals, and air pollution).
Habitat preservation / relocation / environment

Would like plan to include recreation (sports) fields and ballfields?

Develop a family oriented community.

" Develop schools With sports fields (soccer) a5 buffer.

Develop bike paths and routes.

Develop horse trails with connections to Carson river and Carson City trails.
Develop design guidelines with sensitivity for plan area (e.g. lighting, etc.)
Project to increase tax base / revenues.

Appropriate buffer and compatible uses (same).

This is a good planning opportunity — take advantage of it.

Develop unique community identity (not Minden or Carson City).

Kev Issues Submitted as Written Comments:

Y

“Designated land use should not duplicate that being committed independently within
the area just south of Sunridge. This area includes the development by Sunridge (Las
Vegas Paving) and by Washoe Tribe. Churches make good neighbors and should be
accommodated as much as possible. Land grading should be held to a minimum.

Hill tops with good vistas should not be allocated for commercial retail. They destroy
the aesthetic appearance of the neighborhood. Consider a safer way to cross over 393
— keep retail on the west side of 395 — include soccer fields + other playing fields.
Trails and access to Carson River.”

IA\WPDATA\940\Meetpres\Mtg2_com.doc Page 2 of 3



3)

4)

5)

“Keep up the good work. We have a wonderful opportunity to build a quality
community. A public high school and a Lutheran high school plus new churches
would result in a fantastic community.”

“Recommending no-action alternative.”

“I live in one of eight houses on the northeast section of Minden just next to Carson
City border, and of course I'm not too happy about the Government trading off this
area to Douglas County and their “Master Plan for this area....] would cast my vote
for please leave this area as is — do nothing. I went to both meeting. I believe the
BLM & Douglas County is making a major mistake in believing that building up this
area is going to stoppeople from going to Costco, Wal-mart, Raley’s or any other
stores in Carson City. All it is going to do is add more traffic to an already congested
area and when Costco goes in and another traffic light is installed, this going to be a
disaster to all who commute to and from Douglas County to Carson & the Reno
area’s. Also please consider all the animal life in this area and the environmental
issues. Also as stated in the community meeting, the issue of tourist coming down
Hwy 50 from beautiful Lake Tahoe area to see rows of houses and businesses instead
of open spaces as 1t is now. Please for once consider the people in the area and just
the money you can make. (tax dollars). On a personal level. I moved to LylaLn to
lice out in the less populated area. To be able to go outside and look at the great
beauty of the mountains and lands around me. I paid more money for the house and
land for this reason. If my neighbors and I had wanted to live in 2 master community
we would have purchased a house in Carson City or Minden township, not 10 miles
outside of Minden and 2 miles outside of Carson City. Please leave us be, or let us
have an option to purchase some of the lots around us, or buy us out and lets us find a
another paradise.”

“A portion of the southwest corner of the specific plan area (south and west of N.
Sunridge Dr.) has been described by a member of the BLM/county/consultant team as
a special view-shed site. This description characterizes the site in relation to
contiguous properties of Sunridge Heights development. The site is open space
(except for the R&PP area of Carson Valley Community Church). It includes a -
number of sloping surfaces merging into the gully descending diagonally to the
southwest. Mountain terrain in the background completes the view-shed. We

respectfully suggest that the view-shed site be designated open-space transition zone.

The zone provides for the evolution of the developed specific plan area to contiguous
Sunridge Heights, and of the existing (and possibly to be enlarged) R&PP area of the
Carson Valley Community Church to contiguous Sunridge Heights.”

IAWPDATAMS40\Meetpres\Mtg2_com.doc Page 3 of 3
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project and either drop them off before
leaving or mail them to: John Singlaub: Bureau of Land Management: Carson City Field Office;
3665 Morgan Mill Road: Carson Citv. Nevada 89701. Your input will assist us in the
identification of your issues und concerns. Feel free to use additional pages.
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North Douglas County S;;ec{ﬁc Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below vour comments regarding the project and either drop them off before
leaving or mail them 10: John Singlaub: Bureau of Land Management: Carson City Field Office;
3665 Morgan Mill Road. Carson City, Nevada 89701. Your input will assist us in the
identification of your issues and goncerns. Feel [free tg use additional pages.
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project and either drop them off before
leaving or mail them to: John Singlaub: Bureau of Land Management; Carson City Field Office;
5663 Morgan Mill Road: Curson City. Nevada 89701. Your input will assist us in the
identification of your issues and concerns. Feel free 1o use additional pages.
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John Singlaub

Bureau of Land Management
Carson City Field Office
5665 Morgan Mill Road
Carson City, NV 89701

Dear John Singlaub:

1 live in one of eight houses on the North-East section of Minden just next to Carson City border,
and of course I'm not too happy about the Government trading off' this area to Douglas County
and their “ Master Plan” for this area....,

I would cast my vote for “please leave this area as is- do nothing™.

1 went to both meetings. I believe the BLM & Douglas County is making a major mistake in
believing that building up this area is going to stop people from going to Costco, Wal-mart,
Raley’s or any other stores in Carson City. All it is going to do is add more traffic to an already
congested area and when Costco goes in and another traffic light is installed, this is going to be
a disaster to all who commute to and from Douglas county to Carson & the Reno area’s.

Also please consider all the animal fife in this area and the environmental issues.

Also as stated in the community meeting, the issue of tourist coming down Hwy 50 from
Beautiful Lake Tahoe area to see rows of houses and businesses instead of open spaces as it is
now. Please for once consider the people in the area and just the money you can make. (tax
dollars).

On a personal level. I moved to Lyla Ln to live out in the less populated area: To be able to go
outside and look at the great beauty of the mountains and lands around me. 1 paid more money
for the house and land for this reason. If my neighbors and I had wanted to live in a master
community we would have purchased a house in Carson City or Minden township, not 10 miles
outside of Minden and 2 miles outside of Carson City.

Please leave us be, or let us have an option to purchase some of the lots around us, or buy us out
and lets us find a another paradise.

Lynn Guss
3757 Lyla Ln, Carson City, NV 89705
775-882-5966

cc: Douglas County Commissioners
Senators Harry Reid & Richard Bryan



North Douglas County Specitic Plan

MAY 3§, 2000
COMMFENT SHEET

Flease provide below your comments regarding the project and either drop them
off before leaving or mai them to us @ Lumos and Assocrates, 5401 Longley Lane,
Ste. 15, Reno Nv. 89511 Your inpur will help.us create a project that captures the
goals and vision of the community. Feel fee to use addiional pages or the back if

necessary.
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North Douglas County Specific Plan MY 2, 2000
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project and either drop them off before
leaving or mail them 10: John Singlaub; Bureau of Land Management; Carson City Field Office;
3663 Morgan Mill Road: Carson City, Nevada 89701. Your input will assist us in rie
identification of your issues and concerns. Feel free to use additional pages.

THESE CoMMENTS PoRTRAN A ConcEPT, THEY ARE A PaR7niAL ANSWEA To A QUEsTIaN]

N &
PSEED AT THE PUBLIC MEETIMG ©OF MAY 17: “WhaT Do WE WANT FIR OUR. CoMMUNITY ¢

A VISUALIY-PLEAS|ING, ComMpPATIBILVTY WiTH THE PRYSICAL CHARACTERASTICS OF —The

RREA AND WItHiIv AND AMaNé THE STQUCTURKL ELEMENTS of THE DEVBLOPMENT 3
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
Carson Valley Community Church
June 21, 2000 @ 3:00 p.m.
PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA
3:00p.m.  Open House
L Display Conceptual Land Use and Zoning Maps/Alternatives

1L Conduct Open Question and Answer Session

6:30 pm.  Presentation/Meeting
L Introductions

+ Introduction of Consultant Team Members:
¢ Introduction of Douglas County Representatives:

II.  Purpose of Meeting

Review purpose of the specific plan.

Review outcome of previous public meetings.

Present conceptual land use and zoning maps/alternatives.
Discuss elements and basis of each alternative.

Solicit input regarding conceptual land use alternatives.

* + o 0

III.  Review Purpose and Goal of the North County Specific Plan

¢+ Develop conceptual land use designations.
+ Guide future land use and growth of area.

IV.  Review Qutcome of Previous Public Meetings

May 10, 2000 meeting.

May 17, 2000 meeting.

Meeting comments.

Presentation board with comments used as a basis
for conceptual land use alternatives

* s 0 0
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V. Presentation and Discussion of Conceptual Land

Use and Zoning Maps/Alternatives
+ Altemmative 1
¢ Alternative 2

+ Alternative 3
¢ Alternative 4

VI.  Public Comment

+ Land use and zoning maps/alternatives
¢ Project to date '

VII. Closing Comments and Future Scheduling

8:30 p.m. — Adjourn

INWPDATAM940\Mectpres\Agenda_3.doc
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 7 ,
NORTH DOUGLAS COUNTY SPECIFIC PLAN
JUNE 21, 2000 MEETING SUMMARY

On Wednesday, June 21, 2000 the public involvement process for the North Douglas County
Specific Plan continued with the third in a series of planned public meetings. Held at the Carson

: Va]]ey Community Church, the focus of this third meeting was to introduce. conceptual land use and

zoning map altemnatives for the specific planning area. The meeting agenda included mtroducmg the
project team, reviewing the purpose and goal of the specific plan, a review of previous public
meetmgs and their outcome, presentation and discussion of conceptual land use alternatives and
zoning, and public comment. Several handouts were provided along with the meeting agenda,
including minutes and comments from the first two public meetings, a table of allowed uses by code
for the zoning designations proposed on the conceptual land use maps, and pubhc comment sheets.

Over 50 members of the community attended the meeting, which ran from 3:00 to 8:30 p.m.
Conducted in two parts, the first portion of the public meeting and workshop began at 3:00 p.m. with
the second portion beginning at 6:30 p.m. The first part of the workshop was heldin a neighborhood
style, open house format that allowed members of the community to arrive at their convenience,
teview the proposed conceptual Jand use alternatives, and ask questions in an informal setting.  The
second part of the meeting was conducted as a formal presentation with an official public comment
and answer session. Following isa brief summary of meeting events:

¢ As mentioned above, the public workshop and meeting began with a neighborhood style, open
house presentation of the conceptual land use alternatives and zoning maps for the plannino area.
Four conceptual land use map- altematives were placed on chsplay for informal review and
discussion between 3:00 and 6:30 p.m. Attendance during this portxon of the meeting was good
and numerous public comments were recorded. Several requests were made for reduced copies

of the alternatives presented.

» The formal presentation portion of the meeting began at 6:30 p.m. with Pete Wysocki of the
Douglas County Community Development Department providing 2 brief introduction of project
team members. Pete cautioned the atidience thatthe land use alternatives and zoning maps being
presented were conceptual only and that the purpose of the meeting was not to approve a single

~ alternative, but rather to solicit input regarding the altematives. After a short discussion, Pete
turned the meeting over to Carol Dotson of Lumos and Associates. ‘

* Carol began her presentation by reviewing the meeting agenda .and handouts. Stressing the
importance of the public involvement process, Carol proceeded to review the specific planning
process and the purpose and goal of the North County Specific Plan, A review of the public
comments and key issues from previous public meetings followed with Carol pointing out
specific comments used as a basis for certain land use alternatives. A discussion of development
design guidelines ensued, focussing on potential multi-family residential and commercial
development.  The meeting then moved toward presentation of the conceptual land use

altcrnanves and zoning maps

EWPDATAUSSOMectpresMigl_sum.doc - Page 1 of 3 -



* At this point Pete Wysocki reiterated that the land use alternatives and zoning ‘maps being
presented were conceptual only and that the purpose of the meeting was not to approve a single
alternative, but rather to solicit input regarding the alternatives. Pete also informed the audience
that the planning commission would be holding a no-action meeting on July 11, 2000 to review
conceptual land use. and zoning alternatives, and solicit additional public' comments. Pete

- ..concluded by reviewing the remaining elements and future hearings of the public involvement.
‘process for the North County Specific Plan. Questions were subsequently raised regarding
notification of these hearings and if reduced copies of the conceptual zoning maps would be.
distributed. Pete responded that at this time, due to the conceptual nature of the maps, reduced
copies would not be mailed. Larry Wemner of Lumos and Associates offered to make available a
limited number of maps (in reduced form) at their Minden office by Tuesday afternoon (6-26-
00).

¢ Carol then resumed her presentation with a brief discussion of each land use alternative and -
zoning map. Carol indicated the similarities and differences of each alternative and discussed
- the premise upon which they were created.

» Several questions were raised at this point and the public comment portion of the meeting bégan. -
Potential multi-family residential development and its implications (i.e. impacts, benefits,
potential design, etc.) and compatibility issues associated with proposed land uses versus ex1st1ng_
land uses were discussed at length. Buffer treatments and examples were réviewed and various
modifications to the alternatives were discussed. Many of the comments and questions raised
were in-regard to the following issues:

What is the land development process for the planning area?

When can development occur?

How will construction occur and how will it be managed"

How will the BLM lands be parceled or disposed of?

How will the phasing and development of infrastructure (roads, water, sewer, etc.) occur?
What is the status of the State owned property angd what are the plans for the BIA/Washoe.
Tribal land?

Will Highway 395 be widened or improved? Will there be a frontage road? What are
plans for the Topsy Lane intersection? ,

What will be the policy regarding existing infrastructure (i.e. septic, water, etc.) when
new infrastructure is developed? Will there be forced hook-ups? Who pays for
infrastructure improvements and hook-ups? '

What is the development feasibility of the proposed zoning designations?

What is the County’s ideal vision for the planning area?

How will circulation be addressed? A “back™ road out of Douglas County to Carson Clty
is needed — use Center Lane?

Y ¥V VIVVVYVY

VVvYv

e To help answer some of these questions, Mike McQueen of the BLM addressed the audxence and
explamed how the BLM would approach the land. dlsposal process. It was noted that it would
probably be several years before actual development of any BLM parcels took place

L\WPDATAWO40MeerpresiMigd_sum doc Page2 of 3




¢ Dan Holler, Douglas County Maihager, also addressed the audience at this point in an effort to
address the aforementioned questions and issues. Dan noted that the provision of infrastructure
would influence the phasing and timing of development in the area and that the County would
exercise control of design and construction issues during the design review process. Dan
‘informed the audience of initial circulation and improvement plans for the planning area and for
Highway 395, which include traffic lights and eventually overpasses for the Topsy Lane and N.
Sunridge- Drive intersections. Circulation plans will be addressed in more detail later in the
planning process and coordination with Carson City will be conducted,

e After further discussion of various issues and questions, the meeting concluded at approximately
8:30 p.m. Attached is a complete listing of key issues and public comments solicited at the
meeting. A summary of written comments submitted is also provided.

Next Step

The public involvement process for the North County Specific Plan will continue July 11, 2000'when
the planning commission holds a no-action public meeting to review conceptual land use and zoning
map altematives. .

1AWPDATAMS40MectpresMigd_sum.doc Page 3 of 3 |



3)

4)
3)
6)
7
8)

9)

10)

1)

Kev Issues

North Douglas County Specific Plan
.Carson Valley Community Church
June 21, 2000 @ 3:00 p.m.

PUBLIC MEETING COMMEN

aised During the fﬁblic Comment Portion of the Meeting:

Move mﬁlti;family zoning located in southern portion of planning area to the north or
central portions of the planning area.

‘Place multi-family zoning around the general commercial zoning and closer to the

major road collectors to facilitate more efficient public transportation and to allow .
seniors or lower income individuals to walk to services.

.. Need more access or alternate roadways between Douglas County and Carson City

(i.e. north to Carson City and South to Donglas County).- Create a “back” road out of
Douglas County — perhaps use Center Lane. ‘

Locate fire station adjacent to Highway 395 (to decrease response time and reduce
impacts).

Place tourist commercial designation on east side of Highway 395 frontage.

Utilize Planned Unit Development residential conccpt (facﬂltate mixed use and
densxty options).

Need a minimum 40-foot open space buffer north of Haystack Dr.

Do not place commercial w1thin “loop area on south corner of N. Sunridge Dr. and
Highway 395,

Proposed tourist commercial 1and use designation offers variety and is 2 good idea.

Create ‘neo-traditional” community similar to old Minden with a center core. Place
single family residential, open space and some mixed use commercial / mulit-family
residential in the center of the plan area. Place all other uses along the plan area
boundaries with general commercial on backside of hill to the northeast. Leave
existing residential as residential! Think people friendly, walkable, hospitable, view
erhanced profit food chain!

Need more percentage of open Space in plan area. Environmental aspects need more
.consideration.

Leave entire “loop™ aréa north of Haystack Dr. as open space.

I\WPDATAW940\MeetpresiMig3_com.doc Page 1of 4



13)  Leaveall commercial uses on the west side of Highway 395.

14)  Replace multi-family zoning with single family residential.

-15) . - i developed, create additional height restrictions for multi-family residential.

16)  Put single family residential 1-acre minimum around existing singie family residential
on Lyla Lane. :

17)  Decrease proposed residential densities in favor of larger lots and lower densities.
18)  Create additional hmght—restncnonsfor all development within the planning area.
19) Do not place tourist commercial land uses in the plan area.

20)  State what the County’s ideal vision for the area is.

21) Carefully consider the value of existing viewsheds and ridgelines versus value of
potential lands to be acquired. Develop conceptual renderings of what final
development of the area will look like.

22).  Address quality of life issues — do not like any of the alternatives proposed.

23)  No casinos.
24)  Provide additional open space north of Sunridge development.

25)  Support Tourist Commercial zoning for entire area surrounding Lyla Way with.a
buffer.

Kev Issues Submitted as Written Comments:

1 “The multi-family housing at the south end of the planning area should be moved to
the north end (near the general commercial zone) to protect the existing property
valies of the residents on Haystack and also to protect the property from intruders.”

2)  “I’'m concemed with the effect on residential zoning in relation to where it overlays
the Schultz ditch in the extreme northeast corner of the SFR zone.”

3) “Fire station should be next to Highway 395 so access to Highway 395 is
instantaneous from which the fire trucks can go either south or north and not have to
go through residential areas to go south through Sunridge or north through planned
residential uses. Main retail should be on west side only of Highway 395 to avoid

IAWPDATAMS40\MeetprestMig3_com.doc Page2of 4



4

6)

7

§)

9)

10)

cross highway traffic. Residential area closest to Sunridge should be single family.
Multi-family should be moved further north. Keep in mind reducing need to drive
and providing for an environment suitable for public transportation. Maximize the
sharing of parking (parking lots, being paved, cause drainage problems.)”

“1) Multiple family units should be surrounding retail area: a) provides a focus for

. .public transportation b) older and lower-income families can walk to stores c) less

traffic in general. . 2) Needs a central road going north into Carson City. 3) Retail
areas should be compared 1o square footage areas that can be supported by the area
population. For example, a supermarket may require $1 a day in sales per square foot
of space. We may want to decrease the retail area. 4) All retail should be on one
side 0f 395. You don’t want a lot of people crossing back and forth.”

“Move multifamily area to north end of plot plan.”

“Very con¢erned with property value going down, extranoise, and privacy that we

- will loose. We live on Haystack Dr. that backs up to the BLM land. We paid an

extra $1,000 to live in our home and we’re told that BLM owned it so nothing would
be built there. We are not happy about this and we expecially do not want any
comercial stores on the comner of 395 and N. Sunridge (look on aiternative 3). This
will block the view of all the homes and we have nothing to hide our-view being on a
hill and then sloping down and then the property behind us graduating up the hill
where the proposed stores would be — we say no way! QOur property value will go

P

down!

“A large open space is needed just north of Sunridge. Most of these people bought
these homes based on being adjacent to BLM land, so that they could walk their large.
dogs. I'm against having buildings:such as schools that must have lights on through-
the dark hours. Open space is needed where the majority of the houses are on this
north end. Also I would like to see the trails stay.”

“We believe the areas requested for nonprofit churches should be located closer to the
residential areas as opposed to intersecting the commercial area.” ~
“Put GC on the northeast backside of hill, Put PF, NC, OC, MU, and MFR' along
boundaries of property. In the center, put SFR, MU, MFR with open space in the
center of community. along the line of neo-traditional (old Minden). Create
something special with great views, buffers, and desire to be part of by the
developers. Create a vision a person can see. Leave the current residential as
residential. Do not repeat the same junk we see as we drive around the rest of the
country. This does not have a vision which was cxpressed at other meetings. This is
from a text book and not people friendly!”

“I support Tourist Commercial the area surrounding Lyla Lane with a buffer.”

IANWPDATAW940\Meetpres\Mig3_com.doc ‘ Page 3 of 4




11)

12)

I\WPDATAM940\MeetpresiMtg3_com.doc

“Please keep commercial projects along Highway 395, north of Sunridge Ave.
Parking lights should be monitored for softer lighting. The buffer zone could be.
larger, park-like so we can still walk our dogs and children can walk safely.
Residential lots would be kept to one-acre lots. No multi-family units. Where will all
our wildlife'go? There are beautiful wildflowers, sagebrush, rabbits, birds singing,
ground squirrels, etc., all lost because of progress!™

“After reviewing thé proposed zoning, we are suggesting that an ‘open space’ buffer
is appropriate along the whole length of the Sunridge development. This would allow
the present residents who border the BLM land to access the ‘open space’ from our

back gates as'we do today. The width of the open space should be approximately 100

feet.”
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. North Doqgfas dw&ﬁmﬁcﬁaﬂ -
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project or items discussed
during the meeting. - You may gve your comments to us before leaving or mad
them to; Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 15,-Reno Nv. 89511.
Your input will help us create 2 project that captures-the goals and -vision of the
community. Feel fee to use additional pages or the back if necessary. L

R el e e B T L A T L WL s p g Rl deedpln T Jm-m_u.m;ﬁd“l:"'m}l-ﬁ’!mig l



North Douglas County Specitic Plan
COMMENT SHEET

FPlease provide below ypour comments regarding the project or items discussed

- during the meenng. You may give your comments to us before Jeaving or mail
them: to; Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 15, Reno Nv. 89511.
Your input will help us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
communitv; Feel free to use additional pages or the back if necessary. :
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COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comuments regarding the project or items discussed
- during the meeting. You may give your comments to us before leaving or mail
- them toy Lumos: and Associates; 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 13, Reno Nv. 89511.
Your input will help us create a project that captures the goals and. vision of the
community. Feel free to use additional pages or the back if necessary. |
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North Doyglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project or items discussed 7
during the meeting. You may give your comments to us. before leaving or mad

- them to; Lumos-and Associates, 5407 -Longley Lane;- Ste 15, Reno Vv 89511,

Your input will help us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
commumnity, Feel ﬁ'cc to use addrnonal pages or the b.aa{' I pecessary.
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COMMENT SHEET 7 /

Please provide below your comments regarding the prgject or stems dzscusscd
during the meeting. You may give your comments to us before leaving or mail
them. to; Lumos. and. Associates,. 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 135, Reno Nv. 89511,
Your input will help us-create a project that captures the goals and wvision of the
community. Feel free to use addinonal pages or the back if necessary.
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North Douglas County Specitic Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Flease provide below your comments regarding the project or items discussed
during the meenng. You may give your comments to us before leaving or mail
them toy Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 15, Reno Nv. 89511,
Your mput will selp us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
commumnity. Feel fee to use addinonal pages or the back if necessary.
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Please provide below your comments regarding the project or rtems discussed
during the meenng, You may give your comments to us before leaving or mail

- them to;" Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 15, Reno Nv. 89511,

Your input will belp ‘us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
cormmunty. Feel ﬁee to use additional pages or the back if necessary.
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project or rtems discussed |
during the meetng. You may give your comments to us. before leaving or mad

- them-to;- Lumos and.Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, Ste. 15, Reno Nv. 89511

Your wmput will help us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
communitv. Feel free to use addiional pages or the back if necessary.
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North Doqgfa& County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project or ttems discussed
duning the meeung. You may give your comments to us before leaving or matl
them to; Lumos -and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, -Ste 15, Reno Nv. 89511,
Your input will help us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
commuty. Feel free to use addioonal pages or the back if necessary.
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project or items discussed
dunng the meectung. You may give your comments to us before Jeaving or maid
them to; Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 15 Reno Nrc‘ 89511
Your input will help us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
commurty. Feel free to use addittonal pages or the back if necessary.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY | - |
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 1534 Esmeraida
DEPGRTMEHT N'lind'en,'NV 89423
Planning Division

To CaiDoson . Froms pekeviood

Fax:  775-827-6122 _ '_P_a_lsésu |

Phone: _Date: 06/26/00

.Re: | Pone : 77576826213

DUrgent  Ex For Review {JPlease Comment [ Please Reply O Please Recycle

® Comments:
Hi again Carol,

| just received a phone call from Kurt Lytle, who owns the last parcel on north Lyla Way. He supports
. "TC zoning for that entire area and of Lyle Way with 2 buffer, He couldnt make Wednesday's
workshop, but he wants us to include his comment in the record,

 Thanks, Pete

TOTAL P.B1



North Douglas County Specific Plan
COMMENT SHEET

Please provide below your comments regarding the project or rterns discussed
during the meetng. You may give your comments to us before Jeaving or mai/
them toy Lumos and Associates, 5401 Longley Lane, Ste 15, Reno Nv. 89511
Your mput will help us create a project that captures the goals and vision of the
community. Feel free to use addiional pages or the back if necessary.
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Dirccror : , , _ Gowey |10 From o ! 2
Department of Conservation 5‘ -
and Nawra! Resources " . - ATE Ol . . .

PAMELA B. WLCOX
Administraror
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STATE OF NEVADA .
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of State Lands

Tunie 21, 2000

Lawrence Warner
Lumos end Associates.
1478-B 4™ Street
Minden, Nevada 89423

Dear Mr. Warner:

During the open house session conducted for the North Douglas County Specific
Plan today, I had 2 chance to discuss with you proposed land use designations for 10 acre
parcel on which the State of Nevada has a patent from the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) under the Recreational and Public Purpose Act. The legal description of the
parcelis: Lots 11, 12, 17 and 18, Section 5, T.14 N, R.20E. Currentuse consists ofa

and structures on the property will require BLM approval and must be conslstent with the
plan of development on file with the BLM. The State is precluded from selling the land,
since it was acquired for public purposes. Abandonment of state use would require
relinquishment. of the property back to the BLM,

Three of the display maps (Alternatives 1, 2 and 4) indicated a proposed Office
Commercial designation for the state property and surrounding propemes Altemnative 3
indicated a Tourist Commercial designation for the same area. It is my understa.ndlng
that 2 public use, including a storage building, such as that which curreatly exists on the
state property, is not consistent with those designations. The zoning classxﬁoatmn(s)
which could be applied to implement the plan could also preclude future expansion of
public and storage use on the property. It would appesr that any of the specific plan
designations, other than pnssxbly Public Facility, would be adverse to future state needs
for the parcel,

©OrLs



Lawrence Warner
June 21, 2000

p-2

We hereby request that the state parce] be redesignated on the North Douglas
County Specific Plan to a designation that will allow the state to make appropriate use of

-_the undeveloped portion of the parcel, consistent with the uses currently located on the

parcel

Please keep this agency informed of future workshops and hearings regarding the
specific plan. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

O Wk s

Mike Del Grosso
Deputy Administrator

-cc: Mike Hillerby, Department of Museums, Library and Arts

TOTEL ;P_.BE ’
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
Public Meeting and Workshop
June 21, 2000

SIGN-IN SHEET
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North Douglas County Specific Plan
Public Meeting and Workshop
~ June 21, 2000
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North Douglas County Specific Plan |
Public Meeting and Workshop

June 21, 2000
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden, Nevada 89423 S

: : Planning Divigion

B - . Engineering Divisian

Bob Nunes Building Division

o Regional Transperiation.

T78-782-8005- Water:Sewer Utility

' 775-782-8010 i - Road Maintenance

WOLASIERCOUNTY - . FAx-T76-782-9007 Code Enforcement
AGENDA

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 11, 2000
Y L L Ry

The regular meeting of the Douglas County Plan mng Commissxon will be held on
Tueaday, July 11, 2000, beginning at 1:00 p.m. The meeting will be in the Couriroom
of the Douglas County Administrative Building, 1616 Eighth Street, Minden, Nevada.
The time of agenda items is approximate, The Planning Commissioners reserve the:
right to take items in a different order to accomplish business in the most efficient
manner. There will be a recess for dinner after Item VIII and the Planning Commission
will reconvene at 6:00 p.m. for Item IX (Draft Open Space Plan). **Given the nature of
Item IX, it is possible that a quorum of the Douglas County Board of Commissioners.
may be present for and participate in the consideration of this item. This notification
constitutes notice within the meaning of Nevada Revised Statutes 241.020 for this
gathering of the members of the Douglas County Board of Commissioners ' :

- Notice to Penons with Dhnbilitles- Membcrs of the pubhc who are dlsabled and

require special assistance or accommodations at the meeting are requested to notify
the County Clerk's-Office in-writing at P-O. Box—z—ls ‘Minden, Nevada 89423 or by
calling 782- 9012 at least 20 hours in advance. : :

I Pledge of Allegiance.

II. Call to Order and Determination of Quornm.

III. Approval of Agenda.

IV. Disposition of June 13, 2000 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes,

- V. Public Comment 'll_teini. which are not specifically listed on the Ag_aﬂdi],-

waiLm aporess: P.O. Box 218, Minden, Nevada 83423



Douglas County Planmng Cnmmnssion Agenda

July 11, 2000
Page2 = -

Vi. Public Hearings - Discussion and Possible Action.

(1) DA 00-064 - Variance

Applicant: ‘- Barton Memorial Hospital
Owner: : Barton Memorial Hospital :
Request: Variance to increase the maximum size of a smglc above ground .
fuel storage tank from 1,050 galloris to 3,000 gallons for use by
~ the existing Care Flight helicopter Operatiun. Community '
Development stafl is recommending approval; however, the _
Planning Commission may approve, modify, or deny the rcqucst.
Location:. 1107 Highway 395 - APN 1220-10-610-010
Case
Planner:  Dale Conner (Direct Line 782-6212)
(2) AP 00-003 - Appeal of Decision (DA 00-085) MJ
Applicant: DGD Development -
Owner: DGD Development
Requeést: Appeal of Decision of a Minor Design Review, DA 00-085, for the
construction of a 53,000 square foot addition to an existing.
commercial complex, adjoining the existing Target store. The
applicant is appealing conditions of approval numbers 1(A), 1{E),.
2, 15 and 20 pursuant to the Minor Design Review approva.l letter
dated June 7, 2000. Community Development staff is '
rccomrncndmg that the Planning Commission deny the appeal
-and uphold the conditions of approval. The Planning Commismon-- :
) may approve, modify or deny the appeal request.
Location: North Valley Plaza, Jacks Valley Road (APN 13-1 10-18)
Case

Planncr. S— Lee Plemel (Direct Line: 782- 6218)

(3) | Prescntation and discussion of the draft land use and zoning maps for the

North County Specific Plan.

Applicant: Douglas County Community Development Department

Request:  Rcview and solicit public comments on the draft land use and
zoning maps for the North County Specific Plan area. (Final
action will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board °
of Commissioners at their August and September 2000 meetings.)

Location: The North County Specific Plan area encompasses approximately
640 acres and is generally located on the east and west sides of
US Highway 395, north of the Sunru:lgc Subdivision and Jacks
Valley Road.

Case

Planner:

Pete Wysucki {Direct Line: 752-62 13)




Douglas County Plannmg Commission Agcnda
July 11, 2000 . |

Page 3

VII. Planning Matters ~ Discussion and Possible Action.

- (4) -~Nominations for the-2000-Award of Excellence.for Project Design.

VIIL. A dmihlstﬂtive'.

{(S) Discussion rega.rdmg any correspondence recewed since the June 13, 2000
Planning Commission meeting. ,

=+  Ttem IX will not be heard until 6:00 p.-m.

IX. Public Hearing - Discussion and Possible Action.

(6) Draft Open Space and Agﬁcxﬂfura.l:Lands Protection Implementaﬁon-Plail.'

X Adiournment

Copics of this notice are posted at the Douglas County Administrative Buildi; |ng,
Judicial and Law Enforcernent Center, Douglas County Administration Building - Lake
Tahoe, Genoa Post Office, Gardnerville Post Office, Minden Post Office, Round Hill Post

Office, Kingsbury Post Office, Glenbrook Post Office, and the Douglas County Libraries
- Minden and Zcphy'r Cove.

TIMING FOR AGENDA ITEMS IS APPROXIMATE UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED




DOUGLAS COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION

AGENDA ACTION SHEET

1. TITLE/RECOMMENDATION: Discussion on the draft Land Use and Zoning Maps

for the North County Specific Plan area. Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission: 1) Review the draft Land Use and Zoning Maps for the North County
Specific Plan area; 2) Solicit public comments; 3} Give any direction to staff the
Planning Commission deems appropriate.

2. PREPARED BY: Pete Wysocki, AICP - Community Development Department

3. MEETING.DATE: July 71, 2000 TIME REQUIRED: 1 hour

4, AGENDA: Public Hearing PUBLIC HEARING REQ'D: Yes

5. BACKGROUND INFOBMATION: Please see the attached staff report.

6. COMMITTEE/TOWN/GID/OTHER AGENCY REVIEW OR APPROVAL: A/A

7. REVIEWED BY:

Jé(é Planning Manager

8. ACTION:
' Approved |
Approved With Maodifications
Denied
Continued

. i : i : . . ;
i . : !



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

1594 Esmeraida Avenue, Minden, Nevada 89423

‘ : -lPlanﬁingDMgién
I P\ BobNunes . . - - Englneering Division
- DIRECTOR ' | __Building Division
S ) T : ' : ~ Regional Transportation
E * i) 775-782-8005 Water/Sewer Utility
' 775-782-8010 . Road Maintenance

l__GLAS COUNTY -

FAX: 775-782-9007 ' Code Enforcement

R '‘RECOMMENDATION

| MEMORANDUM
Date: July 11, '20(-}0
l To: - -~ Douglas County Planning CommiSsion
l From: -  Pete Wysocki, AICP, Senior Planner
Direct-Line 782-6213
I Subject: Presentation of the draft Land Use and Zoning Maps for the North County
Specific Plan

1) Review the draft Land Use and Zoning Maps for the North County Specific Plan area; 2)
Solicit public comments; 3) Give any direction to staff the Planning Commlssmn deems
appropriate.

i BACKGROUND

In 1998, the BLM had indicated the desire to dispose of approximately 440 acres of BLM land
il north Douglas County. In order to develop a land use plan for the BLM land, the County
- has proceeded to prepare a specific plan for the area. The North County Specific Plan areais
approximately 624 acres and is generally located north of the Sunridge subdivision and Jacks-
Valiey Road. The North County Specific Plan area includes the 440 acres of BLM land on the
east side of Highway 395, approximately 35 acres of USFS land on the west of Highway 395
and several privately owned parcels. In April 2000, the County hired Lumos and Associates
to assist the County in the preparation of the North County Specific Plan and assist the BLM .
in the preparation of a BLM plan amendment and an environmental assessment.

The BLM identified the 440 acres as land suitable for disposal or exchange in 1983 This

" means that the BLM can sale or exchange this land with private property owners for other -
land or purchase of conservation easements; hence, allowing private development.on the 440
acres. Currently, the BLM land is zoned FR~40. On the east side of Highway 395 there are 17

, - i N

MAILNG ADDRESS: P.O. Box 218, Minden, Nevada 89423



North Comiry Specific Plan
July 11, 2000
Page 2 of 3

privately owned parcels that are zoned FR-19. Approximately 9 of those parcels contain
single-family residences. One parcel is-owned by the Sate of Nevada (State Archives). The
USFS parcel on the west side of Highway 395 is currently zoned Office Commercial, while
the pnvately owned parcels are zoned General Commercial.

~ As the Planning Commission may be aware, the area generally-nonh of Jacks Valley Road and
niorth 6f North Sunridge Drive has generated a lot of development interest. In order to have
orderly development in this area, the North County Specific Plan will achieve the following:

Establish land use and zoning; _

- Provide general layout and capacities for water‘and sewer lmes,
Identify drainage areas:
Establish connection points with Highway 395 and & layout of collector roads;
Prepare an Environmental Assessment of the BLM land; and
‘Prepare a BLM plan amendment to allow future pnvate dcveloprnent on the BLM .
land.

=R IP R

To date, 3 public workshops were held (May 10, May 17 and June 21) on the North County
‘Specific Plan, specifically to obtain public comments on the potential iand uses within the
planning area. All workshops were held at the Carson Valley Community Church, located off
North Sunridge Drive. The workshops were very well attended. Minutes and comments from
the meetings are attached to this report. Four alternative land use and zoning maps were
presented to the public at the June 21 meeting. Based on.those 4 maps and the public.
comments, 2 maps have been prepared for the Planning Commission to review. The Planning
Commission may pick one of the 2 alternatives, a combination of the two, or provide
additional input and recommend changes. Once the final draft land use and zoning maps are
prepared, the consultants will begin work on the water, sSewer and road layout.

. The final draft land use and zoning maps and thé draft Specific Plan are scheduled to be

reviewed by the Planning Commission at the. August 8, 2000 meeting as part of a Master Plan

Land Use Map and Zoning Map amendment application. The Board of Commissioners is
scheduled to review the Plan and the Master Plan Land Use and Zoning Map amendment
application at their September 7, 2000 meeting.

* An archeological survey of the area has been completed. Some Washoe Tribe artifacts have
- been discovered. However, overall, no endangered or sensitive plant or animal specles have
been identified.

. DISCUSSION

Staff and the consultants will discuss the thought process behind the draft maps at the
meeting. However, while rev:emng the maps, the Planning Ccnumssxon should consider the
followmg :

. j } ; . . P ,
: : : i | !



North County Specific Plan
July 11, 2000
Page 3 of 3

As it currently exists, the BLM land has been identified for disposal. Most likely, the land
will be exchanged allowing private development. The County has an opportunity to.
establish zoning that is felt to be most desirable and compatible for the entire planning
area and avoid piecemeal development without identified infrastructure needs.

This area of the County is ideal for regional commercial development due to its proximity

- to Carson-City and Lake ‘Tahoe, and the existing surrounding higher density deveiopment.

Future development should be compatible with the topography and surrounding land uses.

Access to Highway 395 is limited to Topsy Lane and North Sunridge Drive. Vista Grande-
Boulevard will be extended along the westerly boundary of the planning area and be
connected to Topsy Lane. NDOT is scheduled to install a traffic light at Topsy Lane in
2001. ' |

The purpose of the North County Specific Plan is general in nature in that it will establish
the zoning and provide a general layout of the infrastructure. The intent of the Plan is not
to create design standards for the area. Design standards for the area can be adopted in the
future after this Plan is adopted. However, staff feels that the current Design Criteria and
Improvements Standards manual will be used effectively to ensure appealing and
compatible development.

Multi-family residential development is needed in Douglas County. There are only
approximately 5 vacant parcels in Carson Valley that are currently zoned MFR, inlcuding
only 1 (1.4 acres) parcel in the Indian Hills area.

Since the proposed land use and zoﬁing boundaries.do not follow any particular property
lines they should be flexible (to a degree) so that detailed adjustments can be made in the.
future as part of specific development applications.

Value of the BLM land is directly related to the zoning established by the County. A.
higher value of the land will yield a higher selling price allowing for acquisition of more
agricultural land or conservation easements.

There are currently 5 patent application pending with the BLM for church facilities. The
church sites are located throughout the planning area.

Regardless of the zoning, the existing single-family residential uses should be allowed to
continue.

Buffering between the existing single-family residential uses and future commercial uses -
should be provided via open space belts or setback requirements.

pete/reports/awardsp
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DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF AUGUST 8, 2000

2) Northwest corner of Muller Lane and Highway 395

Case
Planner:  Lee Plemel (Direct Line: 782-6218)

Lee Plemel, Community Development addressed the Board concerning this issue.
There was a film presentation. The issues of this application are the justification of
the expansion of a commercial area for the community and the second issue is the
expansion of the development along the agricultural corridor between Minden and
Indian Hills area. Staff recommends that this be continued at the applicant’s

request.

Valida McMichael stated that she is opposed because of the water issue.

Chairman Hellman asked if the rumor that Park Cattle Co. is negotiating with
WalMart is true?

Dan Holler stated that WalMart i1s interested in Douglas County and has locked at
approximately six sites.

Mark Neuffer asked for clarification of the restriction of 450 acres of agricultural
land within the {loodplain for agricultural uses.

Keith Rubin, R,0. Anderson Engineering, representing the applicant explained as
part of the overall proposal we are working with staff on a draft specific plan that
would actually implement this Master Plan amendment we are seeking by offering a
conservation easement along the Carson River of 450 acres which would retire them
for development. Sewer would be connected to a planned sewer line coming down

{from Genoa Lane,

“~Valida-McMichael stated that if you give them infrastructure, they will come.

MOTION by Hayes/Gardner to continue item #8 DA 00-096-Master Plan
Amendment; carried unanimously.

,é (9) DA 00-086 — Master Plan Map Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment

Applicant: Douglas County Community Development Department

Request:  Adoption of the North County Specific Plan, establishing
Comrmercial, Residential and Community Facilities land use
designations and General Commercial, Neighborhood
Commercial, Tourist Commercial, Office Commercial, Single-
Family Residential 8,000, Single-Farnily Residential 12,000,
Multi-Family Residential, and Public Facilities zoning districts on
approximately 624 acres located in the Indian Hills/Jacks Valley
Community Plan Area. The Community Development Department

13
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DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF AUGUST 8, 2000

recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval .
of the request to the Board of Commissjoners. However, the
Planning Commission may approve, deny or modify the request.

Location: Generally north of North Sunridge Drive and Jacks Valley Road,
directly south of Carson City.

Case |
Planner;  Pete Wysocki (Direct Line: 782-6213)

Pete Wysocki, Community Development stated that staff submitted two alternative
zoning maps for the North County Specific Plan at the last Planning Commission
Meeting. Since that time staff has taken the Board’s direction together with public
comment. It was the consensus of the Board to use Alternative Map #2 with various

minor modifications.

Carol Dodson, Lumos & Associates presented to the Board the North County’s
Specific Plan as well as the Master Plan Amendment that is associated with it. The
Plan is organized into six chapters with an extensive appendix. Chapter 1 is the
Plan definition; Chapter 2 is the Environmental Resources; Chapter 3 is the Land
use and design; Chapter 4 is the Traffic and Circulation; Chapter 5 is the Public
Services and Facilities and Chapter 6 is the Conclusion/Consistent with the Master
Plan. There was a film presentation that outlined the different zoning boundaries.
We tried to keep the Plan flexible.

We tried to accommodate the non-conforming areas the best we could because they
are established uses in those areas and there was a lot of public input with respect
to that. We tried to help them to transition through this process overall.

Glen Martel, Project Engineer addressed the Board regarding traffic and circulation.
Once again, the zones are very flexible. There are four engineering sections to look
at. Transportation, water, wastewater area and the storm drainage will be the main
focus. Transportation is basically flow areas. There is no water service on the east
side with the exception of private wells. One option is expanding the area from
Indian Hills, agreement with Carson City and the other is to develop a site internally
specifically for this area. With the wastewater issue, there are a few private septic
systems, expanding with Indian Hills, joining with Carson City or the North Valley
Plant. The storm drainage will follow the existing flow with maintenance as needed.

Carol Dodson stated that all planning projects need continual fine tuning. With the
Plan’s adoption it will insure the public services and facilities are provided as well as
the land uses be similar to surrounding areas and patterns adjacent to the site
overall. A staff report was handed out to the Board delineating some changes the
staff would like to see included in the draft plan.

14

; : :



-‘.--------"-

Bt

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF AUGUST 8, 2000

Mike McQueen, BLM Planner stated that BLM does support the idea of County
planning on this land prior to the disposal of the land in any way, shape or form.
Part of the plan amendment would enable BLM to purchase conservation easements
on the floodplain on the Carson River. By putting County planning on this, we
should get a more true value from those lands.

Rick Gardner suggested more verbiage concerning the f{lexibility of the zoning.

Dan Holler stated that when the land is laid out, that is when the flexibility will
come into play.

Valida McMichael stated her concerns regarding SFR and quality MFR. This is an
opportunity to take SFR and change it to MFR.

Michael Hayes stated that he agrees with Valida McMichael regarding the needs of
MFR. This is an opportunity to do this.

Mark Neuffer asked that if the plan is adopted as written, what happens to someone
who wants more MFR and less SFR, are we locked in? Is it our roll here today to
amend these different zones? 1 would like to increase the MFR zoning.

Mark Neuffer indicated on the map, all of the SFR 8,000 and 12,000 change to MFR.

Mimi Moss indicated that public input said that they wanted one acre lots on the
eastside. There was no support for MER. ‘

Valida McMichael stated that her take on public comment was that they did not
want any development. We need to get the most bounce for our dellar. MFR will
solve many needs for Douglas County and SFR does not.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Suzie Warren, realtor in the area, sold many units in the area. Many of the
investors paid extra for the view. They were told there would be no MFR, there
would be a 200’ buffer zone. They were willing to allow the plan change at that
point. We need to keep the integrity of the community. The public must have some
type of say in what happens to our community. There are areas that are already
zoned for MFR.

Staff explained some of the discrepancies wherein the public was duly noticed and

supplied with a draft map of the project and the alternative plans that were before
the Board regarding the buffer zone 200’ or 50"

15



FEB-Z6-U1 MUN 8:9h AM  DUUWLAD LY LLEKK FAA WU, [BZ3ULD r. o

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING QF AUGUST 8, 2000

Robert Morris stated that the public has a right to petition.

Mike McQueen, BLM stated that the public would have input on the design and
buffer zone accommodating the PF.

Debra Mehringer stated she has been involved with this project from the very
beginning. What we are seeing in this draft plan is not what the public has
indicated they wanted, The County is looking at numbers, dollars and revenue.
They are not building it on the people’s say. We purchased our land at a prime rate.
We like it the way it is. If we wanted a city environment, we would move there. We
don’t want a small L.A. in Douglas County. Highway 395 cannot bandle increased
traffic. This project is moving too fast, environmental impact needs more research.
The public is not being heard. We need to work together to make this work. This
land use plan was not made with public input.

Al Sassian is opposed to the MFR.

Diane Fournier resident of Sunridge addressed the Board. We are all aware that
there has to be development. No one who lives in the area has ever said they want
MFR. There are other areas in Douglas County that are already MFR zoned. She is
very opposed to MFR. This area was zoned as SFR, leave it that way, There are
many decisions to be thought through and more information is necessary. 1t is now
zoned residential, don’t change it to multi-family residential.

Chairman Hellman explained that this is BLM land and what the Board is trying to
do is hard zone the land. This will enable the BLM to move through their process
and put it out to competitive bid to sell. This will also enable conservation
easements to be purchased in the Carson Valley.

Jerry Vacaro addressed the Board stating that he concurs with Ms. Mehringer
concerns. He is opposed to MFR. It is inconsistent with existing zoning. We are
asking you to make a plan consistent with the public commment.

Lynn Gus stated that when building their home three years ago the zoning has been
changed twice. Now it is being change again to commercial.

Valida McMichael stated that last month the Planning Commission was given two
alternatives. One showed the existing residential properties as residential. One
showed the residential properties as commercial. We were informed by staff that
the existing residents preferred commercial zoning. When we incorporated the two
alternatives we moved the line over to make the existing residential, commercial
instead of residential. I am now hearing that you want to remain residential. There
is a conflict.

16
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Pete Wysocki clarified his statement of last month’s meeting and he said that the
Metcalf family recognized the benefit of going commercial,

Jay Lather stated the reason for changing the zoning was a benefit to the
homeowners.

Dan Holler stated that the homeowner does not have to use land as commercial,
You can use it as residential. You don’t have to go to that use.

Valida McMichael said the set backs are larger for commercial than they are for
residential, The homeowners may have a problem with that.

Mike McQueen, BLM brought up the question that the public has asked, “Why are
you doing this without a developer in place?” In 1982 BLM identified all these lands
available for disposal. We have three methods for disposal, sale, exchange and
RMPP. If we go sale, the money goes to Treasury, it Jeaves the County. Our intent
in engaging the County in the zoning process was to avoid BLM creating a
hodge/podge development. The intent was to have a better product in the end, to
have a land layout in total.

Dan Holler stated that there is a time pressure on this project. There are patents
for churches. The concerns for us was traffic, roads, water, sewer issues and
exchange purposes. There is interest in the layout from potential developers. There
is much frustration when the public states they are not being heard. The County is
trying to listen to all sides. We definitely hear concerns on the issues of MFR and
buffer zones. The County recognizes the traffic issue on Hwy. 385. Without this
development Hwy 395 will end up being a major collector street. We need to have
something else in terms of an access point into Douglas County from Carson City on
a long term perspective. We have tried to look at the project in other terms than
dollars and cents.

MOTION by Gardner/Neuffer to approve Building Application D A 00-086 - Master
Plan Map Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment by adopting Resolution PC
2000-06 Adopting the North Douglas County Specific Plan and Master Plan Land
Use Designation as set forth in the Plan with the following changes:

1. The 3.4.2 on page 27 of the Plan we adopt the Transitional Zone Option 1) A
maximum variance of 20% of the total area being proposed.

2. There is a recommendation that the Planning Commission has an appetite

to increase the MFR up to 20% and that 20% would include the SFR 8,000 at the
north end of the project, Use flexibility to tie the two SFR 8,000 parcels together
through the open space; carried unanimously.

Michael Hayes stated that this is a decision that will ultimately be made by the
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Board of County Commissioners. 1 think that having up to 20% of that area for
MFR is a modest amount of MFR, It is a good start.

Mark Neuffer realizes the MFR is a hot, emotional issue but it is not responsible to
take it out and leave it out of a 600 acre specific plan. 1 am a proponent of the MFR.

Devere Dressler feels it is exclusionary. MFR must stay in.
Valida McMichael states she has trust in staff to come up with a good mixed use of

Multi Family Housing.

Mimi Moss stated that what staff would like is to have a land use plan that meets
the Planning Commission’s criteria and take it to the Board and then the 20%

flexibility on a transitional zone apply to that.

Valida McMichael stated that the SFR to the north is Indian land, leave it alone,
The SFR to the south, the 8,000 that buffers to the open space, leave that alone. In

between the two, come up with 20% of MFR.

Jay Lather stated that nobody wants to see this area developed. It is something I
that the Planning Commission must review as part of this governmental entity. We
have to procced with this plan. We tried to accommeodate every argument to l

accomplish this goal.

MOTION by Gardner/Hayes to forward Resolution PC 2000-6 to the Douglas County
Board of Commissioners; carried unanimously.

MOTION by Gardner/Hayes to approve of an ordinance adopting consistency zoning
for the project area set forth in North Douglas County Specific Plan; carried

unanjmously.

{10)Review of the Draft Open Space Plan.

Mimi Moss addressed the Board regarding the Open Space Plan schedule. This will
be the last time the Planning Commission will review the Open Space Plan in this
type of forum, The County Commissioners will hear this August 24th and the
potential adoption at their following meeting in the valley, The Planning
Commission is asked to discuss and propose changes regarding the text at this
time. With your changes forward your recommendation to the Board for approval.

Rich Gardner stated his concerns regarding the TDR Program. We have been told to
create this tool box. In this Open Space Plan we have the tools that will go into the
tocl box. One concern is whether the TDR Program will work and the second is the

conceptual sales tax.
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in the middle which is owned by the Park Family and being enter_tained
by WalMart and when the sewer for this is going to run two miles to
Genoa Lane, but there won't be any development when you have thc

l just took $100,000 and the public input from Minden and said "thank
you very much”, but this project has not even been to Minden. It doesm’t
sound right! They are short circuiting the process. If you were to give

| direction, it would be to start with the Town of Minden, Master Plan
Amendment, a request that the urban service area be changed, public

l hearings and when it comes to you, you have a tidy package. You owe
the Town of Minden more than this.

Toni Markle stated that she hopes that if the Board turns this project
down, they don’t send it to Gardnerville.

It is the general consensus of the Board that this project may have merit,
however it needs to go through the proper process. The issues is
received and filed.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON DEVELOPMENT
APPLICATION 00-086 FOR DOUGLAS COUNTY, ADOPTING THE NORTH
COUNTY SPECIFIC PLAN, INCLUDING A MASTER PLAN LAND USE MAP
AMENDMENT AND ZONING MAP AMENDMENT, AND ESTARBLISHING
LAND USE AND CONSISTENCY ZONING FOR THE NORTH COUNTY
SPECIFIC PLAN AREA
Pete Wysockl introduced Carol Dodson and Glen Martell of Lumos &
Associates and Mike McQueen from BLM to answer questions regarding
this itetn. He gave a quick background of the project proposed for the
North County. This is a planning document and should be flexible. The
BLM is in support of the proposed zoning and the adoption of the
- Specific Plan.

I Carol Dodson, Director of Planning with Lumos & Associates addressed
the Board regarding the Specific Plan as well as the associated Master
Plan. The purpose of the Specific Plan was to propose Master Plan Land
I_ Use Map and Zoning Map amendments for the project area and to
evaluate infrastructure needs for future development. Also, the
establishment of hard zoning on the BLM land increases the market
I value of the land.

She reiterated land use and zoning maps outlining the various zoning.
There is a mixture of commercial, multi-family and high density to
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pravide a variety of good land use. Open space is a very important issue
to keep in mind while planning a project.

- Glen-Martell, Project Engirreer; bunmos 8 Assoriates addressed: the Board ~
regarding traffic, transportation, water, sewer, storm drainage and smls -~

[

]

He described how they are appropriate and fit into the Master “Plan. He
summarized the future of signalization of the area. He summarized the
future needs of pump stations, He summarized the utilization of a
drainage path and open space to work together.

Caral Dodson stated that the adoption of the Specific Plan will alter the
previcus land use designation as well as the service boundaries.
Thercfore, a Master Plan Amendment has been requested.

Dan Holler addressed the Board regarding five specific issues. The
existing church is interested in a S0’ open space for a trail access and

100’ of no build area. We could probably move up to that 200’ previously
discussed and IHGID has expressed interest in maintaining it. The area
that is currently occupied by the Sheriff's Sub-Station, we might extend
the public facility area down to make room for a fire station versus the
open space issue there. There are 9.12 acres proposed for another
church. They have asked for an extension to 12 acres. The public has
requested the MFR be reduced. The recommendation would be to do the
Master Plan Modification but leave the zoning of the residential at one or
two acres. The recommendation may be to take out the MFR but if a
developer comes in with a MFR issue, it must go through the process,

Commissioner Kite stated that the public says that if the MFR goes away
the problems go away.

Commissioner Curtis concurs with Commissioner Kite. As a community,
we probably do need MFR but 1 have no appetite for it.

Chairman Etchegoyhen stated that if the community really does not want
MER, then so be it. We need to choose the zoning we want or else it will
be planned for us,

Robert Pulman asked the Board to please consider zoning 35-40 acres PF
to hopefully build a non-profit hospital.

Susan Neighbors asked why did the Planning Commission think it was
an ideal area for MFR? When there is more density, there is more crime
and then more taxes.
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Pete Wysocki stated that typically MFR is located next to high dens_ity
development such as Sunridge. It is usually located near a major
transportatior Toute whtre you tan~ have epress and ifigress without

additional traffic going through small_er.nclghborhoods 1t is usually

4 ——

used as a buffer between commercial and single family.

Reed McKenzie stated he doesn’t think MFR should be in that area, He
owns a larger lot and the smaller ones are creeping closer ‘to hifm. It
detracts from his area.

Richard Bramen stating this proposed project will cut major migration of
the mule deer. BLM and Forest Service owns no land in Nevada. High
density housing is defined as slum and opposes any high density
housing.

Al Sazio stated that Sunridge and the golf course is nestled away from
the traffic and city lights. Now there is this proposed development. Cur
open space is limited to the drainage ditch. Where is the open space for
the animals? The traffic is bottle necked now, what will it be like with
this project? The population will not be able to support the proposed
commercial zoning. We don’t need this development there.

Roger Srnith addressed his concerns regarding the projected traffic flow.
If we have this development, it will be unsafe for the children to go to the
park.

Ken Crater addressed the Board representing Home Depot. Their store
has been very successful and sales tax has increased 10% in Douglas
largely attributable to that site. They support the preparation of the
Specific Plan, it eliminates the fear of the unknown. However, it will be a
substantial generator of traffic. This will require additional traffic
signals. Look at traffic signal progression. Allow acreage for
interchange. Home Depot would like to work with the County to help
this project progress smoothly.

Commissioner Weissinger asked if Home Depot has addressed concerns
regarding debris and trash around their site and resident concerns about
lighting, those types of issues?

Ken Crater answered he can’t answer, but will certainly bring up the
issue tomorrow morning. He is in contact with their real estate division
and is sure he can get someone's attention,
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Ron Kruse, Vice Chairman, JHGID addressed Board regarding the buffer.
He would like to see the buffer at least 200’ or more and IHGID is willing
to aintain and ¢peate aEils Don't wamnt 16 seethie ficighborhiood” turfi’
into another “Bay Area”. We are all here because there is_space and
Troom,

Elaine Sule stated that when they purchased in Sunridge there was open
space on the golf course surrounding. They Purchased for the open
space feeling. There were no street lights, they could see the stars at
night. We are very opposed to high density development.

Commissioner Weissinger stated that it has been clear from the
beginning that the public feels that if MFR was taken out, they could
support the project, There was a petition signed to support this strong
feeling.

Al Sazio commented that he understood that the decisions from these
meetings were from the input of the people. He got a petition together
stating the public’s input to keep open space, no development
whatsoever but he has not heard any mention of this. We were told from
the beginning there would be 50% open space. The public input was
thrown in the garbage can. It seems this project is a pre-set deal. It will
be done regardless of the wishes of people, There are four
Commissioners making the decisions for a majority of us. The District
Attorney said that you can’t change zoning without noticing the people.
We were double crossed. The day after you sent the map to us, you
make up these four maps. You deliberately send us one map and the
next day, you change it and come up with these four maps. I come to
these meetings, I give my name, I give a long speech and I get a one word
thing in the minutes. “I want more space to walk at dog”. It's like I'm an
idiot up here talking. The last time I went to a meeting, they changed my
name to “Al "

Chairman Etchegoyhen stated that you are seeing an evolution of these
maps because of what the community is saying. I think we are trying to
adapt them. We are a representative democracy. The five of us are
clected by 42,000 shareholders in this old company we call home. It is
in Commissioner Kite’s district. It is in an important part of Douglas
County. We have to look out for the issues of all of Douglas County. We
are trying to find the best place to put something that is coming and
trying to do the best job with it. People are coming, it is a matter of
where we put them. That is what we are trying to balance. We are not
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going to develop this and the Valley too, that is the trade off. We are
trying to keep what is near and dear. It is complicated issue of balance.

“Commissicter Welssinger stated tiat one thing thmt can't be  lost i this
process_is the fact that if the County was not involved, you would see

little bits and pieces of this 440 acres pop up with a little commercial
here, a little MFR there and you wouldn’t be sitting here with the
opportunity to voice your comments. There will be a product no matter
what, however with the Courity involved, it will be a better product.

Dan Holler requested from the Board some direction.

Regarding the residential units, is the preference to leave it with the
Master Plan designation with residential zoning?

MOTION by Weissinger/Curtis to approve the recommendation of staff to
rezone the eight existing residences on Lyla Lane and Topsy from general
commercial to SF one acre; carried unanimously,

Regarding the issue of MF;

MOTION by Kite/Curtis to remove all MF from the area; carried
unanimously.

MOTION by Kite/Weissinger to approve SF with 8,000" minimum lots,
make it all single family and no commercial; carried unanimously.

Regarding the buffer zone being that area that falls directly below the
parcel currently owned by the Carson Valley Community Church be a 50’

w1th a 100’ setback, the rest of it extending 200’ minimum with the

opportunity to work with some additional land for a park area.

MOTION by Kite/Curtis to approve a 200’ buffer with JHGID responsible
for the maintenance of said area; carried unanimously.

In the area where the Sheriff Substation is, we need to provide enough
public facility there to accommodate a potential Fire Station,

Pete Wysocki suggested that the 20% modification could play into this
issue. It can be adjusted later with the flexibility of the plan.

MOTION by Curtis/Weissinger to approve an open space trail as
designated on the map; carried unanimously. :

30



'Ly 4u Ul wmvih WrUU Jun LYY Uiy Ua s — e -, e m————-—

DOUGLAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 7, 2000

MOTION by Kite/Weissinger to approve Application 00-086 for Douglas
County, adopting the North County Specific Plan, including a Master
~Plari’ Land—Use Map Amendment aiid “ZoHing "M&p Amendment, and
establishing land use and_consistenicy zoning for the North County
“"§pecilic Plan area to include items 1 through 3 of the staff report; carried
unanimously.

Pete Wysocki clarified for the public exactly what the current ruling
means. There is no multi-family, there is a 200’ buffer and Lyla Lane will
be zoned SFR 1.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON ORDINANCE 2000-932,
ADOPTING CONSISTENCY ZONING FOR THE NORTH COUNTY
SPECIFIC PLAN AREA (15T READING)

Chairman Etchegoyhen read the ordinance, by title, into the record.

MOTION by Weissinger/Curtis to approve Ordinance 2000-932, adopting
consistency zoning for the North County Specific Plan area (1% reading};
carried unanimously.

COUNTY MANAGER
The following item #32 was taken out of order from the original agenda.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON ADOPTION OF THE
COUNTY OPEN SPACE IMPLEMENTATION FLAN

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION PRESENTATION OF PROPOSED
LAND EXCHANGE BETWEEN THE BENTLY FAMILY LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP AND THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT AND THE
UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE

Dan Holler commented on this item brought before the Board. There
have been neighborhood meetings and rumors relating to this item and
they are probably no where near reality of what is actually being
proposed, He asked the Board and the public to listen to representatives
from both Bently Family Limited Partnership and the Federal Agencies.
We would get a better understanding of what is being proposed and what
the steps will be in the process.

Bill Shaw, employee of Donald Bently addressed the Board. He has been
involved in this process for the past couple of years. Mr. Bently and his

31






nos and Associates, Inc.

800 E. College Parkway
rson City, NV 89706
hone 775-883-7077
Mail:

HCS: Signals Release 3.1

Fax: 775-883-7114

OPERATIONAT ANALYSIS

~alyst:
oject No:
—-me Period Analyzed:
Date: ‘
st/West Street Name:
rth/South Street Name:

P
[ tersection:
+ty/State:

Douglas County
Young

4840.000

2010 PM Peak
07/25/2000

Jacks Valley Road
U.s. 395

VOLUME DATA

| Eastbound |  Westbound | Northbound [  Southbound |
| L T R | L T R | L T R | L T R |
| I t f |
Volume |500 179 100 |356 142 600 |250 1039 342 |630 2171 450 |
'F {0.95 0.95 0,95 |0.95 0.95 0,95 |0.95 0.95 0.95 |0.95 0,95 0.95 |
15 Vol 132 47 26 | 94 37 158 |66 273 90 |16 571 118 |
Ly Ln Vol | | | | [
Grade | 0 | 0. | 0 | 0 i
I[ eal 5at {1900 1900 1900 |1900 1900 1900 |1200 1900 1900 11900 1900 1900 |
W rkExist | | | | |
J™mPark ! I } } I
i Heavy Veh|D 0 Q0 j O 0 0 PO 0 0 10 0 0 |
. Lanes | 2 1 1 | 2 1 1 | 2 3 1 i 2 3 1 |
GConfig | L T R t L T R | L T R | L T R i
i ne Width ]12.0 12,0 12.0 {12.0 12.0 12.0 [12.0 12.0 12.0 [1270 12.0 12.0 |
- OR Vol | 50 i 450 | 250 | 300 |
Adj Flow {526 188 53 1375 149 158 |263 1094 97 {663 2285 158 |
l nSharedln| | | I |
- op Turns | ! | I N
NumPeds | 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 [
|I mBus |0 0 0 {0 0 0 10 0 0 |0 0 0 I
Duration 0.25 Area Type: All other areas
._ OPERATING PARAMETERS
| Eastbound | Westbound I  Northbound | Southbound |



| L T R | L T R | L T R | L I
I | | i l
.Init Unmet (0.0 0,0 0.0 |0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |0. 0.0 0.0 |
yzrriv, Type|3 3 3 |3 3 3 | 4 4 4 14 4 4 f
it Ext. 3.0 3.0 3.0 [3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 |3. 3.0 3.0 |
Factor | 1.000 } 1.000 ] 1.000 i 1.000 I
sost Time (2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2. 2.0 2.0 |
tofg 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 14. 4.0 4.0 |
d Min g | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 I 0.0 ;
I PHASE DATA
“hase Combination 1 2 3 4 i 5 6 7 8
IB Left A A | NB Left A
Thru A A | Thru A
. Right A A | Right A
l Peds X | Ped X
i Left A | SB Left A A
Thru A | Thru A A
Right A | Right A A
Peds X | Ped 4 X
IB Right | EB Right
|
r Right | WB Right
E
l
een 15.0 8.0 12.0 14.0 15,0 35.
llow 4.0 0.0 4.0 5.0 4.0
All Red 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0
lrcle Length: 120.0 secs
l VOLUME ADJUSTMENT WORKSHEET
Adjusted Prop. Prop.
pr./ Mvt Flow No. Lane Flow Rate Left Right
vement Volume PHF Rate Lanes Group RTOR In Lane Grp Turns Turns
Eastbound
. Left 500 0.95 526 2 L 526
Thru 179 0.95 188 1 T 188
Right 100 0.95 53 1 R 50 53
sthound
Left 356 0.95 375 2 L 375
Thru 142 0.95 149 1 T 149
Right 600 0.95 158 1 R 450 158
I::rthbound




Lerlc LIV U.,20 L2020 F4 1 £0D
. Thru 1039 0.85 1094 3 T 1094
Right 342 0.95 97 1 R 250 97
' uthbound
Left 630 0.95 663 2 L 063
Thru 2171 0.95 2285 3 T 2285
Right 450 0.95 158 1 R 300 158
* Value entered by user.
m SATURATION FLOW ADJUSTMENT WORKSHEET
pr/ Ideal Adj
ne Sat b f £ £ £ £ f f f Sat
Geoup Flow W HV G P BB A LU RT LT Flow

q stbound Sec LT Adi/LT Sat:

1200 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.97 —~=-—- 0.950 3502

1900 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1900

1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.000 1,00 1.00 0.850 =--=-- 1615
Westbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:

‘ 1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.97 ---- 0.950 3502
. 1800 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1900
R 1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,00 1.00 0.B50 --—- 1615

. rthbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:

L 1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.00 0.97 --—- 0.950 3502
_ 1800 1.000 1.9000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.91 1.000 1.000 5187
1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.000 1,00 1.00 0,850 -——- 1615
uthbound Sec LT A4Qj/LT Sat:
1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0,97 =-=-- 0.950 3502
A 1800 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.921 1.000 1.000 5187
r- 1900 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 0,850 ---- 1615
CAPACITY ANALYSIS WORKSHEET
r Adj Adj Sat Flow Green --Lane Group--
i pr/ Lane Flow Rate Flow Rate Ratio Ratio Capacity v/c
Mvmt Group (v) (s) {(v/s) (g/C) {c) Ratio
i_ stbound
Pri.

r c. |
__ft L 526 3502 # 0.15 0.250 B76 0.60
Thru T 188 1900 0.10 0.183 348 0.54

"'ght R 53 1615 0.03 0.183 296 0.18

Wwestbound

-
I
I



ec.,

eft L 375 3502 0.11 0.142 496 0.76 h
hru T 149 1800 ¢.08 0.117 222 0.67
ight R 158 1615 # 0.10 0.117 188 0.84
orthbound
'ri,
ec.
eft L 263 3502 # 0.08 0.133 467 0.56
'hru T 1094 5187 0.21 0,308 1599 0.68
ight R 97 1615 0.06 0.308 408 0.19
outhbound
ri,
leC.
eft L 663 3502 G.19 0.308 1080 0.61
*hru T 2285 5187 # 0.44 0.433 2248 1.02
light R 158 1615 0.10 0.433 700 0.23
Sum (v/s) critical = 0.76
Critical v/c(X) = 0.80

'ast Time/Cycle, L = 5.00 sec

LEVEL QF SERVICE WORKSHEET

Ippr/ Ratios

Unf Prog Lane Incremental Res Lane Group Approach
.ane Del Adj Grp Factor Del Del
p v/c g/C dl Fact Cap k d2 d3 Delay LOS Delay LOS

sastbound
' 0.60 0.250 39.7 1.000 876 0.19 1.2 0.0 40,9 D
! 0.54 0.183 44.4 1.000 348 0.14 1.7 0.0 46.1 D 42.3 D

0.18 0,183 41.4 1.000 296 0.11 0.3 0.0 41.7 D
las tbound
2 .76 0.142 49,5 1.000 496 0.31 6.6 0.0 56.1 E

0.67 0.117 50.8 1.000 222 0.24 7.7 6.0 58.5 E 56.8 E .
i c.B4 0.117 51.9 1,000 188 0.38 27 0.0 79.3 E
Jorthbound
l 0.56 0.133 48.7 1,091 467 0.16 1.6 0.0 54.7 D -

0.68 0.308 36.4 0.979 1599 0.25 1.2 0.0 36.8 D 40.3 D
P 0.19 0,308 30.5 0.979 498 0.11 0.2 0.0 30.1 C -
l:uthbound
L 0.61 0.308 35.4 0,879 1080 0.20 1.0 0.0 35.7 D

1.02 0.433 34.0 0,857 2248 0.50 23. 0.0 52.3 D 48.6 D
' 0.23 0.433 21.4 0.857 700 0.11 0.2 0.0 18.5 B

Intersection Delay = 47.1 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS = D -

| i H B : |
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[ HCS: Signals Release 3.1

l mos and Assoclates, Inc.

800 E. College Parkway
l‘ rson City, NV 89706

Phone: 775-883-7077 Fax: 775-883-7114
I'-Mail:
OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

tersection:
Lity/State: Douglas County, NV
Flalyst: Young

‘oject No: 4940,000
..me Period Analyzed: 2010 PM Peak w/ Project

ate: 07/25/2000
st/West Street Name: Topsy Lane
¥ srth/South Street Name: U.S5. 395

l’ VOLUME DATA

| Eastbound | Westbound }  Northbound | Scuthbound
| L T R | L T R | L T R | L T R
! I | }
Volume 400 130 260 {331 131 572 (190 1650 299 |545 2660 420
IF |0.95 0.95 0.95 |0.95 0.95 0.95 |0.95 0.95 0.95 |0.95 0,985 0.95
l 15 Vol |105 34 68 |87 34 151 {50 434 79 1143 700 111
Hi1 Ln Vol | | | |
Grade | 0 | 0 | -4 I 4
leal Sat |1900 1900 1900 |1%00 1900 1900 |1900 1900 1900 {1900 19500 1900
carkbExist | i | |
mmPark | I [ |
' Heavy Veh|O0 0 0 |0 0 0 |0 0 0 |10 0 0
_.2. Lanes | 2 i 1 | 2 1 1 ! 2 3 1 ! 2 3 1
T.GConfig | L T R i L T R | L T R | L T R
ne Width (12.0 12,0 12.0 }12.0 12.0 12.0 |12.0 12.0 12.0 (12,0 12.0 12.0
- 'OR Vol | 130 | 450 f 150 | 50
Adj Flow 1421 137 137 |348 138 128 1200 1737 157 |574 2800 389
nSharedLn| ] | |
- 'op Turns | | I |
NumPeds I 0 ] 0 | 0 | 0
l mBus | O 0 0 [0 0 0 |0 0 0 Ry 0 0
Duration 0.25 Area Type: All other areas
OPERATING PARAMETERS
| Eastbound | Westbound | Northbound | Southbound

l\



| L T R | L | L 1 | L 1 K i )
| ! | I ! i
it Unmet t¢.¢ 0,0 0.0 (0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 O. 0.0 0.0 0.0 |
orriv, Typel3 3 3 |13 3 3 |4 4 3 |4 4 4 |
mit Ext /3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 |3.0 3.0 3 |3.0 3.0 3.0 | I
Factor | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 |
o8t Time 3.0 3.0 3.0 |3.0 3.0 2.0 (3.0 3.0 2 13.0 3.0 3.0 |
xt of g /4.0 4.0 4.0 (4.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 2. 4.0 4.0 4.0 | l
ed Min g | 0.0 | 0.0 [ 0.0 | 0.0 !
PHASE DATA l
‘hase Combination 1 2 3 4 | 5 6 7 8
ie Left A | NB Left A .
Thru A | Thru A
Right A ] Right A .
I Peds X X i Ped X X l
B Left A A | SB Left 2y A N
I Thru A A | Thru A Fix l
Right A A | Right A A
Peds X | Ped X I
lB Right | EB Right
I
IB Right | WB Right I
| ‘
|
reen 16.0 2.0 16.0 9.0 13.0 53.0 l
llow 4.0 4. 4.0 0.0 4.0
311 Red 1.0 0.0 1. 1.0 0.0 1,0
chle Length: 129.0 secs ~“‘l
I VOLUME ADJUSTMENT WORKSHEET l
Adjusted Prop. Prop. '
pr./ Mvt Flow No. Lane Flow Rate Left Right
vement Volume PHF Rate Lanes Group RTOR In Lane Grp Turns Turns _ l
Eastbound -
l Left 400  0.95 421 2 L 421 l
Thru 130 0.95 137 1 T 137
Right 260 0.95 137 1 R 130 137
'estbound I
Left 331 0.95 348 2 L 348 —
Thru 131 0.95 138 1 T 138 I
Right 572 0.95 128 1 R 450 128
'orthbound '



LTl 1z2v

o A

FARVAY

Ly Wt WS

" Thru 1650 0.95 1737 3 T 1737
Right 299 0.95 157 1 R 150 157
I uthbound
Left 545 0.95 574 2 L 574
Thru 2660 0.95 2800 3 T 2800
Right 420 0.95 389 1 R 50 389
= Value entered by user.
I SATURATION FLOW ADJUSTMENT WORKSHEET
»pr/ Ideal Adj
me Sat £ f b £ f f f f f Sat
L.oup Flow W Hv G P EB A Lu RT LT Flow
l 1sthound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 ©0.%7 =---- 0.950 3502
T 1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1200
I 1900 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 0.850 -—---—- 1615
Westbound _ Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
. 1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.97 =---- 0.950 3502
1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1900’
R 1900 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 0.850 ---- 1615 °
l rthbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
L 1900 1.000 1.000 1.020 1.000 1,000 1.00 0.97 ---- 0.950 3572
1900 1.000 1.000 1.020 1.000 1.000 1.00 ©0.91 1.000 1.000 5291
1900 1.000 1.000 1.020 1.000 1.000 1,00 1.00 0.850 ---—- 1647
uthbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
1900 1.000 1.000 0.980 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.97 ---- 0.950 3432
- 1900 1.000 1.000 0.980 1.000 1.000 1.00 ©€.91 1.000 1.000 5083
lR. 1900 1.000 1.000 0.980 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 0.850 --—- 1583
‘ CAPACITY ANALYSIS WORKSHEET
'— Adj Adj Sat Flow Green --Lane Group--
pr/ Lane Flow Rate Flow Rate Ratio Ratio Capacity v/c
Mvmt Group {v) (s) (v/s) {g/C) {c) Ratio
' istbound
Pri.
Tac.
l__ :ft L 421 3502 # 0.12 0.132 462 0.91
rnru T 137 1900 0.07 0.132 250 0.55
~i.ght R 137 1615 0.08 0.132 213 0.64
nestbhound

lbri -
l \




H
d

jec.
kft L 348 3502 0.10 0.186 652 0.53
ru T 138 1900 0.07 0.147 280 0.49
iight R 128 1615 # 0.08 0.140 225 0.57
rthbound
ri.
C.
ft L 200 3572 # 0.06 0.078 277 0.72
[hru T 1737 5291 0.33 0.419 2215 0.78
ight R 157 1647 0.10 0.411 677 0.23
jcuthbound
i.
C.
eft L 574 3432 0.17 0.217 745 0.77
ru T 2800 5083 # 0.55 0.519 2640 1.06
ight R 389 1583 0.25 0.519 822 0.47
Sum {(v/s) critical = 0.81
lgst Time/Cycle, L = 13.00 sec Critical v/c(X) = 0.90
LEVEL OF SERVICE WORKSHEET
lmm/ Ratios Unf Prog Lane Incremental Res Lane Group Approach
Lane Del Adi Grp Factor Del Del
'$> v/c g/C dl Fact Cap k d2 d3 Delay LOS Delay LOS
fastbound
0.91 0.132 55.3 1.000 462 0.43 22.2 0.0 77.4
0.55 0.132 52.4 1.000 250 0.15 2.5 0.0 54.9 71.9
R 0.64 0.132 53.1 1.000 213 0.22 6.5 0.0 59.6
!astbound
0.53 0.186 47.4 1.000 652 0.14 0.9 0.0 48.3
0.49 0.147 50.6 1.000 280 0.11 1.4 0.0 51.9 49.3
0.57 0.140 51.9 1.000 225 0.16 3.4 0.0 55.3
rthbound
0.72 0.078 58.1 1.118 277 0.28 8.9 0.0 73.9
0.78 0.419 32,5 0.874 2215 0.33 1.9 0.0 30.3 34.8
2 0.23 0.411 24.7 1.000 677 0.11 0.2 0.0 24.9
l:vuthbound
L 0.77 0.217 47.5 1.044 745 0.32 5.0 0.0 54.5
l 1.06 0,519 31,0 0.736 2640 0.50 36. 0.0 59.1 58.3
0.47 0.519 19.8 0.736 822 0.11 0.4 0.0 15.0
Intersection Delay = 51.2 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS = D

!

. i £ i : i .
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l HCS: Signals Release 3.1

[ mos and Associates, Inc.

800 E. College Parkway
‘ rson City, NV 89706

Phone: 775-883-7077 Fax: 775-883-7114
l Mail; ‘
OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS
tersection:
C.ty/State: Douglas County
~alyst: Young
‘ oject No: 4940.000
me Period Analyzed: 2010 PM Peak
ate: , 07/26/2000
i st/West Street Name: Topsy
rth/South Street Name: Commercial
l VOLUME DATA
|  Eastbound | Westbound | HNerthbound |  Southbound i
l | L T R I L T R | L T R i L T R |
I | { I I
volume 1488 101 488 |24 56 24 1514 1 42 |42 1 556 |
CTE |]0.95 0,85 0.95 10.85 0.95 0.95 |0.95 0.95 0.95 ]0.95 0.95 0.95 |
[ 15 Vol |128 27 128 |e6 15 6 135 1 11 f11 1 146 |
hae In Vol | ! ! | I
Grade | 0 | 0 | 0 I 0 |
( eal Sat (11900 1900 1500 |19C0 1900 1900 (1900 1900 1900 11900 1300 1900 |
.rkExist | | ' | | |
mPark ] | ! I I
+ Heavy Veh| 0 0 0 [0 0 0 10 0 0 |0 0 0 |
. Lanes I 2 1 1 i 1 1 1 | 2 1 i | 1 1 1 ]
LGConfig | L T R I L T R { L T R [ L T R |
“Gne Widthk J12.0 12.0 12.0 (12.0 12.0 12.0 |12.0 12.0 12.0 |12.0 12.0 12.0 |
OR Vol | 200 | 0 | 0 | 200 |
Adj Flow |514 106 303 125 59 25 541 1 44 |44 1 375 |
‘nSharedLn| | | ' I |
op Turns | I | I I
NumPeds I 0 | 0 | 0 ] 0 I
"-mBus | 0 0 0 |0 0 0 10 0 0 |0 0 0 |
Luration 0.25 Area Type: All other areas
l_ OPERATING FPARAMETERS
| Eastbound | Westbound i Northbound | Southbound

I
i
[



I L 1 K i L r oL T | i K I .
| | | | | )
nit Unmet (0.0 0.0 0.0 (0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |
rriv. Type|3 3 3 I3 3 3 |3 3 3 |3 3 3 |
nit Ext. 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 ]3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 | ‘l
. Factor | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 ] 1,000 ]
ost Time 2.0 2.0 2,0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 |
xt of ¢ /3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 | l
ied Min g | 0.0 i 0.0 ! 0.0 | 0.0 I
PHASE DATA l
'hase Combination 1 2 3 4 | 5 6 7 8
B Left yy A | NB Left A A I
Thru A A | Thru A A
Right A A ] Right A A
Peds X X | Ped X x l
IB Left A - | SB Left- A N
Thru A i Thru A '
Right A ] Right A
Feds X ] Ped X l
B Right | EB Right :
|
B Right | WB Right l
I
!
reen 10.0 4.0 10.0 8.0 2.0 17.0 l
ellow 3.0 3.0 3. 3.0 3.0 3.0 »
111 Red 1.0 1.0 1. 1.0 1.0 1.0
vcle Length: 75.0 secs l
VOLUME ADJUSTMENT WORKSHEET B \I
N
I Adjusted Prop. Prop.
\ppr./ Mvt Flow No. Lane Flow Rate Left Right

k

i ., Ny

ovement Volume PHF Rate Lanes Group RTOR In Lane Grp Turns Turns
tastbound
Left 488 0.95 514 2 L 514
Thru 101 0.95 106 1 T 106
Right 488 0.95 303 1 R 200 303
Iestbound
Left 24 0.95 25 1 L 25
Thru 56 0.95 58 1 T 59
l Right 24 0.95 25 1 R 0 25

orthbound

i



Left 514

V.95 o4l Z L J41
l Thru 1 0.95 1 1 T 1
Right 42 0.95 44 1 R 0 44
l 1thbound
Left 42 0.95 44 1 L 44
Thru 1 0.95 1 1 T 1
m Right 556 0.95 375 1 R 200 375
* Value entered by user,.
l SATURATION FLOW ADJUSTMENT WORKSHEET
>r/ Ideal Adj
e Sat £ b f £ f f f £ £ Sat
Giroup Flow W HV G P EB A LU RT LT Flow
! stbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
1800 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.97 -—-- 0.950 3502
\ 1500 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1900
1200 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 0.850 ---- 1615
Westbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
1800 1.000 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,00 1.00 ==-- 0.950 1805
1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1900
R 1800 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 0.850 ---—- 1615
rthbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
L 1900 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.97 -—-- 0.950 3502
1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1900
1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 0.850 ---—- 1615
uthbound Sec LT Adj/LT Sat:
7 1900 1,000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,00 1.00 =---- 0.950 1805
1 1900 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1900
‘ 1800 1.000 1.000 1.000 1,000 1.000 1,00 1.00 0.8530 ---- 1615
CAPACTITY ANALYSIS WORKSHEET
‘ Adj Adj Sat Flow Green --Lane Group--
_pr/ Lane Flow Rate Flow Rate Ratio Ratio Capacity v/c¢
Mvmt Group (v) (s) {v/s) (g/C} (c) Ratio
stbound
Pri.
. c.
ft L 514 3502 0.15 0.253 887 0.58
Thru T 106 1200 0.06 0.253 481 0.22
" ght R 303 1615 # 0.19 0.253 409 0.74
westbound

l"l.
|



eC.

eft L . 25 1805 # 0.01 0.147 265 0.09

hru T 59 1800 0.03 0.147 279 0.21

ight R 25 1615 0.02 0.147 237 0.11

‘orthbound

ri.

ec.

eft L 541 3502 # 0.15 0.200 700 0.77

hru T 1 1900 0.00 0.320 608 0.00

ight R 44 1615 0.03 0.320 517 0.09

\

outhbound

ri.

ec.

eft L 44 1805 0.02 0.120 217 0.20

hru T 1 1900 0.00 0.240 456 0.00

ight R 375 1615 # 0.23 0.240 388 0.97
Sum (v/s) critical = 0.59

ost Time/Cycle, L = 8.00 sec Critical v/c({X) = (.66

LEVEL OF SERVICE WORKSHEET

ppr/ Ratios Unft Prog Lane Incremental Res Lane Group Approach

ane Del Adj Grp Factor Del Del
rp v/c g/C dl Fact Cap k d2 d3 Delay LOS Delay LOS
:astbound
0.58 0.2533 24.5 1.000 887 0.17 1.0 0.0 25.5 C
0.22 0.253 22.1 1.000 481 0.11 0.2 0.0 22.4 C 24.9 C
R 0.74 0.253 25.7 1.000 409 .30 7.1 0.0 32.8 C
estbound :
) 0.09 0.147 27.7 1.000 265 0.11 0.2 0.0 27.8 C
0.21 0.147 28.2 1.000 279 0.11 0.4 0.0 28.6 C 28.3 C
0.11 0.147 27.7 1.000 237 0.11 0.2 0.0 27.9 C
orthbound
0.77 0,200 28.4 1.000 700 0.32 5.4 0.0 33.8 C
‘ 0.00 0.320 17.3 1.000 608 0.11 0.0 0.0 17.4 B 33.7 C
L 0.02 0.320 17.8 1.000 517 0.11 0.1 0.0 17.9 B
cuthbound ,
R 0.20 0.120 29.8 1,000 217 0.11 0.5 0.0 30.2 C
l 0.00 0.240 21.7 1.000 456 0.11 0.0 0.0 21.7 C 30.0 C
0.97 0.240 28.2 1.000 388 0.47 36.8 0.0 65.0 E
' Intersection Delay = 29.4 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS = C
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E0L ALl M / feidey) HOoqpueH UoReseuss) dul

Analyst %3‘4 ng MUL-;I-E:'I{,SE EDN?I%%SNEN‘ Name of DVipt Aor 44 Cowaly Speefi. Plaw
pate /o//% [oo Time Period _ PM Vex'k,
. AND INTERNAL CAPTURE SUMMARY

LAND USE A - Commevcial
ITELU Code _ B2 O

Exif fo Extamal Siza
23 82- Total Intemal Extarnal
- Enter |2Z23% | 120 |3103

Ext |A418 | 136|238
Enterl Total '7‘?5'& 2% L, 58 2
" % [/oO% 6% 54 %

Gupd]  aksd] \\FoulyA
Demand Demand Demand Demand
Coa 1//C w1 L_zg IN\L/7_|
Balanced Balanced Balanced Balanced
Biliz1] / / [S3%m | ZAEAANNEDER
Demand Damand Demant Demand
LAND USE B BSS _ LAND USE ¢ _Lubliz {Assume
Commercial )
ITE LU Code &0 ITELU Code BSb&/5C )
Exit to Extemnal Size Demand Balanced Demand Size Enter from Extarme!
Total Internal Exlarnal [3' %I 'Zl—' [ 11 _I DZ %’jm Total Internal External
-+ Enter {391 122. |259 |+ Enter |25 EF] 52 ""_;

-EE 7] Ext 13lp L) GZ ~ KE ] Exit | 74 30 o =7 ]

Enter fm Extemal Total EO‘ QSD '35—{ I%E"I’l"": J ‘ B’i“d—l 19{:”3 Tota/ / b 7 52 j!? Em‘%f:n&mnaf
% |lpa¥ |H2% | 58% % o X |21% | 674 S
Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development
LAND USE A LAND USE B LAND USE-C TOTAL ek Amsoctsten. |
Enter Q_I_O 3 {,? 5? 5 3 2 / 7 57 Source: Kaku Associates, Inc.,
Exit| 93872 ETA 64 EOEE:

Total Y3885 351 1{7 DEY-XS INTERNAL CAPTURE
Single-Use Trip Gen. Esl. | YbSZ 6ol /69 34922 /o % |




Douglas County

North Colnty Specific Plan
Trip Generation
Topay Lane
1TE Land|Land Usa Aren Urits-SF/_Total ADT AM Pazk How _
Use [Acres)  Acre o Rats Ratn How % in %O |Fote Hour K o ot
Public FaciTies (Charchy (5F) G 3500 0 EXE] T [X7 0 0 0 088 4 [} 0
Pubfic Fadlities {Archive} 19
521 Public Faclities (Sehool) (Students) o
B20] Commercial {Shopping Certer) (SF) 8385 @500 796,576 [Ln(T0.6A3Ln(xH5.865 25,886 [Ln(T)R0.586LNx}2.325 550 36 215{L{T)=D.8BDLNx}+3.403 2470 1188 1,284
2107) Single Family Residental (8,000 SF) (Units) 6312 4 253 957 2417 078 189 47 142 1.0 255 183 02
210| Singe Family Residental { 12,000 SF) {Linite) 7231 3 87 957 B4 0.75 50 13 38 1.01 68 43 24
Sub-Tora| 28543 790 356 364 2793 1392 1,400
Subtract 10% Caphure Rate 26,049 711 356 328 2513 1253 1261
Jacks Valley Road
ITE Land|Land Use Ares Urit=SF7 Total _ [ADT ADT AM Posk Howr PM Peak Hour
Use - (Acres) Acre SFiUrits _[Rate How Rate How % % Out _ |Hour Rete i Heor ®in % Cit
560 Public Facifies [Chrch) (SF) 30 3500 106,000 CXER 557 072 76 &) 35 [ Y E7
Puble Faciities {Archive) o ’
521 [ Public Faciliies (Schoa?) {Students) 4442 ; 500 324 1820 082 460 e 184 0.2 160 38 a2
820| Commerclal {Shopping Cener) (SF) 6947  BS00 650965 |LnTROS4ILNINEESE 22.936|Ln(Ti0.606Ln(x)+2.229 492 300 192 [LfTi=0.680LO(x)3.403 2182 1,047 1,434
210|Single Farnily Residariial (8,000 8F) (Units} £6.60 4 7 957 2,170 075 170 4 128 1.0 ne 147 a2
210 | Single Family Residertiat {12,000 SF} {Units) 16.16 3 48 957 464 0.75 38 g 2 1M 49 # 12
Sub-Total 28,147 1,234 660 565 2529 301 328
Subtract 0% Caphe Rate 25,337 1,111 607 509 2366 1170 KE
Totat ; 5133 1,821 G50 B8] 242 2
Prepared by LUMOSS 10452000 Page 1
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LS. 395 - Topsy Intersection

Left Turn Lane Lengh Calculations

Volume K Cycle Length p L
Eastbound 190 2 130 0 343
Westbound 331 2 130 0 508
Northbound 190 1.5 130 0 257
Southbound 545 1.5 130 0 738
U.8. 395 - Commercial Intersection
Volume K Cycle Length P L
Eastbound 488 2 75 0 508
Westbound 24 2 75 0 25
Northbound 514 2 75 0 535
Southbound 42 2 75 0 44
L).S. 395 - Jacks Valley intersection
Volume K Cycle Length p L
Eastbound 500 2 130 0 903
Westbound 356 2 130 0 643
Northbound 250 1.5 130 a 339
Southbound 630 1.5 130 0 853

Prepared by LUMOS/ 07/28/2000

Page 1
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RESULTS

Field survey revealed that the central portion of the project area has been disturbed by off-road
recreational use, the dumping of vard and construction debris and numerous two track roads. Also,
an improved dirt road (Topsey Lane) and a paved road (North Sunridge Drive) bisect the project area

from east to west.

The cultural resource inventory identified a total of seven previously undocumented sites and one
previously recorded site (Figure 3). In addition, 20 isolated artifacts and 2 isolated features were
discovered. Evidence of an historic road depicted on GLO Plat Map dating to 1866 and bisecting
Section 5 from west to east was not observed during any of the north/south orientated transects. The
seven sites consist of a depression with associated structural lumber and refuse, one large and two
smaller diffuse refuse scatters, a ditch segment, a sparse scatter of basalt and chert flakes with an
associated rock feature, an extensive bedrock milling feature containing 25 mortars and 3 grinding
slicks and a rock concentration, and a dense distribution of obsidian and chert flaked stone debitage
and tool fragments. These resources are summarized and discussed below. The site records are

included in the Appendix.
SITE SUMMARIES

Smithsonian Number: 26D0265

Agency Number: CrNV-3-1118

Site Type: Bedrock Milling Feature

Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: The advent of mortar technology is associated with the Late

Archaic and post dates 1200 B.P. (Elston et al. 1994:1-21, 1-24).

Site Description: This site, described as consisting of 17 bedrock mortars, was first recorded by
Brian Hatoff (1978). Eight additional mortars, and three grinding slicks were incorporated into an
IMACS short-form that was prepared by BLM archaeologists in the Spring of 2000 (McCabe and
Lasell 2000). A complete IMACS form was prepared by WCRM during this project to further
deseribe the milling features and document an associated rock feature located approximately 80 m

to the north. The site is situated at the edge of an easterly trending ridge of the Carson Range. This
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location overlooks the Carson River flood plain located to the east. Moderately incised seasonal
drainages are located to the north and south. The site consists of 25 bedrock mortars, 3 grinding
slicks and one rock concentration. Thirteen of the mortars are formed in natural depressions that
range in size from 80 to 21 cm in diameter. Larger conical shaped mortars (n=6) (Numbers 1-3, 7,
8 and 12) are from 24 to 15 c¢m in diameter with depths from 13 to 10 em. Nine mortars are cup
shaped with diameters from 20 to 10 cm and depths ranging from 6 to 3 cm. The remaining 10
mortars are shallow saucer shaped depressions from 5 to 15 ¢m in diameter with depths of 1 to 3cm.
No artifacts were observed. Slope-wash, exacerbated by off-road recreational use is present on the
west side of the exposed bedrock. These sedintents may be obscuring additional milling features or
artifacts, Wyman Sargeant, a member of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, identified a
concentration of stones located on the ridge immediately north of the feature as possibly marking
the location of a burial (Notes on file at Nevada State Museum, Carson City). A single concentration
of 7 cobbles is present on this ridge, approximately 80 m at 5 degrees from the center of the milling
feature. Presumably this is the feature that was referred to by Sargeant. The site boundaries were

expanded to include this feature.

Bedrock mortars have been interpreted as marking camp sites (Freed 1966:75), therefore this locale
may have functioned as, or be part of a large campsite. Although artifacts are rare on the site, an
obsidian projectile point mid-section was observed as a result of a field review conducted by the
BLM on October 19, 2000. Ethnographic data gathered by Rucks indicates that large numbers of
mortars reflect the social aspects associated with milling activities, in which a large group of women
participated (1995:126). Contemporary Washoe related that mortars were primarily used in the
processing of pine nuts and acorns, although other plants such as grasses, roots, and unspecified
medicines were once processed (Rucks 1995:67,102-103). McCarthy (1993:283 in Rucks 1993:65)
presents data indicating that the smooth slick adjacent to work areas is the result of acom oil.
Therefore the slicks present at this site may be the result of processing acorn, that was either acquired
directly or by trade from the west slopes of the Sierra Nevada, or Sierra Valley area to the north.
Ethnographic evidence gathered by McCarthy on the processing of acorn provides some insight into
the depths of the mortars. Shallow mortars (starter mortars) less than 5.5 ¢m in depth were used for
breaking up the nut meats, mortars from 5.5 t0 9.5 cm in depth were used to grind the nuts into a fine
flour, Deeper mortars over 9.5 em in depth are too deep for oily acorn flour and were used for less
oily resources such as seeds and berries (McCarthy 1993:282). Therefore, the varying depths of the

mortars at this site may reflect the processing of a variety of plant resources
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Site Condition: Although impacted by off road vehicle use, the overall site condition is good.
Expected Project Impacts: The site may be impacted by commercial and residential development.

Significance and National Register Eligibility: Significant, Eligible. This extensive milling
feature site qualifies as a short-term residential site discussed in the prehistoric context of this report.
In consultation with the BLM, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California have expressed that they
consider the feature to be of importance to their tribal history (Bowyer personal communication with
Ed Stoner June 2000). As such, the site qualifies under Criterion a. Specific individuals associated
with the site were not identified, thereby precluding the resource from gualifying under Criterion b.
Unique methods of construction are not present, therefore the site does not meet the requirements
of Criterion ¢. Regarding archaeological deposits, no artifacts have been observed at the site either
during the initial recordation by Hatoff in 1978, subsequent recordings conducted by BLM
archaeologists in March of 2000, or during this project. While relic collectors may have removed
many artifacts from the site, which is easily accessed, it seems likely that some small number of
artifacts would remain and may be buried under alluvial deposits at the base of the milling feature.
Therefore, block exposures around the feature have the potential to yield archaeobotanical remains
that may be used to address mobility and land-use, and possibly lithic materials that may further
define lithic resources and technology. Studies by McCarthy (1993) have indicated that resource
specific milling tasks are reflected by the size and type of the individual milling feature. Therefore,
an in depth analysis of the patterning among the individual milling features coupled with
ethnographic data, and consultation with Washoe elders, may provide additional data that can'be
used to interpret task specific activities and subsistence resources that were prepared at this site.
Because the site has the potential to further an understanding of prehistory it is recommended

eligible under Criterion d.

Management Recommendations: This site is recommended eligible to the NRHP under Criteria
a and d. The site and 30 acres encompassing the site (Figure 3) will be transferred to the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA). The BIA will hold the land in trust for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and
California. The transfer of the 30 acres encompassing the site from one federal agency to another
does not constitute an adverse effect. It is not known what uses, if any, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada
and California will make of the land. Any future projects, however, which may constitute 2 federal
undertaking will be addressed by the BIA.
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Smithsonian Number: 26Do710

Agency Number: BLM No. CrNV-03-5328

Site Type: Historic Refuse

Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: Historic European American - Late 19™ Century to 1960s.

Site Description: This site, consisting of an extensive historic refuse deposit within 10
concentrations (A-JI), is located to the east of Center Road south of Carson City and west of the
Carson River. The site dimensions are 135 m E-W and 150 m N-S. The entrance to the historic

Schulz Ranch is located directly to the east of the site, although interviews with Rose Parker (2000

personal communication) failed to reveal a connection with the ranch. Vegetation within and

surrounding the site consists of tall sagebrush, bitterbrush, wild peach, rabbit brush, and cheat grass.
The artifact concentrations are dominated by household items, and lack industrial constitients. The
debris found on the site is consistent with domestic and ranch activities. Tin cans (500 +) are
dominated by sanitary cans, with tobacco tins with hinged lids, key wind coffee tins, and smaller
(less than 4 inch tall) solder dot milk tins. The majority of the tins have been opened with a rotary
opener. All of the glass and ceramic artifacts are fragmented. Colors of the glass are clear, brown,
green, amethyst, dark blue, white, aqua, light aqua, light amber, and "uranium" or "Vaseline" green
that fluoresces under black light. Miscellaneous artifacts are galvanized wash tubs, car parts, gray
enamel ware, barrel hoops, bailing wire, shoe and other leather fragments, metal corset stays. a 15
gallon drum, upholstery spring, metal strapping, hack saw blade, wire nails, cut nails, cast iron stove
fragments, galvanized pipe fittings, bolts, ash shovel, Medel A rim (missing wooden spokes).
Abundant coal slag or "clinkers" indicates that a coal fired stove was periodically cleaned and
dumped with the household refuse at the site. Burned, misshapen, glass is located in Concentration
D. Itis likely that the glass was bumed prior to its disposal. Non-artifactual constituents consist of

juvenile cow bone. All of these constituents appear to be limited to the surface.

Artifacts at the site the vast majority of the refuse at this site appears to post-date the 1930s. This
is evidenced by the dominance of solder dot milk tins that are less than 4 inches in height. These
cans have been found in assemblages that post date 1931 (Bowyer and Speulda 1996). Other
artifacts dating from the 1930s are cone top and flat top beer cans with church key opener. These
dates are substantiated by the presence of sanitary tins which date from 1904 (Rock 1990), numerous
bottles bearing the 1928-1954 Owens1llinois trademark symbo! and Hazel Atlas bottles with a time-
frame from 1920-1964. Although cut nails dominate in pre 1890 assemblages and amethyst glass
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pre-dates 1920, these items are present in extremely small numbers and may represent recycling and

the delayed discard of materials.

Large sanitary cans indicate the presence of a large family group. This is consistent with early
farming and ranching households, that were composed of several children, who were considered as
assets to the daily operation. The presence of cooking oil containers indicates a diet that included
fried foods. Unfortunately, bone was limited to a small number of large mammal long bones and

unfused condyle fragmenfs, indicating the butchering of juvenile livestock.

All of the 10 concentrations (A-J) were inventoried in detail. While similarities in the tin can
assemblages were noted among the concentrations, specialty items such as nails, a metal file, auto
and stove parts, were unique to all of the concentrations. There are approximately 50 pieces of
amethyst glass located throughout the site, from a number of vessels including a patent medicine
bottle, a jar with a lightning closure, and a tall 5 or 6 paneled jar or vase. The lack of complete or
nearly complete ceramics and bottles, coupled with the proximity to development indicates that

many items may have been removed by relic hunters.

Finally, it should be noted that a chert projectile point fragment was noted on the site during an
onsite visit by the BLM. This point could not be relocated during the onsite visit conducted on
October 19" by the BLM and the WCRM Project Manager nor was it relocated during the re-
recording of the site by Tom Langheim of WCRM on October 27", 2000.

Site Condition: Good. Approximately 25 percent of the site area appears to be deflated, with some

horizonta] mixing of the deposits also present.

Anticipated Project-Related Impacts: The site may be impacted by commercial and residential

development.

Significance and National Register Eligibility: As arefuse dump the site, while apparently linked
to the nearby Schulz Ranch, lacks the clear and documentable associations to ranching in the area.
As a result the site can not be considered significant under Criteria a or b. The lack of a built
environment or evidences of an architectural presence precludes the site from being considered

eligible under Criteria ¢. This site is recommended as eligible for inclusion in the National Register



of Historic Places under Criterion d for the information it holds about local ranching life during the
20" century. The site has clear focus and thus the necessary integrity for inclusion in the NRHP.
Moreover, it has the ability to address research concerns iterated in the Refuse Deposits property

type discussion including:

The material in the scatter represent does represent a particular theme - agricultural activities
and it does indicate participation in world systems, and it is somewhat dominated by goods

from the national and/or international markets.

Careful study of the artifacts at the site can help recreate the ranch household and its

composition.

The refuse appears to have been derived from a single kind of source - a nearby ranch

household.

Finally, under the heading of chronology the material all appears to date from a single
period of time. (early to mid 20" century) and thus the information held by the site can

contribute to our understanding of culture history from that period.

In summary the site lacks the associations and integrity to be recommended as eligible for inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places under Criteria a, b or ¢ but it does hold significant
quantities of information and meets the registration requirements for a refuse deposit as outlined in

the survey report. Therefore, the site is recommended eligible to the NRHP under Criterion d.

Management Recommendations: According to 36 CFR citation 800.5 (a)(2)(vii) "transfer, Jease,
or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and legally enforceable
restrictions or conditions to ensure Jong-term preservation of the property’s historic significance”
constitutes an adverse effect (Federal Register 1999). It is recommended, in order to mitigate

adverse effects; that a treatment plan be prepared and implemented prior to the transfer.
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Smithsonian Number: 26Do711

Agency Number: CINV-(3-5329 ' -

Site Type: Depression with Structural and Refuse Remains
Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: European American - Post 1940

Site Description: This site is situated on lower alluvial fan deposits east of the Ca'rson Range, and
upslope of the Carson River flood plain. The siie consists of a shallow {one foot deep) depression,
10 feet in length and 65 inches in width. Three 5 by 5 and % inch posts and one inch thick nominal
lumber, some of which contain wire nails, are associated with the depression. Three sanitary cans
and a piece of sheet metal are scattered around the perimeter of the feature. Scattered charcoal is
located on the surface within the depression and one piece of lumber is burned on one side. A 25
by 25 cm shovel probe was placed within the feature and excavated to a depth of 20 cm. No cultural
material was found within the depression. Sanitary tins post date 1904 (Rock 1950). However, the
lack of artifacts with manufacturing end dates preclude accurate dating of the site. Vegetation
consists primarily of bitterbrush and tall sagebrush, with lesser quantities of wild peach, rabbit brush

and cheat grass. The entire site dimensions are approximately 5 meters in diameter.

Site Condition: The overall site condition is poor (greater than 50 percent disturbed), since fluvial
and aeolian processes have eroded the depression. Burmned structural materials indicates the fire may

have destroyed some of the constituents.
Expected Project Impacts: The site may be impacted by commercial and residential development.

Significance and National Register Eligibility: Non-Significant, Not Eligible. Since the site
cannot be associated with an historical theme, it has limited value in addressing research domains.
The artifacts and structural material lack association with a particular event or residence (Criterion
a), and cannot be traced to the lives of significant individuals (Criterion b). The minimal structural
remains and the depression lack engineered features or architectural elements precluding the site
from qualifying under Criterion ¢. There are no signs of buried materials, associations between the
artifact constituents can not be ascertained, and there is a lack of data that may be used to address
gender, age, or ethnicity, or remains that might further address lifeways and consumptive habits or

changes in these habits over time. Because of these deficiencies the site does not quality under
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Criterion d. Therefore, this site is recommended not eligible for inclusion in the National Register

of Historic Places as outlined in Criteria a-d.
Management Recommendations: No further work is recommended.

Smithsonian Number: 26Do712

Agency Number: CrNV-03-5330

Site Type: Historic Refuse Deposit

Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: 20" Century European American

Site Description: This dispersed scatter of historic refuse is located at the base of a steep ridge
immediately upslope of the Carson River flood plain. The site is situated at the base of easterly
trending slopes that descend from the Carson Range. A seasonal drainage and unimproved dirt road
bisect the site from east to west and a second seasonal drainage forms the southern site boundary.
Artifacts consist of a gray enamel wash basin, 7 sanitary cans or can lids, 7 solder dot milk tins, 2
lard buckets with bail handle, a section of corrugated riveted pipe, 2 automobile tires (size 6.70-135),
a smashed lap seam bucket with modified wire handle, 3 clear glass jar tops with screw lids, and 2
steel beverage cans with church key opening. These artifacts are set on a background scatter of
contemporary refuse consisting of aluminum beer cans; clear, green and brown beer bottle
fragments, plastic beverage bottles, styrofoam, miscellaneous clothing, plastic fragments, and small
pieces of PVC pipe. The refuse appears to represent accumulated debris from numerous dumping
events that may date from the 1930s until present. Vegetation consists primarily of tall sagebrush
with lesser amounts of wild peach, rabbit brush, bitterbrush, and cheat grass. The site measures 40

m north/south by 40 m east/west.

Site Condition: Site condition is poor since the artifacts are widely scattered possibly as a result

fluvial processes.

Expected Project Impacts: The site may be impacted by commercial and residential development.
Significance and National Register Eligibility: Non Significant, Not Eligible. Records searches
have found no information about this site to indicate its function, purpose or time setting. Without

these clear links no associations of the significant events, patterns, trends or persons can be made.
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Thus, the site can not be considered significant under Criteriaaor b. The lack of a built environment
or evidences of an architectural presence the site can not be considered eligible under Criteria c.
Finally, the apparent lack of subsurface deposits and the limited and scattered nature of the surface
materials indicate that the site does not have the the archaeological data potential to be considered
a significant repository of information about 20" century ranching and ranch life in the Carson City
area. In summary the site lacks the associations and integrity 1o be recommended as eligible for

inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places under any of the four critena.
Management Recommmendations: No further work is recommended.

Smithsonian Number: 26D0o713

Agency Number: CrNV-03-5331

Site Type: Ditch Segment

Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: European American - Late 19" to early 20™ Century.

Site Deseription: This site consists of a hand or machine dug irrigation canal located at the toe of
slopes descending from the Carson Range to the west and upslope of the Carson River flood plain
to the east, within the Carson Valley. The segment of the canal located within the project is
approximately 80 m in length. The depth is currently 2 feet with a width of 12 feet. A one foot high
berm 8 feet in width is located on the downslope (northeast) side of the feature. Originally the ditch
may have been either hand dug or excavated using a horse drawn scraper or plow. The ditch has
been in use since at least the beginning of the 20™ Century (Rose Parker, 2000 personal
communication). Ms. Parker, who grew up on the ranch and still owns a small portion, also stated
that the ditch originates at a small dam located on Clear Creek approximately 1,000 m to the
northwest, and 1s a seasonal source of water for the Schulz Ranch and one other small farm. Other
than two smashed sanitary cans and a barrel hoop located within 5 m on the upslope side of the ditch,
no artifacts were observed in association with the irrigation segment Vegetation consists primarily
of tall sagebrush, bitterbrush and rabbit brush. Willows are located to the southeast and grasses

including bunch grass are within the drainage.

Site Condition: This ditch segment does appear to have been impacted and there is no indjcation

of modifications or realignments, therefore overall condition of this segment is excellent.
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Expected Project Impacts: The site may be impacted by commercial and residential development.

Significance and National Register Eligibility: Non-Significant, Not Eligible. Currently the ditch
segment 1s part of a feeder that diverts water from Clear Creek to the Schulz Ranch and one other
small farm located 1o the east of the project area. Historically, the function was most likely similar
to that of today, supplying water during the late spring and early summer to the Schulz Ranch. The
physical appearance of the feature suggests that the method of construction was by hand, or horse
drawn plow and/or scraper, methods that were common in Carson Valley and throughout Nevada
inthe late 19™and early 20" Centuries. Although the physical characteristics of the resource provide
information conceming the method of construction of small farm irrigation systems in Carson Valley
and Nevada, the ditch segment is part of a system that was of nominal importance to the
development of farming or ranching in the region and is not therefore eligible under Criterion a.
Record searches and interviews indicate that the ditch is associated with the Schulz Ranch, however
historic documents and interviews failed to identify significant individuals as outlined in Criterion
b. While the segment maintains integrity that reflects the original construction methods, the resource
does not possess significant engineered features, or elements that demonstrate an evolution in the
construction of irrigation systems constructed during the late 19™ and early 20™ centuries { Criterion
¢). Other than the two smashed tins and a barrel hoop, no archaeological deposits that may aid in
determining use or method of construction were observed in association with the segment,
precluding the segment from qualifying as a contributing element under Criterion d. Therefore. the

site 1s not recommended as eligible under Criteria a-d.
Management Recommendations: No further work is recommended.

Smithsomian Number: 26Do714

Agency Number: CINV-(3-5332

Site Type: Historic Refuse Deposit

Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: 20" Century European-American

Site Description: This sparse scatter of historic refuse is located on a southeast facing slope of the
lower easterly facing fan that descends from the Carson Range to the west. The Carson River flood
plain is located to the east. An ephemeral wash is located approximately 20 m to the south.

Artifacts consist of 2 cooking oil tins, a key wind can top, a 5 gallon kerosene can missing a top. a
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tin canister and amethyst, aqua and clear colored glass fragments. The artifacts are widely dispersed
in an area measuring 35 m east/west and 10 m north/south, on a southeast/northwest trending 5
degree slope. Vegetation consists of tall sagebrush, bitterbrush, wild peach, rabbit brush and cheat

grass,

Site Condition; The artifacts are widely scattered and lack meaningful associations, therefore overall

site condition is poor.

Expected Project Impacts: The site may be impacted by commercial and residential development:

Significance and National Register Eligibility: Non Significant, Not Eligible. The artifact
assemblage at this site appears to be the remains of sporadic deposits from the early 1900s, based
upon the presence of amethyst glass and the widely distributed artifact constituents. The limited
number of artifacts, coupled with a lack of household debris, suggests that the cans and glass
artifacts are not the result of a residential dump, but rather several small dumping events. Because
of a lack of association with an historic theme, the site can not be associated with a specific event
or pattern (Criterion a), and cannot be traced to the lives of significant individuals (Criterion b).
There are no structures, engineered features or related artifacts associated with the site (Criterion c).
There are no signs of buried materials and there is a lack of integrity, since associations between
the scattered artifact constituents can not be ascertained. As a result the site lacks data that may be
used to address gender, age, or ethnicity, or remains that might further address lifeways and
consumptive habits or changes in these habits over time (Criterion d). Therefore, this site is
recommended not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places as outlined m

Criteria a-d.

Management Recommendations: No further work is recommended.

Smithsonian Number: 26Do715

Agency Number: CrNV-03-5333

Site Type: Lithic Scatter

Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: Aboriginal/Unknown
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Site Description: This site located on the Jower easterly trending alluvial fan of the Carson Range,

overlooks the Carson River flood plain located to the east. The site is on barren ground and

_surrounding vegetation consists primarily of tall sagebrush and bitterbrush, with lesser numbers of

wild peach and cheat grass. The site, measuring approximately 6.5 m in diameter consists of 71

pieces of flaked stone debitage dominated by obsidian (n=55, 77 percent), with lesser amounts of

chert(n=11, 15 percent), mineralized wood (n=3, 4 percent), basalt (n=1, 2 percent), and sinter (n=1,

2 percent). Thirteen flaked and ground stone tools consist of 1 small andesite pestle fragment, 6
Stage II obsidian biface fragments, 1 Stage III obsidian biface fragment, 1 chert core, 1 mineralized
wood core 1ool, and 2 assayed cobbles of chert and mineralized wood. A shovel probe placed in the
center of the artifact concentration indicated that the artifacts are limited to the surface. No artifacts

were observed in the road bed along the south side of North Sunridge Drive.

It1s clear that the artifacts on the site are in a secondary depositional context. The site was revisited

‘by the WCRM Project Manager and the BLM and the following observations were made: 1) The site

1s located immediately adjacent to North Sunridge Drive in an area in which the surface was
disturbed by blading during road construction; 2) the disturbed area is covered with the same
material used to construct the modern roadbed; and 3) the road was built in the late 1990s and the
lithic materials observed were deposited after the road was constructed. We can only speculate as
to the reasons for this concentration of lithic materials. It is possible that the lithic materials were
part of the road building materials and were deposited when the road was constructed. This,
however, is unlikely given the concentration and diversity of material types and tools. It is also
possible that the site represents the detritus from a modern flintknapper with poor ethics. Finally,
it is possible that a local collector abandoned the collection by the roadside.

In summary, the lithic materials that constitute the "site" are in a secondary depositional context and

were deposited on artificial fill which is part of a road constructed in the late 1990s.

Site Condition: The site condition is poor, since the artifacts are in a completely secondary

depositional context.

Expected Project Impacts: The site may be impacted by residential and commercial development.



Significance and National Registei‘ Eligibility: Non-Significant, Not Eligible. Surface
examination of the site and surrounding area, and excavation of a small shovel probe indicate that
this small dense deposit of flaked stone debitage and too) fragments is limited to the surface and
deposited directly on top of road-base gravels. The road was constructed in the Jate 1990s.
Therefore, as redeposited material the artifacts lack association and preclude interpretation of the
activities and/or events that they may represent and the data can be used to address changes in
mobility and land-use, lithic resources and technology, or trade and exchange as outlined in the
research domains for this project. Therefore, the site is recommiended not eligible to the NRHP

under Criteria a-d.
Management Recommendations: No further work is recommended

Smithsonian Number: 26D0716

Agency Number: CrNV-3-5334

Site Type: Lithic Scatter

Cultural/Temporal Affiliation: Aboriginal/Unknown.

Site Description: This site is situated on a small knoll and north facing slope that overlooking Clear
Creek 1o the north. This location is on the easterly trending alluvial fan that descends from the
Carson Range. The site, measuring 26 m by 22 m, consists of 1 red chert flake, 5 basalt flakes and
a concentration of six cobbles (Feature One) from 7 to 23 c¢m in size arranged in a circular pattern
31 by 32 cm in size. A small probe (Shovel Probe One) placed within the flake distribution failed
to identify the presence of subsurface deposits. A second probe (Shovel Probe Two) was placed
directly adjacent to the rock cluster. No charcoal, ash, darkened soil or artifacts were identified
within this second probe unit, therefore the rock cluster may be a survey or claim marker. The lack
of subsurface cultural materials coupled with the dispersed nature of the artifacts suggests that
erosional process have compromised site integrity. Vegetation, on site and in the vicinity consists
primarily of tall sagebrush with lesser quantities of bitterbrush, wild peach, rabbit brush, and cheat

grass.

Site Condition: The diffuse scatter of artifacts coupled with a lack of subsurface deposits indicates

that erosional processes have compromised more than 50 percent of the site integnty, therefore

overall site integrity is poor.
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Expected Project Impacts: Commercial and residential develoPméﬁt.

Significance and National Register Eligibility: This small dispersed lithic scatter is probably
associated with subsistence procurement or processing, discussed in the prehistoric context of this
report. It does not contain data that can be related to significant events in history (Criterion a), or
lives of specific individuals as outlined in Criterion b. Other than a small concentration of cobbles
that Jacked charcoal, ash, changes in soil eolor, or artifacts, no constructed features were observed,
precluding the site from qualifying under Criterion ¢. Regarding the archaeological deposits, the
basalt and chert debitage is widely dispersed and may be the remains of separate events or artifacts
from a single event that have become scattered by erosional processes. Further, the site lacks
evidence of subsurface deposits, other artifact constituents (e.e., ground stone, shell beads, or large
amounts of obsidian) or features that have the potential to provide additional data classes necessary
to address chronology, mobility and land-use, lithic procurement and technology, and trade and
exchange. Therefore, this site is not recommended eligible to the National Register as outlined in

Criterion d.

Management Recommendations: No further work is recommended.
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ISOLATED FINDS

A total of 20 isolated artifacts and 2 isolated features were observed during inventory of the

North Douglas County Specific Plan Project. The isolated items are primarily historic (n=16) with
the remainder (n=4) consisting of prehistoric flaked stone artifacts. Tin cans (n=14) dominant the
historic artifacts and consist of 5 gallon fuel cans (n=6), small solder dot milk tins (n=4), hinged
tobacco tins (n=2), and one each hole-in-cap tin, and one-pound key wind coffee tin. The remaining
historic items are a metal wash basin, that may have been enameled, and five amethyst glass
fragments of the same container. Prehistoric artifacts consist of a gold chert utilized flake, an
obsidian pressure flake, a basalt flake fragment, and an obsidian Stage 1I biface fragment (See

Appendix) that was associated with yard waste, suggesting a secondary deposition.

Both of the isolated features {Table 5) are claim markers consisting of a dimensioned 4 X 4 post with
a single hinged tobacco tin, and aluminum tag attached. These markers were both found lying on
the ground and the claim papers were illegible. Nominal sized lumber dates to just before World

War Il (Howard 1989:16), therefore the claim markers most likely post date 1940.

Table 4 Isolated Artifacts
Isolate UTM Coordinates Legal Location Description
No.

1 261300 mE 4332230 mN

NW SE SE of Section 5

5 gallon fuel can

2 261260 mE 4332180 mN

NW SE NE of Section 5

Hinged tobacco tin

261340 mE 4332240 mN

L¥3)

NW SE NE of Section 5

5 gallon fuel can

4 261100 mE 4330880 mN

NW NE SE of Section 8§

Gold chert utilized flake with complex
dorsal surface and planar platform.
micro chipping on distal margins

26.1 x27.6x 7.1 mm

5 260900 mE 4332400 mN NW SW NE of Section 5 Soldered dot milk can 3 15/16" tall
6 260920 mE 4332520 mN NW NE SW of Section 5 5 gallon fuel can, missing top
7 261280 mE 4332090 mN NW SE NW of Section 5 Metal wash basin may have been
enameled, rusted 14" diameter x 2 '4"
high
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Table 4 Isolated Artifacts (Continued)
Isolate UTM Coordinates Legal Location Description
Ne.

8 261140 mE 4332420 mN NW SE NE of Section 5 Stage Il opaque obsidian biface
fragment with remnant notch; snap
fracture at each end, missing one
margin: 23.1 x 276 x 7.7 mm
{associated with yard waste)

9 260900 mE 4332540 mN NW NW SE of Section § 5 gallon fuel can, missing top

10 260880 mE 4332600 mN NW NW SE of Section 5 5 gallon fuel can, missing top

11

260690 mE 4332410 mN

'NW SW NW of Section 5

5 gallon fuel can, missing top

12 260540 mE 4332830 mN NW NW NW of Section 5 Obsidian pressure fiake, Semi-
translucent gray; missing distal end
135 260540 mE 4332720 mN NW NW NW of Section 5 2 5" Solder dot milk tin
14 260660 mE 4332690 mN NWNW NW of Section 5 Hole-in-cap can, 4 4" tall,
" 3 3/8" diameter
" 15 260220 mE 4330870 mN NE NE SW of Section 8 2 " Solder dot milk tin
16 260220 mE 4330870 mN NE NE SW of Section 7 Basalt flake fragment with build up of
small step fractures on one side; 1 x 2
cm
17 260490 mE 4352020 mN SE NE NE of Section 6 1 b key wind coffee tin
18 260420 mE 4331830 mN SE NE SE of Section 6 2 %" Solder dot milk tin
19 260270 mE 4331640 mN SE SE NW of Section & Hinged tobacco tin
20 260280 mE 4331900 mN SE NE NW of Section 6 5 amethyst glass fragments, largest is |
x 2 inches; all appear to be from the
same container.
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Table 5 Isolated Features
1 260540 mE 4331990 mN SW NW NW of Section 5 { Dimensioned 4" x 4" post with hinged
tobaceo tin and aluminum tag inscribed
with "Location Monument Metal "X" #
9"
2 -260520 mE 4331610 mN SW SW NW of Section 5

Dimensioned 4" x 4".post with hinged
tobacco tin and aluminum tag inscribed
with "Location Monument Metal "X" #
l "
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MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Management recommendations are based on evaluation of a site's potentiai NRHP eligibility
recommendation and potential project impacts to that site. For sites that are recommended as not
eligible to the NRHP, or that are recommended as eligible but will not be impacted by the proposed
project, a finding of No Historic Properties Affected is proposed. For eligible sites that will be

nnpacted, a recommendation of Adverse Effect is proposed pursuant to the implementation of a

suitable plan to mitigate the effects. Such a plan might include data recovery in the form of

excavation or testing, artifact collection and analysis, or historical research.
RESOURCE RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to be considered as Eligible to the NRHP, a cultural resource must satisfy at least one of

four significance criteria as defined by 36 CFR part 60.4. The resource must contain qualities:

36 CFR 60.4a that are associated with events significant to broad patterns of history:
or

36 CFR 60.4b that are associated with the lives of persons significant in the past; or

36 CFR 60.4c that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, periogd, or

methods or construction; represent the work of a master; possess
highly artistic values; or represent a distinguishable entity whose
components lack individual distinction; or

36 CFR 60.4d that have yielded or may yield information important to history or
prehistory.

The historic period resources must be significant under at least one of those four significance criteria
(a-d) to be eligible for listing on the National Register (36 CFR 60; 36 CFR 63; National Register
Bulletin 15). Furthenmore, the Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelines (USDI, NPS 1983)

stipulate that the four criteria are to be applied within historic contexts. The contexts identify the

thematic, geographical, and chronological framework within which the significance evaluation takes

place, thus adding specific detail to the four criteria.
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Beyond the application of the above criteria, a resource must retain sufficient integrity to maintain
the character that makes it significant, in order to be considered eli gible for nomination to the NRHP.
Integrity can be physical or relate to integrity of place and setting in which the site's relationship to

the surrounding landscape is considered.
POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS

Upon completion of the proposed land exchange historic properties located within the project will
no longer be protected by "Federal ownership or control, without legally enforceable restrictions or
conditions to en-sure long-term preservation of the property’s historic significance”, as outlined in
Section 800.5(a)(2) of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Therefore, the
proposed land exchange has the potential to adversely affect historic properties located within the

proposed land exchange.
RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

Eight sites were identified either within or directly adjacent to the proposed land exchange. (Table
6). Three of these sites are historic refuse deposits (26D0710, 26D0712, and 26Do714); one consists
of a depression, structural material, and historic refuse (26D0711); one is segment of an irrigation
conveyance system (26D0713); two are prehistoric lithic scatters (26D0715 and 26D0716); and one
1s a prehistoric milling feature with an associated rock concentration (2600265). Two of the three
historic refuse deposits (26D0712 and 26D0714), the structural remains (26Do711), and the two
lithic scatters (26D0715 and 26D0716) are recommended as not eligible to the NRHP, since they:
cannot be associated with patterns in history or prehistory (Criterion a), are not associated with a
significant individual (Criterion b), contain no engineered or unique architectural features (Criterion
c), and do not possess significant archaeological potential (Criterion d), and lack integrity. Although
the ditch segment (26Do0713) can be linked to historic ranching, it does not display unique elements
of construction or design that sets it apart from other early ditch systems in Carson Valley or Nevada
(Criterion ¢, nor was it an extensive system that was of importance in the development of farming
and ranching within the region (Criterion a). Further the site lacks an association with historically
significant individuals (Criterion b), and archaeological constituents are not present (Criterion d).
Site 26Do0710, an historic refuse scatter, is recommended eligible to the NRHP under Criterion d

because it holds significant quantities of information and meets the registration requirements for a
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refuse deposit as outlined above. Pending review by the BLM in consultation with the SHPO it is
recommended that prior to transfer of the property from Federal control a treaiment plan be

developed to mitigate adverse affects at site 26Do710.

Site 26D0265, consists of an extensive milling feature and an associated rock concentration,
containing 25 mortars and 3 grinding slicks. The site has been identified as an important element
of tribal history by the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California. In addition, there is a the potential
for buried constituents that may further address settlement and land-use, and lithic resource
procurement and technology. Also, analysis of patterning among the milling features, coupled with
consultation with Washoe tribal members may provide information on subsistence processing
activities and work patterns associated with milling activities. Therefore, the site is recommended

eligible under Criteria a and d.

A total of 30 acres encompassing site 26D0265 will be transferred from the BLM to the BIA and
held in trust for the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California. This transfer does not constitute an

adverse effect since the site will remain under federal management.



Table6.  NRHP Evaluations -
- " Site No.. ' Desc_ription_ ' NRHP Recommendation Comments
,l Smithsonian/BLM - ,
2600265 Prehisteric Eligible under Criteriaaandd | No Adverse Effect
CrNV-03-1118 Milling Site: _ o _ .
26De710 Historic Refuse. Eligible under Criterion d | Mitigation of adverse affects " 7
CrNV-03-5328 Deposit |
26D0o711 Historic. Not Eligible under Criteria a-d | Not Applicable
‘CrNV-03-5329 Depression- .
26Do712 Historic Refuse Not Eligible under Cr_itéria a-d - | Not Applicable
CrNV-03-5330 | Deposit \
26Do713 | Historic Ditch Not Eligible under Criteria.a-d Not Appijcéble |
CrNV-03-5331 A
26Do714 Tl_-Iistdric Refuse Not Eligible under Criteriaz-d { Not Applicable l
CrNV-03-5332 Deposit ' _
26Do715 Prehistoric Lithic Not Eligible under Criteria a-d | Not Applicable
1 CrNV-03-5333 Scatter
Prehistoric Lithic | Not Eligible under Criteria a-d. Not Applicable '

I Criv-03-5334-

t2_6D07,16

Scatter
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