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DATE: March 17, 2017 

TO: Board of County Commissioners 

FROM: Kelly Mullin, Planner, Planning and Development Division, 
Community Services Department, 328-3608, kmullin@washoecounty.us  

THROUGH: Bob Webb, Planning Manager, Planning and Development, 
Community Services Department, 328-3623, bwebb@washoecounty.us  

SUBJECT: For possible action, public hearing and discussion to affirm, modify or 
reverse the Planning Commission’s approval of Tentative Subdivision 
Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates), a 56-lot single-
family residential subdivision on two parcels totaling ±28.76 acres.  

The site is located immediately south of the intersection of Geiger Grade 
Road and Shadow Hills Drive within Sections 27 and 34, T18N, R20E, 
MDM, Washoe County, NV. The parcels (APNs: 017-520-03 and 017-
480-02) are ±23.63-acres and ±5.125-acres in size and within the 
boundaries of the Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan. The Master 
Plan Categories are Suburban Residential and Rural, and the Regulatory 
Zones are Medium Density Suburban (2 dwelling units per acre in 
SETM) and General Rural (1 dwelling unit per 40 acres). The property 
owner is Charles Maddox, the tentative subdivision map applicant is 
Silver Crest Homes, and the appellant is Kathleen Pfaff. (Commission 
District 2.) 

 

SUMMARY 
The appellant is seeking to overturn or add additional conditions to the Planning 
Commission’s approval of Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 
(Bailey Creek Estates) as approved by the Washoe County Planning Commission on 
February 7, 2017. 

The Washoe County Board of Commissioners (Board) may choose to affirm, reverse or 
modify the Planning Commission’s approval. 

Washoe County Strategic Objective supported by this item: Stewardship of our 
community. 

PREVIOUS ACTION 
On January 25, 2017 the South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley Citizen Advisory 
Board (CAB) heard details of the proposed project and invited comments from the 
audience. Questions and concerns were largely related to the following topics: drainage 
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and flooding; traffic; school capacity; emergency access; “wild” horses in the area; views 
and heights of homes; construction noise; and the proposed development schedule. The 
CAB voted unanimously to provide comments from the meeting to the Planning 
Commission. 

On February 7, 2017, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and took public 
testimony on the proposed project. Public comments were largely focused on topics 
similar to those discussed at the January 25th CAB meeting. Draft minutes of the meeting 
are included with this staff report as Attachment C. The Planning Commission voted 
unanimously to approve the proposed project with conditions of approval as 
recommended by staff.  
 
BACKGROUND 
Bailey Creek Estates is a 56-lot single-family residential infill subdivision on two parcels 
totaling ±28.76 acres. The site is located off of Geiger Grade, immediately south of its 
intersection with Shadow Hills Drive. The staff report provided to the Planning 
Commission for this proposal is included as Attachment D. The action order from the 
Planning Commission, to include the final conditions of approval, are included as 
Attachment B. 

The basis for the appeal is described in the appellant’s application (Attachment A) as 
follows:  

“I don't believe all concerns presented to the board by the community and myself 
have been addressed. There is a known issue with drainage and flooding in this area 
that should be improved before further development, for the public benefit. There was 
overwhelming public opposition, comment and concern regarding this project that 
should hold some weight as the community in general does not think this subdivision 
is a good idea for the area proposed. This will impact overcrowding in the 
surrounding elementary and middle schools. Also, I want to know the horses will be 
safe and not pushed into our roads, causing a safety hazard for the residents. People in 
the area east of the development have come out to say there are drugs and drug 
dealers in the trailers behind the proposed subdivision on the east side and I'm 
concerned about the impact this could have on their ability to sell the homes for the 
proposed asking price of $400,000 or more, which could have an impact on property 
values.” 

The appellant has requested the ten outcomes described below. Staff comments are 
included for each request in order to provide additional information or context where 
appropriate. 

1) Appellant request: “More flood mitigation for this entire area prior to construction 
completion.” 

Staff comment: Washoe County requires new development to mitigate its potential 
storm drainage impact. Developments are not required to provide flood mitigation or 
storm drainage mitigation that improve existing conditions for neighboring property 
owners or other off-site properties.  The Bailey Creek drainage channel (located on 
an adjacent property not within the proposed development) is within a designated 
floodplain, and there is the potential for impacts from the creek whether or not other 
development occurs in the area. The design of the Bailey Creek Estates subdivision 
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will not be permitted to negatively affect existing conditions, and this requirement 
will be enforced through the provisions of the Development Code, project conditions 
of approval, and the inspection process. 

2) Appellant request: “Less development in the flood x shaded zone. Maybe turn the 
flood x zone into common area instead.” 

Staff comment:  Areas classified as Shaded X are considered to be outside of the 100-
year flood zone, but within the 500-year flood zone; that is, there is a .02% chance 
any given year that a flood may occur within that zone. The most southern portions of 
the Bailey Creek Estates development are identified as Shaded X. There are no 
requirements for special development standards within the Shaded X zone, and there 
is no FEMA requirement for flood insurance within Shaded X. FEMA has determined 
de minumus potential for impact in these areas, and Washoe County Development 
Code standards would dictate minimum requirements for development. 

3) Appellant request: “Houses across the creek to match existing on this side, even if 
more than 30 feet apart (one story for one story). 300 feet minimum between existing 
and new homes to protect privacy.” 

Staff comment:  Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan Policy SETM.2.7 states that 
“dwellings in new subdivisions adjacent to existing residential development must 
match the adjacent building type (single story/multi-story). Development is 
considered adjacent if not separated by a road or a 30 foot or wider landscaped 
buffer area.” Condition 1(r)(x) reflects this requirement. Implementing an additional 
300-foot no-build area would render a significant portion of the subject property 
unusable, including almost the entirety of the southern parcel. 

4) Appellant request: “If this is going to go through, it should wait until new elementary 
and high schools are built.” 

Staff comment:  The Washoe County School District (WCSD) anticipates the project 
to generate 14 new elementary school students, 3 middle school students and 7 high 
school students. WCSD has stated that students from this development may be 
assigned to the closest schools with available capacity. 

5) Appellant request: “No construction on Saturdays, and if so, please lessen the hours.”  

Staff comment:  Condition of approval 1(u) currently limits construction hours to 7 
a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday. These are the hours the Development Code 
exempts temporary construction activities from the requirements of Article 414, Noise 
and Lighting Standards. 

6) Appellant request: “A walking path in the new development to keep the character of 
the area, open space and to allow space for horses to pass that will help keep them off 
our roads and allow them to safely stay in the area. This will also help to keep people 
out of the creek area, allowing them a path to the Bailey Creek Park.” 

Staff comment:  The Bailey Creek drainage channel is located within the ±13.4-acre 
common area for the Cottonwood Creek Estates subdivision. The Bailey Creek 
Estates project is on property adjacent to that common area, and is across the 
drainage channel from Bailey Creek Park. The park is accessible from Toll Road, 
through the Cottonwood Creek Estates subdivision. 
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7) Appellant request: “A disclosure to the new home owners about flood risks, a clear 
statement about who maintains drainage (the HOA) and what happens to this 
responsibility should the HOA dissolve.”  

Staff comment: At the February 7, 2017 Planning Commission hearing, the applicant 
confirmed that they will provide all disclosures as required by law. Conditions 1(r) 
and 1(s) address preservation, maintenance and funding of common area and 
drainage facilities. These requirements are to be made part of the Conditions, 
Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs), which will also address the potential for liens 
against the properties and the individual property owners’ responsibilities for these 
items. Were a Homeowner’s Association to eventually dissolve, the underlying 
property owner(s) would still be responsible for maintaining drainage facilities. 

8) Appellant request: “Landscaping between our subdivisions so that we are not having 
to stare at homes in our backyards and vice versa.”  

Staff comment:  The Bailey Creek Estates project will be separated from homes to the 
west by the Cottonwood Creek Estates ±13.4-acre common area and the Comstock 
Estates ±3.4-acre common area. It will be separated from homes to the north by 
Geiger Grade. Additionally, per Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan Policy 
SETM.2.7, homes adjacent to existing residential development will be required to 
match the adjacent building type (single story/multi-story). Fifty-two trees are 
proposed along Geiger Grade, plus 1 tree per lot abutting roadways within the 
subdivision. Six-foot-high solid fencing will also be constructed along the rear of 
each lot. 

9) Appellant request: “There should be a different access added for current residents 
trying to get to the Toll Rd area to aid with traffic, possibly off S. Virginia. And to 
improve Pinion Dr. to also allow for emergency access.” 

Staff comment: The development has provided primary access and secondary 
emergency access points as required under the Development Code. Primary access 
will be off of Geiger Grade, while secondary emergency vehicle access will include 
improvements to Moon Lane, which will connect to Geiger Grade via Kivett Lane. 
There currently are neither plans nor an identified funding source for improving 
Pinion Drive, which is a privately owned access easement that runs parallel to Kivett 
Lane to the east. 

10) Appellant request: “Impact statistics on local fire stations and sheriff's office and how 
that will relate to safety and budgets for these services.” 

Staff comment:  The Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District provided several 
comments as part of their review of this project, including requirements for 
emergency vehicle access within the subdivision. The Washoe County Sheriff’s Office 
has indicated that this development is not anticipated to have significant impact on 
their services, and that no additional resources are needed. 

Additional public comments received in support of the appeal have also been provided as 
Attachment F. 

FISCAL IMPACT 
No fiscal impact. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended the Board of County Commissioners affirm the Planning 
Commission’s approval with conditions of Tentative Subdivision Map Case WTM16-003 
(Bailey Creek Estates). 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS 
Three possible motion options are provided, depending on whether the Board chooses to 
affirm, modify or reverse the Planning Commission’s approval with conditions of 
Tentative Subdivision Map Case WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates). 

Affirm 
Should the Board agree with the Planning Commission’s action, a possible motion would be:   

“Move to deny the appeal and affirm the decision of the Planning Commission to 
approve with conditions Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 
(Bailey Creek Estates).” 

 
Modify 
Should the Board wish to modify the Planning Commission’s action and add additional 
conditions to the approval, a possible motion would be: 

“Move to modify the decision of the Planning Commission to approve with 
conditions Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek 
Estates), by adding the following condition(s) of approval: [State conditions of 
approval to add to existing approval.]” 

Reverse 
Should the Board disagree with the Planning Commission’s action and wish to reverse 
the approval of Tentative Subdivision Map Case WTM16-003, a possible motion would 
be: 

“Move to reverse the decision of the Planning Commission to approve with 
conditions Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek 
Estates). This reversal of the Planning Commission’s decision is based on the 
Board’s review of the written materials provided for this item, as well as the oral 
testimony at the public hearing. The following finding(s) cannot be made by this 
Board: 

[Select one or more of the following required findings for a tentative subdivision 
map, which the Board cannot make, and provide explanation as to why the 
finding(s) cannot be made.] 
1) Plan Consistency.  That the proposed map is consistent with the Master Plan 

and any specific plan;  

2) Design or Improvement. That the design or improvement of the proposed 
subdivision is consistent with the Master Plan and any specific plan; 

3) Type of Development. That the site is physically suited for the type of 
development proposed; 
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4) Availability of Services.  That the subdivision will meet the requirements of 
Article 702, Adequate Public Facilities Management System; 

5) Fish or Wildlife. That neither the design of the subdivision nor any proposed 
improvements is likely to cause substantial environmental damage, or 
substantial and avoidable injury to any endangered plant, wildlife or their 
habitat; 

6) Public Health.  That the design of the subdivision or type of improvement is 
not likely to cause significant public health problems; 

7) Easements.  That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements 
will not conflict with easements acquired by the public at large for access 
through, or use of property within, the proposed subdivision; 

8) Access. That the design of the subdivision provides any necessary access to 
surrounding, adjacent lands and provides appropriate secondary access for 
emergency vehicles; 

9) Dedications.  That any land or improvements to be dedicated to the County is 
consistent with the Master Plan; and 

10) Energy.  That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for 
future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.” 

 

Attachments: 

A. Appeal application 

B. Action Order for Tentative Subdivision Map Case WTM16-003 

C. Draft minutes of Feb. 7, 2017 Planning Commission meeting 

D. Staff report for Tentative Subdivision Map Case WTM16-003 

E. Addendums #1 & #2 to staff report for Tentative Subdivision Map Case WTM16-003 

F. Public comments received since Feb. 7, 2017 Planning Commission meeting 

 

xc: Appellant: Kathleen Pfaff, 15170 Bailey Canyon Drive, Reno, NV 89521 

 Applicant: Silver Crest Homes, Attn: Rich Balestreri, 16500 Wedge 
Parkway, Bldg. A, Suite 200, Reno, NV 89511 

 Property Owner: Charles Maddox, P.O. Box 70577, Reno, NV 89570 

 Representatives: Wood Rodgers, Attn: Stacie Huggins, 1361 Corporate Blvd., 
Reno, NV 89502 

 Wood Rodgers, Attn: Steve Strickland, 1361 Corporate Blvd., 
Reno, NV 89502 

 



 

 

Community Services Department 

Planning and Development 

APPEAL TO BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS (BCC) 

APPLICATION 

 
 

 
Community Services Department 

Planning and Development 
1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg. A 

Reno, NV 89520 

Telephone:  775.328.3600 
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Appeal of Decision by (Check one) 
Note:  Appeals to the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners are governed by WCC Section 110.912.20. 

 Planning Commission  Board of Adjustment 

 Hearing Examiner 
 Other Deciding Body (specify) 
 ___________________________________ 

Appeal Date Information 
Note: This appeal must be delivered in writing to the offices of the Planning & Development Division (address is 

on the cover sheet) within 10 calendar days from the date that the decision being appealed is filed with the 
Commission or Board Secretary (or Director) and mailed to the original applicant. 

Note: The appeal must be accompanied by the appropriate appeal fee (see attached Master Fee Schedule). 

Date of this appeal:   

Date of action by County:   

Date Decision filed with Secretary:   

Appellant Information 
Name: Phone: 

Address: Fax: 

 Email: 

City: State: Zip: Cell: 

Describe your basis as a person aggrieved by the decision: 

Appealed Decision Information 

Application Number: 

Project Name: 

State the specific action(s) and related finding(s) you are appealing: 

  

Washoe County Appeal of Decision to Board of County Commissioners 
Your entire application is a public record.  If you have a concern about releasing personal 
information please contact Planning and Development staff at 775.328.3600. 

3



 

Appealed Decision Information (continued) 
Describe why the decision should or should not have been made: 

Cite the specific outcome you are requesting with this appeal: 

Did you speak at the public hearing when this item was considered? 
 Yes 
 No 

Did you submit written comments prior to the action on the item being appealed? 
 Yes 
 No 

Appellant Signature 

Printed Name: 

Signature: 

Date: 

4



From: Kathleen Pfaff
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: Supplemental information for appeal
Date: Thursday, February 23, 2017 10:22:48 PM

Attached is a study that was done in 2006 on this area and flooding here. It appears to me that
this study demonstrates that this area is not suitable for the dense construction that would
come with this subdivision (and many of the already existing ones).
http://www.reno.gov/home/showdocument?id=14117

Also, here is a link to the petition that we started with comments from the public.
http://www.reno.gov/home/showdocument?id=14117

Additionally, this is a court case that seems to deal with what may wind up happening in our
situation. http://caselaw.findlaw.com/nv-supreme-court/1745487.html

I hope this information conveys the reasons why I think the area is not a good place for this
subdivision. If the commissioners don't agree with me, I hope that they can come to some sort
of terms with us on how to make this better work for everyone. If there is to be an approval,
the density of the project should be limited to less homes.

I understand that bringing this area up to the recommendations of the study is not cost
effective, but I don't feel like it's right to put that burden on a private citizen, either. If it's not
cost effective to make the improvements, then construction should be halted until the
necessary improvements can be made. These are peoples' homes that could be destroyed and
the life savings of families thrown away, whose lives could be ruined, which isn't cost
effective for anyone..

Thank you,
Kathleen Pfaff

mailto:KMullin@washoecounty.us
http://www.reno.gov/home/showdocument?id=14117
http://www.reno.gov/home/showdocument?id=14117
http://caselaw.findlaw.com/nv-supreme-court/1745487.html
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Washoe County Community Services Department, Planning and Development Division 
Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV  89520-0027 – 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV  89512 

Telephone:  775.328.6100 – Fax:  775.328.6133 
www.washoecounty.us/csd/planning_and_development 

 WASHOE COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting Minutes 

Planning Commission Members Tuesday, February 7, 2017
James Barnes, Chair 6:30 p.m.
Sarah Chvilicek, Vice Chair 
Larry Chesney 
Francine Donshick 
Philip Horan 
Greg Prough Washoe County Commission Chambers
Carl R. Webb, Jr., AICP, Secretary 1001 East Ninth Street 

Reno, NV

The Washoe County Planning Commission met in a scheduled session on Tuesday,
February 7, 2017, in the Washoe County Commission Chambers, 1001 East Ninth Street, Reno,
Nevada.

1. Determination of Quorum
Chair Barnes called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. The following Commissioners and staff
were present:

Commissioners present: James Barnes, Chair 
Sarah Chvilicek, Vice Chair
Larry Chesney
Francine Donshick
Philip Horan
Greg Prough

Staff present: Carl R. Webb, Jr., AICP, Secretary
Kelly Mullin, Planner, Planning and Development
Eva M. Krause, AICP, Planner, Planning and Development
Dwayne E. Smith, Director, Engineering and Capital Projects
Nathan Edwards, Deputy District Attorney, District Attorney’s Office
Katy Stark, Recording Secretary, Planning and Development
Kathy Emerson, Administrative Secretary Supervisor, Planning and
Development

2. *Pledge of Allegiance
Commissioner Horan led the pledge to the flag.

3. *Ethics Law Announcement
Deputy District Attorney Edwards provided the ethics procedure for disclosures.

4. *Appeal Procedure
Mr. Webb recited the appeal procedure for items heard before the Planning Commission.

5. *Public Comment

kmullin
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 Chair Barnes opened the Public Comment period. John Enloe, Director of Natural 
Resources Truckee Meadows Water Authority, said that he and Jim Smitherman would be in 
front of this Commission next month answering questions with respect to water and wastewater 
issues. The handout he provided to the Secretary contained suggested resource material 
regarding water rights, resources, and demand projections regarding ground water issues in 
Spanish Springs, which could be used as background material for the Commission to prepare 
for the meeting. 
 

 Jim Smitherman, Western Regional Water Commission and Northern Nevada Water 
Planning Commission, stated he brought to the Commission a draft report regarding a water 
balance budget being put together for the Regional Water Plan that was being updated now. He 
said it was in review and there may be some things that would change, but it would form the 
basis of the report he would bring to the Planning Commission next month.  
 
 Bill Whitney stated he retired as the Director of Planning and stopped by to say goodbye to 
the Commission. He thanked the Commission for their public service. 
 
6. Approval of Agenda 
 In accordance with the Open Meeting Law, Commissioner Chvilicek moved to approve the 
Agenda for the February 7, 2017 meeting. Commissioner Donshick seconded the motion, which 
carried unanimously. 

7. Approval of January 3, 2017 Draft Minutes 
 On motion by Commissioner Chesney, seconded by Commissioner Donshick, which 
carried unanimously, it was ordered that the minutes for January 3, 2017 be approved. 
 
8. Planning Items 
*A. Presentation on the Washoe County Regional Parks Master Plan – Dennis Troy, Park 

Planner.  Washoe County Regional Parks and Open Space (WCRPOS) is updating the 
Washoe County Regional Parks Master Plan. The presentation will discuss the update 
process, to include developing base maps for all parks, a demographic analysis, 
development of a capital improvement matrix and an analysis of investment strategies 
throughout the districts. In addition to these updates, the master plan process will look at the 
possibility of consolidating several of the 20 sub-districts into a smaller number of sub-
districts to allow for more flexibility with regards to funding projects. The presentation will 
include the efforts/timeline moving forward. 

Dennis Troy, Parks Planner, said he wanted to focus on the update of the county-wide 
Master Plan. He noted it was started a few years ago, tabled and then had been resurrected. 
The County currently did not have a Regional Parks Master Plan; they had several Master Plans 
for individual, specific regional facilities, but not one that took a look at the Parks throughout the 
County. He said there were about 35 parks, 35 neighborhood parks and pocket parks and 10 
regional park facilities that were over 20 acres. He said there were also a number of special use 
facilities such as water parks, amphitheaters, archery facilities and horse arenas. The WCRPOS 
received its funding through the General Fund as well as grants, WC-1 Bond money and 
residential construction tax. He said the residential construction tax was collected when a new 
residence was built and they would contribute up to $1,000 to a specific sub-district in the 
County. He showed a map which depicted where the 20 sub-districts were located and he 
explained how the tax was distributed. He said there was a wide-range of balances, some 
districts had over a million dollars and one district only had $13.  
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Mr. Troy stated the County contracted with Wood Rodgers to help facilitate the process, 
which could take from six to nine months, but there would be significant outreach to different 
user groups and also the different jurisdictions, including the City of Sparks, Reno and other 
major entities. He said they were looking at consolidating some of the sub-districts because of 
the differences in fund balances. They would explore options which would allow for the flexibility 
of funding money throughout the general area.  

 
Mr. Troy said they would also look at the surplus and deficiencies throughout the County; 

what areas were lacking parks and what areas had too many parks. He presented the NRPA 
National Standards that were just released, which reduced the average for residents served by 
parks. He said the most recent housing study showed a lot of growth and the EDAWN numbers 
showed even more growth, so what they needed to do was focus on planning for that growth 
and put parks at the forefront and not an afterthought.  

 
Mr. Troy said the Parks operating budget was at about a 60 percent reduction from 2007 to 

2009. One of the things they were struggling with was maintaining existing and new facilities. He 
said there were districts that had funding to build a facility; however, they simply did not have 
the staff to maintain it. When they were contacted by the homeowner’s associations about 
improving a pocket park they could easily provide the funding to construct it, but they had to 
enter into a maintenance agreement with them to maintain the facilities. 

 
Mr. Troy said he met with Wood Rodgers last week and they started updating the base map 

and they had a lot of facilities to go through and account for. Now they were preparing the base 
map and working towards the demographic analysis. During the summer they would be going 
out and identifying facility priorities, as well as preparing a capital improvement matrix. They 
would hold the public outreach process this summer, which would be the main focus of the plan 
and update. He said they were going to shoot for adoption in the late fall of 2017.  

 
Commissioner Chvilicek asked if he had heard any discussion about a piece of legislation to 

create a separate park district. Mr. Troy said he had.  
 
Chair Barnes opened Public Comment. Hearing none, he closed the Public Comment 

period. 
 
There was no action taken on this item. 
 

9. Public Hearings 
A. Amendment of Conditions Case Number WAC16-0001 for Tentative Subdivision Map 

Case Number TM05-011 (Ladera Ranch) – Hearing, discussion, and possible action to 
approve an amendment to two of the original conditions of approval for Tentative 
Subdivision Map Case Number TM05-011 (Ladera Ranch). The amendment seeks to 
reduce the side yard setback from 6-feet (existing) to 5-feet (proposed), and to reduce the 
front yard setback from 20-feet (existing) to 10-feet (proposed) for the living area of the 
house and side-turned garages. The front yard setback would remain 20-feet for front-facing 
garages. 

• Applicant: D.R. Horton, Inc., Attn: Mark Jones, 1081 Whitney 
Ranch Drive, Henderson, NV 89014 

• Property Owner: Ladera Ranch, LLC, Attn: Kelly Burt, 2641 Talon Way, 
Park City, UT 84060 

• Location: South of the intersection of East Golden Valley 
Road/West 7th Avenue and Dream Catcher Drive  
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• Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: Total of 113 parcels: 502-700-01; 502-700-02; 502-
700-03; 502-700-06; 502-250-05; 502-711-01 to 14; 
502-712-01 to 09; 502-721-01 to 13; 502-722-01 to 46; 
502-731-01 to 10; and 502-732-01 to 16 

• Parcel Size: Total project area is ±291.92 acres, with parcels 
ranging in size from ±5,713 square feet to ±157.79-
acres 

• Master Plan Categories: Suburban Residential, Rural Residential and Open 
Space 

• Regulatory Zones: Medium Density Suburban, Low Density Suburban, 
High Density Rural and Open Space 

• Area Plan: Sun Valley 
• Citizen Advisory Board: Sun Valley 
• Development Code: Article 408, Common Open Space Development and 

Article 608, Tentative Subdivision Maps 
• Commission District: 3 – Commissioner Jung 
• Section/Township/Range: Sections 13 and 24, T20N, R19E, MDM, 

Washoe County, NV 
• Prepared by: Kelly Mullin, Planner 

 Washoe County Community Services Department 
 Planning and Development Division 

• Phone: 775.328.3608 
• E-Mail: kmullin@washoecounty.us  

Mr. Webb identified the property. Chair Barnes called for any disclosures. Commissioner 
Horan stated he served on a Homeowner’s Association Board that was in a development that 
D.R. Horton built and they were in the process of a construction defense lawsuit; however, he 
did not believe that would impact his ability to make a decision on this item. DDA Edwards 
asked if the destruction deficiency case Commissioner Horan referenced involved this project. 
Commissioner Horan stated no. DDA Edwards asked if he had a pecuniary interest in the 
outcome of this project. Commissioner Horan stated no. DDA Edwards asked if Commissioner 
Horan’s commitment to the Homeowner’s Association he served on would prevent him from 
functioning impartially in this matter. Commissioner Horan stated no.  

 
Kelly Mullin, Planner, presented her Staff Report. Chair Barnes opened up questions to the 

Commission. Commissioner Horan asked if the setbacks requested were consistent with other 
developments in the immediate area. Ms. Mullin stated the closest development was to the west 
and was located within the City limits of Reno and she was uncertain what those setback 
requirements were. She said the average lot size was less than 7,500 square feet and was most 
comparable to High Density Suburban (HDS) Regulatory zone, which required five foot side 
yard setbacks and 20 foot front yard setbacks. She said she had seen in other subdivisions in 
the County where setbacks had been reduced for the living portion of the home and for side-turn 
garages. 

 
Commissioner Chvilicek asked why they requested the change in the setback footage. John 

Krmpotic, KLS Planning and Design, stated he represented D.R. Horton. He referred to the 
PowerPoint he provided and said there was a lot that went on with regard to setbacks. What 
they had was typical of an HDS Subdivision with 5,700 square foot minimum lot sizes and 
higher. He reviewed slides he provided showing different yard designs with turned garages and 
different side setbacks and rear yard setbacks. He said with the 10 foot front yard setback they 
would expect a nicer street scape and a nicer neighborhood. He said many years ago they did it 
with 20 foot setbacks, garage forward, same roof lines and same elevations, which was not 

mailto:kmullin@washoecounty.us
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what they wanted to do again. He said they believed the varied setbacks would give them more 
flexibility, less two-story products and more interest in the street scene. 

 
Chair Barnes opened up Public Comment. Hearing none, he closed Public Comment and 

opened up questions to the Commission. Hearing none, he closed the Public Hearing and 
brought back discussion to the Commission. Hearing none he called for a motion. 

 
Commissioner Prough moved that after giving reasoned consideration to the information 

contained within the staff report and received during the public hearing, the Washoe County 
Planning Commission approve Amendment of Conditions Case Number WAC16-0001 for D.R. 
Horton for Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number TM05-011 (Ladera Ranch), with the 
amended conditions of WAC16-0001 LADERA RANCH Washoe County Planning Commission 
Staff Report Date: January 23, 2017 Amendment of Conditions Case Number WAC16-0001 
Page 8 of 8 approval included as Exhibit A to this matter, having made all ten findings in 
accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.608.25. Commissioner Chesney seconded 
the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 
1) Plan Consistency. That the proposed map is consistent with the Master Plan and any 

specific plan;  

2) Design or Improvement. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is 
consistent with the Master Plan and any specific plan;  

3) Type of Development. That the site is physically suited for the type of development 
proposed;  

4) Availability of Services. That the subdivision will meet the requirements of Article 702, 
Adequate Public Facilities Management System;  

5) Fish or Wildlife. That neither the design of the subdivision nor any proposed 
improvements is likely to cause substantial environmental damage, or substantial and avoidable 
injury to any endangered plant, wildlife or their habitat;  

6) Public Health. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvement is not likely to 
cause significant public health problems;  

7) Easements. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not 
conflict with easements acquired by the public at large for access through, or use of property 
within, the proposed subdivision;  

8) Access. That the design of the subdivision provides any necessary access to 
surrounding, adjacent lands and provides appropriate secondary access for emergency 
vehicles;  

9) Dedications. That any land or improvements to be dedicated to the County is consistent 
with the Master Plan; and  

10) Energy. That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future 
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision. Appeal Process Planning 
Commission action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision. 

 
B. Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates) – 
Hearing, discussion, and possible action to approve a 56-lot single-family residential 
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subdivision on two parcels totaling ±28.76 acres. Residential lots will range in size from 
14,520 sq. ft. (±0.33-acres) to 21,780 sq. ft. (±0.81-acres) with lot sizes averaging 17,869 
sq. ft. (±0.41-acres). The subdivision includes approximately ±0.75-acres of common area 
for drainage facilities. 
 
• Applicant: Silver Crest Homes, Attn: Rich Balestreri, 16500 

Wedge Parkway, Bldg. A, Suite 200, Reno, NV 89511 
• Property Owner: Charles Maddox, P.O. Box 70577, Reno, NV 89570 
• Location: Immediately south of the intersection of Geiger Grade 

Road and Shadow Hills Drive  
• Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 017-520-03 and 017-480-02 
• Parcel Sizes: 23.63-acres and 5.125-acres 
• Area Plan: Southeast Truckee Meadows (SETM) 
• Master Plan Categories: Suburban Residential and Rural 
• Regulatory Zones: Medium Density Suburban (2 dwelling units per acre in 

SETM) and General Rural (1 dwelling unit per 40 
acres) 

• Citizen Advisory Board: South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley 
• Development Code: Article 608, Tentative Subdivision Maps and  

Article 408, Common Open Space Development 
• Commission District: 2 – Commissioner Lucey 
• Section/Township/Range: Sections 27 and 34, T18N, R20E, MDM, 

Washoe County, NV 
• Prepared by: Kelly Mullin, Planner 

 Washoe County Community Services Department 
 Planning and Development Division 

• Phone: 775.328.3608 
• E-Mail: kmullin@washoecounty.us    

Mr. Webb identified the property for the Commission. Chair Barnes called for any disclosures. 
He disclosed he had received many emails, many public comment letters and he believed each 
Commissioner was given a copy of those emails and letters. Commissioner Horan said he 
received a phone call from Wood Rodgers who inquired if he would be interested in meeting 
with them to discuss this item; however, he declined the request. It was noted that all the 
Commissioners had been contacted by Wood Rodgers to discuss this item and they all 
declined.  

 
Chair Barnes opened the public hearing. Kelly Mullin, Planner, presented her Staff Report. 
 
Dwayne Smith, Director of Engineering and Capital Projects, addressed the drainage and 

flooding concerns raised by neighbors of this project. He said the proposed development had to 
go through the review processes which included the submittal of the Tentative Map, storm water 
reports and designs proposed for the development. He noted his staff reviewed the designs and 
reviewed the reports and their review confirmed the proposed project complied with what the 
County requirements were for storm water. He said he was speaking about storm water and not 
floodwater; there was a big difference between what they expected during flooding. He noted 
this project was located adjacent to a FEMA designated flood plain. He said the development 
had plans to mitigate impacts for storm water through routing of detention; there were several 
detention basins included in the proposed design, which was a requirement of all developments. 
They would also make sure the Final Map conformed to the Tentative Map requirements. 
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Commissioner Donshick asked if the properties in the southern portion would automatically be 
mandated to have flood insurance because they were in a FEMA flood plain. Mr. Smith stated 
the southern portion of the site was in the shaded zone “x” area. He said everywhere had the 
potential to flood, so even the areas that were outside the lines on the map could flood under 
certain conditions. The shaded zone “x” was what FEMA designated as the 500-year probability. 
The Code requirements did not require any special modifications to that area for development. 
The developer complied with Chapters 416 and 420 of the Development Code for detention and 
routing. He said there was no specific requirement to deal with the 500-year flood plain. The 
designated 100-year flood plain would have many requirements including special issues for 
building anything within that flood plain and those areas would require flood insurance.  

 
Commissioner Chvilicek stated the upper area showed it was a floodway and it looked like it 

abutted the property and at some points went over the border of the property. Mr. Smith said he 
believed the entire project, except for the southern portion, was outside of the flood plain. 
Commissioner Chvilicek wondered what the unintentional affects could be on adjacent 
properties because there was lots of different topography and designated flood zone areas 
adjacent to this property. Mr. Smith said through his department’s review of the project and 
confirming that it conformed to County requirements; all storm water that was captured on the 
property would be routed and conveyed to detention basins so post-development would not 
exceed pre-development flows, which was a basic requirement of all developments. He said 
when there were floods, they would exceed the carrying capacities of the designed 
infrastructure; the County did not require development to design infrastructure to handle those 
large flood events; it would not be reasonable, practical or cost-effective. The only requirement 
was for storm water and that’s what Washoe County Engineering made sure the proposed 
design conformed to. Commissioner Chvilicek asked if the County required notification to 
potential future homeowners of the adjacency to different types of floodways and flood zones. 
Mr. Smith said he thought through the public process such as today and even going through the 
rest of it, there was a lot of public notification about where flood plains and floodways were. He 
said this development may also have an HOA and CC&Rs which could contain information 
regarding flood water and storm water. Commissioner Chvilicek wondered if future homeowners 
were given information regarding the risks. Mr. Smith said since this project was not within a 
FEMA defined flood plain, he did not believe there would be a specific notification process that 
the County or FEMA had to provide.  

 
Chair Barnes called for the Applicant’s presentation. Stacie Huggins, Wood Rodgers, 

representative of the Applicant, stated Ms. Mullin did a great job of covering the project. She 
said the developer agreed with staff and she introduced other individuals who were present that 
could answer any questions the Commission may have pertaining to specific issues such as 
traffic or legal issues. She stated disclosures regarding flood zones were commonly provided by 
the lenders and the developers through the Title Report process. Ms. Huggins went through her 
presentation and said the developer was proposing to install an emergency access gate at 
Moon Lane that would be closed until and unless the residents could not get out the other way. 
She stated the Fire Department would control it and the residents would not be able to control it. 
She went over key issues including drainage, utilities, traffic, schools, open space, lot matching, 
building types, horse migration, and access.  

 
Chair Barnes opened the Public Comment period. Ray Fierro, 15200 Bailey Canyon Drive; 

Kathleen Pfaff, 15170 Bailey Canyon Drive; Tom Aust, 14668 Gold Run Drive; Cris Damico, 
13583 Gold Run Drive; Elmira Coker, Geiger Grade; Randy Coker, Geiger Grade; Stephen 
Schrader, 14665 Gold Run Drive; Sandi Moore, 749 Sterling Hills Court; Karen Degney, 15150 
Bailey Canyon Drive; Barbara Middleton, 1440 Moon Lane; Ron Ellis, 1260 High Chaparral 
Drive; Cathy Brandhorst; and, Don Dalliver, 14415 Chamy Drive all discussed their concerns 
with the project. Highlights of those concerns and opposition consisted of the petition in 
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opposition, the condition of Toll Road, drainage and flooding, wild horses, views, construction 
traffic, construction hours, noise, emergency access, school and school capacity, water 
resources, maintenance of open space, privacy, quality of life, one-story versus two-story 
dwellings, disclosures regarding the flood plain, pets and farm animals, ingress/egress, street 
names, annexation, property values, exit off of Kivett Lane, infrastructure, rural landscape, 
Moon Lane, crime and additional safety enforcement, property taxes and the condition of Geiger 
Grade. 
 

Lonnie Edwards-Detrick, 15111 Kivett Lane, stated she was in favor of the proposed 
development. She said she had lived there a long time and she would be happy to see new 
homes and development instead of junk yards. She said no one from Kivett Lane had been 
before the Commission because most of them on that side supported the development; they 
were looking forward to having an upscale community on half-acre lots. Bruce Bacon, 1530 King 
Lane; stated he was also in favor of the project because he did not want to see land grabbed by 
the City of Reno. He did not think the County would ever improve the Toll Road intersection 
unless a subdivision of this size and caliber was developed. He noted there was a lot of 
trespass on the project with motorcycles and off-road vehicles, which was a tremendous 
nuisance.  

 
Chair Barnes closed the Public Comment period and opened up questions for the 

Commission. Commissioner Chesney asked Mr. Smith if he knew of any future plans for helping 
facilitate the drainage on Geiger Grade. Mr. Smith stated they could come back on a future 
agenda to talk about flooding in that area. 

 
Commissioner Prough said he was a Realtor by profession and when people bought homes 

the underwriters would require flood insurance when they were in a flood zone. He asked what 
financing companies would be used. Rich Balestreri, Sacramento, California, stated they would 
be using Wells Fargo who would not underwrite in a flood zone but would underwrite these 
because they were not in a flood zone. Commissioner Prough asked what the homes would be 
going for. Mr. Balestreri stated he did not have an exact number but believed a little higher than 
$400,000. Commissioner Prough stated if they were going to be using in-house financing then 
there would be a disclosure to every potential homeowner that they may be required to 
purchase flood insurance in order to complete the deal. Mr. Balestreri said he disagreed 
because they were not in a flood zone. Zone “x” was a 100-year flood zone and as far as he 
knew that was not a requirement for flood insurance. Commissioner Prough said he bought in 
this area at one time and Bank of America said it was not required, but then 18 months later 
FEMA came back and said it was and tried to force him to purchase flood insurance. His 
concern for the public was that there be a disclosure by the underwriters that flood insurance 
may be required.  

 
Steve Mollath, Attorney, stated they would disclose whatever they were required to disclose to 

the buyers under any law, statute, regulation or ordinance, whether it be federal, state or local. 
Mr. Balestreri stated they were very thorough on their disclosures and as they vetted out more 
fully through the process, everything that had to be disclosed would be disclosed. 
Commissioner Prough stated he was making it a point of record because the Commission had 
questioned the fact about flood insurance and the flood zone and the public had shown 
photographs of abnormal amounts of water. He understood flooding could happen at any time; 
however, he just wanted to make sure that everyone went in with their eyes wide open. 

 
Commissioner Prough said Nevada law required open range disclosure with regard to the wild 

horses and he wanted to make sure that was disclosed as well. Mr. Mollath stated all 
requirements that covered every development in the state would be followed and any of the 
FEMA, Corps of Engineers, lenders and bank’s regulations would be followed.  
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Commissioner Prough said there was a lot of concern regarding the wild horses and 

designating a wild horse to a feral horse seemed a little unjust. He asked if there was any 
thought about gathering them up and taking them to the project in Palomino Valley. Ms. Huggins 
stated they had not looked into that. Commissioner Prough said he would like to see some kind 
of discussion regarding gathering them up as opposed to them getting hit by cars. Ms. Huggins 
said Ms. Mullin reached out to the Department of Agriculture to see what could be done as they 
were the entity that oversaw those horses.  

 
Mr. Webb said he knew they had tried to take some of those horses out of that area in the 

past, specifically from the Virginia Foothills and the Virginia Highlands. He said when the BLM 
cleared the Virginia Highlands and Foothills area, what was left were the strays and those were 
actually feral horses. There had been a lot of sentiment and controversy on both sides of the 
issue over the years, but the point was they were classified as stray/feral horses with certain 
protections that mainly protected the property owner. He pointed out there was nothing in 
County Code that would provide for the protection for stray/feral horses, so he cautioned the 
Commission from heading down that path. Commissioner Prough said he could not imagine 
having feral horses wandering around a proposed project that would create traffic hazards. Ms. 
Huggins said from the developer’s perspective that was a conversation to have with the 
Department of Agriculture, and they did not want to see any tragedy happen.  

 
Commissioner Donshick said traffic was a major concern and their plan was one left-hand 

deceleration lane and she wondered if that was because currently it met the level of standards 
for that area and did not warrant anything more at this time. Mr. Smith said the traffic study that 
was submitted, even though it was not required, gave some recommendations. He said 56 
homes and the number of movements identified in the traffic report did not meet warrants for 
traffic signalization on Geiger Grade.  

 
Commissioner Chvilicek said the map displayed had two common areas and the detention 

area and she wondered if one was being shared as common area with the other development. 
Ms. Huggins asked if she was talking about the Creek common area. Commissioner Chvilicek 
stated that was correct. Ms. Huggins stated that common area was not being absorbed as part 
of this project; that common area was part of the 1994 original approval of the bigger project. 
Currently, the ownership of those parcels was still under Mr. Maddox’s name and they were not 
encroaching into those with the exception of the one detention area. Commissioner Chvilicek 
asked if they were proposing annexation. Ms. Huggins stated no; however, several months ago 
they looked at the opportunity to increase the density. They discovered that could not happen so 
they looked at the opportunity to annex. She said that application was pulled by the developer 
because they decided they would rather build a project that met County Code to the density that 
was in the Area Plan and be consistent with the character of the neighborhood. 

 
Commissioner Chvilicek stated a few months ago there was a preliminary presentation on 

approved-but-not-yet-built developments. She said she saw no reference in this submittal for 
approved-but-not-yet-built properties in the area. Ms. Mullin said she thought that had been 
provided to the Commission in Exhibit G of approved residential subdivisions in the vicinity of 
Toll Road. Commissioner Chvilicek asked if staff would make that more prominent within the 
Staff Report. Mr. Webb stated staff prepared the map and was asked to focus on the East side 
of the Highway and when they realized nothing was there, staff expanded the scope to try and 
pull in those approved and not yet built properties.  

 
Commissioner Chvilicek said many months ago the Commission asked for a decision tree or 

plan of action so that at the CAB level people would know what the steps were. Mr. Webb said 
staff had been working on that and the flow chart was being created. Commissioner Chvilicek 
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stated she thought the community was not fully aware of all the steps that went into play and all 
of these citizens came tonight to voice their concerns. The decision the Commission would be 
making tonight was on a Tentative Map and these concerned citizens would have to come back 
and come back. She said if they saw a flow chart they would understand what was involved. 

 
Commissioner Chvilicek asked if the County had updated FEMA maps of this area. Mr. Smith 

stated the FEMA map he printed out had been revised in March 2009.  
 
Chair Barnes closed the public hearing and brought it back to the Commission for discussion. 

Commissioner Chesney stated this was the beginning of a long drawn out process and what 
occurred tonight would be the first step of months and possibly years of getting to a Final Map. 
He said although he had sympathy for the wild horses and the flooding, the owner of this 
property had a constitutional right to develop his property. He was not sure if he supported this 
or not, but he felt the public should know that these sorts of developments had many steps to be 
addressed between now, the Final Map and the actual development. He acknowledged the 
public would have many chances to give input and give the developer time to address those 
issues.  

 
Commissioner Horan said one of the challenges he faced as a member of this Commission 

was that they had to look at what the Code stated and what the experts said about the project. 
Although sometimes they would be sympathetic about certain situations, they had to comply 
with the Codes and he believed what was presented was in line with what the Code required. 

 
Commissioner Prough said when a project was brought to the Commission by staff they had 

to look at Code and recommendations specifically; however, they did not ignore the emotional 
impact on either side of those who wanted the project and those who did not want the project. 
He said each voice was equal when they listened to the arguments, which meant all they could 
do was go by the Code and determine if the Applicant met the requirements. If the public did not 
like the way the Code was written, he suggested they take steps to change them. He did not 
think this project would be detrimental to the area from a financial standpoint by lowering 
property values. He noted any home that started at $400,000 and up could only bring the 
property values up. He said there were some things to work out, but under this Tentative Map it 
was okay for the Commission to go ahead and approve it because the Applicant had met the 
necessary requirements to take the next step. 

 
Commissioner Chvilicek applauded staff and the developers for recognition of the Southeast 

Truckee Meadows Area Plan and the restrictions that the citizens developed to protect their 
area. She said the Area Plan was a very binding, strong document.  

 
Chair Barnes called for a motion. 
 
Commissioner Chesney moved that after giving reasoned consideration to the information 

contained in the staff report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe 
County Planning Commission approve Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 
(Bailey Creek Estates) for Silver Crest Homes, with the Conditions of Approval included as 
Exhibit A to this matter, having made all ten findings in accordance with Washoe County Code 
Section 110.608.25. Commissioner Prough seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

1) Plan Consistency. That the proposed map is consistent with the Master Plan and any 
specific plan;  

2) Design or Improvement. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is 
consistent with the Master Plan and any specific plan;  
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3) Type of Development. That the site is physically suited for the type of development 
proposed;  

4) Availability of Services. That the subdivision will meet the requirements of Article 702, 
Adequate Public Facilities Management System;  

5) Fish or Wildlife. That neither the design of the subdivision nor any proposed improvements 
is likely to cause substantial environmental damage, or substantial and avoidable injury to any 
endangered plant, wildlife or their habitat;  

6) Public Health. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvement is not likely to 
cause significant public health problems;  

7) Easements. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict 
with easements acquired by the public at large for access through, or use of property within, the 
proposed subdivision;  

8) Access. That the design of the subdivision provides any necessary access to surrounding, 
adjacent lands and provides appropriate secondary access for emergency vehicles;  

9) Dedications. That any land or improvements to be dedicated to the County is consistent 
with the Master Plan; and  

10) Energy. That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future 
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision. Appeal Process Planning 
Commission action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision. 

C. Abandonment Case Number AB16-005 (Havniear) – Hearing, discussion, and 
possible action to approve the abandonment of a 4 foot wide strip of public right-of-way 
(305.5 sq. ft.) along the front (southern) property line of 70 Sunbeam Lane. 

• Applicant: Jerry Havniear 
• Property Owner: Jerry Havniear 
• Location: 70 Sunbeam Lane  
• Assessor’s Parcel Number: 045-611-06 
• Parcel Size: 1.022 acres 
• Master Plan Category: Suburban Residential (SR) 
• Regulatory Zone: Low Density Suburban (LDS) 
• Area Plan: South Valleys 
• Citizen Advisory Board: South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley 
• Development Code: Article 806 Vacations and Abandonments of 

Easements or Streets 
• Commission District: 2 – Commissioner Lucey 
• Section/Township/Range: Section 07, T17N, R20E, MDM, 

Washoe County, NV 
• Prepared by: Eva M. Krause - AICP, Planner 

 Washoe County Community Services Department 
 Planning and Development Division 

• Phone: 775.328.3628 
• E-Mail: ekrause@washoecounty.us  

mailto:ekrause@washoecounty.us
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Mr. Webb identified the property. Chair Barnes called for any disclosures from the 
Commissioners. Hearing none, he opened the Public Hearing. Eva Krause, Planner, presented 
her Staff Report. She said it was staff’s recommendation to deny. 

 
Chair Barnes opened up questions to the Commission. Commissioner Chesney asked exactly 

how the abandonment resulted in material injury to the public. Dwayne Smith, Washoe County 
Engineer, stated rights-of-way were present for the public’s benefit and had been set aside for 
the benefit of the public. He believed if the County began the process of abandoning public 
rights-of-way that would not be good practice and he believed there was an alternative the 
property owner could go through. Commissioner Chesney asked what that was. Mr. Smith 
responded there were two processes; abandonment or a variance. He was opposed to 
abandonments and he believed a variance would be better. 

 
Commissioner Chvilicek asked how the homeowner could obtain a variance to reduce the 

setback when the site plan stated there were few solutions, none of which were easily achieved. 
Ms. Krause said she could not see how planning staff could professionally make a 
recommendation of approval for a variance because it was a self-induced hardship. She noted 
another correction could be to tear down the new addition, but she hated to see that happen for 
this project. Mr. Webb stated that any action by this Commission or the Board of Adjustment 
could be appealed to the Board of the County Commissioners (BCC). He asked if the 
Commission recalled prior abandonments cases where Mr. Smith had appeared and stated it 
was his recommendation to not abandon any rights-of way. He said if the Applicant decided to 
go forward with the variance and the Board of Adjustment denied it, it could be appealed and 
approved by the BCC.  

 
Chair Barnes called for the Applicant’s presentation. Derek Wilson, Rubicon Design Group, 

gave his presentation. He said he did not believe this project provided any public benefit and it 
would not be a detriment to the public. He said the owner hired someone to build a garage and 
he thought that professional would adhere to the rules. The contractor took a plan to County 
staff, but took a shortcut and put the garage in the wrong spot. He said he did not know how the 
owner would know what was correct as he was not a contractor and he did not measure it; he 
took the builder’s word for it. The owner had attempted to get in touch with the contractor, but to 
no avail as the contractor disappeared. He showed a picture of the property and said the 
neighbors did not find the garage a detriment. He said they were asking to abandon a four-foot 
strip of extra right-of-way that went around his cul-de-sac. By getting rid of that strip, it would 
change the setback and make his garage legal. He said they were proposing to protect the 
public’s interest by removing that right-of-way and replacing it with a public’s use easement so 
all the functions of the right-of-way would be maintained with the one exception of adding a new 
street. He proposed there was no scenario that would require additional street space because 
that street would not connect anywhere. He said staff modified their request to only abandon the 
section that was directly in front of the garage, which was fine with the owner. Mr. Wilson said 
County Engineering had a finding objection but he felt they could find that the public would not 
be harmed. He agreed the variance process would be difficult for them because variance 
language tended to refer to parcel shapes and topography and not to structures.  

 
Chair Barnes opened Public Comment. Cathy Brandhorst spoke on issues of concern to 

herself. Chair Barnes closed the Public Comment period and opened up discussion to the 
Commission.  

 
Commissioner Chvilicek said in the initial presentation Ms. Krause stated those findings could 

be found. Ms. Krause stated the No Detriment was the one they had an issue with but the 
Master Plan and the existing easements were fine. Commissioner Chvilicek asked if the public 
easement was something that would be palatable to staff. Ms. Krause said it would be.  
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Chair Barnes closed the Public Hearing and called for discussion. Commissioner Horan said 

this was a case that the Commission needed to follow the recommendations and the Code and 
he did not support it because the Applicant could find an alternative solution. Commissioner 
Prough said he believed this was so minor and the Applicant’s request would not disturb anyone 
and he supported it. Commissioner Chesney stated he felt the Applicant was more of a victim 
and he agreed with the Engineer that once the Commission went down this road and allowed 
abandonments it would set a precedent, but he believed the Commission should have the ability 
to make an exception. He said he supported allowing the abandonment.  

 
Commissioner Chvilicek stated Ms. Krause referenced Exhibit D, which was not in the 

Commission’s packet. Ms. Krause stated that was correct. Exhibit D contained the conditions of 
approval should the Commission approve the project. DDA Edwards informed the Commission 
they could make a note for the record that Exhibit D with proposed conditions of approval had 
been provided to the Commission and copies would be made available to the public.  

 
Chair Barnes called for a motion. 
 
Commissioner Prough moved that after giving reasoned consideration to the information 

contained in the staff report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe 
County Planning Commission approve with conditions submitted by Staff as Exhibit D 
Abandonment Case Number AB16-005 for Havniear, having made all three of the following 
findings in accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.806.20. Mr. Webb asked if the 
motioner could be specific to the No Detriment Finding. Commissioner Prough said when he 
looked at the map he did not see where that little bit of real estate would be a detriment to the 
County in anyway. Commissioner Chesney seconded the motion. Commissioner Horan stated 
he was sympathetic to the case but felt there were other avenues available to the Applicant. 
Commissioner Chvilicek said the owner’s agent offered a viable alternative through a public 
easement and she supported the project. Commissioner Donshick concurred with 
Commissioner Chvilicek. On call for the vote, the motion carried four in favor and Commissioner 
Horan and Chair Barnes voting nay.  

1) Master Plan. The abandonment or vacation is consistent with the policies, action 
programs, standards and maps of the Master Plan and the South Valleys Area Plan; and 

2) No Detriment.  Due to the small amount of right-of-way being abandoned, the 
abandonment does not result in a material injury to the public; and 

3)  Existing Easements.  Existing public utility easements in the area to be abandoned or 
vacated can be reasonably relocated to provide similar or enhanced service. 

10. Chair and Commission Items 
*A. Future agenda items 

Commissioner Donshick stated that she would like to know where the flood plains were within 
the County and some storm water mitigation information that would help the Commission. Mr. 
Webb asked if she was referring to the flood plains or discussion about the recent flooding. 
Commissioner Chvilicek stated Mr. Smith indicated he would talk to the Commission about 
storm water runoff and flood runoff and what the County’s plan was for all of that. Mr. Webb 
stated Water Resources would be attending the meeting in March and he wondered if it was 
okay if they moved that presentation to the April meeting and Commissioner Donshick stated 
that would be fine. 
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Commissioner Chesney wanted to let the Commission know that he put his home on the 
market and would be moving to Tucson, Arizona and would give a written resignation to the 
Commission once his home was in escrow. He said it had been an honor to serve on this 
Commission.  

  *B. Requests for information from staff 

There were none. 

11. Director’s and Legal Counsel’s Items 
 *A. Report on previous Planning Commission items 

Mr. Webb stated the Code Amendment for cell towers in the General Residential zone in 
Warm Springs had been pulled from the January 10th Board of County Commissioner’s agenda 
and was rescheduled to February 14th and February 28th. He noted it was pulled because of 
concerns from the Commissioner who represented that District and a CAB member.  
 
 *B. Legal information and updates 

 There were no updates. 

12. General Public Comment 
Chair Barnes opened Public Comment. Cathy Brandhorst spoke on issues of concern to 

herself. Lonnie Edwards-Detrick stated earlier this evening there was mention of a petition. She 
said it was an online petition and she was concerned that folks from California, Arizona and 
Sparks were concerned about this little 56 lot development that was in her backyard. The 
reason she knew where some of those people were from was because she decided to go to the 
Assessor’s Office and look them up. She hoped all of the names on the petition did not hold too 
much weight with the Commission because most of them did not live there and would not be 
affected. She mentioned as she went through the Southeast Truckee Meadows Master Plan she 
noticed there were two emergency roads planned for that area that was supposed to lead out of 
Toll Road. She was not sure any of the folks that were concerned about the accesses read the 
STMAP, because she had not read it either. She said that Plan was written in 2011 and she 
wondered what the current status was. She said the CAB meeting minutes did not address the 
four points she addressed in her letter and she was concerned about that because the minutes 
said all she spoke about was the flooding and that was not an accurate statement. She did 
speak about flooding but she spoke about a lot more. 

13. Adjournment 
9:34 p.m.  Commissioner Donshick moved to adjourn the meeting, which carried unanimously.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 
   
 Jaime Dellera, Independent Contractor 

 

Approved by Commission in session on March 7, 2017. 

   
Carl R. Webb, Jr., AICP 

 Secretary to the Planning Commission 
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www.washoecounty.us/comdev 

Subject: Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey 
Creek Estates) 

Applicant:   Silver Crest Homes 

Agenda Item Number: 9B 
Project Summary: 56-lot single-family residential common open space subdivision

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 
Prepared by: Kelly Mullin, Planner 

Washoe County Community Services Department 
Planning and Development Division 
775.328.3608 
kmullin@washoecounty.us  

Description 

Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates) – Hearing, 
discussion, and possible action to approve a 56-lot single-family residential subdivision on two 
parcels totaling ±28.76 acres. Residential lots will range in size from 14,520 sq. ft. (±0.33-acres) 
to 21,780 sq. ft. (±0.81-acres) with lot sizes averaging 17,869 sq. ft. (±0.41-acres). The 
subdivision includes approximately ±0.75-acres of common area for drainage facilities. 

• Applicant: Silver Crest Homes, Attn: Rich Balestreri, 16500 Wedge 
Parkway, Bldg. A, Suite 200, Reno, NV 89511 

• Property Owner: Charles Maddox, P.O. Box 70577, Reno, NV 89570 
• Location: Immediately south of the intersection of Geiger Grade Road 

and Shadow Hills Drive 
• Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 017-520-03 and 017-480-02
• Parcel Sizes: 23.63-acres and 5.125-acres 
• Area Plan: Southeast Truckee Meadows (SETM) 
• Master Plan Categories: Suburban Residential and Rural 
• Regulatory Zones: Medium Density Suburban (2 dwelling units per acre in 

SETM) and General Rural (1 dwelling unit per 40 acres) 
• Citizen Advisory Board: South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley 
• Development Code: Article 608, Tentative Subdivision Maps and  

Article 408, Common Open Space Development 
• Commission District: 2 – Commissioner Lucey 
• Section/Township/Range: Sections 27 and 34, T18N, R20E, MDM, Washoe County, NV 
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Tentative Subdivision Map Process 
 
The purpose of a Tentative Subdivision Map is: 

• To allow the creation of saleable lots; 

• To implement the Washoe County Master Plan, including the Area Plans; 

• To establish reasonable standards of design and reasonable procedures for 
subdivision and re-subdivision in order to further the orderly layout and use of land 
and insure proper legal descriptions and monumenting of subdivided land; and;  

• To safeguard the public health, safety and general welfare by establishing minimum 
standards of design and development for any subdivision platted in the 
unincorporated area of Washoe County.  

If the Planning Commission grants approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map, that approval is 
subject to Conditions of Approval. Conditions of Approval are requirements that need to be 
completed during different stages of the proposed project.  Those stages are typically: 

• Prior to recordation of a final map. 

• Prior to obtaining a final inspection and/or a certificate of occupancy on a structure. 

• Prior to the issuance of a business license or other permits/licenses. 

• Some Conditions of Approval are referred to as “Operational Conditions.”  These 
conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the project. 

The Conditions of Approval for Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 are 
attached to this staff report and will be included with the Action Order if the Planning 
Commission approves the application.   
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Project Evaluation 
 
The applicants are proposing to develop a 56-lot single-family residential subdivision on two 
parcels totaling ±28.76 acres. The property has a regulatory zone of Medium Density Suburban 
(MDS), with a small portion of the property zoned General Rural (GR). In the Southeast Truckee 
Meadows Area Plan, MDS properties are limited to two dwelling units per acre, and the 
proposed subdivision maximizes its density with 56 residential lots. These residential lots will 
range in size from 14,520 sq. ft. (±0.33-acres) to 21,780 sq. ft. (±0.81-acres) with lot sizes 
averaging 17,869 sq. ft. (±0.41-acres). The subdivision also includes five smaller parcels that 
together total approximately ±0.75-acres of common area for drainage facilities. 

The Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan identifies the subject site as being located within 
the Suburban Character Management Plan and Toll Road Character Management Area. As 
identified later in this report, the project is in compliance with the policies for these two areas. 

Compatibility 

This infill subdivision is situated between other residential developments sharing the same 
Medium Density Suburban regulatory zone. 

 West: To the west of the property, across Bailey Canyon Creek, is the Cottonwood Creek 
Estates subdivision – a common open space development with the nearest lots ranging from 
approximately 1/4-acre to 1/3-acre in size. The Cottonwood Creek Estates subdivision’s 
common open space separates it from the proposed Bailey Creek Estates project. 

 North: Across Geiger Grade to the north are the Shadow Hills and Sagewood Estates 
subdivisions, which also share the MDS regulatory zone. Many of these lots are 
approximately 1/2-acre in size. 

 East: To the east of the subject site are additional properties sharing the MDS regulatory 
zone, with the exception that they are also within a Trailer Overlay zone. These properties 
range in size from ±1/2-acre to ±3.75 acres and are individually developed residential 
properties. To the northeast is an area of several parcels with the General Commercial 
regulatory zone. The commercially zoned property abutting the northeast corner of the 
project site is currently undeveloped. 

 South: To the south is the Comstock Estates subdivision, which contains additional MDS 
properties approximately 1/3 acre in size. 

The Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan contains several policies requiring proposed 
development to minimize potential impacts to neighboring properties. These policies, and 
associated conditions of approval, are discussed beginning on page 9 of this staff report. 
Additionally, construction hours will be limited to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday.  
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Photo: The project site (outlined in blue) is largely surrounded by other residential developments. 

Washoe County Schools  

The Washoe County School District (WCSD) anticipates the project to generate 14 new 
elementary school students, 3 middle school students and 7 high school students. The property 
is currently zoned for Brown Elementary School, Depoali Middle School and Damonte Ranch 
High School. WCSD has indicated that Brown Elementary School is operating at 137 percent of 
base capacity, Depoali Middle School at 94 percent of base capacity and Damonte Ranch High 
School at 108 percent of base capacity. Brown Elementary is scheduled to convert to a multi-
track, year-round calendar for the 2017-18 school year. WCSD has stated that students from 
this development may be assigned to the closest schools with available capacity.  
 
Traffic  

The primary access to the project site is off of Geiger Grade, immediately opposite of Shadow 
Hills Drive. Gated emergency vehicle access will be provided off Moon Lane, which connects to 
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Kivett Lane. The project is anticipated to create 533 average daily trips, with 42 AM peak hour 
trips and 56 PM peak hour trips. The subdivision is below the threshold requiring a traffic impact 
report; however, the applicant did supply one as a courtesy to Washoe County for review. It is 
attached as Exhibit F. 

The Washoe County Engineering and Capital Projects Division has provided several proposed 
standard conditions of approval related to traffic for the proposed development. These are 
included within Exhibit A. A deceleration lane will also be required along Geiger Grade to the 
entrance of the subdivision. 

Grading and Drainage 

The subject site is vacant and without significant topographic features. It is relatively level and 
slopes gently down from east to west. The Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan’s 
Development Suitability Map identifies the property as being “most suitable” for development. 

Currently, the parcels are largely undisturbed and contain significant native vegetation. The 
anticipated grading necessary to support the project involves the disturbance of approximately 
29 acres, including the cut and fill of approximately 50,000 cubic yards of material to be 
balanced on site. The maximum allowable steepness for cut and fill within the development are 
3:1 slopes. 

Bailey Canyon Creek is located on adjacent property to the west of the project area. The 
northern parcel is largely FEMA Flood Zone X, with the southern parcel largely identified as 
Shaded X. Five common areas within the project boundaries are proposed for drainage and on-
site detention. A preliminary drainage report was provided with the application and reviewed by 
the Engineering and Capital Projects Division. That division has provided several proposed 
conditions of approval related to drainage and stormwater discharge. The final design of the 
drainage system will need to ensure that the development has mitigated any increase in runoff, 
and that all storm drainage improvements are designed and constructed to Washoe County 
standards.  

The continuing maintenance of common areas will be required to be addressed in the CC&Rs 
and funded in perpetuity through the homeowners’ association. 

Fire Protection 

Fire protection services will be provided by the Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District 
(TMFPD). TMFPD has provided proposed conditions of approval related to overall development, 
open space and drainage area maintenance, access and turn-around widths. All development 
on the property will be required to comply with Washoe County Code Chapter 60. 

Water and Sewer 

The project is located within the Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) retail water service 
area, and TMWA will be the water service provider. An Acknowledgment of Water Service letter 
was provided to the applicant from TMWA and was included with the application. TMWA’s 
provision of water will be contingent on the applicant satisfying a number of proposed 
conditions, including those identified in Exhibit A. 

The State of Nevada’s Division of Water Resources also reviewed the project and indicated that 
municipal water service is subject to TMWA requirements and approval by the Office of the 
State Engineer regarding water quantity and availability.  
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Sewer service will be provided by Washoe County and treatment will be at the South Truckee 
Meadows Water Reclamation Facility. 
 
Relevant Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan Policies 
 
SETM.2.2  The installation of new streetlights will be minimized and if approved will be for 

safety reasons. Any lighting proposed must show how it is consistent with current 
best practice “dark-sky” standards. Lights shall be shielded to prevent light spillage 
onto adjacent properties or streets. 

Staff comment: A proposed condition of approval to this effect has been included 
with Exhibit A. Lighting will also be reviewed by the Design Review Committee, if 
this project is approved. 

SETM.2.3  Site development plans for new subdivisions, commercial and public facilities in the 
Southeast Truckee Meadows planning area must submit and follow a plan for the 
control of noxious weeds. The plan should be developed through consultation with 
the Washoe County District Health Department, the University of Nevada 
Cooperative Extension, and/or the Washoe Story Conservation District. 

Staff comment: A proposed condition of approval to this effect has been included with 
Exhibit A. 

SETM.2.4  Applicants required to present their development proposal items to the Citizen 
Advisory Board must submit a statement to staff, not later than one week, following 
the meeting date, explaining how the final proposal responds to the community 
input received from the Citizen Advisory Board. 

Staff comment: The South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley Citizen Advisory 
Board meeting will be held after this staff report is completed. However, the 
applicant’s statement will be provided to the Planning Commission prior to the 
February 7, 2017 hearing for this item. 

SETM.2.5  During review of tentative maps and other development proposals, the Planning 
Commission will review the adequacy of the minimum standards established under 
Goals 2, 3, 4, and 5; and upon a finding that a standard is inadequate to implement 
these goals, may impose other similar standards as necessary to implement the 
relevant goal. 

Staff comment: As discussed in this report, the proposed project meets (or there are 
proposed conditions for it to meet) the policies and goals of the Southeast Truckee 
Meadows Area Plan, including Goal 2. Goals 3, 4 and 5 are not applicable to the 
project site, as they provide guidance for other areas of the Southeast Truckee 
Meadows. 

SETM.2.7  Dwellings in new subdivisions adjacent to existing residential development must 
match the adjacent building type (single story/multi-story). Development is 
considered adjacent if not separated by a road or a 30 foot or wider landscaped 
buffer area. 

Staff comment: A proposed condition of approval to this effect has been included with 
Exhibit A. 

WTM16-003 
BAILEY CREEK ESTATES



Washoe County Planning Commission Staff Report Date: January 23, 2017 

Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 
Page 10 of 15 

SETM.2.8  New subdivision homebuilders must offer at least two separate xeriscape options 
for subdivision landscape design that emphasize the use of native vegetation, with 
non-native and atypical vegetation integrated sparingly into any landscaped area. 

Staff comment: A proposed condition of approval to this effect has been included with 
Exhibit A. Landscaping will also be reviewed by the Design Review Committee if this 
project is approved. 

SETM.2.13  Ensure that future residential development within the medium density suburban land 
use designation is constructed at a maximum of two single-family dwelling units per 
acre. Lot sizes shall not be less than one-third acre and this size may be allowed 
only under the following conditions: 

a. New subdivisions must provide one-half acre minimum lot sizes on exterior lots
when abutting a developed medium density suburban land use designation with
one-half acre or greater lot sizes (roads or open space do not create non-
abutting parcels).

b. Exterior lots may be reduced to one-third acre when abutting a developed higher
intensity land use designation or a ten-acre or larger undeveloped medium
density suburban designation.

Staff comment: The subdivision design meets the provisions of this policy. Exterior 
lots of 0.5-acres or more are proposed when adjacent to existing MDS lots of this 
size or greater. No other lots are smaller than 0.33-acres in size. 

SETM.11.5 Soils disturbed through the development process and left untreated for more than 
30 days shall be re-vegetated or treated in a manner to prevent the blowing of soil 
from the site by wind or the movement of soil by precipitation. Drought tolerant/fire 
resistant plant species should be used where appropriate. 

Staff comment: A proposed condition of approval to this effect has been included with 
Exhibit A. 

South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley Citizen Advisory Board (STM/WV CAB) 

The proposed project will be presented by the applicant’s representative at the STM/WV Citizen 
Advisory Board meeting on January 25, 2017.  Draft minutes from the meeting will be provided 
to the Planning Commission prior to the February 7, 2017 hearing for this item. 

As of the date of this staff report, two comment letters have been received from members of the 
public regarding this request. These are attached as Exhibit D. 

Reviewing Agencies 

The following agencies received a copy of the project application for review and evaluation: 

• Washoe County Community Services Department
o Engineering and Capital Projects Division
o Planning and Development Division
o Regional Parks and Open Space
o Traffic
o Utilities (Sewer)

• Nevada Division of Environmental Protection
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• Nevada Division of Water Resources 
• Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
• Nevada Department of Transportation 
• Nevada Department of Wildlife 
• Regional Transportation Commission 
• Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority 
• Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District 
• Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency 
• Truckee Meadows Water Authority 
• United States Postal Service 
• Washoe County Health District  

o Air Quality Management Division 
o Environmental Health Services Division 
o Vector-Borne Disease Prevention Program 
o Emergency Medical Services Oversight Program 

• Washoe County School District 
• Washoe-Storey Conservation District 
 

Several of the above-listed agencies/departments submitted responses to the proposed 
tentative subdivision map. A summary of each agency’s comments and/or recommended 
conditions of approval and their contact information are provided. The Conditions of Approval 
document is attached to this staff report and will be included with the Action Order should the 
Planning Commission approve the tentative subdivision map application. 

• Washoe County Planning and Development Division addressed common area 
standards, lot sizes, structure heights, landscaping, CC&Rs, grading, timing of final map 
submittals, etc.   
Contact: Kelly Mullin, 775.328.3608, kmullin@washoecounty.us  

• Washoe County Engineering and Capital Projects Division addressed grading, drainage, 
stormwater management, maintenance of common area, easements, roadway 
improvements, etc.    
Contact:  Leo Vesely, 775.328.2313, lvesely@washoecounty.us   

• Washoe County Utility Services requires improvement plans for construction of sanitary 
sewer collection system(s), sanitary sewer report, fees, and easements. 
Contact: Tim Simpson, 775.954.4648, tsimpson@washoecounty.us 

• Washoe County Health District addressed water system requirements, inspection plans, 
mass grading, commitment of service letters, etc. 
Contact:  Wes Rubio, 775.328.2635, wrubio@washoecounty.us  

• Washoe County School District identified current and anticipated capacity at nearby 
schools, and highlighted the District’s overcrowding strategies. 
Contact: Mike Boster 775.232.1571, mboster@washoeschools.net 

• Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District addressed requirements of Washoe County 
Code Chapter 60, including access, vegetation management and CC&R requirements. 
Contact:  Amy Ray, 775.326.6000, aray@fmfpd.us 
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• Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) identified requirements related to water
rights dedication, a water supply plan, fees and infrastructure.
Contact: Amanda Duncan, 775.834.8035, aduncan@tmwa.com

• Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) stated that the developer will need
to obtain coverage under NDEP’s Construction Stormwater Permit prior to any grading.
Contact: Patrick Mohn, 775.687.9419, pmohn@ndep.nv.gov

• Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) identified regional access management
standards and requested the developer construct pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and
contact the RTC to discuss options for future transit.
Contact: Rebecca Kapuler, 775.332.0174, rkapuler@rtcwashoe.com

• Nevada Division of Water Resources stated that water rights are required and that a will-
serve letter from TMWA will be required.
Contact: Steve Shell, 775.684.2836, sshell@water.nv.gov

• Washoe County Regional Parks and Open Space and the Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority
reviewed the application and indicated they had no comments or conditions of approval.

Staff Comment on Required Findings 

Washoe County Code Section 110.608.25 requires that all of the following findings be made to 
the satisfaction of the Washoe County Planning Commission before granting approval of the 
request.  Staff has completed an analysis of the application and has determined that the 
proposal is in compliance with the required findings as follows. 

1) Plan Consistency.  That the proposed map is consistent with the Master Plan and any
specific plan.

Staff Comment: The proposed tentative map, with the proposed Conditions of Approval,
meets all of the applicable goals and policies of the Washoe County Master Plan and the
Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan. The subdivision design takes into consideration
the policies of the Area Plan, including lot matching requirements.

2) Design or Improvement. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is
consistent with the Master Plan and any specific plan.

Staff Comment: The proposed tentative map meets all of the density, lot size and
common open space criteria of the Washoe County Master Plan and the Southeast
Truckee Meadows Area Plan. The proposed development complies with the two dwelling
units per acre overall density allowed in the Medium Density Suburban (MDS) regulatory
zone for this area. Parcel sizes smaller than MDS requirements are enabled through
Article 408, Common Open Space Development, allowing for non-residential parcels to
be created for drainage and retention facilities in this development.

3) Type of Development. That the site is physically suited for the type of development
proposed.

Staff Comment: The site is a relatively level property adjacent to paved access, located
in the midst of other residential subdivisions, and is suitable for a development with 56
dwellings. Lots are sized to match adjacent residential properties, and the design
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complies with relevant area plan policies. The Area Plan’s Development Suitability Map 
also identifies the property as being “most suitable” for development. 

4) Availability of Services.  That the subdivision will meet the requirements of Article 702,
Adequate Public Facilities Management System.

Staff Comment: There are adequate public services available to serve the proposed
development, specifically community sanitary sewer service.

5) Fish or Wildlife. That neither the design of the subdivision nor any proposed
improvements is likely to cause substantial environmental damage, or substantial and
avoidable injury to any endangered plant, wildlife or their habitat.

Staff Comment: The application was sent to the Nevada Department of Wildlife for
review and no comments were received regarding the proposal. The proposed
development is not located within an environmentally sensitive location, and the
proposed improvements are not anticipated to cause substantial environmental damage
or harm to endangered plants, wildlife or their habitat.

6) Public Health.  That the design of the subdivision or type of improvement is not likely to
cause significant public health problems.

Staff Comment: The design of the subdivision has been reviewed by the Health District
and will comply with all generally applicable public health standards.

7) Easements.  That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not
conflict with easements acquired by the public at large for access through, or use of
property within, the proposed subdivision.

Staff Comment: The design of the subdivision includes primary and secondary
(emergency vehicle) road access, pedestrian sidewalks and utility easements. Proposed
conditions of approval regarding any existing/relocated easements have also been
provided by the Engineering and Capital Projects Division.

8) Access.  That the design of the subdivision provides any necessary access to
surrounding, adjacent lands and provides appropriate secondary access for emergency
vehicles.

Staff Comment: The design of the subdivision provides necessary access to surrounding
adjacent lands and provides an appropriate secondary access for emergency vehicles
via Moon Lane, which will be improved to County standards.

9) Dedications.  That any land or improvements to be dedicated to the County is consistent
with the Master Plan.

Staff Comment: Any improvements to be dedicated to the County are proposed or
conditioned to be consistent with the Master Plan and County Code requirements.

10) Energy.  That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.

Staff Comment: The applicant has indicated that homes will be constructed using energy
efficient design and will take water conservation into consideration. Additionally,
Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan Policy 2.8 requires two various xeriscape
landscape designs. These will be reviewed by the Design Review Committee if the
project is approved.
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Recommendation 

Those agencies which reviewed the application recommended conditions in support of approval 
of the project. Therefore, after a thorough analysis and review, Tentative Subdivision Map Case 
Number WTM16-003 is being recommended for approval with conditions. Staff offers the 
following motion for the Board’s consideration. 

Motion 

I move that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report 
and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Planning Commission 
approve Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates) for Silver 
Crest Homes, with the Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit A to this matter, having made 
all ten findings in accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.608.25:  

1) Plan Consistency.  That the proposed map is consistent with the Master Plan and any
specific plan; 

2) Design or Improvement. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is
consistent with the Master Plan and any specific plan;

3) Type of Development. That the site is physically suited for the type of development
proposed; 

4) Availability of Services.  That the subdivision will meet the requirements of Article 702,
Adequate Public Facilities Management System;

5) Fish or Wildlife. That neither the design of the subdivision nor any proposed improvements
is likely to cause substantial environmental damage, or substantial and avoidable injury to
any endangered plant, wildlife or their habitat;

6) Public Health.  That the design of the subdivision or type of improvement is not likely to
cause significant public health problems;

7) Easements.  That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will not conflict
with easements acquired by the public at large for access through, or use of property
within, the proposed subdivision;

8) Access. That the design of the subdivision provides any necessary access to surrounding,
adjacent lands and provides appropriate secondary access for emergency vehicles;

9) Dedications.  That any land or improvements to be dedicated to the County is consistent
with the Master Plan; and

10) Energy.  That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.

Appeal Process 

Planning Commission action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed 
with the Secretary to the Planning Commission, unless the action is appealed to the Washoe 
County Board of Commissioners, in which case the outcome of the appeal shall be determined 
by that Board. Any appeal must be filed in writing with the Planning and Development Division 
within 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed with the Secretary to the Planning 
Commission and mailed to the applicant. 
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xc: Applicant: Silver Crest Homes, Attn: Rich Balestreri, 16500 Wedge Parkway, Bldg. 
A, Suite 200, Reno, NV 89511 

Property Owner: Charles Maddox, P.O. Box 70577, Reno, NV 89570 

Representatives: Wood Rodgers, Attn: Stacie Huggins, 1361 Corporate Blvd., Reno, NV 
89502 

Wood Rodgers, Attn: Steve Strickland, 1361 Corporate Blvd., Reno, NV 
89502 
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Conditions of Approval 
Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 

The project approved under Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 shall be 
carried out in accordance with the Conditions of Approval granted by the Planning Commission 
on February 7, 2017. Conditions of Approval are requirements placed on a permit or 
development by each reviewing agency.  These Conditions of Approval may require submittal of 
documents, applications, fees, inspections, amendments to plans, and more.  These conditions 
do not relieve the applicant of the obligation to obtain any other approvals and licenses from 
relevant authorities required under any other act or to abide by all other generally applicable 
Codes, and neither these conditions nor the approval by the County of this project/use override 
or negate any other applicable restrictions on uses or development on the property. 

Unless otherwise specified, all conditions related to the approval of this Tentative Subdivision 
Map shall be met or financial assurance must be provided to satisfy the conditions of approval 
prior to issuance of a grading or building permit.  The agency responsible for determining 
compliance with a specific condition shall determine whether the condition must be fully 
completed or whether the applicant shall be offered the option of providing financial assurance. 
All agreements, easements, or other documentation required by these conditions shall have a 
copy filed with the County Engineer and with the Planning and Development Division.   

Compliance with the conditions of approval related to this Tentative Subdivision Map is the 
responsibility of the applicant, his/her successor in interest, and all owners, assignees, and 
occupants of the property and their successors in interest.  Failure to comply with any of the 
conditions imposed in the approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map may result in the initiation 
of revocation procedures.   

Washoe County reserves the right to review and revise the conditions of approval related to this 
Tentative Subdivision Map should it be determined that a subsequent license or permit issued 
by Washoe County violates the intent of this approval.   

For the purpose of conditions imposed by Washoe County, “may” is permissive and “shall” or 
“must” is mandatory.   

Conditions of Approval are usually complied with at different stages of the proposed project.  
Those stages are typically: 

• Prior to recordation of a final map.

• Prior to obtaining a final inspection and/or a certificate of occupancy.

• Prior to the issuance of a business license or other permits/licenses.

• Some “Conditions of Approval” are referred to as “Operational Conditions.”  These
conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the project.

The Washoe County Commission oversees many of the reviewing agencies/departments 
with the exception of the following agencies.   

• The DISTRICT BOARD OF HEALTH, through the Washoe County Health
District, has jurisdiction over all public health matters in the Health District.
Any conditions set by the Health District must be appealed to the District
Board of Health.
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• The REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (RTC) is directed and
governed by its own Board.  Conditions recommended by the RTC may be
required, at the discretion of Washoe County.

• The NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (NDOT) is directed and
governed by its own board.  Therefore, any conditions set by the Nevada
Department of Transportation must be appealed to that Board.

STANDARD CONSIDERATIONS FOR SUBDIVISIONS 
Nevada Revised Statutes 278.349 

Pursuant to NRS 278.349, when contemplating action on a Tentative Subdivision Map, the 
governing body or the Planning Commission, if it is authorized to take final action on a tentative 
map, shall consider: 

(a) Environmental and health laws and regulations concerning water and air pollution, the
disposal of solid waste, facilities to supply water, community or public sewage disposal
and, where applicable, individual systems for sewage disposal;

(b) The availability of water which meets applicable health standards and is sufficient for the
reasonably foreseeable needs of the subdivision;

(c) The availability and accessibility of utilities;

(d) The availability and accessibility of public services such as schools, police and fire
protection, transportation, recreation and parks;

(e) Conformity with the zoning ordinances and master plan, except that if any existing
zoning ordinance is inconsistent with the master plan, the zoning ordinance takes
precedence;

(f) General conformity with the governing body’s master plan of streets and highways;

(g) The effect of the proposed subdivision on existing public streets and the need for new
streets and highways to serve the subdivision;

(h) Physical characteristics of the land such as floodplain, slope and soil;

(i) The recommendations and comments of those entities reviewing the tentative map
pursuant to NRS 278.330 and 278.335; and

(j) The availability and accessibility of fire protection, including, but not limited to, the
availability and accessibility of water and services for the prevention and containment of
fires, including fires in wild lands.

FOLLOWING ARE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL REQUIRED BY THE REVIEWING 
AGENCIES.  EACH CONDITION MUST BE MET TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE ISSUING 
AGENCY.  

Washoe County Planning and Development Division 
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1. The following conditions are requirements of the Planning and Development Division, 
which shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.   

Contact: Kelly Mullin, 775.328.3608, kmullin@washoecounty.us  

a. The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved 
as part of this tentative subdivision map. 

b. Failure to comply with the conditions of approval shall render this approval null 
and void. 

c. The subdivision shall be in substantial conformance with the provisions of 
Washoe County Code Chapter 110, Article 408, Common Open Space 
Development, Article 604, Design Requirements, and Article 608, Tentative 
Subdivision Maps. 

d. Final maps and final construction drawings shall comply with all applicable 
statutes, ordinances, rules, regulations and policies in effect at the time of 
submittal of the tentative map or, if requested by the developer and approved by 
the applicable agency, those in effect at the time of approval of the final map. 

e. The subdivider shall present to Washoe County a final map, prepared in 
accordance with the tentative map, for the entire area for which a tentative map 
has been approved, or one of a series of final maps, each covering a portion of 
the approved tentative map, within four years after the date of approval of the 
tentative map or within two years of the date of approval for subsequent final 
maps. On subsequent final maps, that date may be extended by two years if the 
extension request is received prior to the expiration date.  

f. Final maps shall be in substantial compliance with all plans and documents 
submitted with and made part of this tentative map request, as may be amended 
by action of the final approving authority. 

g. All final maps shall contain the applicable portions of the following Jurat: 

THE TENTATIVE MAP FOR WTM16-003 FOR BAILEY CREEK 
ESTATES WAS APPROVED BY THE WASHOE COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 7, 2017. 

THIS FINAL MAP, MAP NAME AND UNIT/PHASE #, MEETS ALL 
APPLICABLE STATUTES, ORDINANCES AND CODE 
PROVISIONS, IS IN SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
TENTATIVE MAP AND ITS CONDITIONS, WHICH ARE 
INCORPORATED HEREIN BY THIS REFERENCE, AND THOSE 
CONDITIONS HAVE BEEN SATISFIED FOR RECORDATION OF 
THIS MAP, EXCEPT THAT THE “OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS” 
CONTAINED IN THE RECORDED ACTION ORDER SHALL 
REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT IN PERPETUITY.  

IF ALL LOTS ON THIS MAP ARE REVERTED TO ACREAGE 
AND A NEW SUBDIVISION APPROVAL IS OBTAINED AT A 
FUTURE DATE, THE PROVISIONS OF THIS APPROVAL SHALL 
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BE NULL AND VOID, UPON APPROVAL BY WASHOE COUNTY 
OF THOSE ACTIONS. 

 [Omit the following paragraph if this is the first and last (only) final 
map.] 

THE FIRST FINAL MAP FOR THIS TENTATIVE MAP WAS 
APPROVED AND ACCEPTED FOR RECORDATION ON date of 
Planning and Development Director’s signature on first final map. 
THE MOST RECENTLY RECORDED FINAL MAP WAS 
APPROVED AND ACCEPTED FOR RECORDATION ON date of 
Planning and Development Director’s signature on most recent 
final map.  [If an extension has been granted after that date – add 
the following]: A TWO YEAR EXTENSION OF TIME FOR THE 
TENTATIVE MAP WAS APPROVED BY THE WASHOE 
CO9UNTY PLANNING COMMISSION ON _________. 

THE NEXT FINAL MAP FOR WTM16-003 MUST BE APPROVED 
AND ACCEPTED FOR RECORDATION BY THE PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR ON OR BEFORE THE 
EXPIRATION DATE, THE _____ DAY OF __________, 20____, 
OR AN EXTENSION OF TIME FOR THE TENTATIVE MAP 
MUST BE APPROVED BY THE WASHOE COUNTY PLANNING 
COMMISSION ON OR BEFORE SAID DATE. 

THIS FINAL MAP IS APPROVED AND ACCEPTED FOR 
RECORDATION THIS _____ DAY OF _____, 20____ BY THE 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR. THE OFFER OF 
DEDICATION FOR STREETS, SEWERS, ETC. IS REJECTED 
AT THIS TIME, BUT WILL REMAIN OPEN IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH NRS CHAPTER 278.  

 

_________________________________________________ 
WILLIAM H. WHITNEY, DIRECTOR,  
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

h. The applicant shall record the Action Order with the County Recorder. A copy of 
the recorded Action Order stating conditional approval of this tentative map shall 
be attached to all applications for administrative permits issued by Washoe 
County. 

i. A note shall be placed on all grading plans and construction drawings stating: 

NOTE 

Should any prehistoric or historic remains/artifacts be discovered 
during site development, work shall temporarily be halted at the 
specific site and the State Historic Preservation Office of the 
Department of Museums, Library and Arts shall be notified to 
record and photograph the site.  The period of temporary delay 
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shall be limited to a maximum of two (2) working days from the 
date of notification. 

j. The final map shall designate faults that have been active during the Holocene
epoch of geological time, and the final map shall contain the following note:

NOTE 

No habitable structures shall be located on a fault that has been 
active during the Holocene epoch of geological time. 

k. The developer and all successors shall direct any potential purchaser of the site
to meet with the Planning and Development Division to review conditions of
approval prior to the final sale of the site. Any subsequent purchasers of the site
shall notify the Planning and Development Division of the name, address,
telephone number and contact person of the new purchaser within thirty (30)
days of the final sale.

l. Prior to any ground disturbing activity, the applicant shall submit a
landscaping/architectural design plan to the Planning and Development Division
for review and approval by the Design Review Committee. Said plan shall
address, but not be limited to: signage, exterior lighting (including streetlights),
fencing, landscaping design, landscaping material (if plant material:  type, size at
time of planting, maturation size at full growth, period of time between planting
and full growth), landscaping location, landscaping irrigation system, and
financial assurances that landscaping will be planted and maintained. At least
two separate xeriscape options for subdivision landscape design shall be
provided, emphasizing the use of native vegetation, with non-native and atypical
vegetation integrated sparingly into any landscaped area.

m. The applicant shall provide financial assurances to the Planning and
Development Division equal to one hundred and twenty percent (120%) of the
cost of revegetation and irrigation of all disturbed areas. The cost shall be
calculated by a certified landscape contractor. The financial assurances are to be
held with automatic renewal for not less than three years and are intended to
ensure the continued survival of plants beyond that time period for mitigation of
visual scarring and for erosion control. If the applicant chooses to provide a bond
as financial assurance, it must be issued from an acceptable company rated A-
or better. The applicant must also execute a Hold Harmless Agreement with right
of entry. This condition must be completed to the satisfaction of the Planning and
Development Division prior to issuance of a grading permit.

n. A certification letter or series of letters by a registered landscape architect or
other persons permitted to prepare landscaping and irrigation plans pursuant to
NRS 623A shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning and Development
Division and the Design Review Committee. The letter(s) shall certify that all
applicable landscaping provisions of Articles 408, 410 and 412 of the Washoe
County Code Chapter 110 (Development Code) have been met. Any landscaping
plans and the letter shall be wet-stamped. The letter shall indicate any provisions
of the code that the Director of the Planning and Development Division has
waived.
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o. All landscaping and revegetation shall be maintained in accordance with the
provisions found in Washoe County Code Section 110.412.75, Maintenance. A
three-year maintenance plan shall be submitted by a licensed landscape
architect registered in the State of Nevada to the Planning and Development
Division prior to a Certificate of Occupancy. The plan shall be wet-stamped.

p. The applicant shall submit and follow a plan for the control of noxious weeds.
Prior to any ground-disturbing activity, the applicant shall provide the Planning
and Development Division a copy of the plan, which should be developed
through consultation with the Washoe County Health District, the University of
Nevada Cooperative Extension, and/or the Washoe-Storey Conservation District.

q. Any lighting proposed, including street lights, shall show how it is consistent with
current best practice “dark-sky” standards and meets the requirements of
Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan Policy 2.2. Lights shall be shielded to
prevent light spillage onto adjacent properties or streets.

r. Conditions, covenants, and restrictions (CC&Rs), including any supplemental
CC&Rs, shall be submitted to the Planning and Development staff for review and
subsequent forwarding to the District Attorney for review and approval.  The final
CC&Rs shall be signed and notarized by the owner(s) and submitted to the
Planning and Development Division with the recordation fee prior to the
recordation of the final map.  The CC&Rs shall require all phases and units of the
subdivision approved under this tentative map to be subject to the same CC&Rs.
Washoe County shall be made a party to the applicable provisions of the CC&Rs
to the satisfaction of the District Attorney’s Office.  Said CC&Rs shall specifically
address the potential for liens against the properties and the individual property
owners’ responsibilities for the funding of maintenance, replacement, and
perpetuation of the following items, at a minimum:

i. Maintenance of public access easements, common areas, and common
open spaces.  Provisions shall be made to monitor and maintain, for a
period of three (3) years regardless of ownership, a maintenance plan for
the common open space area.  The maintenance plan for the common
open space area shall, as a minimum, address the following:

• Vegetation management;

• Watershed management;

• Debris and litter removal;

• Fire access and suppression; and

• Maintenance of public access and/or maintenance of limitations to
public access.

ii. All drainage facilities and roadways not maintained by Washoe County
shall be privately maintained and perpetually funded by the homeowners
association.

iii. All open space identified as common area on the final map shall be
privately maintained and perpetually funded by the homeowners
association.  The deed to the open space and common area shall reflect
perpetual dedication for that purpose.  The maintenance of the common
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areas and related improvements shall be addressed in the CC&Rs to the 
satisfaction of the District Attorney’s Office. 

iv. The project adjacent to undeveloped land shall maintain a fire fuel break
of a minimum 30 feet in width until such time as the adjacent land is
developed.

v. Locating habitable structures on potentially active (Holocene) fault lines,
whether noted on the recorded map or disclosed during site preparation,
is prohibited.

vi. All outdoor lighting on buildings and streets within the subdivision shall be
down-shielded.

vii. No motorized vehicles shall be allowed on the platted common area
except emergency vehicles, utility service vehicles, or vehicles involved in
homeowner association maintenance and repair of common area
facilities.

viii. Mandatory solid waste collection.

ix. Fence material (if any), height, and location limitations, and re-fencing
standards. Replacement fence must be compatible in materials, finish
and location of existing fence.

x. Dwellings adjacent to existing residential development must match the
adjacent building type (single story/multi-story). Development is
considered adjacent if not separated by a road or a 30-foot or wider
landscaped buffer area. A note to this effect shall be placed on applicable
final maps, and a disclosure made by the developer to affected
homebuyers on their closing documents.

s. The common open space owned by the homeowners association shall be noted
on the final map as “common open space” and the related deed of conveyance
shall specifically provide for the preservation of the common open space in
perpetuity.  The deed to the open space and common area shall reflect perpetual
dedication for that purpose.  The deed shall be presented with the CC&Rs for
review by the Planning and Development staff and the District Attorney.

t. Disturbed areas left undeveloped for more than thirty (30) days must be
revegetated by methods approved by Planning and Development and that
comply with the requirements of Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan Policy
11.5.

u. Construction hours are limited to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday.

v. A will-serve from Truckee Meadows Water Authority and mylar map of the
proposed project shall be presented to the State Engineer for approval and
signed through his office prior to development.

Washoe County Engineering and Capital Projects Division 
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2. The following conditions are requirements of the Engineering and Capital Projects
Division. Unless otherwise noted, the County Engineer shall be responsible for
determining compliance with these conditions.

Contact: Leo Vesely, 775.328.2313, lvesely@washoecounty.us 

General Conditions 
a. Final maps and final construction drawings shall comply with all applicable

statutes, ordinances, rules, regulations, and policies in effect at the time of
submittal of the tentative map or, if requested by the developer and approved by
the applicable agency, those in effect at the time of approval of the final map.

b. Prior to acceptance of public improvements and release of any financial
assurances, the developer shall furnish to the water and sewer provider(s) and
Engineering and Capital Projects Division a complete set of reproducible as-built
construction drawings prepared by a civil engineer registered in the State of
Nevada.

c. The developer shall be required to participate in any applicable General
Improvement District or Special Assessment District formed by Washoe County.
The applicable County Department shall be responsible for determining
compliance with this condition.

d. The developer shall provide written approval from the U.S. Postal Service
concerning the installation and type of mail delivery facilities. The system, other
than individual mailboxes, must be shown on the project construction plans and
installed as part of the onsite improvements.

e. A complete set of construction improvement drawings, including an onsite
grading plan, shall be submitted to the County Engineer for approval prior to
finalization of any portion of the tentative map. Grading shall comply with best
management practices (BMP’s) and shall include detailed plans for grading and
drainage on each lot, erosion control (including BMP locations and installation
details), slope stabilization and mosquito abatement. Placement or disposal of
any excavated material shall be indicated on the grading plan.

f. All open space shall be identified as common area on the final map. A note on
the final map shall indicate that all common areas shall be privately maintained
and perpetually funded by the Homeowners Association. The County Engineer
shall determine compliance with this condition. The maintenance of the common
areas shall also be addressed in the CC&Rs to the satisfaction of the District
Attorney’s Office.

g. Any existing easements or utilities that conflict with the development shall be
relocated, quitclaimed, and/or abandoned, as appropriate.

h. Any easement documents recorded for the project shall include an exhibit map
that shows the location and limits of the easement in relationship to the project.

i. All existing overhead utility lines shall be placed underground, except electric
transmission lines greater than 100 kilovolts, which can remain above ground.
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j. With each affected final map, provide written approval from NV Energy for any 
improvements located within their easement or under their facilities. 

k. Appropriate easements shall be granted for any existing or new utilities, with 
each affected final map.  This includes, but is not limited, to electrical lines, water 
lines, and drainage maintenance access. 

Drainage and Storm Water Discharge Program Conditions (Washoe County Code 
Chapter 110,  Articles 420 & 421) 

l. The conditional approval of this tentative map shall not be construed as final 
approval of the drainage facilities shown on the tentative map. Final approval of 
the drainage facilities will occur during the final map review and will be based 
upon the final hydrology report. 

m. Prior to finalization of the first final map, a master hydrology/hydraulic report and 
a master storm drainage plan shall be submitted to the County Engineer for 
approval. 

n. Prior to finalization of any portion of the tentative map, a final, detailed 
hydrology/hydraulic report for that unit shall be submitted to the County Engineer. 
All storm drainage improvements necessary to serve the project shall be 
designed and constructed to County standards and specifications and/or financial 
assurances in an appropriate form and amount shall be provided. 

o. Any increase in stormwater runoff resulting from the development and based on 
the 5-year and 100-year storm(s) shall be detained onsite, or off-site with 
necessary permission and easements from the property owner. 

p. Standard reinforced concrete headwalls or other approved alternatives shall be 
placed on the inlet and outlet of all drainage structures, and grouted rock riprap 
shall be used to prevent erosion at the inlets and outlets of all culverts to the 
satisfaction of the Engineering and Capital Projects Division. 

q. The developer shall provide pretreatment for petrochemicals and silt for all storm 
drainage leaving the site to the satisfaction of the Engineering and Capital 
Projects Division.  

r. The Truckee Meadows Regional Stormwater Quality Management Program 
Construction Permit Submittal Checklist and Inspection Fee shall be submitted 
with each final map.  

s. In medians with irrigated landscaping adjacent to the curb, a subdrain system 
shall be installed a minimum of one foot behind the back face of curb to intercept 
drainage from the landscaping. The system shall be tied to the storm drain 
system or an acceptable alternative drainage system. 

t. Drainage swales that drain more than two lots are not allowed to flow over the 
curb into the street; these flows shall be intercepted by an acceptable storm drain 
inlet and routed into the storm drain system. 

u. A note on the final map shall indicate that all drainage facilities not maintained by 
Washoe County shall be privately maintained and perpetually funded by a 
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homeowners association. As an alternative to a homeowners association, the 
developer may request the establishment of a County Utility Service Area under 
which fees would be paid for maintenance of the proposed storm drainage 
detention facility. The fee amount will be based on the additional service above 
that normally provided by the County to maintain new stormwater facilities 
dedicated by the developer (i.e., curb and gutter, drop inlets and piping). The 
County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. The 
maintenance and funding of these drainage facilities shall also be addressed in 
the CC&Rs to the satisfaction of the District Attorney's Office. 

v. The maximum permissible flow velocity (that which does not cause scour) shall
be determined for all proposed channels and open ditches. The determination
shall be based on a geotechnical analysis of the channel soil, proposed channel
lining and channel cross section, and it shall be in accordance with acceptable
engineering publications/calculations. Appropriate linings shall be provided for all
proposed channels and open ditches such that the 100-year flows do not exceed
the maximum permissible flow velocity.

w. All slopes steeper than 3:1 shall be mechanically stabilized to control erosion. As an
alternative to riprap, an engineered solution (geofabric, etc.) may be acceptable.

x. Drainage easements shall be provided for all storm runoff that crosses more than
one lot.

y. Maintenance access roadways and drainage easements shall be provided for all
existing and proposed drainage facilities. All drainage facilities located within
Common Area shall be constructed with an adjoining minimum 12’ wide gravel
access road.  Maintenance access road shall be provided to the bottom of
proposed detention basins as well as over County owned and maintained storm
drainage facilities.

z. The FEMA 100-year floodplain shall be shown on the final map and grading plan
to the satisfaction of the County Engineer. All grading in these areas shall be in
conformance with the Washoe County Code Article 416.

aa. Common Area or offsite drainage draining onto residential lots shall be
perpetuated through or around residential lots and drainage facilities capable of
passing a 100-year storm shall be constructed with the subdivision improvements
to perpetuate the storm water runoff to improved or natural drainage facilities.

bb. Prior to the finalization of any final map, provide verification that permission has
been granted to construct Bailey Canyon Creek improvements on offsite parcels
not owned by the applicant.

cc. Drainage easements shall be recorded over all FEMA A zones and floodways.

Traffic and Roadway (Washoe County Code Chapter 110, Article 436) 
dd. All roadway improvements necessary to serve the project shall be designed and

constructed to County standards and specifications and/or financial assurances
in an appropriate form and amount shall be provided.
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ee. Street names shall be reviewed and approved by the Regional Street Naming 
Coordinator. 

ff. Proposed landscaping and/or fencing along street rights-of-way and within 
median islands shall be designed to meet American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) sight distances and safety 
guidelines. No tree shall overhang the curb line of any public street. 

gg. For any utilities placed in existing County streets, the streets shall be repaired to 
the satisfaction of the County Engineer. At a minimum, this will require full depth 
removal and replacement of asphalt for half the street width, or replacement of 
non-woven pavement reinforcing fabric with a 2” asphalt overlay for half the 
street width. Type II slurry seal is required for the entire street width with either 
option. Full width street improvements may be required if the proposed utility 
location is too close to the centerline of the existing street. 

hh. Streetlights shall be constructed to Washoe County standards at locations to be 
determined at the final design stage. 

ii. AASHTO clear zones shall be determined for all streets adjacent to retaining 
walls or slopes steeper than 3:1. If a recoverable or traversable clear zone 
cannot be provided, an analysis to determine if barriers are warranted shall be 
submitted for approval. 

jj. All retaining walls that are adjacent to, provide support for or retain soil from the 
County right-of-way shall be constructed of reinforced masonry block or 
reinforced concrete and designed by an engineer licensed in the State of Nevada. 

kk. No retaining walls that retain soil from the County right-of-way shall be located 
within a plowed snow storage easement. 

ll. Appropriate curve warning signs and/or a lower speed limit shall be determined 
and posted on all horizontal roadway curves that do not meet the standard 
Washoe County 25-mile per hour design speed. The minimum centerline radius 
allowed shall be 100’.  

mm. Appropriate transitions shall be provided between the existing and proposed 
improvements at all proposed street connections. This may include removal of 
existing pavement. 

nn. Access to parcels 017-053-01 & 02 from Moon Lane shall be perpetuated. 

oo. Any streetlights that do not meet Washoe County standards shall be placed 
outside Washoe County right-of-way.  These streetlights shall be private, and the 
CC&R’s shall indicate operation and maintenance of the streetlights shall be the 
responsibility of the Homeowners Association. The County Engineer and the 
District Attorney’s Office shall determine compliance with this condition. 

pp. Provide a deceleration lane along the southern side of Geiger Grade (State 
Route 341) at the project entrance to the satisfaction of the County Engineer and 
NDOT. 
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qq. An occupancy permit shall be obtained from NDOT for access to, from or under 
roads and highways maintained by NDOT, and a copy of the permit shall be 
submitted to the County Engineer prior to finalization of the affected final map.  

rr. A note on the final map shall state the no direct access from individual lots shall 
be allowed onto Geiger Grade or Shadow Hills Drive. This note shall also be 
included in the CC&Rs to the satisfaction of the District Attorney’s office. 

ss. Prior to finalization of the any final map, provide written verification from NV 
Energy that proper clearances are maintained between the proposed 
improvements for Shadow Hills Drive and Moon Lane and the existing overhead 
power lines. 

Washoe County Utilities 
3. The following conditions are requirements of Washoe County Utilities, which shall be

responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.

Contact: Tim Simpson, 775.954.4648, tsimpson@washoecounty.us 

a. All fees shall be paid or deferred in accordance with Washoe County Ordinance
prior to the approval of each final map.

b. Improvement plans shall be submitted and approved by CSD prior to approval of
the final map.  They shall be in compliance with Washoe County Design Standards
and be designed by a Professional Engineer licensed to practice in the State of
Nevada.

c. The Applicant shall submit an electronic copy of the street and lot layout for each
final map at initial submittal time. The files must be in a format acceptable to
Washoe County.

d. The Developer shall construct and/or provide the financial assurance for the
construction of any on-site and off-site sanitary sewer collection systems prior to
signature on each final map. The financial assurance must be in a form and
amount acceptable to the CSD.

e. Approved improvement plans shall be used for the construction of on-site and
off-site sanitary sewer collection systems.  The CSD will be responsible to
inspect the construction of the sanitary sewer collection systems.

f. The sanitary sewer collection systems must be offered for dedication to Washoe
County along with the recordation of each final map.

g. Easements and real property for all sanitary sewer collection systems and
appurtenances shall be in accordance with Washoe County Design Standards
and offered for dedication to Washoe County along with the recordation of each
final map.

h. A master sanitary sewer report for the entire tentative map shall be prepared and
submitted by the applicant's engineer at the time of the initial submittal for the
first final map which addresses:

i. the estimated sewage flows generated by this project;
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ii. projected sewage flows from potential or existing development within
tributary areas;

iii. the impact on capacity of existing infrastructure;

iv. slope of pipe, invert elevation and rim elevation for all manholes; and

v. proposed collection line sizes, on-site and off-site alignment, and half-full
velocities.

i. No Certificate of Occupancy will be issued until all the sewer collection facilities
necessary to serve each final map have been completed, accepted and
completed as-built drawings delivered to the utility.  As-built drawings must be in
a format acceptable to Washoe County.

j. No permanent structures (including rockery or retaining walls, building’s, etc.) shall
be allowed within or upon any County maintained utility easement.

k. A minimum 30-foot wide sanitary sewer easement shall be dedicated to Washoe
County over any sanitary sewer not located within the proposed right-of-way.

l. A minimum 12-foot wide all weather sanitary sewer access road shall be
constructed to facilitate access to off-site sanitary sewer.

m. Any major infrastructure such as pump structures, controls, telemetry and
appurtenances, lift stations, force mains, sewer mains and interceptors that are
necessary to accommodate the project, the Developer will be responsible to fund
the design and construction. However, the actual design will be the responsibility
of the CSD. Prior to initiation of design the Developer shall pay the estimated
design costs to Washoe County. The CSD may either provide such design in-
house, or select an outside consultant. When an outside consultant is to be
selected, the CSD and the Developer shall jointly select that consultant.

n. The CSD shall reserve the right to over-size the design of infrastructure to
accommodate future development as determined by accepted engineering
calculations.  Funding shall be the responsibility of Washoe County.  Washoe
County shall either participate monetarily at the time of design and/or shall credit
an appropriate dollar amount to the Developer at the time of recordation of the
subdivision map.

Washoe County Health District 
4. The following conditions are requirements of the Health District, which shall be

responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.  The District Board of
Health has jurisdiction over all public health matters in the Health District.  Any
conditions set by the Health District must be appealed to the District Board of Health.

Contact: Wes Rubio, 775.328.2635, wrubio@washoecounty.us 

The Environmental Health Services (EHS) Division requires the following conditions to 
be completed prior to review and approval of any Final Map: 

a. Prior to any final grading or other civil site improvements, a complete water
system plan and Water Project submittal for the referenced proposal must be
submitted to this Division. The plan must show that the water system will conform
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to the State of Nevada Design, Construction, Operation and Maintenance 
Regulations for Public Water Systems, NAC Chapter 445A, and the State of 
Nevada Regulations Governing Review of Plans for Subdivisions, 
Condominiums, and Planned Unit Developments, NAC 278.400 and 278.410. 

i. The application for a Water Project shall conform to the requirements of
NAC 445A.66695.

ii. Two copies of complete construction plans are required for review. All
plans must include an overall site plan, additional phases that will
eventually be built to indicate that the water system will be looped, all
proposed final grading, utilities, and improvements for the proposed
application.

b. Mass grading may proceed after approval of the Tentative Map and after a
favorable review by this Division of a grading permit application.

i. The application shall include a Truckee Meadows Water Authority
annexation and discovery with the mass grading permit.

c. Improvement plans for the water system may be constructed prior to Final Map
submittal only after Water Project approval by this Division.

i. For improvement plans approved prior to Final Map submittal, the
Developer shall provide certification by the Professional Engineer of
record that the improvement plans were not altered subsequent to Final
Map submittal.

ii. Any changes to previously approved improvement plans made prior to
Final Map submittal shall be resubmitted to this Division for approval per
NAC 278.290 and NAC 445A.66715.

The EHS Division requires the following to be submitted with the Final Map application 
for review and approval: 

d. Construction plans for the development must be submitted to this Division for
approval. The construction drawings must conform to the State of Nevada
Regulations Concerning Review of Plans for Subdivisions, Condominiums and
Planned Unit Developments, and any applicable requirements of this Division.

e. Prior to approval of a Final Map for the referenced project and pursuant to NAC
278.370, the developer must have the design engineer or a third person submit
to the satisfaction this Division an inspection plan for periodic inspection of the
construction of the systems for water supply and community sewerage. The
inspection plan must address the following:

i. The inspection plan must indicate if an authorized agency, city or county
is performing inspection of the construction of the systems for water
supply and community sewerage.

ii. The design engineer or third person shall, pursuant to the approved
inspection plan, periodically certify in writing to this Division that the
improvements are being installed in accordance with the approved plans
and recognized practices of the trade.
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iii. The developer must bear the cost of the inspections.

iv. The developer may select a third-person inspector but the selection must
be approved by the Division or local agency. A third-person inspector
must be a disinterested person who is not an employee of the developer.

v. A copy of the inspection plan must be included with the Final Map
submittal.

f. Prior to final approval, a “Commitment for Service” letter from the sewage
purveyor committing sewer service for the entire proposed development must be
submitted to this Division. The letter must indicate that the community facility for
treatment will not be caused to exceed its capacity and the discharge permit
requirements by this added service, or the facility will be expanded to provide for
the added service.

i. A copy of this letter must be included with the Final Map submittal.

g. Prior to final approval, a “Commitment for Water Service” letter from the water
purveyor committing adequate water service for the entire proposed development
must be submitted to this Division.

i. A copy of this letter must be included with the Final Map submittal.

h. The Final Map application packet must include a letter from Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection to this Division certifying their approval of the Final
Map.

i. The Final Map application packet must include a letter from Division of Water
Resources certifying their approval of the Final Map.

j. Pursuant to NAC 278.360 of the State of Nevada Regulations Governing Review
of plans for Subdivision, Condominiums, and Planned Unit Developments, the
development of the subdivision must be carried on in a manner which will
minimize water pollution.

i. Construction plans shall clearly show how the subdivision will comply with
NAC 278.360.

k. Prior to approval of the final map, the applicant must submit to this Division the
Final Map fee.

l. All grading and development activities must be in compliance with the DBOH
Regulations Governing the Prevention of Vector-Borne Diseases.

Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District (TMFPD) 
5. The following conditions are requirements of the Truckee Meadows Fire Protection

District, which shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.

Contact: Amy Ray, 775.326.6005, aray@tmfpd.us 

a. Plans shall be submitted for review and approval to TMFPD.
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b. Any developments on the property shall meet the requirements of Washoe 
County Code (WCC) Chapter 60. 

c. HOA and CC&R requirements and conditions shall be submitted for review, 
comment and approval by TMFPD prior to recording, adoption and use. 

d. Open spaces and drainages shall be maintained in accordance with WCC 
Chapter 60, the Vegetation Management Plan and conditions placed in the HOA 
and CC&R documents, ensuring vegetation management and maintenance in 
those areas. 

e. Two means of access and/or egress may be provided. 

f. Cul-de-sacs shall measure a minimum of 50-feet for radius and 100-feet for 
diameter. 

Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) 
6. The following conditions are requirements of the Truckee Meadows Water Authority, 

which shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions. TMWA is 
directed and governed by its own board.  Therefore, any conditions set by TMWA must 
be appealed to that board.  

Contact: Amanda Duncan, 775.834.8035, aduncan@tmwa.com   

a. Truckee Meadows Water Authority will require dedication of acceptable water 
resources, approval of the water supply plan by the local health authority, the 
execution of a Water Service Agreement, payment of TMWA fees, and the 
construction and dedication of infrastructure in accordance with TMWA rules and 
tariffs in effect at the time of application for service. 

 

*** End of Conditions *** 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Engineering and Capital Projects Division 

1001 E. 9TH Street · P.O. Box 11130, Reno, Nevada 89520-0027 
Phone (775) 328-2041 · Fax (775) 328-3699 

Date: January 13, 2017 

To: Kelly Mullin, Planning and Development Division 

From: Leo R. Vesely, P.E., Engineering and Capitol Projects Division 

Re: WTM16-003 
APN 017-520-03 
Bailey Creek Estates Subdivision (56 Lots) 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 

The following conditions of approval should be applied to this proposed project.  Conditions in italics are 
standard Engineering Conditions. 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

1. Final maps and final construction drawings shall comply with all applicable statutes, ordinances,
rules, regulations, and policies in effect at the time of submittal of the tentative map or, if
requested by the developer and approved by the applicable agency, those in effect at the time of
approval of the final map.

2. Prior to acceptance of public improvements and release of any financial assurances, the
developer shall furnish to the water and sewer provider(s) and Engineering and Capital Projects
Division a complete set of reproducible as-built construction drawings prepared by a civil
engineer registered in the State of Nevada.

3. The developer shall be required to participate in any applicable General Improvement District or
Special Assessment District formed by Washoe County. The applicable County Department shall
be responsible for determining compliance with this condition.

4. The developer shall provide written approval from the U.S. Postal Service concerning the
installation and type of mail delivery facilities. The system, other than individual mailboxes, must
be shown on the project construction plans and installed as part of the onsite improvements. The
County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition.

5. A complete set of construction improvement drawings, including an onsite grading plan, shall be
submitted to the County Engineer for approval prior to finalization of any portion of the tentative
map. Grading shall comply with best management practices (BMP’s) and shall include detailed
plans for grading and drainage on each lot, erosion control (including BMP locations and
installation details), slope stabilization and mosquito abatement. Placement or disposal of any
excavated material shall be indicated on the grading plan. The County Engineer shall determine
compliance with this condition.

6. All open space shall be identified as common area on the final map. A note on the final map shall
indicate that all common areas shall be privately maintained and perpetually funded by the
Homeowners Association. The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition.
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The maintenance of the common areas shall also be addressed in the CC&Rs to the satisfaction of 
the District Attorney’s Office. 

7. Any existing easements or utilities that conflict with the development shall be relocated, 
quitclaimed, and/or abandoned, as appropriate. The County Engineer shall determine compliance 
with this condition. 

8. Any easement documents recorded for the project shall include an exhibit map that shows the 
location and limits of the easement in relationship to the project. The County Engineer shall 
determine compliance with this condition. 

9. All existing on-site overhead utility lines shall be placed underground, except electric 
transmission lines greater than 100 kilovolts, which can remain above ground.  The County 
Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

10. With each affected final map, provide written approval from NV Energy for any improvements 
located within their easement or under their facilities.  The County Engineer shall determine 
compliance with this condition. 

11. Appropriate easements shall be granted for any existing or new utilities, with each affected final 
map.  This includes, but is not limited, to electrical lines, water lines, and drainage maintenance 
access.  The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

 
DRAINAGE and STORM WATER DISCHARGE PROGRAM  
(COUNTY CODE 110.420 and 110.421) 
 
The following are drainage conditions of approval:   
 

1. The conditional approval of this tentative map shall not be construed as final approval of the 
drainage facilities shown on the tentative map. Final approval of the drainage facilities will occur 
during the final map review and will be based upon the final hydrology report. 

2. Prior to finalization of the first final map, a master hydrology/hydraulic report and a master storm 
drainage plan shall be submitted to the County Engineer for approval. The County Engineer shall 
determine compliance with this condition. 

3. Prior to finalization of any portion of the tentative map, a final, detailed hydrology/hydraulic 
report for that unit shall be submitted to the County Engineer. All storm drainage improvements 
necessary to serve the project shall be designed and constructed to County standards and 
specifications and/or financial assurances in an appropriate form and amount shall be provided. 
The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

4. Any increase in stormwater runoff resulting from the development and based on the 5 year and 
100 storm(s) shall be detained onsite, or off-site with necessary permission and easements from 
the property owner. The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

5. Standard reinforced concrete headwalls or other approved alternatives shall be placed on the 
inlet and outlet of all drainage structures, and grouted rock riprap shall be used to prevent 
erosion at the inlets and outlets of all culverts to the satisfaction of the Engineering and Capital 
Projects Division. 

6. The developer shall provide pretreatment for petrochemicals and silt for all storm drainage 
leaving the site to the satisfaction of the Engineering and Capital Projects Division.  

7. The Truckee Meadows Regional Stormwater Quality Management Program Construction Permit 
Submittal Checklist and Inspection Fee shall be submitted with each final map. The County 
Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

8. In medians with irrigated landscaping adjacent to the curb, a subdrain system shall be installed a 
minimum of one foot behind the back face of curb to intercept drainage from the landscaping. The 
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system shall be tied to the storm drain system or an acceptable alternative drainage system. The 
County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

9. Drainage swales that drain more than two lots are not allowed to flow over the curb into the 
street; these flows shall be intercepted by an acceptable storm drain inlet and routed into the 
storm drain system. The County Engineer shall  determine compliance with this condition. 

10. A note on the final map shall indicate that all drainage facilities not maintained by Washoe 
County shall be privately maintained and perpetually funded by a homeowners association. As an 
alternative to a homeowners association, the developer may request the establishment of a County 
Utility Service Area under which fees would be paid for maintenance of the proposed storm 
drainage detention facility. The fee amount will be based on the additional service above that 
normally provided by the County to maintain new stormwater facilities dedicated by the developer 
(i.e., curb and gutter, drop inlets and piping). The County Engineer shall  determine compliance 
with this condition. The maintenance and funding of these drainage facilities shall also be 
addressed in the CC&Rs to the satisfaction of the District Attorney's Office. 

11. The maximum permissible flow velocity (that which does not cause scour) shall be determined for 
all proposed channels and open ditches. The determination shall be based on a geotechnical 
analysis of the channel soil, proposed channel lining and channel cross section, and it shall be in 
accordance with acceptable engineering publications/calculations. Appropriate linings shall be 
provided for all proposed channels and open ditches such that the 100-year flows do not exceed 
the maximum permissible flow velocity. The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this 
condition. 

12. All slopes steeper than 3:1 shall be mechanically stabilized to control erosion. As an alternative to 
riprap, an engineered solution (geofabric, etc.) may be acceptable. The County Engineer shall 
determine compliance with this condition. 

13. Drainage easements shall be provided for all storm runoff that crosses more than one lot. The 
County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

14. Maintenance access roadways and drainage easements shall be provided for all existing and 
proposed drainage facilities. All drainage facilities located within Common Area shall be 
constructed with an adjoining minimum 12’ wide gravel access road.  Maintenance access road 
shall be provided to the bottom of proposed detention basins as well as over County owned and 
maintained storm drainage facilities.  County Engineer shall determine compliance with this 
condition. 

15. The FEMA 100-year floodplain shall be shown on the final map and grading plan to the 
satisfaction of the County Engineer. All grading in these areas shall be in conformance with the 
Washoe County Code Article 416. 

16. Common Area or offsite drainage draining onto residential lots shall be perpetuated through or 
around residential lots and drainage facilities capable of passing a 100-year storm shall be 
constructed with the subdivision improvements to perpetuate the storm water runoff to improved 
or natural drainage facilities.  The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this 
condition. 

17. Prior to the finalization of any final map, provide verification that permission has been granted to 
construct Bailey Canyon Creek improvements on offsite parcels not owned by the applicant. The 
County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

18. Drainage easements shall be recorded over all FEMA A zones and floodways.  The County 
Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 
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TRAFFIC AND ROADWAY (COUNTY CODE 110.436) 
 

1. All roadway improvements necessary to serve the project shall be designed and constructed to 
County standards and specifications and/or financial assurances in an appropriate form and 
amount shall be provided. The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

2. Street names shall be reviewed and approved by the Regional Street Naming Coordinator. 
3. Proposed landscaping and/or fencing along street rights-of-way and within median islands shall 

be designed to meet American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) sight distances and safety guidelines. No tree shall overhang the curb line of any 
public street. The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

4. For any utilities placed in existing County streets, the streets shall be repaired to the satisfaction 
of the County Engineer. At a minimum, this will require full depth removal and replacement of 
asphalt for half the street width, or replacement of non-woven pavement reinforcing fabric with a 
2” asphalt overlay for half the street width. Type II slurry seal is required for the entire street 
width with either option. Full width street improvements may be required if the proposed utility 
location is too close to the centerline of the existing street. 

5. Streetlights shall be constructed to Washoe County standards at locations to be determined at the 
final design stage. The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

6. AASHTO clear zones shall be determined for all streets adjacent to retaining walls or slopes 
steeper than 3:1. If a recoverable or traversable clear zone cannot be provided, an analysis to 
determine if barriers are warranted shall be submitted for approval. The County Engineer shall 
determine compliance with this condition. 

7. All retaining walls that are adjacent to, provide support for or retain soil from the County right-
of-way shall be constructed of reinforced masonry block or reinforced concrete and designed by 
an engineer licensed in the State of Nevada. The County Engineer shall determine compliance 
with this condition. 

8. No retaining walls that retain soil from the County right-of-way shall be located within a plowed 
snow storage easement. The County Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

9. With Appropriate curve warning signs and/or a lower speed limit shall be determined and posted 
on all horizontal roadway curves that do not meet the standard Washoe County 25-mile per hour 
design speed.  The minimum centerline radius allowed shall be 100’.  The County Engineer shall 
determine compliance with this condition. 

10. Appropriate transitions shall be provided between the existing and proposed improvements at all 
proposed street connections.  This may include removal of existing pavement.  The County 
Engineer shall determine compliance with this condition. 

11. Access to parcels 017-053-01 & 02 from Moon Lane shall be perpetuated.  The County Engineer 
shall determine compliance with this condition. 

12. Any streetlights that do not meet Washoe County standards shall be placed outside Washoe 
County right-of-way.  These streetlights shall be private, and the CC&R’s shall indicate operation 
and maintenance of the streetlights shall be the responsibility of the Homeowners Association.  
The County Engineer and the District Attorney’s Office shall determine compliance with this 
condition. 

13. Provide a deceleration lane on Geiger Grade (State Route 341) at the project entrance to the 
satisfaction of the County Engineer and NDOT. 

14. An occupancy permit shall be obtained from NDOT for access to, from or under roads and 
highways maintained by NDOT, and a copy of the permit shall be submitted to the County 
Engineer prior to finalization of the affected final map.  
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15. A note on the final map shall state the no direct access from individual lots shall be allowed onto 
Geiger Grade or Shadow Hills Drive.  County Engineer shall determine compliance with this 
condition.  This note shall also be included in the CC&Rs to the satisfaction of the District 
Attorney’s office. 

16. Prior to finalization of the any final map, provide written verification from NV Energy that proper 
clearances are maintained between the proposed improvements for Shadow Hills Drive and Moon 
Lane and the existing overhead power lines. The County Engineer shall determine compliance 
with this condition. 
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January 6, 2017 
 
 
To:  Kelly Mullin, Community Development 
 
From:  Timothy Simpson, P.E., Environmental Engineer II 
 
CC:  Dwayne Smith, P.E., Division Director Eng & Cap Projects 
 
Subject:  WTM16-003 Bailey Creek Estates; 017-520-03 and 017-480-02 
 
The Community Services Department (CSD) has reviewed the subject application and has the 
following comments: 
 
1. The applicant is proposing to develop a 56-lot residential subdivision.  The project is located off 

Geiger Grade Road and Shadow Hills Drive. 
 

2. Sanitary sewer will be provided by Washoe County and treatment will be at the South Truckee 
Meadows Water Reclamation Facility. 

 
 
The Community Services Department (CSD) recommends approval provided the following 
conditions are met: 
 
1. All fees shall be paid or deferred in accordance with Washoe County Ordinance prior to the approval of 

each final map. 
 
2. Improvement plans shall be submitted and approved by CSD prior to approval of the final map.  They 

shall be in compliance with Washoe County Design Standards and be designed by a Professional 
Engineer licensed to practice in the State of Nevada. 

 
3. The Applicant shall submit an electronic copy of the street and lot layout for each final map at initial 

submittal time. The files must be in a format acceptable to Washoe County. 
 
4. The Developer shall construct and/or provide the financial assurance for the construction of any on-

site and off-site sanitary sewer collection systems prior to signature on each final map. The financial 
assurance must be in a form and amount acceptable to the CSD. 

 
5. Approved improvement plans shall be used for the construction of on-site and off-site sanitary sewer 

collection systems.  The CSD will be responsible to inspect the construction of the sanitary sewer 
collection systems. 

 
6. The sanitary sewer collection systems must be offered for dedication to Washoe County along with 

the recordation of each final map. 
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7. Easements and real property for all sanitary sewer collection systems and appurtenances shall be in 
accordance with Washoe County Design Standards and offered for dedication to Washoe County 
along with the recordation of each final map.  

 
8. A master sanitary sewer report for the entire tentative map shall be prepared and submitted by the 

applicant's engineer at the time of the initial submittal for the first final map which addresses: 
 

a. the estimated sewage flows generated by this project, 
b. projected sewage flows from potential or existing development within tributary areas, 
c. the impact on capacity of existing infrastructure, 
d. slope of pipe, invert elevation and rim elevation for all manholes, 
e. proposed collection line sizes, on-site and off-site alignment, and half-full velocities. 

 
9. No Certificate of Occupancy will be issued until all the sewer collection facilities necessary to serve 

each final map have been completed, accepted and completed as-built drawings delivered to the 
utility.  As-built drawings must be in a format acceptable to Washoe County. 

 
10. No permanent structures (including rockery or retaining walls, building’s, etc.) shall be allowed within or 

upon any County maintained utility easement. 
 

11. A minimum 30-foot wide sanitary sewer easement shall be dedicated to Washoe County over any 
sanitary sewer not located within the proposed right-of-way. 

 
12. A minimum 12-foot wide all weather sanitary sewer access road shall be constructed to facilitate 

access to off-site sanitary sewer. 
 

13. Any major infrastructure such as pump structures, controls, telemetry and appurtenances, lift stations, 
force mains, sewer mains and interceptors that are necessary to accommodate the project, the 
Developer will be responsible to fund the design and construction. However, the actual design will be 
the responsibility of the CSD. Prior to initiation of design the Developer shall pay the estimated 
design costs to Washoe County. The CSD may either provide such design in-house, or select an 
outside consultant. When an outside consultant is to be selected, the CSD and the Developer shall 
jointly select that consultant. 

 
14. The CSD shall reserve the right to over-size the design of infrastructure to accommodate future 

development as determined by accepted engineering calculations.  Funding shall be the responsibility 
of Washoe County.  Washoe County shall either participate monetarily at the time of design and/or 
shall credit an appropriate dollar amount to the Developer at the time of recordation of the 
subdivision map. 
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January 6, 2017 
 
 
 
Kelly Mullin, Planner  
Washoe County Community Services 
Planning and Development Division 
PO Box 11130 
Reno, NV 89520-0027 
 
RE: Bailey Creek Estates; APN 017-520-03 & 017-480-02  
 Tentative Subdivision Map; WTM16-003 
  
Dear Ms. Mullin: 
 
The Washoe County Health District, Environmental Health Services Division (Division) Engineering 
has reviewed the above referenced project.  Approval by this Division is subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
Tentative Map Review and Final Map Conditions per NAC 278 

This Division requires the following conditions to be completed prior to review and approval 
of any Final Map: 
 
1. Prior to any final grading or other civil site improvements, a complete water system plan and 

Water Project submittal for the referenced proposal must be submitted to this Division. The plan 
must show that the water system will conform to the State of Nevada Design, Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance Regulations for Public Water Systems, NAC Chapter 445A, and the 
State of Nevada Regulations Governing Review of Plans for Subdivisions, Condominiums, and 
Planned Unit Developments, NAC 278.400 and 278.410.  
a. The application for a Water Project shall conform to the requirements of NAC 445A.66695. 
b. Two copies of complete construction plans are required for review. All plans must include an 

overall site plan, additional phases that will eventually be built to indicate that the water 
system will be looped, all proposed final grading, utilities, and improvements for the proposed 
application. 

2. Mass grading may proceed after approval of the Tentative Map and after a favorable review by 
this Division of a grading permit application. 
a. The application shall include a Truckee Meadows Water Authority annexation and discovery 

with the mass grading permit.  
3. Improvement plans for the water system may be constructed prior to Final Map submittal only 

after Water Project approval by this Division. 
a. For improvement plans approved prior to Final Map submittal, the Developer shall provide 

certification by the Professional Engineer of record that the improvement plans were not 
altered subsequent to Final Map submittal. 
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b. Any changes to previously approved improvement plans made prior to Final Map submittal 
shall be resubmitted to this Division for approval per NAC 278.290 and NAC 445A.66715. 

 
This Division requires the following to be submitted with the Final Map application for review 
and approval: 
 
1. Construction plans for the development must be submitted to this Division for approval. The 

construction drawings must conform to the State of Nevada Regulations Concerning Review of 
Plans for Subdivisions, Condominiums and Planned Unit Developments, and any applicable 
requirements of this Division. 

2. Prior to approval of a Final Map for the referenced project and pursuant to NAC 278.370, the 
developer must have the design engineer or a third person submit to the satisfaction this Division 
an inspection plan for periodic inspection of the construction of the systems for water supply and 
community sewerage. The inspection plan must address the following: 
a. The inspection plan must indicate if an authorized agency, city or county is performing 

inspection of the construction of the systems for water supply and community sewerage. 
b. The design engineer or third person shall, pursuant to the approved inspection plan, 

periodically certify in writing to this Division that the improvements are being installed in 
accordance with the approved plans and recognized practices of the trade.  

c. The developer must bear the cost of the inspections. 
d. The developer may select a third-person inspector but the selection must be approved by the 

Division or local agency. A third-person inspector must be a disinterested person who is not 
an employee of the developer. 

e. A copy of the inspection plan must be included with the Final Map submittal. 
3. Prior to final approval, a “Commitment for Service” letter from the sewage purveyor committing 

sewer service for the entire proposed development must be submitted to this Division. The letter 
must indicate that the community facility for treatment will not be caused to exceed its capacity 
and the discharge permit requirements by this added service, or the facility will be expanded to 
provide for the added service. 
a. A copy of this letter must be included with the Final Map submittal. 

4. Prior to final approval, a “Commitment for Water Service” letter from the water purveyor 
committing adequate water service for the entire proposed development must be submitted to 
this Division.  
a. A copy of this letter must be included with the Final Map submittal. 

5. The Final Map application packet must include a letter from Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection to this Division certifying their approval of the Final Map.  

6. The Final Map application packet must include a letter from Division of Water Resources 
certifying their approval of the Final Map. 

7. Pursuant to NAC 278.360 of the State of Nevada Regulations Governing Review of plans for 
Subdivision, Condominiums, and Planned Unit Developments, the development of the 
subdivision must be carried on in a manner which will minimize water pollution. 
a. Construction plans shall clearly show how the subdivision will comply with NAC 278.360. 

8. Prior to approval of the final map, the applicant must submit to this Division the Final Map fee. 

9. All grading and development activities must be in compliance with the DBOH Regulations     
Governing the Prevention of Vector-Borne Diseases. 
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If you have any questions or would like clarification regarding the foregoing, please contact Wes 
Rubio, Senior Environmental Health Specialist at wrubio@washoecounty.us regarding all Health 
District comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Bob Sack, Division Director 
Environmental Health Services Division 
Washoe County Health District 

BS:wr 
 
Cc: File - Washoe County Health District  
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From: Duncan, Amanda
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: Zimmerman, John
Subject: RE: December Agency Review Memo IV (WTM 16-003) Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Thursday, January 05, 2017 8:45:12 AM

Kelly,
Good Morning.  TMWA has the following condition to apply to this project.
 
Truckee Meadows Water Authority (TMWA) will require dedication of acceptable water resources,
approval of the water supply plan by the local health authority, the execution of a Water Service
Agreement, payment of TMWA fees, and the construction and dedication of infrastructure in
accordance with TMWA rules and tariffs in effect at the time of application for service.
 
Please let us know if you have questions.  Have a great day!
 

Amanda Duncan, ARWP
Land Agent
Truckee Meadows Water Authority
1355 Capital Blvd. I Reno, NV 89502
O: (775) 834-8035, M: (775) 815-7195
aduncan@tmwa.com  I www.tmwa.com

 

From: Stark, Katherine [mailto:KRStark@washoecounty.us] 
Sent: Friday, December 23, 2016 1:37 PM
To: Duncan, Amanda
Cc: Stark, Katherine; Emerson, Kathy; Zimmerman, John
Subject: December Agency Review Memo IV
 
Good afternoon,
 
Please find the attached Agency Review Memo with a case received in December by Washoe County
Community Services Department, Planning & Development. 
 
You’ve been asked to review the application for Item 1.  The item description and a link to the
application are provided in the memo.  Also, please see the yellow highlighted note regarding an
Agency Review Meeting for this case on January 11, 2017.
 
Thank you!
 

Katy Stark
Office Support Specialist
Washoe County Community Services Department
(775) 328-3618 (office)
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES 

901 South Stewart Street, Suite 2002 
Carson City, Nevada 89701-5250 

(775) 684-2800 • Fax (775) 684-2811 
(800) 992-0900  

(In Nevada Only) 
www.water.nv.gov 

 
January 3, 2017 

 
Subdivision Review No. 20888-T, Case Number WTM16-003 
 
RE:  Comments on Approval of Tentative Map for Bailey Creek Estates 
 
To:  Kelly Mullin, Planner 

Community Development Department 
City of Reno 
P. O. Box 1900 
Reno, NV 89505 

 
Name:  Bailey Creek Estates 
 
County: Washoe County – Geiger Grade/Highway 341 and Shadow Hills Drive 
 
Location: A portion of Section 27, Township 18 North, Range 20, East, MDB&M. 
  
Plat: Tentative: Fifty-six (56) lots, common areas, and right-of-ways totaling 

approximately 28.76 acres and being Washoe County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
017-520-03 and 017-480-02. 

 
Water Service  
Commitment  
Allocation:  No water is committed at this time. No estimate of demand. 
 
Owner- C. B. Maddox 
Developer: P. O. Box 70577 

Reno, NV 89570 
 
Engineer: Blake D. Carter, P. E. 

Wood Rodgers 
  5440 Reno Corporate Drive 
  Reno, NV 89511 
 
 

 
LEO DROZDOFF 

Director 
 

JASON KING, P.E. 
State Engineer 

STATE OF NEVADA 

 

 

 
Brian Sandoval 

Governor 
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Water  
Supply: Truckee Meadows Water Authority 
 
General: There are no active water rights appurtenant to the described lands in this 

proposed project. Any water used on the described lands should be provided by an 
established utility or under permit issued by the State Engineer’s Office. 

 
All waters of the State belong to the public and may be appropriated for beneficial 
use pursuant to the provisions of Chapters 533 and 534 of the Nevada Revised 
Statutes (NRS), and not otherwise. 
 
Any water or monitor wells, or boreholes that may be located on either acquired 
or transferred lands are the ultimate responsibility of the owner of the property at 
the time of the transfer and must be plugged and abandoned as required in 
Chapter 534 of the Nevada Administrative Code.  If artesian water is encountered 
in any well or borehole it shall be controlled as required in NRS § 534.060(3). 

 
Municipal water service is subject to Truckee Meadows Water Authority rules 
and regulations and approval by the Office of the State Engineer regarding water 
quantity and availability. 

 
A Will Serve from Truckee Meadows Water Authority and mylar map of the 
proposed project must be presented to the State Engineer for approval and signed 
through his office prior to development. 

 
Action:  Tentative approval of Bailey Creek Estates subdivision based on acceptance of 

Water Will Serve by Truckee Meadows Water Authority. 
  
 
       Best regards, 
 
 
 
 
        

Steve Shell 
      Water Resource Specialist II 
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From: JEFF HALICZER
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: Baily Creek Estates
Date: Saturday, January 21, 2017 5:35:14 PM

Received a notice about the upcoming meeting and because of other commitments I
will not be able to attend. Yet felt the need to express my opinion.

I am a resident in the area off Geiger Grade, on Pinion Dr. Been in the south part of
the Truckee Meadows since I moved to Nevada in 1990. I love it out here for a variety
of reasons.

Yet the urban sprawl that has encroached further south all the time is upsetting.

I own an acre and all the neighbors in the area are on an acre, it is country and it is
wonderful to not have people jammed in so tight.

But to hear about this development and the small lot sizes of .41 of an acre is
upsetting. Kutri Ranch is possibly similar and the houses are so close to each other I
am amazed at the number of houses in these developments.

The inadequate access into and out of the proposed area is a concern. The lack of a
center turn lane on Geiger Grade (I have called the NVDOT a few times on this) and
the amount of space for drainage (.75) is inadequate especially with the recent
weather we have been having.

I oppose this plan and wanted to go on record on this.

Respectfully,
Jeff Haliczer
15225 Pinion Dr.
Reno, Nevada 89521
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From: Holly O"Driscoll
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: Kim Davis; solferino@sbcglobal.net; joncady@sbcglobal.net; Bill O"Driscoll
Subject: Re: Bailey Creek Estates Development off Geiger Grade
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 8:06:52 PM

Ms. Mullen, 

Reviewing the information online about this proposed subdivision raises
several concerns regarding development of this plot of land. I live on High
Chaparral Drive and part of this development will be across Geiger Grade
from me. 

Traffic: 

The estimated traffic volume seems extremely low for the number of
homes. Years ago, under a prior plan for about 100 homes (as I recall) the
estimated traffic was 500 or more trips a day (I do not recall the exact
numbers). Because of the volume -- my understanding was that a
dedicated turn lane on the south side of Geiger Grade would be included in
future development. I do not see that in the plot maps for this project. 
The traffic numbers that are in the plan are confusing. How many trips a
day will be added to the intersection? 

I was told that under the prior plan, access going into the development
would be allowed from Geiger Grade, via the one-lane widening. Exit
access onto Geiger Grade would be from Kivet or Moon Lane -- areas that
do not cause an intersection problem. 

The reason for my concern: Shadow Hills is a major artery in and out of
the Foothills neighborhood. If people get backed up getting in or out via
Shadow Hills, they will use High Chaparral Drive to High Chaparral Way as
a cut off -- endangering the many children and pedestrians on my block.
This would adversely impact my neighborhood -- and my property values.
There is a dedicated turn lane on Geiger Grade to turn north into to High
Chaparral. There should be a dedicated lane to turn south into this
project. 

Flood/water/drainage 

I see that part of the proposed area is designated as a flood zone. In these
past weeks, significant flooding has occurred over there -- and backed up
to the point of closing Toll Road. 

This plan seems to indicate that in would not impact or change the flood
danger. I am not convinced ... and quite concerned that grading and
topography changes could cause water to rise to the Geiger Grade level --
and by extension toward my property. 
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Horses 

Wild horses traverse and graze in that plot on a regular basis. I presume
they also access whatever water flows down the drainage area that flows
through the entire plot. Will the horses continue to have access? Will more
be pushed into the road -- and in front of cars? 

I would appreciate your feed back on these concerns -- particularly the
traffic issue as that is the most crucial and likely harm to be felt by
residents throughout the existing Foothill neighborhood. New development
should not take precedence over our safety -- especially when it can be
mitigated by changing the traffic pattern in and out of this project.   

Best Regards, 

Holly O'Driscoll
1240 High Chaparral Drive
Reno, NV 89521
775-762-7576

​
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SOLAEGUI
ENGINEERS

December 22,2016

Ms. Kelly Mullin
Washoe County Community Services Department
l00l East Ninth Street
Reno, Nevada 89512

Re: Cottonwood Creek Estates, Trip Generation Letter

Dear Kelly:

This letter contains the findings of our trip generation review of the proposed single family
subdivision located on Gieger Grade Road in the Virginia City Foothills region of
unincorporated Washoe County, Nevada. The project site plan is attached. Fifty six lots are

proposed in the subdivision.

Trip generation calculations for the proposed use are based on the Ninth Edition of ITE Trip
Generation (2012). The calculation sheet is attached for ITE land use #210: Single Family
Detached Housing. Table i shows the trip generation sunmary for the proposed future use.

TABLE 1

TRIP GENERATION

LAND USE

Single Family Housing
56 Dwelling Units

ADT

533

AM PEAK HOUR
TOTAL

42

PM PEAK HOUR
TOTAL

56

As indicated in Table 1, the average daily trip total for the fifty six lots is 533 trips tvith 42
AM peak hour trips and 56 PM peak hour trips. These totals are be low the 80 peak hour trip
threshold that triggers the need for a full traffic study. Consequently a traffic study is not
required. However, the project developer has offered to prepare a traffic study as a courtesy
to the county.

We trust that this information will be adequate for your
contact us if you have any questions or comments.

immediate project review. Please

Enclosures k.- l'
Letters/Cottonwood Creek Estates Trip Letter

evodo 89431 . 77 51 358-1OO4 . FAX 77 5 I 358- I 098

Civil & Troffic Engineers
e-moil: psoloegui@ool, com

EYtr6-9-18
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For 56

Proj ect :

Phase:

Description:

Average
Dwelling Units of

Rate Trip Cal-cufations
Single Family Detached Housing(210) - tRl

Open Date:
Analysis Date:

Average
Rate

Standard Adjustment Driveway
Deviation Factor Vo-Lume

Avg. Weekday 2-Way Vol-ume

7-9 AM Peak Hour Enter
7-9 AM Peak Hour Exit
7-9 AM Peak Hour Total

4-6 PM Peak Hour Enter
4-6 PM Peak Hour Exit
4-6 PM Peak Hour Total

Saturday 2-Way Vofume

Saturday Peak Hour Enter
Saturday Peak Hour Exit
Saturday Peak Hour Total

9 .52

0.19
0.56
0.75

0.63
0.37
1.00

9.91

3.70 1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00

533

11
31
42

35
2I
56

s55

28
24
52

0.50
0.43
0.93

0.00
0.00
0. 90

0.00
0.00
1 n trA. UJ

a 1a

0.00
0.00
0.99

1.00
t_.00
l-.00

Note: A zero indicates no data avail-abl-e.
Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers

Trip Generation Manuaf, 9th Edition, 2012

TRIP GENERAT]ON 20T3, TRAFFICWARE, LLC
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SOLAEGUI
ENGINEERS, LTD

BAILEY CREEK ESTATES

TRAFFIC STUDY

DECEMBER,2016

Prepared by:
Solaegui Engineers, Ltd.

715 H Street
Sparks, Nevada 89431

(77s) 3s8-1004

-26-/6.- ?7,
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BAILEY CREEK ESTATtrS

TRAFFIC STUDY

EXECUTIVE SI-]MMARY

The proposed Bailey Creek Estates development is located in Washoe County, Nevada. The project
site is located south of Geiger Grade, east of Toll Road and west of Kivett Lane. The project site is

currently undeveloped land. The purpose of this study is to address the project's impact upon the

adjacent street network. The Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection has been identified for
AM and PM peak hour capacity analysis for the existing, existing plus project,2026 base, and2026
base plus project scenarios.

The proposed Bailey Creek Estates development will include the construction of a residential
subdivision containing 56 single family homes. Project access will be provided from the extension
of Shadow Hills Drive south of Geiger Grade. The project is anticipated to generate 533 average

daily trips tnnth 42 trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 56 trips occurring during the PM
peak hour,

Traffic generated by the proposed Bailey Creek Estates development will have some impact on the
adjacent street network. The following recommendations are made to mitigate project traffic
impacts.

It is recommended that any required signing, striping or traffic control improvements comply with
Nevada Department of Transportation and Washoe County requirements.

It is recommended that the Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection be improved as a four-
leg intersection with stop sign control at the north and south approaches. The west approach shall
contain an exclusive right turn lane containing 220 feet of deceleration length with a 15: 1 taper.

It is recommended that the on-site roadways and cul-de-sacs be designed per Washoe County
standards.

SOLAEGUI ENGINEERS, LTD.
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INTRODUCTION

STUDY AREA

The proposed Bailey Creek Estates development is located in Washoe County, Nevada. The project
site is located south of Geiger Grade, east of Toll Road and west of Kivett Lane. Figure 1 shows the
approximate location of the project site. The purpose of this study is to address the project's impact
upon the adjacent street network. The Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection has been
identified for AM and PM peak hour capacity analysis for the existing, existing plus project,2026
base, and 2026base plus project scenarios.

EXISTING AND PROPOSED LAND USES

The project site is currently undeveloped land. Adjacent land generally includes single family
dwelling units to the north, south, east and west. The proposed Bailey Creek Estates development
will include the construction of a residential subdivision containing 56 single family detached

homes. Project access will be provided from the extension of Shadow Hills Drive south of Geiger
Grade.

EXISTING AND PROPOSED ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS

Geiger Grade (State Route 341) is a two-lane roadway with one through lane in each direction in the
vicinity of the site. The speed limit is posted for 45 miles per hour adjacent to the site. Roadway
improvements generally include graded shoulders with solid white edgelines and a double solid
yellow centerline.

Shadow Hills Drive is a two-lane roadway with one through lane in each direction north of Geiger
Grade. The speed limit is posted for 25 miles per hour. Roadway improvements generally include
curb and gutter on both sides of the street. With development of the project, Shadow Hills Drive
will be extended south of Geiger grade to provide access to the site.

The Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection is an unsignalized three-leg intersection with
stop sign control at the north approach. The north approach contains one shared left turn-right
turn lane. The west approach contains one shared left turn-through lane. The east approach
contains one shared through-right turn lane. With development of the project, the Geiger
Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection will be improved as a four-leg intersection with stop sign
control at the north and south approaches.

SOLAEGUI ENGINEERS, LTD.
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TzuP GENERATION

In order to assess the magnitude of traffic impacts of the proposed project at the key intersection,
trip generation rates and peak hours had to be determined. Trip generation rates were obtained from
the Ninth Edition of ITE Trip Generation (2012) for Land Use 210 "Single Family Detached
Housing". The proposed Bailey Creek Estates development will include the construction of a

residential subdivision containing 56 single family homes. Trips generated by the project were

calculated for an average weekday and the weekday peak hours occurring between 7:00 AM and

9:00 AM and 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM, which correspond to the peak hours of adjacent street traffic.
Table 1 shows a summary of the average daily traffic (ADT) and peak hour volumes generated by
the proposed development.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

The distribution of the project traffic to the key intersection was based on existing peak hour
traffic patterns and the locations of attractions and productions in the area. Figure 2 shows the
anticipated trip distribution. The peak hour trips shown in Table 1 were subsequently assigned to
the key intersection based on the trip distribution. Figure 3 shows the trip assignment at the key
intersection for the AM and PM peak hours.

EXISTING AND PROJECTED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Figure 4 shows the existing traffic volumes during the AM and PM peak hours. The existing AM
and PM peak hour volumes were obtained from traffic counts taken in December of 2016. Figure 5

shows the existing plus project AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes. The existing plus project
traffic volumes were obtained by adding the project trips to the existing traffic volumes. Figure 6

shows the 2026 base traffic volumes during the AM and PM peak hours. The 2026 base traffic
volumes were estimated by applying a 1.0o/o average annual growth rate to the existing traffic
volumes. A negative growth rate was derived from 10-year historic traff,rc count data obtained
from the Nevada Department of Transportation's (NDOT) Annual Traffic Report for count
station 0311031 on Geiger Grade. However, the 1.0% growth rate was used in order to ensure

conservative results. Figure 7 shows the 2026 base plus project traffic volumes. These volumes
were obtained by adding traffic volumes generated by the project to the 2026base traffic volumes.

TABLE I
TRIP GENERATION

LAND USE ADT

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

Single Family Detached Housing (56 D.U.) 533 ll 31 42 35 21 56

SOLAEGUI ENGINEERS, LTD.
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INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS

The Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection was analyzed for capacity based on procedures
presented in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), prepared by the Transportation Research
Board, for unsignalized intersections using the latest version of the Highway Capacity software. The
result of capacity analysis is a level of service rating for each intersection minor movement. Level
of service is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions where a letter grade "A" through
"F", corresponding to progressively worsening traffic operation, is assigned to the minor movement.

The Highway Capacity Manual defines level of service for stop controlled intersections in terms
of computed or measured control delay for each minor movement. Level of service is not defined
for the intersection as a whole. The level of service criteria for unsignalized intersections is
shown in Table 2.

Table 3 shows a summary of the level of service and delay results for the existing, existing plus
project, 2026 base, and 2026 base plus project scenarios. The capacity worksheets are included
in the Appendix.

TABLE 2
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

LEVEL OF SERVICE DELAY RANGE (SEC/VEH)

A <10

B >10 and <15

C >15 and <25

D >25 and <35

E >35 and <50

F >50

TABLE 3

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE AND DELAY RESULTS

INTERSECTION
EXISTING

EXISTING
+ PROJECT 2026 BASE

2026 BASE
+ PROJECT

AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills
Stop at North Leg

EB Left
SB Left-Right

A8.0
B10.8

1^7.8

B 10.2

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

A8.l
Bll.3

/.7.9
810.6

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills
Stop at North and South Legs

EB Left
WB Left
NB Left-Thru-Right
SB Left-Thru-Right

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

A8.0
47.5

814.2
B 10.8

47.8
A8.l
ct7.4
B10.4

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

A8.l
/'7.5

c 15.3

Bl l.3

47.9
48.2

c19.3
B 10.9

SOLAEGUI ENGINEERS, LTD. l3
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The Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection was analyzed as an unsignalized three-leg
intersection with stop sign control at the north approach for the existing and 2026 base scenarios
and an unsignalized four-leg intersection with stop sign control at the north and south approaches
for the existing plus project and 2026 base plus project scenarios. The intersection minor
movements currently operate at LOS B or better during the AM and PM peak hours and will
continue to do so for the 2026 base traffic volumes. For the existing plus project volumes the
intersection minor movements operate at LOS C or better during the AM and PM peak hours. For
the 2026 base plus project volumes the intersection minor movements continue to operate at LOS C

or better during the AM and PM peak hours. The intersection was analyzed with the existing
approach lanes for the existing and 2026 base scenarios and with single lanes at all approaches for
the existing plus project and2026 base plus project scenarios.

The need for an exclusive westbound to southbound left turn lane was reviewed at the Geiger
Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection based on NDOT's access management standards. The
access management standards list design hour volumes and operating speeds which necessitate the
installation of left tum lanes on two-lane roads at unsignalized intersections. The traffrc volume
movements to be considered include advancing traffic volumes, opposing traffic volumes, and the
percent of advancing traffic which is turning left. An exclusive westbound to southbound left turn
lane is not required at the Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection based on the 2026 base
plus project traffic volumes.

The need for an exclusive eastbound to southbound right turn lane was reviewed at the Geiger
Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection based on NDOT's access management standards. The
access management standards indicates that right turn deceleration lanes are required at Class III
accesses (access to land uses that generate 500 or more trips per day) on roadways with speeds
greater than 35 miles per hour. A right turn deceleration lane is required at this location since the
project is anticipated to generate 533 trips per day and the speed limit on Geiger Grade is posted
for 45 miles per hour. The right turn lane should contain 220 feet of deceleration length with a 15:1

taper based on the 45 mile per hour speed limit on Geiger Grade.

It is recommended that the Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection be improved as a four-
leg intersection with stop sign control at the north and south approaches. The west approach shall
contain an exclusive right tum lane containing 220 feet of deceleration length with a 15: 1 taper.

SOLAEGUI ENGINEERS, LTD. t4
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SITE PLAN REVIEW

A copy of the preliminary site plan for the Bailey Creek Estates development is included with
this submittal. The site plan indicates that project access will be provided from the extension of
Shadow Hills Drive south of Geiger Grade to Sterling Hills Way. Sterling Hills Way will be
constructed through the center of the development and, along with Granite Mine Couft, will provide
access to the individual lots. The site plan also indicates that Moon Lane will be constructed from
Sterling Hills Way to the project's east property line. The site plan specifies that an emergency
access gate will be constructed on this segment of Moon Lane. It is recommended that the on-site
roadways and cul-de-sacs be designed per Washoe County standards.

Spacing requirements were subsequently reviewed for the Geiger Grade project access based on
NDOT's access management standards. The access management standards indicate that spacing
for unsignalized driveways shall be a minimum of 350 feet based on the 45 mile per hour speed
limit on Geiger Grade. The existing Shadow Hills Drive intersection is located approximately
1,250 feet east of High Chaparral Way and approximately 1,000 feet west of an existing driveway
serving a convenience store. The 350 feet spacing requirement is met.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Traffic generated by the proposed Bailey Creek Estates development will have some impact on the
adjacent street network. The following recommendations are made to mitigate project traffic
impacts.

It is recommended that any required signing, striping or traffic control improvements comply with
Nevada Department of Transportation and Washoe County requirements.

It is recommended that the Geiger Grade/Shadow Hills Drive intersection be improved as a four-
leg intersection with stop sign control at the north and south approaches. The west approach shall
contain an exclusive right tum lane containing 220 feet of deceleration length with a 15:1 taper.

It is recommended that the on-site roadways and cul-de-sacs be designed per Washoe County
standards.

SOLAEGUI ENGINEERS, LTD. 15
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Trip Generation Summary - Alternative 1

Project: New Project

Alternative: Alternative 1

Open Date: 1212212016

AnalysisDate: 1212212016

ITE

210

Land Use

Average Daily Trips

Enter Exit Total

267 266 533

AM Peak Hour of
Adjacent Street Traffic

Enter Exit Total

PM Peak Hour of
Adjacent Street Traffic

Enter Exit Total

11 31 42 35 21 56SFHOUSE 1

56 Dwelling Units

Unadjusted Volume

lnternal Capture Trips

Pass-By Trips

Volume Added to Adjacent Streets

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total AM Peak Hour lnternal Capture = 0 Percent

Total PM Peak Hour lnternal Capture = 0 Percent

Source: lnstitute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual 9th Edition, 2012
TRIP GENERATION 2014, TRAFFICWARE, LLC

 
WTM16-003 - EXHIBIT F



General lnformation Site lnformation

Analyst MSH I ntersection Geiger & Shadow Hills

Agency/Co. Solaegui Engineers Jurisdiction NDOT

Date Performed 12/22/2016 East^Vest Street Geiger Grade

Analysis Year 201 6 North/South Street Shadow Hills Drive

Time Analyzed AM Existing Peak Hour Factor 0.92

lntersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25

Project Description

Lanes

1'lfYt f r
l'1;lcr:tr,i:r t. i wr ri

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R

Priority 1U 1 2 I 4U 4 5 6 7 I 9 10 11 12

Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Configuration LT TR LR

Volume, V (veh/h) 13 98 303 1 2 77

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3

Proportion Time Blocked

Percent Grade (%) 0

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type/Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Critical Headway (sec)

Critical Headway (sec)

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 14 B6

Capacity, c (veh/h) 1223 704

v/c Ratio 001 012

95% Queue Length, Qe5 (veh) 00 04

Control Delay (s/veh) 80 108

Level of Service, LOS A B

Approach Delay (s/veh) 10 10I

Approach LOS B

Copyright @ 2016 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS 2010'" TWSC Version 6.90 Generated: 12/27 /2016 4:.49:36 PM
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General lnformation Site Information
Analyst MSH lntersection Geiger & Shadow Hills

Agency/Co. Solaegui Engineers iurisdiction NDOT

Date Performed 12/22/2016 East/West Street Geiger Grade

Analysis Year 2016 North/South Street Shadow Hills Drive

Time Analyzed PM Existing Peak Hour Factor 0.92

lntersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 025

Project Description

Lanes

N1ajor Street: East-Wesl

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R

Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 U 0 0 0 0 0 0

Configuration LT TR LR

Volume, V (veh/h) 52 331 189 6 5 41

Percent Heavy Vehicles (7d 3 3 3

Proportion Time Blocked

Percent Grade (%) U

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type/Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Critical Headway (sec)

Critical Headway (sec)

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 57 50

Capacity, c (veh/h) 1 3s1 748

v/c Ratio 004 0.07

95% Queue Length, Qe5 (veh) 01 02

Control Delay (s/veh) 78 10.2

Level of Service, LOS A B

Approach Delay (s/veh) 14 102

Approach LOS B

Copyright @ 2016 University of Florida. AII Rights Reserved. HcS 2010* TWSC Version 6.90 Generated: 12/27/20164:50:06 pM
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General lnformation Site lnformation
Analyst MSH lntersection Geiger & Shadow Hills

Agency/Co. Solaegui Engineers Jurisdiction NDOT

Date Performed 12/22/2016 East^Vest Street Geiger Grade

Analysis Year 2015 North/South Street Shadow Hills Drive

Time Analyzed AM Existing + Project Peak Hour Factor 0.92

lntersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25

Project Description

Lanes

N'1ajor Street: East West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R

Priority
,I 

U 1 2 ? 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 '10 11 12

Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0
,l

0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR

Volume, V (veh/h) 13 98 10 1 303 1 29 n 2 2 0 77

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Proportion Time Blocked

Percent Grade (%) 0 0

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type/Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Critical Headway (sec)

Critical Headway (sec)

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 14 34 86

Capacity, c (veh/h) 1223 1462 423 702

v/c Ratio 001 000 008 012

95% Queue Length, Qe5 (veh) 00 00 03 04

Control Delay (s/veh) 80 7S 142 10I
Level of Service, LOS A B B

Approach Delay (s/veh) 09 00 142 10 8

Approach LOS B B

Copyright @ 2016 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. Hcs 2010'" TWSC Version 6.90 Generated: 12/27 /2016 4:50:42 pM
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General lnformation Site lnformation
Analyst MSH I ntersection Geiger & Shadow Hills

Agenry/Co. Solaegui Engineers Jurisdiction NDOT

Date Performed 't2/22/2016 EastAVest Street Geiger Grade

Analysis Year 2016 North/South Street Shadow Hills Drive

Time Analyzed PM Existing + Project Peak Hour Factor 0.92

lntersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25

Project Description

Lanes

1{VYt Pf
r,i:rar !i1i1:::i: L; : V"'r:i

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R

Priority 1U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12

Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR

Volume, V (veh/h) 52 331 33 2 '189 6 20 0 1 5 0 41

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) ? 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Proportion Time Blocked

Percent Grade (%) 0 0

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type/Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Critical Headway (sec)

Critical Headway (sec)

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 57 2 23 50

Capacity, c (veh/h) 1 351 1156 313 722

v/c Ratio 004 0.00 0.07 007

957o Queue Length, Qe5 (veh) 01 00 02 02

Control Delay (s/veh) 78 81 174 104

Level of Service, LOS A A c B

Approach Delay (s/veh) 13 01 174 104

Approach LOS c B

Copyright @ 2016 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HcS 201 0'" TWSC version 6.90 Generated: 12/27 /20164:51:03 pM
GgSh 16pw.xtw
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General Information Site lnformation
Analyst MSH I ntersection Geiger & Shadow Hills

Agency/Co. Solaegui Engineers Jurisdiction NDOT

Date Performed 12/22/2016 East/West Street Geiger Grade

Analysis Year 2026 Nofth/South Street Shadow Hills Drive

Time Analyzed AM Base Peak Hour Factor 0.92

lntersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25

Project Description

Lanes

I A+ I. t

(-
&
<F

F
+

YT P'
Nlajor Streer.: Eart Wc'st

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R

Priority
,1U

1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Number of Lanes 0 n 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 n

Configuration LT TR LR

Volume, V (veh/h) 15 108 335 2 3 85

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3

Proportion Time Blocked

Percent Grade (%) 0

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type/Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Critical Headway (sec)

Critical Headway (sec)

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 16 95

Capacity, c (veh/h) 1 186 671

v/c Ratio 001 0.14

95% Queue Length, Qss (veh) 00 05

Control Delay (s/veh) 81 113

Level of Service, LOS A B

Approach Delay (s/veh) 11 113

Approach LOS B

Copyright @ 2016 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS 2010'u TWSC Version 6.90 Generated: j2/27/2016 4:51:27 pM
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General lnformation Site lnformation
Analyst MSH lntersection Geiger & Shadow Hills

Agency/Co. Solaegui Engineers Jurisdiction NDOT

Date Performed 12/22/2016 EastAvest Street Geiger Grade

Analysis Year 2026 North/5outh Street Shadow Hills Drive

Time Analyzed PM Base Peak Hour Factor 0.92

lntersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25

Project Description

Lanes

lr'lajor Street: East-lvest

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R

Priority 1U I 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 tt 0 1 n 0 0 0 n 0

Configuration LT TR LR

Volume, V (veh/h) 58 366 209 7 6 45

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3

Proportion Time Blocked

Percent Grade (%) 0

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type/Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Critical Headway (sec)

Critical Headway (sec)

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 63 56

Capacity, c (veh/h) 1 325 696

v/c Ratio 0.05 008

95olo Queue Length, Qe5 (veh) 01 03

Control Delay (s/veh) 79 10 6

Level of Service, LOS A B

Approach Delay (s/veh) 15 10.6

Approach LOS B

Copyright @ 201 6 University of Florida. All Rig hts Reserved HcS 201 o'" TWSC Version 6.90 Generated: 12/27 /2016 4:51:49 pM
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General lnformation Site lnformation

Analyst MSH I ntersection Geiger & Shadow Hills

Agency/Co. Solaegui Engineers Jurisdiction NDOT

Date Performed 12/22/2016 East^Vest Street Geiger Grade

Analysis Year 2026 North/South Street Shadow Hills Drive

Time Analyzed AM Base + Project Peak Hour Factor 092

lntersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25

Project Description

Lanes

Major Street: East-Wesl

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Norlhbound Southbound

Movement U L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R

Priority 1U 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Number of Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 U 1 0 0 1 0

Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR

Volume, V (veh/h) 15 108 10 1 335 2 29 0 2 3 0 85

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%) 3 3 3 5 3 3 3 3

Proportion Time Blocked

Percent Grade (%) n 0

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type/Storage Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Critical Headway (sec)

Critical Headway (sec)

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate, v (veh/h) 16 1 34 95

Capacity, c (veh/h) 1 186 1450 382 667

v/c Ratio 001 000 0.09 0.14

95% Queue Length, Qss (veh) 0.0 00 03 05

Control Delay (s/veh) 81 75 15 3 1'1 3

Level of Service, LOS A c B

Approach Delay (s/veh) 10 00 1 s.3 113

Approach LOS c B
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General lnformation Site lnformation

Geiger & Shadow Hills

PM Base + Project

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

'{vYIrr
l"4a.jor Stre"t Eest Vy'es1

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

Right Turn Channelized

Critical and Follow-up Headways

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

95% Queue Length, Qe5 (veh)

Level of Service, LOS
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Community Services Dept. 
P.O. Box 11130 
Reno, Nevada 89520-0027 
Phone:  (775) 328-6100 
Fax:  (775) 328-6133 

Planning and Development 

1001 East Ninth Street, Reno, Nevada   89512 
 

 
To: Washoe County Planning Commission 
RE: Addendum to Staff Report for Tentative Map Case No. WTM16-003 

(Bailey Creek Estates) 

Date: February 2, 2017 

Assigned Planner: Kelly Mullin  
775.328.3608 
kmullin@washoecounty.us  

 
 
Exhibit D, Public Comment Letters  
Six public comment letters for Tentative Subdivision Map Case No. WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek 
Estates) have been submitted to Washoe County since the staff report for this case was 
distributed to you. The attached letters are considered an addendum to Exhibit D, Public 
Comment Letters. They will be included in the public record as Exhibit D-1 with the staff report. 

Additionally, we’d like to make you aware of an online petition submitted to Washoe County 
regarding the Bailey Creek Estates project. That petition is available online at 
www.change.org/p/kelly-mullin-stop-construction-of-bailey-creek-estates. Comments submitted 
via the petition website can be reviewed through the link above. 

Exhibit H, Draft CAB Meeting Minutes  
Draft minutes of the January 25, 2017 South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley Citizen Advisory 
Board (CAB) Meeting are now available and have been attached. These minutes will be 
included in the public record as Exhibit H with the staff report. 

Exhibit I, Applicant Response to CAB Meeting Discussion 
The Southeast Truckee Meadows Area Plan requires the applicant provide a statement 
responding to input received at the CAB meeting. That statement is attached and will be 
included in the public record as Exhibit I for the staff report. 
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From: Elmira
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: from Elmira Coker Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Thursday, January 26, 2017 2:07:55 PM

 Hi Kelly, we met yesterday during Citizen Advisory Board meeting in regards to Bailey Creek 
development, which we definitely oppose. So, this are our thoughts why not. I am also attaching 
photos of the sign and photos of wild horses in the exact area of the site. Please let me know as 
you promised the time and place of Planning commission meeting on Feb 7th, 
Thank you,

Elmira and Randy Coker

To: Planning Commission 
Case# WTM-16-003 (Bailey Creek Estate)

01/26/2017

Dear Sirs,

we live in the area of planned development and we strongly object to the proposed project. There 
are reasons for why we feel that this is absolutely wrong and should not be proceeded with:

1)  in paragraph 13, page 9 among others is stated that “the site does not appear to be in an area 
containing…..migration routes….” If it is so, then how is it possible that there is a sign placed by 
Washoe county right by High Chaparral street on south side of Geiger Grade announcing “Wild 
Horse area”? There are frequently wild horses in the whole area immediate south of Shadow hills 
and all the way to Bailey Creek and Toll Rd. I am attaching pictures of the sign and the horses 
taken some 10 days ago. It hurts me the most thinking that it ’s people from NV who will decide 
about whether to give this land for development to someone who comes from CA to build houses 
here. Why? He can care less about animals here, but NV is not CA and homebuilders from that 
state should stay were they belong. On the other hand wild horses belong here, not to CA and it 
should stay this way too. This is what makes Nevada Nevada.

2) on page 7 under point “i”, it says “there are no public or private trail systems…..”. That’s 
wrong. There is a trail going from Pizza restaurant, along Bailey creek, turning to the right along 
Geiger Grade and stopping approximately across gas station and people are walking there, as well 
as along the dirt road going along Bailey creek east bound. Seems like someone who wrote this 
document have never stepped his/her foot into this area.

3) dubious traffic count from pages 34-35. For some definite reason Solaegui Engineers decided 
to go out of figure 56 for pm peak hour total, based on 56 lot/houses. The only thing they forgot is 
that each house will have based on previous houses built by this developer not far from here 
(Mount Vista) 2-3 car garage, which means at least 2 to 3 cars per household, that’ s what usually 
families have, at least 2 cars, which means that figure 56 will be at least doubled if not more. On 
top of that, people coming from proposed development will have to cross incoming traffic lane to 
head towards freeway, which will promote accidents, since we were told yesterday by developer 
there will be not lights. When asked Mr. James Smith if Geiger Grade will be widened because of 
heavier traffic, there was no answer. But I understand the purpose of figure 56 to get under 
“magical” 80 to avoid traffic study. But why to assume that people are idiots and will buy 
anything that is attempted to be sold to them? You should also take in consideration the round 
about and all the traffic coming from Veterans Pkwy, Geiger grade, gas station. Not being built 
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wide enough, it looks pretty heavy in the morning hours, it will be worse if the development will 
occur.

4) questions related to recent flood events. on page 12 , point 25 it is mentioned that the berms 
will be put in place with fencing along the Geiger Grade, which for me means that more water 
will be running into culvert on south side of Geiger Grade, which is not adequate to conduct the 
running water just the way it is now even without additional contributing factors. Toll rd was 
flooded and closed for a week or more not because drainage system put in place is working 
perfectly, but because it DOES NOT! Which means the development will  contribute to more 
possible flooding.
Further on, the report prepared by Wood Rodgers company whose rep James Smith was present 
yesterday on Citizen Advisory Board, states that their “studies indicate the site is well suited for 
the proposed development” It is amazing, because when asked directly if can assure that the future 
homes built on the site will NOT BE FLOODED, said he can not state that. Additionally, Wood 
Rodgers company refer to among others to Summit Engineering top report produced in 2005 
saying they provide “updated” geotechnical investigation. Letter is dated 12/14/2016. Let me ask 
you, “updated” how? It looks more like “renewal”. It is not updated based on event of recent three 
weeks.  Worth to mention that Summit Engineering Corporation conclude (page 80) “the findings 
in this report are valid as of the present date….changes …can occur….due to natural 
processes….” Then how is Wood Roger’s “investigation” can be “updated” if it does not refer to 
recent flood event and specifically to area in the vicinity of the site - Toll Rd? Additionally the 
very FEMA map from Washoe County Zoning provided by Wood Rodgers shows parts of 
development directly in the flood hazard zone A, zone X and close to flood zone B.
And despite of all that the site “well suited” according to Mr. James Smith from Wood 
Rodgers???? How so?
Maybe one more point to add to that is that when South Meadow was developed, home owners 
later on had to install sump pumps and moisture bariers in their homes probably because there 
were excellent recommendations for development as in this case. Will not be surprised if it comes 
to the same here if this goes forward despite all the warning signs we are seeing….

Our last question is whose interest is represented here to develop this last free piece of land along 
the Geiger Grade frequented now by beautiful horses that gives the peaceful country feel  
attractive for many people causing them wanting to move and live there? Certainly not ours, not 
that of people from the area.  We appeal to you to stop this development in the name of our 
people, our Nevada state and what it stands for.

Attached is the picture of “Wild Horse Area” sign and Wild horses picture on the site.









January 29, 2017 
 
 
Bob Lucey, Commissioner , blucey@washoecounty.us  
Kelly Mullins, Planning, kmullins@washoecounty.us 
 
RE:  Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates) 
 
Mr. Lucey and Ms. Mullins, 
 
When we bought our home 4 years ago the lot in question was zoned for commercial property.  We 
figured that storage units or potentially a strip mall would be put eventually on the property, not 56 
homes.  Somewhere along the line we missed where the property was changed from commercial to 
residential.   
 
These two pictures below are taken from the slider outside our kitchen and from our back yard.  As you 
can see the land behind us is significantly higher than our home.   Our first preference is that this 
subdivision be denied.  Our second preference is that there are no two story homes at least along the 
back part of the development blocking view and invading the privacy of our back yard not be allowed.  
There is some precedence for this.  See this link.  http://www.swvhoa.com/new/wp-
content/uploads/2016/06/SWV-HeightRestrictions-16.pdf 
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Our other concerns are as follows: 
 

• In the meeting of 1/25, the developer stated that they had completed studies to show that if 
they added three water retention basins that it SHOULD be all that is needed to contain any 
extra water caused by the new development.  Although major storms only seem to come every 
ten or so years, SHOULD really is not good enough is it?  Does the County plan to do any further 
improvements to Bailey Creek drainage to prevent issues in the future? 

• In this picture you can see that there will no longer be a good path way for people to walk.  The 
pathway will be very close to the drainage ditch.  What will the county do to prevent erosion of 
the ditch from walkers, motor cyclists and kids?   In the meeting of 1/25 it was stated that we 
would need to call Washoe County when there are issues.  Why because of a new development 
does that become my responsibility to monitor who is in the back yard.  Can Washoe County do 
anything to limit or reduce people traffic?  Can the CC&R’s restrict access to the property by the 
drainage ditch? 

 
• Right now there are two ways out of our housing division, Toll Road and Kivett.  While Toll road 

was closed the additional traffic on Kivett and higher up on Geiger was significant.  Adding a 
minimum of 95 to 100 additional cars changes this into an everyday event.  The additional traffic 
is bothersome, but does not concern me as much as if there is a fire or a larger storm/flood 
event that would cause evacuations to the area.  The additional traffic/cars added by this sub 
division impacts escape routes for the current residents.  How does the County plan to address 
this issue? 

 



In conclusion, again I prefer not to have homes in my backyard.  If that is inevitable, I am hopeful that 
the county will provide strict guidelines for the new developments CC&R’s as well as not allowing any 
two story homes. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  I can be reached at beachinit15@charter.net or via my 
cell phone at 775-224-5174 or home phone 775-885-8859. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 
 
 
Cris and Larry Damico 
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From: Ron Ellis- Gmail
To: Mullin, Kelly; Horan, Phil; Donshick, Francine; Prough, Gregory; Chvilicek, Sarah; Chesney, Larry;

jib2424@sbcglobal.net
Cc: Berkbigler, Marsha
Subject: Public Input regarding Baily Creek Estates/ WTM16-003
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2017 4:16:45 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Hon. Commissioner Berkbigler, Planner Mullin, Members of the Planning Commission:
 
Thank you for the well-developed staff report regarding the aforementioned development. 
 
I am writing to offer my input regarding Bailey Creek Estates.  I object to this development based on
the following reasons:
 

1.       This area is on limited water resources based on a few local wells operated by TMWA.  All of
us who share these wells are resources and conservation conscious often allowing our lawns
to die or go yellow to save water. 

2.       One elementary school where the children of these families would likely go, Brown, is
already overcrowded.  The additional homes would put additional stress on the other
elementary school, Hunsberger as well as contribute to overcrowding at the one high-school
and middle school that serves the area- DiPaoli Middle School and Damonte Ranch High
School. 

3.       Flooding has been an issue in this area – there is a creek that runs right through these
parcels.  We would be concerned that building homes on this parcel would either endanger
the families that would live in these homes or reroute the flood waters to other homes.
  During the recent storms, Toll Road became unusuable on multiple occasions forcing
residents that already live in this area to use Kivett Lane.  During flood times Kivett Lane may
become crowded and dangerous for existing residents.

4.       Geiger grade is already a dangerous highway.  The existing traffic problems would be
magnified. My property on High Chaparral would be immediately impacted as would all
others on High Chaparral that back up to the highway.   Geiger Grade (aka VA City Highway)
is already a two lane highway, and very dangerous road.  My property as the property of
other homes back up to the highway and we would be subject to additional traffic noise and
danger.  

5.       Additional homes would place additional environmental hazards through increased
pollution.   

6.       The additional development, and the families that move in, tend to object to the Virginia
Range Horses that roam free, often visiting our neighborhoods.  To many of us that
understand this was their natural territory, we don’t mind.  However, we see many people
move into these areas and then object to any equine activity.  To be sure, the wild horse
issue is a complex issue, but combined with the additional traffic driven by such a dense
development would cause a safety hazard for both drivers and the Horses.

7.       Crime will become an issue with this many more residents.  We saw, and did not object to
this development when we lived in Las Vegas.  We can say first hand, there will be an
significant increase in crime.  We do not want that and while I can’t speak for my neighbors, I
would suspect they would agree we do not want more crime in our peaceful neighborhood. 
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 Without question, when this type of development was allowed in Las Vegas, we saw a
marked increase in crime in the Blue Diamond Road and Decatur area.

8.       In reviewing the staff report, the lots would not be consistent with the existing intent of
zoning.  Some lots would be as small as .33 acres while most lots are approximately .5 acres
on my side of the road. 

9.       The development is likely to displace wildlife that lives in this area and cause the various
annoying critters to seek refuge in already developed lots.

10.   The additional homes will place additional demands on fire services and emergency services
which already are understaffed with quality first responders and the ability to respond to
additional emergencies would be questionable.  

11.   If approved, the construction of these homes will cause traffic issues, noise pollution and
disturb overall tranquility of the otherwise peaceful neighborhood.  The Condition imposed
allows construction as late as 7 p.m. on weeknights and as early as 7 a.m. on Saturday. 
Many of the children who attend DiPaoli and Damonte Ranch must go to bed early to rise
early to start classes.  Very very disruptive to our quality of life.  We are exhausted and we
will be awakened on Saturday mornings by construction noise.  We would at least ask that
construction be limited to 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays only if approved.

12.   Finally, while I consider myself pro-business and pro-growth, we must be careful what we
allow to happen to Reno.  I watched as the Las Vegas Valley suffered many growing pains
where population and development outpaced the ability of the infrastructure to support the
population.  Of foremost concern is the increase in crime.  Reno is a hidden jewel.  Our area,
the SE Truckee Meadows, is the pinnacle of that jewel.  There are many sites that are more
appropriate for growth, but this is certainly not one of them as the land is scrub land next
squeezed between a drainage ditch and a highway unsuitable for building, despite what a
California developer wants you to beleive- as indicated by the numerous conditions placed
on approval if approved.

 
Therefore, we adamantly oppose the approval of this development going forward.  The land is
unfit to build on, it would cause stress on schools, water resources, law enforcement and the
traffic and sewer infrastructure.   
 
I have identified below my home from the photo in the planning commission staff report.  As you
can see my property would be directly impacted.  
 
Sincerely,
 
Ron Ellis
1260 High Chaparral Drive
Reno, NV 89521
775-240-1447
 





From: Donald Lester
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: bailey creek estates
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2017 7:32:23 AM

My name is Donald Lester, I live at 1380 High Chaparral Drive. I will not be able to attend
meeting set for Feb. 7th so I am sending some concerns I have about this development. 

1. With the recent snow and rain Bailey creek has caused some real problems with Toll Rd. so
if we now focus all the runoff from housing into the creek also the situation will get worse.

2. The morning commute with cars trying to get onto Greiger from Shadow Hills can be a race
to accelerate fast enough to merge with the heavy flow coming down geiger . Now you want
cars from opposite side to try and do same thing without controls. There is also a school bus
trying to get on Geiger from Shadow Hills at about 7 AM.

3. With all of these developments (I am also including the large one north of Brown School)
the kids are being sent to the established schools that are beyond crowded. Maybe we need to
add a $1500. fee to each new house to help with school expansion.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond
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South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley 
        Citizen Advisory Board 
 

  MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Kelly Mullin, Staff Representative 
From:  Misty Moga, Administrative Recorder 
Re:  Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16‐003  
Date: January 25, 2017 
 
The following is a portion of the draft minutes of the South Truckee Meadows/Washoe Valley Citizen Advisory Board 
held on January 25, 2017.  
 
7. DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS – The project description is provided below with links to the application or you 
may visit the Planning and Development Division website and select the Application Submittals page: 
www.washoecounty.us/comdev/da/da_index.htm.  
 
7A. Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16‐003 (Bailey Creek Estates) – Request for 
community feedback, discussion and possible recommendation to approve a 56‐lot, single‐family residential 
subdivision on two parcels totaling 28.76 acres. The tentative subdivision map is proposed to include lots sizes 
ranging from a minimum of ±0.33 acres (±14,520 square feet) to a maximum of ±.81 acres (±21,780 square 
feet) with an average lot size of ±0.41 acres (±17,869). The subdivision includes .75 acres of common area for 
drainage facilities.    
 
• Applicant: Silver Crest Homes    
• Property Owner: Charles Maddox  
• Location: Immediately south of the intersection of Geiger Grade Road and Shadow Hills Drive  
•Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 017‐520‐03 and 017‐480‐02    
• Staff: Kelly Mullin, Planner, kmullin@washoecounty.us, 775‐328‐3608  
• Reviewing Body: This case is tentatively scheduled to be heard by Planning Commission on February 7, 
2017  
 
Stacy Huggins with Woodrogers introduced herself as well as Brian Newman with Silver Crest 
 
Stacy Huggins spoke about the Bailey Creek Estates Tenative Map. She said it meets the Toll Road Character 
Management Plan and Truckee Meadows Area Plan as well. Additionally, it meets the Washoe County 
Standards.  
 

• 28.76 acre undeveloped site.  
• Located in South Reno, east of Geiger Grade (north)/Toll Road intersection (west). Kivett Drive (east). 

Surrounding land uses are single family, vacant, commercial.  
• Zoning:  2 units to the acre. Stacy showed the zoning map; Hatching on the map show the flooding. 

The rest of the lots are not in the FEMA flood zone.  
 
New project proposals: 

• 56 lots proposed 
• Density: 1.95 units per the acre, which is below the 2 per acre that is allowed. ½ acre lots along Geiger, 

interior are 1/3 acres.  
• Lot matching to that area plan.   
• Average lot size is .41 acres.  
• Common area for detention and drainage.  
• Bailey creek is a common area; not will be impacted.  
• This community will be maintained by a HOA.  
• Underground storm drain pipe.  
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• This project will accommodate the flows.  
• Utilities are in Geiger Grade, all which have capacity.  
• This project didn’t meet the threshold for traffic study, but they conducted one anyway. 56 trips is under 

the 80 trips threshold.  
• Primary access is Geiger Grade and secondary Moon lane, which will be gated emergency access.  
• NDOT had concerns about people using Kivett, which will only be available for emergency purposes.  

 
Comments: 
Mr. Coker said he has noticed the drainage; he said he said the Bailey Creek won’t be modified. He said there 
are parts that are still closed. He asked if this will be a hindrance. Stacy said the flood on Toll Road won’t be 
impacted by this project. The creek won’t be impacted. Mrs. Coker asked if the conditions could continue, and 
Stacy said it could. 
 
Dwayne Smith, Director of Engineering for Washoe County spoke about this project. He said this project is 
required to mitigate their impacts. Per Washoe County codes, projects will have to mitigate any issues. This is 
a flood plain. It’s to be expected that storm water to enter this area. He said we cannot expect the project to 
make enhancements above what is already required. Mr. Coker said if we have the same standards, we run 
into the same problems. He asked what changes will inhibit this from happening again. Dwayne Smith said 
cold 416 is required to be met for flood and storm water. They have to capture runoff in retention basins. He 
said we are talking about two separate things – mitigating storm water and the fact this is a flood plain. Dwayne 
brought a map of the project site. He said there are a lot of flood plains. Unfortunately, the box culvert is full of 
debris. There were impacts. It’s unfortunate. Some impacts were averted, but there will still be impacts. He 
said they have done research to mitigate flooding in Bailey Valley. He said they envisioned the project to 
redirect the water sources, but there isn’t enough money to fund those projects. Mr. Coker said people will run 
into the same issues as we have right now. Dwayne Smith said he is confident the engineering meets 
requirements. There are storm and floods; it’s unfortunate how long the storm lasts and water saturates the 
ground. Mrs. Coker asked about being affected by flood. Dwayne said this project meets requirements. He said 
he can’t say that it will or will not be impacted by floods. Pat Phillips said her creek expanded during the storm. 
She asked if this area became flooded in the last storm. The developer said the creek was flowing fast, but no 
flooding.  It was staying within its banks.  
 
Lonnie Detrick said she has seen floods for 47 years. She said she has wanted this project, but has concerns. 
Lonnie showed showed her property on the map. She said there have been many efforts by the County to 
create ditches over the years. The flood comes from the Virginia foot hills and flow through this area. She 
showed where the primary ditch flows. She said Toll Road was already flooded on the 8th. Both ditches down 
Kivett were full already on the 8th. It was a river in each ditch. The ditches get too full and cover Divett in water. 
The water comes down all the properties. There isn’t nothing the property is going to do to remedy it. She said 
erosion has taken away the swell ditch that has helped with flooding.  She said the hydrological report doesn’t 
show flooding on her property.  
 
The project developer said there are plans for detention basins, and they will be maintained. The drainage 
ditch will remain a common area. The intent is to create ditches to allow flow to Bailey Creek.   
 
Matthew Mahr said he has maintained his own ditch during the storm. The ditch was full and rushing, but there 
was still run off onto the driveway.  He said he is concerned about shared ditch maintenance. He said there are 
two sources of water flooding the property. This project isn’t responsible for maintaining the ditch all the way up 
Bailey Creek, but he said he wants to know more about maintenance. The developer said the requirements will 
be establishment of HOA to take care of that. He said he hopes someone reaches out to the HOA or the 
County if they are maintaining the ditch, common area and landscaping.  Matthew said he is concerned about 
the grading. Developer said he wants to mitigate what is already happening. The developer said they try not to 
touch bailey creek and they want to keep it natural.  
 
Cris Damico said she had concerns with access to the ditch. They ditches were at their peak during the storm. 
If erosion happens, it will become an issue. She said her exit is Toll or Kivett, and it gets congested with 
additional cars. There isn’t a good emergency exit with additional cars. She also asked if there will be two story 
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houses.  Stacy said two story houses are allowed in this proposed development. The homes will be 3,600 
square foot in accordance.  Stacy said the pedestrian access through the ditch won’t be affected by this 
project.  
 
A public member said he lives on Kivett. The bridge was wiped out during the storm. The creek is a growing 
organism. It will be going into those properties if no mitigation happens. It wiped out so much and has 
changed.  
 
Jim Rumming said there is a common theme we are hearing during this project. The development is in 
accordance with the requirements. The County isn’t satisfying the issues with mountain drainage, flood control 
ditches. You could do a lot with some ditch redesign, deepening, or home elevation. Dwayne Smith said he 
would be happy to come back if we get this agendized.  
 
Lynnette said there was 5 feet of water. She said Woodrogers, Army Corp of Engineers, BLM, Washoe County 
all conducted a study. A lot of things could be done to mitigate these issues for cheap. The culverts aren’t 
being cleaned. She said they call the County and it’s not being done. There was also a report created. She 
said it happened because the county reconfigured the creek.  
 
Pat Phillips spoke about the wild horse and wildlife issue coming through the property. She asked if there will 
be fencing and gates during construction that will keep the wildlife out out and fences to allow them through the 
fence after construction. Stacy said yes, we will fence them during construction. No current path to enter this 
site.  
 
Mrs. Coker handed out pictures to the board regarding the wildlife.  
 
H. Darrah asked if the additional development impact and increase the future flooding events. Dwayne Smith 
said there are detention basins, and there are impacts due to development but those are required to mitigate it. 
Additional water will be routed to detention basins with the project and get metered out. The post development 
flows doesn’t exceed the predevelopment flows. Mr. Darrah asked about the traffic study and the estimated 56 
average trips. He asked about the proposed re-route of Geiger Grade, and how close will that threshold push 
the re-alignment. Stacy said she doesn’t know the timing of the RTC re-alignment. That’s a question for RTC.  
 
Kathleen Pfaff said they purchased knowing they will have a beautiful view. She said she doesn’t want to listen 
to construction of the project. She asked how do they develop homes and sell them knowing what they are up 
against. She said part of the beauty of south Reno the rural and peaceful. She said how can put in 56 houses 
and not disrupt an entire community to develop something.  
 
Lonnie spoke about an easement road. She said if the south parcels are developed, she won’t have 
emergency access. She needs an alley or gated road in case of emergency. In respect to the view, her 
property has a view of Mt. Rose. If houses are put in, it will block the view if the homes are two story. She said 
she will fight it. And if the homes are elevated, the view will be blocked. People cannot plant trees to block the 
view of Mt. Rose. She was concerned for utilities. Lemmon Valley is being required to hook up to sewer. She 
wants to know if they will have to be hooked up to sewer. She said she never saw wild horses. The horse are 
feral , not wild because they were not sterilized in the past.  
 
Marsy asked about the timing. Jim said this project will go before the planning commission on February 7th. It 
won’t be 2018 would they be building houses.  Jim reviewed the recommendation process. Jim said Washoe 
County has all the information on the website. Stacy said 7am – 7pm would be the construction hours, Monday 
through Saturday.  
 
Mr. Coker wanted to know who to speak to with those comments. Kelly Mullin introduced herself and invited all 
comments directed to her.  
 
MOTION: Steven Kelly moved to forward all comments to the Planning Department. Jason Katz 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.   
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cc: Jim Rummings, Chair 

Bob Lucey, Commissioner 
Al Rogers, Constituent Services 
Sarah Tone, Constituent Services 
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From: Stark, Katherine
To: Stark, Katherine
Cc: Emerson, Kathy; Mullin, Kelly; Webb, Bob; Edwards, Nathan
Subject: Additional public comment for Bailey Creek
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 1:46:06 PM
Attachments: Bailey-Creek-public-comment-after-addendum-before-PC.pdf

Good afternoon, Planning Commissioners,
 
This is most likely the final email I will send you before tonight’s meeting.  Please see the attached
addendum for Bailey Creek (WTM16-003), which is item 9B on the agenda.  I will also be providing
hard copies of this addendum for you at the meeting.
 
Thanks!
 

Katy Stark
 

From: Mullin, Kelly 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 12:45 PM
To: Stark, Katherine; Emerson, Kathy
Cc: Webb, Bob
Subject: Additional public comment for Bailey Creek
 
Katy and Kathy,
 
Attached is a compilation of 11 new public comment letters. This includes all letters received after
the addendum was published and up until noon today. Can you please provide to the Planning
Commission at tonight’s hearing and add to the public record (with copies for tonight)?
 
Thank you,
Kelly
 
Kelly Mullin
Planner | Washoe County Community Services Department
kmullin@washoecounty.us | (775) 328-3608 | 1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg. A, Reno, NV 89512
 

 
Connect with us: cMail | Twitter | Facebook | www.washoecounty.us
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From: KEN BROCK
To: bwhittney@washoecounty.us
Cc: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 10:35:21 AM


Gentlepeople,
 
On Dec 8, 2015, my wife and I arrived in Reno from our move from the Tampa, FL  area.   Since we
had not previously purchased a home, we moved  in with our son, his wife and 2 young children.  We
began to search for a home to purchase.  Our realtor set about to find us a home,   We looked at
available homes.  The search began after New Years.  Most everything we were shown, within our
price range was in areas where the homes were too close for our likes.  
 
Finally in March, we were shown a home in the Virginia Foothills area, on Chamy Drive, off Geiger
Grade.  The home had been in foreclosure for over 2 years and we had to  pour a lot of money in the
interior.
 
Now, for us to learn 50 some odd  homes may be built, not to even mention a new tract of homes
are planned for the area across from Brown School, already over crowded, is not to our liking. 
 
We were so excited to learned wild horses roamed our area.  This was almost unbelievable for us. 
Now, the areas where the horses roam and feed, is threatened.   Please help protect these areas for
the horses  by denying these permits in the Bailey Creek area.
Now, I haven’t even mentioned the impact of more cars in that area.  There are many senior citizens
in our community and more cars will pose a problem for us. 
 
I know $$$$ talks loudly, but have a HEART for the horses. This is something that not many people
can brag of having near them. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Ken A. Brock
775-453-9693
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From: Kari Coleman
To: Mullin, Kelly; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L; Smith, Catherine
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 9:14:28 AM


To Whom it May Concern:
As a resident of the Toll Rd/Geiger Grade area for the last 10 yrs +, I wholeheartedly
oppose the building of the Bailey Creek subdivision for the following reasons:
1. Our schools are tremendously overcrowded; Brown ES just had to adopt a MTYR
scheduled to be able to accommodate existing students. Where will the children from
this subdivision go to school?
2. Traffic congestion is already reasonably heavy in that area. The proposed 56
homes could possibly bring an additional 112 vehicles through the neighborhood
which will result in traffic delays and more problems with the already poorly designed
roundabout intersection.  In the last few years we have had several instances where
395 was closed due to fires and traffic was routed through Virginia City, down Geiger
into Reno. When this occurred, traffic was backed up at least 4 miles from 395. What
about event traffic and tourist season? Every year we are inundated with motorcycle
traffic during Street Vibrations. Will the increased residential traffic bring a stop to the
much needed tourist income to Virginia City? Kivett was used repeatedly as the only
access to the area after the Crane Ditch (Toll Road) flooded. It would appear based
on continual flooding that Washoe County has not been able mitigate this issue... how
is the addition of 56 homes going to make this problem any better?
3. The presence of wild horses in this area makes the additional traffic even more of a
hazard. The horses cannot be controlled. We will have more horse vs vehicle
accidents not to mention taking away their natural grazing areas will push them
farther in to residential neighborhood in search of water and food.
Please do not let the plans for the subdivision to continue!
Sincerely,
Kari Coleman
310 Scorpio Circle
Reno, NV 89521
775.313.1906
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Subject: Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates)  


Applicant:   Silver Crest Homes  


Agenda Item Number: 9B  


Project Summary: 56-lot single-family residential common open space subdivision  


Re: Support Development and Urge Approval but with Request for Additional Conditions & 


Considerations 


Submitted by:  Lonnie Edwards-Detrick, 15111 Kivett Lane, Reno, NV 


I am a third generation Native Nevadan and a 47-year resident of Washoe County.  Parcel 071-017-06 


(15111 Kivett Lane formerly 16170 Kivett Lane) has belonged to my family for approaching 50 years and 


abuts the proposed development on the southeast edge of the proposed site (Baily Creek Estates, Lots 


23 & 24). (see Exhibit A attached) 


Silver Crest Homes and Tim Lewis communities, according to their website, is a “quality home builder 


with a commitment to being the region’s top home builder in overall homeowner satisfaction,” and I 


conditionally welcome them as a neighbor.  It is my hope that the addition of their community will 


influence those nearby to take more pride in their own property and bring a better sense of community 


and pride of ownership to the Kivett Lane area. It is also my hope that, with the addition of the 


moderate to up-scale community, Kivett Lane and its residents will become a more integral part of SETM 


community in the eyes of County, and the sense of being the unwanted step-children and/or outcasts 


will diminish.  


That said, I do have the following issues/concerns/questions/condition requests that directly relate to 


the project (Lots 23 & 24) abutting my parcel (and the parcels located to my north & south) and request 


that the following be thoroughly considered and perhaps added to “Conditions, Amendment A”. 


Additionally, the property owners of the parcels to my north & south (parcels 017-071-05 and 017-071-


09 are in extenuating circumstances and a state of transition (i.e. death and health issues) that most 


likely will not permit them to comment on their own behalf, so I feel compelled to speak accordingly. 


Issues/Concerns/Questions/Condition Requests & SETM Goals: 


1. Emergency Access Ingress/Egress:  SETM Pg. 6, “Toll Road Community” “Wild fires have burned 


through this area…”, “health and safety is very important…” “additional means of ingress and 


egress” (see Exhibit B, SETM Pg. 6) 


a. This development will block my parcel as well as parcels 017-071-05 & 017-071-09 without 


providing for any additional means of egress in the event of a wildfire.  


i. Will there be a 12’ gravel road adjacent to the v-ditch as denoted by Staff Report’s 


“Condition ‘y.’ in Exhibit A and Exhibit E – “V-Ditch to be located on the eastern side 


of the development.” If so, could this be used as a gated emergency wildfire egress? 


(see Exhibit  A & D attached)   


 


2. Blending Development: SETM Pg. 3, “Future growth in area will be managed to minimize 


negative impacts…”, “blending development with existing development.”  SETM 2.7, 


“Dwellings in new subdivision must match the adjacent building type…”), (Exhibit E & F & H 


attached ) 


a. Minimize Negative Impacts & Blending:  Two lots (23 & 24) on the project’s southwest 


boundary will abut my property.  The typical roof pitch of a mobile/manufactured home is 


3/12 to 4/12 or 15’ to 18’ in height.  A single-story home with an 18/12 pitch could 







potentially be up to 35’ high – the height of a two-story home.  What will the roof pitch and 


home height be on these new homes and will a single-story height of up to 35’ be 


permitted?  (Exhibit G & H ) 


i. Model Homes Elevations should be included in Tentative Map Application for 


consideration by Planning Commission.  Currently, Silver Crest is building homes 


with high-pitched roofs in both their Monte Vista and Highland Ranch subdivisions 


and could potentially see fit to place similar homes with similar roof pitch in Bailey 


Creek Estates,  thereby by-passing SETM 2.7 Rule & Planning Commission 


Consideration and/or Conditions because they are “single-story”. (see Exhibit I 


attached). 


 


3. Preservation of Mountain View & Minimize Negative Impact: SETM  Pg. 3, Pg 5. & Pg 7. 


“Preserve… Mountain View…”  : Baily Creek Lots 23 and 24 roof pitch/elevation and 


landscaping vegetation will directly and greatly negatively impact my mountain view. Parcel 


071-017-06 has been in my family for nearly 50 years and has enjoyed unobstructed views of 


Mt. Rose and the Carson/Sierra Nevada Range for nearly 50 years (Exhibit E, J & K & P attached) 


i. View Consideration & Vegetation Impact in CC&R’s:    Silver Crests Monte Vista 


development off the Mt. Rose Hwy denotes view consideration in the CC&R’s It 


would be neighborly and a sign of good will if the developer would add the same or 


similar language to their CC&R’s as currently in place at Monte Vista development, 


and include consideration for their neighbors to the east, including my parcel. It is 


requested that language in “Condition ‘r’” include the “view” language in the Bailey 


Creek CC&R’s (Exhibit L & M attached ) 


ii. Minimize Negative Impact:  See above Item2.a. above. 


iii. Silver Crest & View Consideration:  Silver Crest recognizes the value of a view & 


demonstrates same on their website with statement such as “These homes offer 


Valley-sierra views, view of open-space – hillside views.” & “incredible views”. 


(Exhibit N) 


iv. Condition “x” of Staff Report: Request similar consideration be given to view 


retention as with “Condition “x” placed on applicable final map and a disclosure 


made by the developer to affected homebuyers.  (see Exhibit H attached) 


 


4. Drainage, V-Ditch, & 12’ wide Gravel Road:  SETM pg. 23. “Development in the Southeast 


Truckee Meadows planning area will mitigate any increase in volume of runoff” (see Exhibit O 


attached) 


a. Drainage:  Staff Report, Exhibit E, V-Ditch:  “Offsite flows from MDS parcels will be picked-


up in v-ditches located on the project’s east boundary.” Request a more detailed description 


of v-ditch, including site location, material & depth. (see Exhibit D attached) 


i. Steve of Wood Rogers indicated at the CAB Meeting that the ditch will be concrete, 


yet Silver Crest representative Brad pushed back on this suggesting riprap.  


1. County Engineering and Capital Projects Division Representative Leo Vesely 


indicated the ditch will be concrete as discussed in a recent phone 


conversation.   


b. 12’ wide Grave Road: Exhibit A “Condition ‘y’”, “All drainage facilities located within 


Common Area shall be constructed with an adjoining minimum 12’ wide gravel access road.” 







i. Does this Condition apply to the v-ditch? (see Exhibit C attached) 


1. If no, how will it be maintained in accordance with “Condition ‘u’? 


2. If yes, can road be used as an emergency egress to Moon. See Item 1, 


Emergency Egress, above? 


3. If yes, can road eventually be used for MDS to east of project to tap into 


Public Services such as natural gas and sewer? 


 


Additionally, the CAB Memorandum failed to mention my major concerns and points brought up during 


my three minutes of allowed speaking time and DID NOT thoroughly represent my points.  Kivett Lane 


(NOT “Divet Lane” as denoted in CAB Memorandum”) flooding and the Hydrologic Report was merely 


one of my many speaking points -- which included Emergency Egress and Structure Height, View 


Considerations and V-Ditch/Swale questions, yet “flooding” was the only comment addressed in the CAB 


Memorandum – this is very disconcerting to me.  


The developer may be my neighbor but they may possibly not be my friend as demonstrated by their 


attempt to make my neighborhood a denser community by proposing an amendment to the Master 


Plan and the attempt to by-passing the County by approaching the City of Reno for annexation. 


Thank you, 


Lonnie Edwards-Detrick 


 







Proposed Bailey 
Creek Estates


15111 Kivett Lane, 
Parcel 017-071-06


Bailey Creek 
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Exhibit A:  Bailey Creek Estates, 15111 Kivett Lane , Parcel 
017-071-06
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Exhibit B: SETM Area Plan Toll  Road Community, Pg. 6  Ingress and 
Egress for Wildfire 
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Exhibit C:  Staff Report's  - Exhibit A, Condition "y" - 12'Gravel Road 
Maintenance of Drainage
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Exhibit D:  Staff Report's Exhibit E - V-Ditch located on the project's 
east boundary
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Exhibit E:  SETM Area Plan, Character Stmt., Pg. 3 - Blending of New 
Development
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Exhibit F:  SETM 2.7 Dwellings Must Match Adjacent Building Type
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Screen clipping taken: 2/5/2017 11:41 AM


Exhibit G:  Roof Pitch Diagram & Roof Pitch 4/12 


   15111 Kivett Lane, Reno, NV Page 7    







Exhibit H:  Staff Report's - Exhibit A Dwelling Height, Condition "x."
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Exhibit I:   Silver Crest Highland & Monte Vista Estates House 
Elevations
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Exhibit J: SETM, Master Plan, Preserve Mountain Views, Pg. 5
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Exhibit K: SETM, Master Plan, Preserve Mountain Views, Pg. 7
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Exhibit L:  Monte Vista CC&R View Obstruction
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Exhibit M:  Staff Report's  - Exhibit A, Condition "r"
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Screen clipping taken: 2/5/2017 11:58 AM


http://www.silvercresthomesnev.com/find-your-home/highland-estates/


Screen clipping taken: 2/5/2017 11:06 AM
http://www.silvercresthomesnev.com/find-your-home/monte-vista/#move-in-ready-
homes


Exhibit N:  View Mentions -- Highland Estates & Monte Vista
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Exhibit O:  SETM -- Water Resources - Flooding - Goal Fifteen, Pg. 
23


   15111 Kivett Lane, Reno, NV Page 15    







Screen clipping taken: 2/6/2017 1:15 PM


Exhibit P:  View from 15111 Kivett Lane as rendered by Google 
Earth
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From: Holly Eisemann
To: Mullin, Kelly; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L; Smith, Catherine
Subject: Stop Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 7:56:31 AM


I’m writing this letter in order to voice my concern over the proposed Bailey Creek
Estates development.  We bought our home in 2011, and since then we have had to
evacuate for fires at least three times.  Evacuating from our neighborhood is already
difficult because there are really only two ways out to Geiger Grade via Toll Road and
Kivett Lane.  Geiger Grade is only a two lane highway in which wild horses are
frequently crossing.  This past month, Toll Road was closed for a significant amount
of time due to flooding.  Just this morning, Toll Road is on the verge of being closed
again due to more flooding, despite only having been reopened for a couple weeks. 
Kivett Lane has been our alternate road when Toll was closed, however that road is
barely wide enough for two cars and surrounded by drainage ditches that are already
overburdened.  Several times throughout the flooding Kivett also became unpassable
as the waters rapidly and significantly rose up over the roadway.  The flooding
measures we have in place are grossly inadequate, and the recent attempts to
mitigate this have also been unsuccessful.  Building a new housing development on
top of our existing flood prevention infrastructure will be disastrous.  I would like to
point out that when we bought our home, we were only told that flood insurance was
not required in the area and that in the field behind our house was existing culverts
and drainage should any flooding arise.  Obviously, we should have been warned
more about prior flooding and potential for future flooding in the area.  Are the
potential buyers of the Bailey Creek Estates homes going to be made aware of these
issues, or will they be left in the dark as we were?  Fires and flooding are just two
recent examples of how our neighborhood cannot handle the influx of even more cars
on the already overcrowded and poorly designed roads.


 


The nearby schools are already switching to multi-track calendars because of such
tremendous overcrowding.  I understand the county is working towards building more
schools, but until that actually happens, building Bailey Creek Estates will only further
hinder our schools and our children’s educational needs. Our neighborhood just
simply cannot handle more students anytime soon.


 


The developers have provided extremely poor and inaccurate estimates as to how
this will impact our neighborhood and community.  Anyone can see that their
estimates of added cars and students in the area are preposterously low.  Until more
appropriate studies and assessments can be made, Bailey Creek Estates just should
not be built.


 


I trust that our elected representatives will keep the existing communities best
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interests in mind when addressing this proposed development.


Holly and Marcus Eisemann


13577 Gold Run Drive


Reno, NV 89521







From: Diana Fowler
To: Mullin, Kelly; Whitney, Bill
Cc: jhidalgo@rgj.com
Subject: CONCERNS: Bailey Creek Estates / Wild Horse Area
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 11:03:48 AM


Dear Ms. Mullin and Mr Whitney,


I understand that Case# WTM16-003 Bailey Creek Estates is under review.  I have lived in the
Virginia Foothills area since 1998 and I have been a realtor in Reno/Sparks for over 22 years.


I understand that development on the subject property is most likely inevitable.  However, I do
hope that certain issues be addressed and considered:


1.  WIld Horses:  The wild horses have always roamed this area and migrate through it.  They
drink from the creek running through the subject property.  If they get trapped on Geiger
Grade it mean accidents for the horses and for drivers.  The development needs to provide a
way for the horses to get off of the road and back to the creek and open land - perhaps a
easement or walking trail.


2.  Walking Trails / Access to Open Land: The land proposed for development has always
been used by residents for walking, hiking, bicycling, riding their horses and ATV's.  It would
be neighborly if this development allowed public access through this property so the area
residents could still access the open land beyond it and preserve our rural quality of life in
Virginia Foothills.


3.  Light Pollution:  The residents of Virginia Foothills cherish our view of the night sky
without light pollution of street lights.  Hopefully this will also be taken in to consideration.


4.  Schools:  Our schools in the area our already over capacity.  How will this be addressed?


Thank you for your consideration.


Sincerely,
Diana Fowler Rogers, ABR, CRS, GRI
Keller Williams Group One Inc.
10539 Professional Circle, Ste 100, Reno NV   89521
Direct: 775-690-2474
E-Mail: DianaRenoHomes@gmail.com
Website: www.RenoFineHomes.com
Home Search:  www.renoproperties.listingbook.com
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From: Smith, Catherine
To: Brian; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L
Cc: Emerson, Kathy; Mullin, Kelly
Subject: RE: Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 9:55:37 AM


Dear Mr. Jewell,
I believe your concerns are related to the Planning Commission and as such would be best directed to the
Community Services Department which manages that Board. I understand some misinformation was provided to the
public via the “Nextdoor” neighborhood App which advised concerned citizens to contact this office; however, as I
previously stated this Board is not managed by the Clerk’s Office. Any further comments for the Planning
Commission related to the Baily Creek Estates should be provided to either Kathy Emerson or Kelly Mullin in the
Washoe County Community Services Department, both of whom I have copied with this email.
Respectfully,


Catherine Smith


Supervisor, Board Records and Minutes
Washoe County Clerk’s Office
1001 E. Ninth Street, Building A | Reno, NV 89512
775.784.7275 | csmith@washoecounty.us
www.washoecounty.us/clerks/


-----Original Message-----
From: Brian [mailto:brianjewell13@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 9:54 AM
To: Lucey, Robert (Bob) L
Cc: Smith, Catherine
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates


Hi Mr. Lucey,


My name is Brian Jewell and I live at 15180 Bailey Canyon Dr.  I would like to start out that I would like to have
this email apart of the public record voting against the Bailey Creek Estates subdivision you will be deciding on
later today. 


I have lived in South Reno my whole life.  My family and I moved into this house 3 years ago moving from
Wyngate Village in Double Diamond.  We chose this area because of the rural feel and the space we had around us. 
We looked for houses for 18 months until we fell in love with this one.  I really feel this new subdivision will
intrude and interfere with our way of life. 


Please “Do Not” allow this subdivision to go through.  I have major concerns with this subdivision and the impact to
all of our neighbors.  Views, over crowding, traffic, flooding etc.  I currently have a river going through a drainage
behind my house.  It is worse than durning the floods a few weeks ago.  If you would like I can send you video of
the flooding a few weeks ago and what is happening now.  If houses are slated to be built on this land where will all
of the water go?  Can you share any impact flood studies that have been done for this new subdivision if any have
been done?


I understand this subdivision has been on the books for 20 years or so.  A neighbor told me that.  I also understand
that growth is good for our community.  But there has to be some kind of statute of limitations.  Why are they
deciding to build 20 years later?  There should have to be new impact studies for them to renew there permits to
build since so much time has passed.  In that 20 plus years we have all become more intelligent and aware of
impacts that certain decisions can make on all of us.  So I please ask of you again to vote “No” on approving the
new Bailey Canyon Estates project.
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Thank you.


Brian Jewell







From: Andrew Kaltenbach
To: Mullin, Kelly; Whitney, Bill; jhidalgo@rgj.com
Subject: Bailey creek estates
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 10:10:42 AM


I am voicing my concerns to the proposed construction of the Bailey creek estates on hwy
341.  I understand the growth in Reno and the need for tax revenue for the government. 
However, when is enough enough? Do we want to look like LA?.  One of the reasons people
move to Reno is the mountains and the wildlife that life around the area.  Turning the 341
corridor into track housing will not only rob future generations of the beauty we enjoyed
growing up, but will also take away from the allure that visitors have come to expect.   That
area would make a great park and a refuge for wild horses.  How many tourist want to see
track housing when they come to Reno.    As a Nevada native that has lived in the Reno area
for 50 years the idea of California builders coming into Nevada,  manipulating regulations so as
to not adhere to environmental concerns, and disregard any overcrowding of our schools to
only  make a buck and send that money back to California makes me sick.   There is also a 900
home project that is breaking ground this spring (Caramella estates).   I remember at one time
the idea of a scenic corridor, has that great idea gone the way of tax revenue?.  Why not draw
a line around the basin and no growth above that line.  Who will put their foot down and say
stop, is tax dollars that intoxicating?  I am sure if you  have children you would want them to
enjoy the beauty of the Sierra's.  After all LA is only a short flight away if they want to see
overcrowding. 


Thank you for your time


Andy Kaltenbach
13830 Chamy  dr
Reno, NV 89521
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From: Sandi Moore
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: smoorenv@gmail.com
Subject: Concerns regarding Case WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates)
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 11:07:53 AM
Importance: High


Tuesday, February 2, 2017
 
To: Washoe County Community Services Department Planning and Development Division 
Attn: Kelly Mullin, Planner
 
Dear Kelly,
 
My husband and I wanted to reach out to you and share our concerns about the Bailey Creek Estates
subdivision plan prior to the meeting tonight.
 
We live in the Cottonwood Creek Estates subdivision directly to the south of the proposed Bailey Creek
Estates subdivision. We purchased our home in 2014 because of the open spaces surrounding us, the quiet
neighborhood, views of the mountains and the rural atmosphere close to town and amenities and do not
want to lose that. 
 
Our concerns are:
 
1. The potential for the 56 proposed homes to all be two-story. This does not fit with the character of the
area and will ruin the open feel and views that so many of the homes enjoy. The Cottonwood Creek Estates
to the south of the proposed project is a similar neighborhood but only has 28 two-story homes out of 114.
The adjacent subdivision to the east is Comstock Estates subdivision, of which 24 of the 54 homes are
either two-story or smaller split level homes. An in-fill project such as this needs to fit the profile of the
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
2. The additional traffic added to Geiger Grade and the roundabout at Veterans Parkway. The
roundabout is already very busy and overrun by drivers who either don't know how to navigate it properly
(ie, yield to cars already in the roundabout) or choose to ignore the rules of a roundabout completely. Also,
there is a high number of vehicles that run the red light at Toll Rd, making it dangerous for those of us
pulling out there, even with a green light. Adding 56 more homes to this narrow, two-lane highway is only
going to compound the already present safety issues. 
 
3. The potential for even more flooding. This winter has been an eye-opener for local residents as to the
lack of flood mitigation and storm water management being done by Washoe County. Toll Road was closed
twice in January 2017 due to flooding from Bailey Creek. As I write this letter, the intersection at Gold Run
Dr and Silver Run Dr. near my house is flooding. Building out the empty land with the proposed Bailey Creek
Estates is only going to make matter worse. With less open ground to absorb precipitation from storms, the
runoff and flood potential is only going to increase. The county owes the current residents some resolution
for this before compounding the problem with additional development. Future residents of the proposed
neighborhood deserve to live in homes that are not in immediate danger of flooding. 
 
4. Overcrowding at the zoned schools. Washoe County School District is already trying to mitigate the
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overcrowding at Brown Elementary School and adding more homes to this area is counterproductive to
that. In 2015, Brown Elementary School was operating with 10 portable classrooms, the highest number in
school district, and the sixth graders had to be diverted to Dapoali Middle School. 
 
5. This plan seems to be put together in a rush and without consideration of the community. The lack of
effort and research by the developer is evident in the requested street names - two of which already exist
in the Cottonwood Creek Estates. Hearings and meetings regarding public input have been rushed and give
the impression of trying to avoid conflict and push through without input from those affected by this
proposed development. This is further exhibited by the developers failed attempt to have the property
annexed by the City of Reno for the purpose of getting around the larger lot sizes and building restrictions
of Washoe County. 
 
I am a fifth generation Nevadan and this area embodies all that I love about my home state. My hope is
that the county considers all aspects of this proposal and its impact on the community and does what is in
the best interest of all parties concerned. Fixing existing problems should be a priority before adding more
pressure to the system. 
 
Thank you,
Sandi and Kevin Moore
749 Sterling Hills Ct.
Reno, NV 89521
775-848-9737
 
 
 Thank you,


Sandi Moore 
Principal Support Analyst


e. sandi.moore@helpsystems.com 
p. 952.933.0609 
w. helpsystems.com
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From: Mullin, Kelly
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: FW:
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 10:52:03 AM


 


From: marjorie olson <marjole@live.com>
Sent: Monday, February 6, 2017 2:38 PM
To: jhidalgo@rgj.com
Subject:
 
We are deeply concerned regarding the Baily Creek Estates Case#WTM16-003 development
for the following reasons:
1-part of this development is in FEMA flood hazard zone, and will impact the present
residents.  Should my insurance be affected adversely, be aware that class action lawsuits will
be forthcoming
2-According to signs posted along Geiger Grade, wild horses  appear YEARLY.  Is this a
concern that the Humane Society or another agency need to be involved?
3- Brown Elementary School and DePaoli Middle School are overcrowded, and the new
development will certainly NOT benefit the overcrowding situation
4-Traffic increase will unduly affect those residents along the Virginia City Hwy 341.  Is the
county planning on building fences(as was done on McCarran) to compensate for the traffic
noise?
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From: Mullin, Kelly
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: FW: Bailey Creek Estaztes
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 12:03:31 PM


From: Sherry Rapp [sherap6@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 04, 2017 11:25 AM
To: Hartung, Vaughn
Subject: Bailey Creek Estaztes


Mr. Hartung
 


            I have several concerns regarding the Bailey Ranch Estates
development.
First:
            Traffic.  In reading all of the proposed traffic flows, I am
concerned that the number of cars projected to turn left onto Geiger
Grade is as low at 41.  I really believe this is far from accurate.  If there
are 56 homes, then you should plan for two cars per house, thus
equaling 112 cars turning left onto Geiger Grade.  I feel that there need
to be no access directly onto Geiger Road, but instead should be
directed onto Toll Road in order to use the existing traffic light at Toll
Road and Geiger Grade.  No one has thought of the increased traffic
that will be on Western Skies Drive when the Caramella Ranch Estates
is built.  Western Skies Drive is very close to the Shadow Hills
intersection. I feel that there is going to be many accidents because of
the amount of cars turning off and on Geiger Grade during peak travel
times.  Caramella Ranch development is approximately 800 homes with
access to Geiger Grade and Rio Wrangler roads.  There needs to be a
more complete review of traffic with regards to all developments in the
planning stage, both in Washoe County as well as Reno.
Second:
            I think the flood risk assessment is very low.  Since the flooding
that closed Toll Road for days, and the amount of flooding in the Virginia
Foothills, Shadow Hills and other areas, including the Stone House
Nursery, that there should be a much larger emphasis put on flood
control.  I also read that there would be grouted rip rap for drainage and
soil control.  Does that mean that Bailey Creek will be concreted in, thus
denying the wild horses access to cross the creek?
Third:
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I am concerned about the wild horses.  While they might not be
endangered, they do roam this entire area.  They are also a large tourist
attraction, since most people have never seen a wild horse.  I feel that
there should be access routes that remain ‘wild’ for the horses to be
able to go down to Steamboat Creek for the water contained there.  The
study said that there are no migration routes in the area, which I feel is
incorrect.  There are horses, deer, coyotes, as well as raptors that live
and hunt in the area.  There are also signs warning of the wild horses
on Geiger Grade.


Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns regarding the
Bailey Creek development.


 
Sherida  and George Rapp
13845 Chamy Drive
Rano, NV 89521
 







From: Smith, Catherine
To: Jeffrey
Cc: Emerson, Kathy; Mullin, Kelly; Parent, Nancy; Galassini, Janis L
Subject: RE: Proposed Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 3:46:03 PM


Dear Mr. Tillison,
I believe your concerns are related to the Planning Commission and as such would
be best directed to the Community Services Department which manages that Board.
I understand some misinformation was provided to the public via the “Nextdoor”
neighborhood App which advised concerned citizens to contact this office; however,
as I previously stated this Board is not managed by the Clerk’s Office. Any further
comments for the Planning Commission related to the Baily Creek Estates should be
provided to either Kathy Emerson or Kelly Mullin in the Washoe County
Community Services Department, both of whom I have copied with this email.
Respectfully,
 
Catherine Smith
 


Supervisor, Board Records and Minutes
Washoe County Clerk’s Office 
1001 E. Ninth Street, Building A | Reno, NV 89512 
775.784.7275 | csmith@washoecounty.us 
www.washoecounty.us/clerks/


 
From: Jeffrey [mailto:jltillison@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2017 3:43 PM
To: Berkbigler, Marsha; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L; Hartung, Vaughn; Herman, Jeanne; Smith, Catherine
Subject: Proposed Bailey Creek Estates
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
I write concerning the proposed development of Bailey Creek Estates on Geiger Grade.  I own
a home four houses from Bailey Creek Park on Granite Mine Drive.  
 
I believe the development of this area will cause increased flooding, overcrowding of schools
and increased traffic concerns.  
 
The flooding may be documented by this most recent flood in January and the major flooding
in 2005 when Bailey Creek Park was completely under water.  Lack of erosion control from the
mountains above to Steamboat Ditch has and will continue to cause problems.  Development
of the property at the far east and lower portion of this problem will only cause the water and
earth to flow in other directions possibly causing more severe flooding to current residents.
 The beginning of Toll Road will certainly need to be reconstructed.  The FEMA specified flood
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zones within the proposed development will cause many issues with the infrastructure
required for this development.    
 
Overcrowding of schools - self-explanatory.  
 
Increased traffic is my largest concern.  The two left-turn lanes from South Virginia St. to
Geiger Grade Rd. across from The Summit are backed up into the travel-thru lane from 4:00
pm until 6:00 pm.  There is already a lot of construction in the Damonte Ranch area and the
traffic continues to increase.  Many of the residents of that area avoid the Damonte Ranch
Parkway exit off 580 due to congestion and choose Geiger Grade Rd. to Veterans Parkway as
an alternate.  More homes in this area will cause more traffic problems. 
 
If this project is allowed to proceed I believe home design and development of the
surrounding areas should be a major concern to the county.  Bailey Creek will need to be built
into a proper drainage and the homes should complement the current residences.     
 
Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration.
 
Best regards, 
 
Jeff Tillison
14735 Granite Mine Drive
Reno, NV 89521
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From: KEN BROCK
To: bwhittney@washoecounty.us
Cc: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 10:35:21 AM

Gentlepeople,
 
On Dec 8, 2015, my wife and I arrived in Reno from our move from the Tampa, FL  area.   Since we
had not previously purchased a home, we moved  in with our son, his wife and 2 young children.  We
began to search for a home to purchase.  Our realtor set about to find us a home,   We looked at
available homes.  The search began after New Years.  Most everything we were shown, within our
price range was in areas where the homes were too close for our likes.  
 
Finally in March, we were shown a home in the Virginia Foothills area, on Chamy Drive, off Geiger
Grade.  The home had been in foreclosure for over 2 years and we had to  pour a lot of money in the
interior.
 
Now, for us to learn 50 some odd  homes may be built, not to even mention a new tract of homes
are planned for the area across from Brown School, already over crowded, is not to our liking. 
 
We were so excited to learned wild horses roamed our area.  This was almost unbelievable for us. 
Now, the areas where the horses roam and feed, is threatened.   Please help protect these areas for
the horses  by denying these permits in the Bailey Creek area.
Now, I haven’t even mentioned the impact of more cars in that area.  There are many senior citizens
in our community and more cars will pose a problem for us. 
 
I know $$$$ talks loudly, but have a HEART for the horses. This is something that not many people
can brag of having near them. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Ken A. Brock
775-453-9693
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From: Kari Coleman
To: Mullin, Kelly; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L; Smith, Catherine
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 9:14:28 AM

To Whom it May Concern:
As a resident of the Toll Rd/Geiger Grade area for the last 10 yrs +, I wholeheartedly
oppose the building of the Bailey Creek subdivision for the following reasons:
1. Our schools are tremendously overcrowded; Brown ES just had to adopt a MTYR
scheduled to be able to accommodate existing students. Where will the children from
this subdivision go to school?
2. Traffic congestion is already reasonably heavy in that area. The proposed 56
homes could possibly bring an additional 112 vehicles through the neighborhood
which will result in traffic delays and more problems with the already poorly designed
roundabout intersection.  In the last few years we have had several instances where
395 was closed due to fires and traffic was routed through Virginia City, down Geiger
into Reno. When this occurred, traffic was backed up at least 4 miles from 395. What
about event traffic and tourist season? Every year we are inundated with motorcycle
traffic during Street Vibrations. Will the increased residential traffic bring a stop to the
much needed tourist income to Virginia City? Kivett was used repeatedly as the only
access to the area after the Crane Ditch (Toll Road) flooded. It would appear based
on continual flooding that Washoe County has not been able mitigate this issue... how
is the addition of 56 homes going to make this problem any better?
3. The presence of wild horses in this area makes the additional traffic even more of a
hazard. The horses cannot be controlled. We will have more horse vs vehicle
accidents not to mention taking away their natural grazing areas will push them
farther in to residential neighborhood in search of water and food.
Please do not let the plans for the subdivision to continue!
Sincerely,
Kari Coleman
310 Scorpio Circle
Reno, NV 89521
775.313.1906
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Subject: Tentative Subdivision Map Case Number WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates)  

Applicant:   Silver Crest Homes  

Agenda Item Number: 9B  

Project Summary: 56-lot single-family residential common open space subdivision  

Re: Support Development and Urge Approval but with Request for Additional Conditions & 

Considerations 

Submitted by:  Lonnie Edwards-Detrick, 15111 Kivett Lane, Reno, NV 

I am a third generation Native Nevadan and a 47-year resident of Washoe County.  Parcel 071-017-06 

(15111 Kivett Lane formerly 16170 Kivett Lane) has belonged to my family for approaching 50 years and 

abuts the proposed development on the southeast edge of the proposed site (Baily Creek Estates, Lots 

23 & 24). (see Exhibit A attached) 

Silver Crest Homes and Tim Lewis communities, according to their website, is a “quality home builder 

with a commitment to being the region’s top home builder in overall homeowner satisfaction,” and I 

conditionally welcome them as a neighbor.  It is my hope that the addition of their community will 

influence those nearby to take more pride in their own property and bring a better sense of community 

and pride of ownership to the Kivett Lane area. It is also my hope that, with the addition of the 

moderate to up-scale community, Kivett Lane and its residents will become a more integral part of SETM 

community in the eyes of County, and the sense of being the unwanted step-children and/or outcasts 

will diminish.  

That said, I do have the following issues/concerns/questions/condition requests that directly relate to 

the project (Lots 23 & 24) abutting my parcel (and the parcels located to my north & south) and request 

that the following be thoroughly considered and perhaps added to “Conditions, Amendment A”. 

Additionally, the property owners of the parcels to my north & south (parcels 017-071-05 and 017-071-

09 are in extenuating circumstances and a state of transition (i.e. death and health issues) that most 

likely will not permit them to comment on their own behalf, so I feel compelled to speak accordingly. 

Issues/Concerns/Questions/Condition Requests & SETM Goals: 

1. Emergency Access Ingress/Egress:  SETM Pg. 6, “Toll Road Community” “Wild fires have burned 

through this area…”, “health and safety is very important…” “additional means of ingress and 

egress” (see Exhibit B, SETM Pg. 6) 

a. This development will block my parcel as well as parcels 017-071-05 & 017-071-09 without 

providing for any additional means of egress in the event of a wildfire.  

i. Will there be a 12’ gravel road adjacent to the v-ditch as denoted by Staff Report’s 

“Condition ‘y.’ in Exhibit A and Exhibit E – “V-Ditch to be located on the eastern side 

of the development.” If so, could this be used as a gated emergency wildfire egress? 

(see Exhibit  A & D attached)   

 

2. Blending Development: SETM Pg. 3, “Future growth in area will be managed to minimize 

negative impacts…”, “blending development with existing development.”  SETM 2.7, 

“Dwellings in new subdivision must match the adjacent building type…”), (Exhibit E & F & H 

attached ) 

a. Minimize Negative Impacts & Blending:  Two lots (23 & 24) on the project’s southwest 

boundary will abut my property.  The typical roof pitch of a mobile/manufactured home is 

3/12 to 4/12 or 15’ to 18’ in height.  A single-story home with an 18/12 pitch could 



potentially be up to 35’ high – the height of a two-story home.  What will the roof pitch and 

home height be on these new homes and will a single-story height of up to 35’ be 

permitted?  (Exhibit G & H ) 

i. Model Homes Elevations should be included in Tentative Map Application for 

consideration by Planning Commission.  Currently, Silver Crest is building homes 

with high-pitched roofs in both their Monte Vista and Highland Ranch subdivisions 

and could potentially see fit to place similar homes with similar roof pitch in Bailey 

Creek Estates,  thereby by-passing SETM 2.7 Rule & Planning Commission 

Consideration and/or Conditions because they are “single-story”. (see Exhibit I 

attached). 

 

3. Preservation of Mountain View & Minimize Negative Impact: SETM  Pg. 3, Pg 5. & Pg 7. 

“Preserve… Mountain View…”  : Baily Creek Lots 23 and 24 roof pitch/elevation and 

landscaping vegetation will directly and greatly negatively impact my mountain view. Parcel 

071-017-06 has been in my family for nearly 50 years and has enjoyed unobstructed views of 

Mt. Rose and the Carson/Sierra Nevada Range for nearly 50 years (Exhibit E, J & K & P attached) 

i. View Consideration & Vegetation Impact in CC&R’s:    Silver Crests Monte Vista 

development off the Mt. Rose Hwy denotes view consideration in the CC&R’s It 

would be neighborly and a sign of good will if the developer would add the same or 

similar language to their CC&R’s as currently in place at Monte Vista development, 

and include consideration for their neighbors to the east, including my parcel. It is 

requested that language in “Condition ‘r’” include the “view” language in the Bailey 

Creek CC&R’s (Exhibit L & M attached ) 

ii. Minimize Negative Impact:  See above Item2.a. above. 

iii. Silver Crest & View Consideration:  Silver Crest recognizes the value of a view & 

demonstrates same on their website with statement such as “These homes offer 

Valley-sierra views, view of open-space – hillside views.” & “incredible views”. 

(Exhibit N) 

iv. Condition “x” of Staff Report: Request similar consideration be given to view 

retention as with “Condition “x” placed on applicable final map and a disclosure 

made by the developer to affected homebuyers.  (see Exhibit H attached) 

 

4. Drainage, V-Ditch, & 12’ wide Gravel Road:  SETM pg. 23. “Development in the Southeast 

Truckee Meadows planning area will mitigate any increase in volume of runoff” (see Exhibit O 

attached) 

a. Drainage:  Staff Report, Exhibit E, V-Ditch:  “Offsite flows from MDS parcels will be picked-

up in v-ditches located on the project’s east boundary.” Request a more detailed description 

of v-ditch, including site location, material & depth. (see Exhibit D attached) 

i. Steve of Wood Rogers indicated at the CAB Meeting that the ditch will be concrete, 

yet Silver Crest representative Brad pushed back on this suggesting riprap.  

1. County Engineering and Capital Projects Division Representative Leo Vesely 

indicated the ditch will be concrete as discussed in a recent phone 

conversation.   

b. 12’ wide Grave Road: Exhibit A “Condition ‘y’”, “All drainage facilities located within 

Common Area shall be constructed with an adjoining minimum 12’ wide gravel access road.” 



i. Does this Condition apply to the v-ditch? (see Exhibit C attached) 

1. If no, how will it be maintained in accordance with “Condition ‘u’? 

2. If yes, can road be used as an emergency egress to Moon. See Item 1, 

Emergency Egress, above? 

3. If yes, can road eventually be used for MDS to east of project to tap into 

Public Services such as natural gas and sewer? 

 

Additionally, the CAB Memorandum failed to mention my major concerns and points brought up during 

my three minutes of allowed speaking time and DID NOT thoroughly represent my points.  Kivett Lane 

(NOT “Divet Lane” as denoted in CAB Memorandum”) flooding and the Hydrologic Report was merely 

one of my many speaking points -- which included Emergency Egress and Structure Height, View 

Considerations and V-Ditch/Swale questions, yet “flooding” was the only comment addressed in the CAB 

Memorandum – this is very disconcerting to me.  

The developer may be my neighbor but they may possibly not be my friend as demonstrated by their 

attempt to make my neighborhood a denser community by proposing an amendment to the Master 

Plan and the attempt to by-passing the County by approaching the City of Reno for annexation. 

Thank you, 

Lonnie Edwards-Detrick 
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Exhibit A:  Bailey Creek Estates, 15111 Kivett Lane , Parcel 
017-071-06

   15111 Kivett Lane, Reno, NV Page 1    



Exhibit B: SETM Area Plan Toll  Road Community, Pg. 6  Ingress and 
Egress for Wildfire 
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Exhibit C:  Staff Report's  - Exhibit A, Condition "y" - 12'Gravel Road 
Maintenance of Drainage
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Exhibit D:  Staff Report's Exhibit E - V-Ditch located on the project's 
east boundary
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Exhibit E:  SETM Area Plan, Character Stmt., Pg. 3 - Blending of New 
Development
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Exhibit F:  SETM 2.7 Dwellings Must Match Adjacent Building Type
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Screen clipping taken: 2/5/2017 11:41 AM

Exhibit G:  Roof Pitch Diagram & Roof Pitch 4/12 
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Exhibit H:  Staff Report's - Exhibit A Dwelling Height, Condition "x."
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Exhibit I:   Silver Crest Highland & Monte Vista Estates House 
Elevations
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Exhibit J: SETM, Master Plan, Preserve Mountain Views, Pg. 5
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Exhibit K: SETM, Master Plan, Preserve Mountain Views, Pg. 7
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Exhibit L:  Monte Vista CC&R View Obstruction
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Exhibit M:  Staff Report's  - Exhibit A, Condition "r"
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Screen clipping taken: 2/5/2017 11:58 AM

http://www.silvercresthomesnev.com/find-your-home/highland-estates/

Screen clipping taken: 2/5/2017 11:06 AM
http://www.silvercresthomesnev.com/find-your-home/monte-vista/#move-in-ready-
homes

Exhibit N:  View Mentions -- Highland Estates & Monte Vista
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Exhibit O:  SETM -- Water Resources - Flooding - Goal Fifteen, Pg. 
23
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Screen clipping taken: 2/6/2017 1:15 PM

Exhibit P:  View from 15111 Kivett Lane as rendered by Google 
Earth
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From: Holly Eisemann
To: Mullin, Kelly; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L; Smith, Catherine
Subject: Stop Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 7:56:31 AM

I’m writing this letter in order to voice my concern over the proposed Bailey Creek
Estates development.  We bought our home in 2011, and since then we have had to
evacuate for fires at least three times.  Evacuating from our neighborhood is already
difficult because there are really only two ways out to Geiger Grade via Toll Road and
Kivett Lane.  Geiger Grade is only a two lane highway in which wild horses are
frequently crossing.  This past month, Toll Road was closed for a significant amount
of time due to flooding.  Just this morning, Toll Road is on the verge of being closed
again due to more flooding, despite only having been reopened for a couple weeks. 
Kivett Lane has been our alternate road when Toll was closed, however that road is
barely wide enough for two cars and surrounded by drainage ditches that are already
overburdened.  Several times throughout the flooding Kivett also became unpassable
as the waters rapidly and significantly rose up over the roadway.  The flooding
measures we have in place are grossly inadequate, and the recent attempts to
mitigate this have also been unsuccessful.  Building a new housing development on
top of our existing flood prevention infrastructure will be disastrous.  I would like to
point out that when we bought our home, we were only told that flood insurance was
not required in the area and that in the field behind our house was existing culverts
and drainage should any flooding arise.  Obviously, we should have been warned
more about prior flooding and potential for future flooding in the area.  Are the
potential buyers of the Bailey Creek Estates homes going to be made aware of these
issues, or will they be left in the dark as we were?  Fires and flooding are just two
recent examples of how our neighborhood cannot handle the influx of even more cars
on the already overcrowded and poorly designed roads.

 

The nearby schools are already switching to multi-track calendars because of such
tremendous overcrowding.  I understand the county is working towards building more
schools, but until that actually happens, building Bailey Creek Estates will only further
hinder our schools and our children’s educational needs. Our neighborhood just
simply cannot handle more students anytime soon.

 

The developers have provided extremely poor and inaccurate estimates as to how
this will impact our neighborhood and community.  Anyone can see that their
estimates of added cars and students in the area are preposterously low.  Until more
appropriate studies and assessments can be made, Bailey Creek Estates just should
not be built.

 

I trust that our elected representatives will keep the existing communities best
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interests in mind when addressing this proposed development.

Holly and Marcus Eisemann

13577 Gold Run Drive

Reno, NV 89521



From: Diana Fowler
To: Mullin, Kelly; Whitney, Bill
Cc: jhidalgo@rgj.com
Subject: CONCERNS: Bailey Creek Estates / Wild Horse Area
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 11:03:48 AM

Dear Ms. Mullin and Mr Whitney,

I understand that Case# WTM16-003 Bailey Creek Estates is under review.  I have lived in the
Virginia Foothills area since 1998 and I have been a realtor in Reno/Sparks for over 22 years.

I understand that development on the subject property is most likely inevitable.  However, I do
hope that certain issues be addressed and considered:

1.  WIld Horses:  The wild horses have always roamed this area and migrate through it.  They
drink from the creek running through the subject property.  If they get trapped on Geiger
Grade it mean accidents for the horses and for drivers.  The development needs to provide a
way for the horses to get off of the road and back to the creek and open land - perhaps a
easement or walking trail.

2.  Walking Trails / Access to Open Land: The land proposed for development has always
been used by residents for walking, hiking, bicycling, riding their horses and ATV's.  It would
be neighborly if this development allowed public access through this property so the area
residents could still access the open land beyond it and preserve our rural quality of life in
Virginia Foothills.

3.  Light Pollution:  The residents of Virginia Foothills cherish our view of the night sky
without light pollution of street lights.  Hopefully this will also be taken in to consideration.

4.  Schools:  Our schools in the area our already over capacity.  How will this be addressed?

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Diana Fowler Rogers, ABR, CRS, GRI
Keller Williams Group One Inc.
10539 Professional Circle, Ste 100, Reno NV   89521
Direct: 775-690-2474
E-Mail: DianaRenoHomes@gmail.com
Website: www.RenoFineHomes.com
Home Search:  www.renoproperties.listingbook.com
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From: Smith, Catherine
To: Brian; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L
Cc: Emerson, Kathy; Mullin, Kelly
Subject: RE: Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 9:55:37 AM

Dear Mr. Jewell,
I believe your concerns are related to the Planning Commission and as such would be best directed to the
Community Services Department which manages that Board. I understand some misinformation was provided to the
public via the “Nextdoor” neighborhood App which advised concerned citizens to contact this office; however, as I
previously stated this Board is not managed by the Clerk’s Office. Any further comments for the Planning
Commission related to the Baily Creek Estates should be provided to either Kathy Emerson or Kelly Mullin in the
Washoe County Community Services Department, both of whom I have copied with this email.
Respectfully,

Catherine Smith

Supervisor, Board Records and Minutes
Washoe County Clerk’s Office
1001 E. Ninth Street, Building A | Reno, NV 89512
775.784.7275 | csmith@washoecounty.us
www.washoecounty.us/clerks/

-----Original Message-----
From: Brian [mailto:brianjewell13@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 9:54 AM
To: Lucey, Robert (Bob) L
Cc: Smith, Catherine
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates

Hi Mr. Lucey,

My name is Brian Jewell and I live at 15180 Bailey Canyon Dr.  I would like to start out that I would like to have
this email apart of the public record voting against the Bailey Creek Estates subdivision you will be deciding on
later today. 

I have lived in South Reno my whole life.  My family and I moved into this house 3 years ago moving from
Wyngate Village in Double Diamond.  We chose this area because of the rural feel and the space we had around us. 
We looked for houses for 18 months until we fell in love with this one.  I really feel this new subdivision will
intrude and interfere with our way of life. 

Please “Do Not” allow this subdivision to go through.  I have major concerns with this subdivision and the impact to
all of our neighbors.  Views, over crowding, traffic, flooding etc.  I currently have a river going through a drainage
behind my house.  It is worse than durning the floods a few weeks ago.  If you would like I can send you video of
the flooding a few weeks ago and what is happening now.  If houses are slated to be built on this land where will all
of the water go?  Can you share any impact flood studies that have been done for this new subdivision if any have
been done?

I understand this subdivision has been on the books for 20 years or so.  A neighbor told me that.  I also understand
that growth is good for our community.  But there has to be some kind of statute of limitations.  Why are they
deciding to build 20 years later?  There should have to be new impact studies for them to renew there permits to
build since so much time has passed.  In that 20 plus years we have all become more intelligent and aware of
impacts that certain decisions can make on all of us.  So I please ask of you again to vote “No” on approving the
new Bailey Canyon Estates project.

mailto:CSmith@washoecounty.us
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Thank you.

Brian Jewell



From: Andrew Kaltenbach
To: Mullin, Kelly; Whitney, Bill; jhidalgo@rgj.com
Subject: Bailey creek estates
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 10:10:42 AM

I am voicing my concerns to the proposed construction of the Bailey creek estates on hwy
341.  I understand the growth in Reno and the need for tax revenue for the government. 
However, when is enough enough? Do we want to look like LA?.  One of the reasons people
move to Reno is the mountains and the wildlife that life around the area.  Turning the 341
corridor into track housing will not only rob future generations of the beauty we enjoyed
growing up, but will also take away from the allure that visitors have come to expect.   That
area would make a great park and a refuge for wild horses.  How many tourist want to see
track housing when they come to Reno.    As a Nevada native that has lived in the Reno area
for 50 years the idea of California builders coming into Nevada,  manipulating regulations so as
to not adhere to environmental concerns, and disregard any overcrowding of our schools to
only  make a buck and send that money back to California makes me sick.   There is also a 900
home project that is breaking ground this spring (Caramella estates).   I remember at one time
the idea of a scenic corridor, has that great idea gone the way of tax revenue?.  Why not draw
a line around the basin and no growth above that line.  Who will put their foot down and say
stop, is tax dollars that intoxicating?  I am sure if you  have children you would want them to
enjoy the beauty of the Sierra's.  After all LA is only a short flight away if they want to see
overcrowding. 

Thank you for your time

Andy Kaltenbach
13830 Chamy  dr
Reno, NV 89521
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From: Sandi Moore
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: smoorenv@gmail.com
Subject: Concerns regarding Case WTM16-003 (Bailey Creek Estates)
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 11:07:53 AM
Importance: High

Tuesday, February 2, 2017
 
To: Washoe County Community Services Department Planning and Development Division 
Attn: Kelly Mullin, Planner
 
Dear Kelly,
 
My husband and I wanted to reach out to you and share our concerns about the Bailey Creek Estates
subdivision plan prior to the meeting tonight.
 
We live in the Cottonwood Creek Estates subdivision directly to the south of the proposed Bailey Creek
Estates subdivision. We purchased our home in 2014 because of the open spaces surrounding us, the quiet
neighborhood, views of the mountains and the rural atmosphere close to town and amenities and do not
want to lose that. 
 
Our concerns are:
 
1. The potential for the 56 proposed homes to all be two-story. This does not fit with the character of the
area and will ruin the open feel and views that so many of the homes enjoy. The Cottonwood Creek Estates
to the south of the proposed project is a similar neighborhood but only has 28 two-story homes out of 114.
The adjacent subdivision to the east is Comstock Estates subdivision, of which 24 of the 54 homes are
either two-story or smaller split level homes. An in-fill project such as this needs to fit the profile of the
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
2. The additional traffic added to Geiger Grade and the roundabout at Veterans Parkway. The
roundabout is already very busy and overrun by drivers who either don't know how to navigate it properly
(ie, yield to cars already in the roundabout) or choose to ignore the rules of a roundabout completely. Also,
there is a high number of vehicles that run the red light at Toll Rd, making it dangerous for those of us
pulling out there, even with a green light. Adding 56 more homes to this narrow, two-lane highway is only
going to compound the already present safety issues. 
 
3. The potential for even more flooding. This winter has been an eye-opener for local residents as to the
lack of flood mitigation and storm water management being done by Washoe County. Toll Road was closed
twice in January 2017 due to flooding from Bailey Creek. As I write this letter, the intersection at Gold Run
Dr and Silver Run Dr. near my house is flooding. Building out the empty land with the proposed Bailey Creek
Estates is only going to make matter worse. With less open ground to absorb precipitation from storms, the
runoff and flood potential is only going to increase. The county owes the current residents some resolution
for this before compounding the problem with additional development. Future residents of the proposed
neighborhood deserve to live in homes that are not in immediate danger of flooding. 
 
4. Overcrowding at the zoned schools. Washoe County School District is already trying to mitigate the

mailto:KMullin@washoecounty.us
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overcrowding at Brown Elementary School and adding more homes to this area is counterproductive to
that. In 2015, Brown Elementary School was operating with 10 portable classrooms, the highest number in
school district, and the sixth graders had to be diverted to Dapoali Middle School. 
 
5. This plan seems to be put together in a rush and without consideration of the community. The lack of
effort and research by the developer is evident in the requested street names - two of which already exist
in the Cottonwood Creek Estates. Hearings and meetings regarding public input have been rushed and give
the impression of trying to avoid conflict and push through without input from those affected by this
proposed development. This is further exhibited by the developers failed attempt to have the property
annexed by the City of Reno for the purpose of getting around the larger lot sizes and building restrictions
of Washoe County. 
 
I am a fifth generation Nevadan and this area embodies all that I love about my home state. My hope is
that the county considers all aspects of this proposal and its impact on the community and does what is in
the best interest of all parties concerned. Fixing existing problems should be a priority before adding more
pressure to the system. 
 
Thank you,
Sandi and Kevin Moore
749 Sterling Hills Ct.
Reno, NV 89521
775-848-9737
 
 
 Thank you,

Sandi Moore 
Principal Support Analyst

e. sandi.moore@helpsystems.com 
p. 952.933.0609 
w. helpsystems.com
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From: Mullin, Kelly
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: FW:
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 10:52:03 AM

 

From: marjorie olson <marjole@live.com>
Sent: Monday, February 6, 2017 2:38 PM
To: jhidalgo@rgj.com
Subject:
 
We are deeply concerned regarding the Baily Creek Estates Case#WTM16-003 development
for the following reasons:
1-part of this development is in FEMA flood hazard zone, and will impact the present
residents.  Should my insurance be affected adversely, be aware that class action lawsuits will
be forthcoming
2-According to signs posted along Geiger Grade, wild horses  appear YEARLY.  Is this a
concern that the Humane Society or another agency need to be involved?
3- Brown Elementary School and DePaoli Middle School are overcrowded, and the new
development will certainly NOT benefit the overcrowding situation
4-Traffic increase will unduly affect those residents along the Virginia City Hwy 341.  Is the
county planning on building fences(as was done on McCarran) to compensate for the traffic
noise?
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From: Mullin, Kelly
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: FW: Bailey Creek Estaztes
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 12:03:31 PM

From: Sherry Rapp [sherap6@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 04, 2017 11:25 AM
To: Hartung, Vaughn
Subject: Bailey Creek Estaztes

Mr. Hartung
 

            I have several concerns regarding the Bailey Ranch Estates
development.
First:
            Traffic.  In reading all of the proposed traffic flows, I am
concerned that the number of cars projected to turn left onto Geiger
Grade is as low at 41.  I really believe this is far from accurate.  If there
are 56 homes, then you should plan for two cars per house, thus
equaling 112 cars turning left onto Geiger Grade.  I feel that there need
to be no access directly onto Geiger Road, but instead should be
directed onto Toll Road in order to use the existing traffic light at Toll
Road and Geiger Grade.  No one has thought of the increased traffic
that will be on Western Skies Drive when the Caramella Ranch Estates
is built.  Western Skies Drive is very close to the Shadow Hills
intersection. I feel that there is going to be many accidents because of
the amount of cars turning off and on Geiger Grade during peak travel
times.  Caramella Ranch development is approximately 800 homes with
access to Geiger Grade and Rio Wrangler roads.  There needs to be a
more complete review of traffic with regards to all developments in the
planning stage, both in Washoe County as well as Reno.
Second:
            I think the flood risk assessment is very low.  Since the flooding
that closed Toll Road for days, and the amount of flooding in the Virginia
Foothills, Shadow Hills and other areas, including the Stone House
Nursery, that there should be a much larger emphasis put on flood
control.  I also read that there would be grouted rip rap for drainage and
soil control.  Does that mean that Bailey Creek will be concreted in, thus
denying the wild horses access to cross the creek?
Third:
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I am concerned about the wild horses.  While they might not be
endangered, they do roam this entire area.  They are also a large tourist
attraction, since most people have never seen a wild horse.  I feel that
there should be access routes that remain ‘wild’ for the horses to be
able to go down to Steamboat Creek for the water contained there.  The
study said that there are no migration routes in the area, which I feel is
incorrect.  There are horses, deer, coyotes, as well as raptors that live
and hunt in the area.  There are also signs warning of the wild horses
on Geiger Grade.

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns regarding the
Bailey Creek development.

 
Sherida  and George Rapp
13845 Chamy Drive
Rano, NV 89521
 



From: Smith, Catherine
To: Jeffrey
Cc: Emerson, Kathy; Mullin, Kelly; Parent, Nancy; Galassini, Janis L
Subject: RE: Proposed Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 3:46:03 PM

Dear Mr. Tillison,
I believe your concerns are related to the Planning Commission and as such would
be best directed to the Community Services Department which manages that Board.
I understand some misinformation was provided to the public via the “Nextdoor”
neighborhood App which advised concerned citizens to contact this office; however,
as I previously stated this Board is not managed by the Clerk’s Office. Any further
comments for the Planning Commission related to the Baily Creek Estates should be
provided to either Kathy Emerson or Kelly Mullin in the Washoe County
Community Services Department, both of whom I have copied with this email.
Respectfully,
 
Catherine Smith
 

Supervisor, Board Records and Minutes
Washoe County Clerk’s Office 
1001 E. Ninth Street, Building A | Reno, NV 89512 
775.784.7275 | csmith@washoecounty.us 
www.washoecounty.us/clerks/

 
From: Jeffrey [mailto:jltillison@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2017 3:43 PM
To: Berkbigler, Marsha; Lucey, Robert (Bob) L; Hartung, Vaughn; Herman, Jeanne; Smith, Catherine
Subject: Proposed Bailey Creek Estates
 
Dear Commissioners:
 
I write concerning the proposed development of Bailey Creek Estates on Geiger Grade.  I own
a home four houses from Bailey Creek Park on Granite Mine Drive.  
 
I believe the development of this area will cause increased flooding, overcrowding of schools
and increased traffic concerns.  
 
The flooding may be documented by this most recent flood in January and the major flooding
in 2005 when Bailey Creek Park was completely under water.  Lack of erosion control from the
mountains above to Steamboat Ditch has and will continue to cause problems.  Development
of the property at the far east and lower portion of this problem will only cause the water and
earth to flow in other directions possibly causing more severe flooding to current residents.
 The beginning of Toll Road will certainly need to be reconstructed.  The FEMA specified flood
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zones within the proposed development will cause many issues with the infrastructure
required for this development.    
 
Overcrowding of schools - self-explanatory.  
 
Increased traffic is my largest concern.  The two left-turn lanes from South Virginia St. to
Geiger Grade Rd. across from The Summit are backed up into the travel-thru lane from 4:00
pm until 6:00 pm.  There is already a lot of construction in the Damonte Ranch area and the
traffic continues to increase.  Many of the residents of that area avoid the Damonte Ranch
Parkway exit off 580 due to congestion and choose Geiger Grade Rd. to Veterans Parkway as
an alternate.  More homes in this area will cause more traffic problems. 
 
If this project is allowed to proceed I believe home design and development of the
surrounding areas should be a major concern to the county.  Bailey Creek will need to be built
into a proper drainage and the homes should complement the current residences.     
 
Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration.
 
Best regards, 
 
Jeff Tillison
14735 Granite Mine Drive
Reno, NV 89521
 



From: tma_1@charter.net
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: "tma_1@charter.net"
Subject: appeal to stop Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 5:13:53 PM

Kelly, Please add our name to the appeal filed Friday February 17, 2017 by Kathleen Pfaff to
stop construction of Bailey Creek Estates.

Thank you for your attention regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Thomas and Linda Aust

14668 Gold Run Dr.

Reno, NV. 89521 
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From: Elmira
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: appeal for Bailey creek development
Date: Monday, February 20, 2017 1:11:56 PM

Hi Kelly,

I sent you an email previously with comments right after Jan 25th hearing where I also spoke to you. It was a
lengthy email with all the explanations why we do not want this development to be approved. Now that it was
approved by Washoe county on 02/07 and Kat Pfaff submitted appeal to you on Friday, 02/17/17, I would like to ask
you to add our names to the appeal - Randy Coker and  Elmira Coker. Please confirm,

Thank you,

Elmira Coker

mailto:KMullin@washoecounty.us


February 21, 2017 

Dear Ms. Mullin, 

We would like to join the appeal for the Bailey Creek Estates new subdivision. 

Our reasons for appealing are based on the same items reported before: 

• Overcrowding in the area to include schools and roads 
• The drainage issues in the area 
• Overall quality of life of living in a rural area that is getting less and less rural  

If it is the decision of the Commissioners to approve this subdivision, we would like to 
respectfully request: 

• New home construction match adjacent existing home construction.  We are requesting 
that the conditions of approval on Page 7, Exhibit A, Item x of the Tentative Subdivision 
Map Case Number: WTM16-003 be modified to remove the current restrictions of; 
separated by a road, or a 30 foot or wider landscaped buffer.  A two story home right 
behind our home (30 feet or 300 feet is still too close) and would significantly impact 
our quality of life and privacy.   The property for the new subdivision is already at a 
higher grade than the property of the existing homes.   

• Either no construction on Saturdays or lessened work hours of 9 AM to 3 PM local time. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this appeal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cris and Larry Damico   



From: Karen Degney
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Sunday, February 19, 2017 8:33:39 AM

Hi Kelly,
Please add our names to the appeal to stop or revise the Bailey Creek Estates community proposed to be built.

1.  We believe the traffic study to be greatly flawed.
2.  We are concerned about the increase risk of flooding to our property with the additional building in the flood
zone area.
3.  We DO NOT want to loose the wild horses in our area.
4.  We believe the builders are encroaching on the common areas owned by the Comstock Estates HOA.
5.  We do not want bright lights, street lights, and increased light pollution in our rural area.
6.  We do not want traffic from the proposed community to have access through our quiet neighborhood through
Moon Lane to the West.
Thank you,
Karen and Ken Degney
15150 Bailey Canyon Drive
Reno NV 89521
775-233-5521
Kdegney1@gmail.com
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From: Karen Degney
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: Kathleen Pfaff
Subject: Petition to stop Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Thursday, February 23, 2017 6:53:40 AM

Hi Kelly,

We ask about the following things,

1.  Can Moon Lane where it meets the pavement on the W side into the court next to the park be blocked off so as
not to allow traffic into our streets to Toll Road?

2.  Can Pinion be graded and paved or at least base rocked to allow additional access to Geiger Grade in the event of
flooding again, fires, emergencies that would block Toll Road or Kivett as it would be the only other way out of our
neighborhood and will only be needed more with the addition of 56 homes and the increased population that will
bring.

3.  We want to know that the Wild Horses, which at the meeting they explained are not Wild Horses, but Ferral or
Stray Horses (and therefore unprotected) Sorry, but this is BS and not well received by our local community, will
have access to migration to water as they do each and every year in our area.  WE DO NOT WANT THEM
REMOVED FROM OUR COMMUNITY.  The majority of us here in the Virginia City Foothills enjoy them and
feel privileged to live among them.

4.  We want to make sure that the land belonging to the Comstock Estates HOA as common area is NOT absorbed
into the community and kept as open space, this is at least one are of approx. 5 acres bordering Moon Lane.

5.  We want to know that if we experience flooding like we have this winter, (we still have a river behind our home)
that any drainage changed, re routed, disturbed during the construction of the new community will not create
damage to our homes and land.

6.  We are worried about increased light pollution and the loss of views.  We would like to make sure that we do not
loose our dark night skies by street lights and that only two story homes are built behind existing two story homes as
stated at the meeting.

7.  We want to make sure that the existing overcrowded schools are not taking on more students from this
community or an explanation of what will be done to accommodate them.

8.  We want assurance that the traffic study will be re assessed as it does not seem accurate that a 56 unit community
will only increase the traffic by 56 cars per day.  We are concerned about the entering and leaving the community
onto Geiger Grade and the safety associated with that as it affects all of us using Geiger Grade.

Thank you,
Karen and Ken Degney
15150 Bailey Canyon Drive
Reno NV 89521
kdegney1@gmail.com
775-233-5521
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From: Ronald Ellis
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: f4ll4x@gmail.com
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates Appeal
Date: Saturday, February 18, 2017 9:03:33 PM

Dear Ms. Mullin, 

I am writing to add my name and my wife's name, Frances P. Ellis,  to the appeal filed by Ms.
Pfaff in support of her efforts.  
As I am a homeowner who will be directly impacted by this development, my desired outcome
is the development of this land be halted and the project approval rescinded.  I spoke at the
Planning Commission Meeting when this agenda item was discussed on 2/7/16 as well as
offering written comments.  Those comments are incorporated herein by way of reference as
points in support of my opposition of this project going forward.  

Some of the key concerns we have:  1) Construction noise and dust; 2) Flooding of my
property as a result of redirected storm water, similar to the concerns of the Fritz's in Fritz vs.
Washoe County.   3) School overcrowding 4) Law enforcement, 5) Traffic issues 6) Wild
Horse Safety and Displacement 7) Impact to other wildlife that will be displaced 8) Increased
crime  9) Adverse environmental impact 10) Water supply 11) Fire and emergency services
12) Lowered property values.  

Sincerely, 

Ronald and Frances P. Ellis
High Chaparral Drive
Reno, Nevada
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From: Joel
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: Appeal on Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Monday, February 20, 2017 2:08:50 PM

Please include my name, along with my wife Kathleen Pfaff, on the appeal she submitted to
you on February 17.

Thank you,
Joel Pfaff

mailto:KMullin@washoecounty.us


From: Kris
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: Bailey Canyon
Date: Monday, February 20, 2017 2:17:08 PM

Hello Kelly,
I am writing to express my concern with the proposed Bailey Canyon development.  If we look at all
the places in Reno and all around the country where homes and businesses are flooded, a single
thought comes to my mind.  What public official(s) allowed houses and business to be built here.
  Where was their knowledge and if they had no knowledge of what they made decisions on why did
they not learn first to make a wise decision. 
 
The human species is suppose to be the most intelligent animal on this planet.  Yet money and greed
motivates them to constantly make unwise decisions.  Decisions that don’t affect them, however
they affect others who are oblivious to the consequences that do occur  in time.  Developers don’t
care if the houses they built 5, 10, 20 years ago are flooded or fail because they don’t live in them. 
Developers don’t live in the homes they build to sell, they live in custom homes in wisely chosen
locations that are safe and in appropriate places to build often on large sized properties.  They don’t
live in 500+ unit condo or apartment complexes or communities where the houses are so close to
each other they are looking into a neighbor’s house or  hearing all the noise a neighbor makes on the
other side of the wall.   Poor social manners are common these days and cramming too many people
into a confined residential development does not provide quality of life to the people in them or the
surrounding area. 
 
I have noticed that in the past 10 or so years here in the Reno area, housing developments look
more like zoos with animals all crammed together in as little space as possible.    The reason for
this…. so that developers can profit at the expense of the people who end up in these communities.
 
I am concerned that the necessary research and consideration for the current homeowner’s (of the
foothills area) quality of life has not been studied.  As is the road noise on Toll Rd and Geiger Grade is
already excessive.
 
It is my understanding that part of the proposed area is in a flood plan and that alone is a red flag. 
Please, please see that the necessary studies are conducted and wise decisions are made for life
quality for people not for city or developer profits.   Thank you for your time.
 
Regards,
Kris
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From: Paula Patterson
To: Mullin, Kelly
Subject: An Appeal Against The Development of Bailey Creek Estates
Date: Sunday, February 19, 2017 2:36:51 PM

We would like to add our names to the appeal in support of Kathleen Pfaff's efforts
to oppose the development of Bailey Creek Estates.  We believe the decision to
approve the development has been made without due diligence required to
ascertain the impact this development will have on traffic, flooding potential, and
our already over-populated schools.  

We are not anti-growth, but do believe development must go hand-in-hand with
improving our infrastructure.  It seems very short-sighted to simply approve 56 new
homes without requiring the associated upgrades needed to support our roads
(think Veterans Parkway Circle) and our already overcrowded schools.  With our
weather this winter, county planning personnel must not omit proper flood
mitigation measures from any neighborhood development.

Our county recently approved a tax increase for repair of our school system, and we
are very concerned further neighborhood development will engender additional
taxes.

Please take the time to assure all development in Washoe County is thoughtful and
supportable.  Our quality of life and the best environment for the education of our
children relies on you.

Thank You,

Darrell and Paula Patterson
14663 Gold Run Dr
Reno NV 89521
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From: julesheimbigner@aol.com
To: Mullin, Kelly
Cc: Lucey, Robert (Bob) L; f4ll4x@gmail.com
Subject: Bailey Creek Estates Appeal
Date: Monday, February 20, 2017 4:48:49 PM
Attachments: GEIGERGRADE_TOLLROADFLOODC.pdf

Dear Ms. Mullin,

I'd like to add my name to the appeal completed by Kathleen Pfaff. I've attached a few items of research
that I believe need to be reviewed as part of the appeal. 

The Geiger Grade - Toll Road Flood Study is 11 years old. It references a 100 year flood often, but it
seems those floods keep happening in the area about every 10-12 years. I believe this really needs to be
reviewed during this appeal process. 

The following is a relevant case, decided just last year by the Nevada Supreme Court. This is of
importance, not just for reviewing the appeal, but to be financially prudent for the county to mitigate future
litigation by future homeowners! 

http://caselaw.findlaw.com/nv-supreme-court/1745487.html

Sincerely,

Julie A Heimbigner-Tullgren
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	Date of this appeal: 2/17/17
	Date of action by County: 2/7/17
	Date Decision filed with Secretary: Unknown
	Name: Kathleen Pfaff
	Phone: 775-220-8409
	Fax: 
	AddressRow1: 15170 Bailey Canyon Dr
	Email: F4LL4X@gmail.com
	Cell: 775-220-8409
	Describe your basis as a person aggrieved by the decision: A neighbor whose home and life will be directly impacted by the weight of this subdivision. My home value may be impacted and my quality of life. 
	Application Number: WTM-16-003
	Project Name: Bailey Creek Estates
	State the specific actions and related findings you are appealing: The decision of the planning commission to go ahead with the project as proposed on 2/7/17.
	City: Reno
	Text2: NV
	Text3: 89521
	Describe why the decision should or should not have been made: I don't believe all concerns presented to the board by the community and myself have been addressed. There is a known issue with drainage and flooding in this area that should be improved before further development, for the public benefit. There was overwhelming public opposition, comment and concern regarding this project that should hold some weight as the community in general does not think this subdivision is a good idea for the area proposed. This will impact overcrowding in the surrounding elementary and middle schools. Also, I want to know the horses will be safe and not pushed into our roads, causing a safety hazard for the residents. People in the area east of the development have come out to say there are drugs and drug dealers in the trailers behind the proposed subdivision on the east side and I'm concerned about the impact this could have on their ability to sell the homes for the proposed asking price of $400,000 or more, which could have an impact on property values. 
	Cite the specific outcome you are requesting with this appeal: *More flood mitigation for this entire area prior to construction completion.
*Less development in the flood x shaded zone. Maybe turn the flood x zone into common area instead. 
*Houses across the creek to match existing on this side, even if more than 30 feet apart (one story for one story). 300 feet minimum between existing and new homes to protect privacy.
*If this is going to go through, it should wait until new elementary and high schools are built. 
*No construction on Saturdays, and if so, please lessen the hours. 
*A walking path in the new development to keep the character of the area, open space and to allow space for horses to pass that will help keep them off our roads and allow them to safely stay in the area. This will also help to keep people out of the creek area, allowing them a path to the Bailey Creek Park.
*A disclosure to the new home owners about flood risks, a clear statement about who maintains drainage (the HOA) and what happens to this responsibility should the HOA dissolve. 
*Landscaping between our subdivisions so that we are not having to stare at homes in our backyards and vice versa. 
*There should be a different access added for current residents trying to get to the Toll Rd area to aid with traffic, possibly off S. Virginia. And to improve Pinion Dr. to also allow for emergency access.
*Impact statistics on local fire stations and sheriff's office and how that will relate to safety and budgets for these services. 
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	Printed Name: Kathleen Pfaff
	Signature: Kathleen Pfaff
	Date: 2/17/17


