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Barbara Aufiero <aufierob@reno.gov>

Fwd: Zoning Hearing Today
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Rick Caldeira <caldeirar@reno.gov>
To: CityClerk <CityClerk@reno.gov>

Wed, Sep 13, 2017 at 12:50 PM

For file.

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Anne Vohl <vohl@aol.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 13, 2017 at 11 :50 AM
Subject: Zoning Hearing Today
To: caldeirar@reno.gov

Dear Mayor Schieve,
This is to express our opposition to the zoning change requested today. I attach my August,
2016 letter which is even more urgent now as the use proposed is even more intensive than
before.
Sincerely,
Anne M. Vohl
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Vohl Family Trust
2470 Plumas Street
Reno, Nevada 89509
(775) 827-2119
August 18, 2016
Honorable Hillary Schieve, Mayor
Members of the Reno City Council
c/o Reno City Clerk
Attn: Ashley D. Tumey
P.O. Box 7
Reno, NV 89504
By Email individually to each Council Member, to the Mayor, and
to the Clerk.

Re:
Case No. LDC16-00069 (Sierra Senior Care PUD
Amendment)
Tbis appears t be a proceeding under NRS 278A 380 (2)
and app licable Ordinances regarding a PUD modification as to
Sierra Senior Care (the "proj ect"). The City Council is, pur uant to
statute, required to insure that modifications if any will not impair
the reasonable reliance of the resident and owners upon the
provisions of lhe plan or result in changes tbal would adversely
affect the public interest. We speak a property owners and also in
an attempt to protect the public interest.
The project modification request should be denied.
In the alternative, all action on the project should be tabled
until the new apartments have been completed and are inhabited,
so that a proper new baseline on traffic can be ascertained.
We are opposed to the project because of its adverse impacts
on six distinct groups of persons:
1) The single family homeowners in the immediate area. We
are a part of this important group, having owned our
personal residence here for 24 years. We actually live here,
year round. We are concerned about increased traffic which
we believe has not been documented adequately. We are
concerned about impact on Virginia Lake Park, and about
pedestrian safety wherever sidewalks are missing.
We received notification: most of our neighbors did not.
Our family owns four pieces of residential real estate in the
immediate vicinity of the project. Six family members

reside in the immediate vicinity, of whom three are seniors
and one is disabled.
2) Owners of approximately 200 condominium units at
Lakeside Plaza Condominium. This is a group few of
whom received notification. Our Family Trust is the owner
of a condominium unit at Lakeside Plaza Condominium
which we rent to a disabled relative. We have owned this
condo unit for 26 years. Many of the residents of the LPC
are disabled or elderly or both. The impacts on owners and
on tenants will be the greatest, as follows:

*

Beck Street serves as the de facto shared driveway for
about 130 condo units' parking spaces. Beck Street is
already overburdened with this traffic, and the new
apartments under construction will channel many
more vehicles onto Beck Street as a driveway.
Visibility turning from Beck Street onto Lakeside is
very poor.

*

This street arrangement will not upport the addition of
nursing home/rehabilitation facility traffic: employe s
working hifts, food deliveries for 210 patient meals
per day, additional trash removal including medical
waste removaJ for 70 or more patients each day,
medical supply deliveries; all this on top of the
additional traffic on Beck Street generated from the
apartments presently under construction,

* Eighteen

(18) units at LPC have their decks or porches
facing right out on Beck Street, and these units are the
ones with owners/renters most likely to be the most
heavily impacted.

*

Many homeowners debate, correctly, the safety of the
Mountain View access and wish to have all
ambulances, patient vans, and visitors use Beck Street
as well.

* LPC

is alTeady overbw-dened with heavy trespas from
neighbors. who u e its guest parking spaces, place
tra. b in its dumpsters, sneak into its swimming pool,
and use its internal driveways as vehicular and
pedestrian shortcuts.

* Condominium residents who are confined to a wheelchair
are especially in need of a safe crossing of Beck Street
at the comer of Lakeside.
3) Renters of Lakeside Plaza Condominium Units. Please see
#2 above as the anticipated impacts are similar but this group
that is not notified at any event.
4) Future residents of the Beck Street apartments under
construction. Obviously these persons, who will be
veterans, disabled veterans, and low income persons, cannot

speak because they are not as yet identifiable. Some will be
wheelchair bound and will need extra safety precautions, see
above.
Im pacts upon the person identified ab ve under 2) and 3)
may b even greater on the future residents of these
apartments becaus th ey will be at closer proximity. Like
those persons in group ) above, many will have seri ou
health issues. If they are subj e ted to erious nuisance, they
will not be in a position to speak and be heard.
To date their needs have not been heard by the developers or
by the City officials. Nor can they be.
While theirs is a state-sponsored project, we doubt that the
issues related to the impact of Sierra Senior Care on this
state project and the needs of this group have been studied in
depth by the relevant state agency.
Nonetheless, these
needs should be addressed by the City Council just as
though there were people living there right now who could
speak for themselves.
5) Anticipated nursing home or rehabilitation center patients.
The most important geographic issue for future patients is
proximity to a hospital, for many will experience medical
emergencies while there.

The second important issue is to be on a main arterial street
so that transportation when needed can be handled quickly
and efficiently.
This is why in all locales we find most skilled nursing and
rehabilitation facilities close to hospitals and /or on main
arterial roads.
The location of the project is poor on both counts from the
patient
standpoint.
No one it would seem has considered the special needs of
this group.
6) Users of Virginia Lake Park and Playground. These persons
live in many parts of town, but many of them are children in
the apartments in the immediate vicinity but well outside of
the notification area. Most of those children are minority
people from other national origins. Inasmuch as the traffic
will impact the area, the greatest impacts will be on these
children, who live in apartments, do not in many instances
have yards, and use the playground very heavily.
Who will speak for these users if we do not?
Furthermore, the Virginia Lake Park is heavily used by the
adults in these groups for their picnics and recreation. It is
unlikely that many persons from category 5) even know of

the project im order to voice their concerns.
Under the relevant Ordinance you are to evaluate the project
under points a. through o. of the Ordinance and make the required
PUD findings. All of these points are, upon analysis, geared
toward protecting the environment and protecting existing property
values in the area.
Most of these findings will not be relevant here because this
is an atypical PUD, not created to plan a large areas combining
mixed uses under a comprehensive scheme, to provide more
usable open space, and so forth as with the usual PUD; but for
other reasons. This project's PUD designation has historically
been a means of creating a zoning change while minimizing the
optics of its deviation from the local Master Plan. This deviation
would result in piecemeal planning, the very opposite of a PUD
statute's intention, if the current request were to be granted.
The Master Plan is in place under the law in order to serve as
a guidance for planners and decision-makers. While you are not
mandated to follow the Plan in every particular, the more the
project's proponents deviate in their requests from the goals and
objectives of the Plan, the more strictly you should scrutinize its
impacts on nearby landowner and others. "The Master Plan is a
standard that commands deference and a presumption of
applicability". Nova Horizon v. City Council 1 Reno, 105 Nev. 92,
96 (1989).
Each iteration of the projects for the project deviates further
from the Master Plan than did its predecessor. The PUD from
which the developer seeks relief provides for a buffer of cottage
housing that somewhat bridges the gap between single family
homes and commercial/institutional use, providing a design
transitional element. The new project changes the use drastically
and removes this buffer.
Special care in scrutinizing the factors on the record is
appropriate because of this sharp deviance from the Master Plan.
We are not sure that this scrutiny has taken place thus far. We
think that the amendment now before you cannot withstand such
scrutiny.
The findings which are relevant to the project are b. and e.
relating to Virginia Lake Park, g. which relates to the Master Plan,
h. relating to the fact that there is no transportation plan and no
traffic study which includes the apartments under construction, j.
which demands consideration of physical limitations including
Mountain View and Beck Street, k. which encompasses all of our
points 1) through 6) outlined above, 1. under which the change
from a residential to a commercial use at a time of housing
shortage needs to be noted, and most importantly m. to ensure the
protection of existing neighborhoods (emphasis added).
More specifically, under j. above, it must be found that the
physical limitations imposed by Beck Street and Mountain View
are insurmountable.
These streets are dangerous and are

inadequate to meet current needs. They will be further challenged
by the demands imposed by the new apartments under
construction.
Furthermore the other nearby streets such as
Lakeside and Lymbery along the park and Brinkby along the
Anderson School playground cannot withstand three shifts of
traffic or the additional traffic which obviously will be generated.
Beck Street cannot readily handle the additional traffic
which will be generated by the apartments under construction; yet
we and I am sure many other citizens did not want to oppose
Veterans' Housing when that came up for review. That does not
mean that we must tolerate the present project.
Furthermore, there is a City of Reno Citywide Plan, under
which (Policy CD-6) under which 24 hour commercial uses should
be generally discouraged adjacent to residential zones. Picture the
Beck Street side of the proposed project, adjacent to 200 longexisting condominium units (18 of which face right out on Beck
Street) and a smaller number of new Veteran's Housing
apartments. Picture also the smaller, multi-family housing at the
northwest comer of Beck and Lakeside. Next picture the 24 hour
usage of Beck Street and the projects service entry, with deliveries
and pickups coming and going as well as three shifts of employees,
professional and nonprofessional. The importance of Policy CD-6 will be readily
apparent. The need for applying the policy properly to this
situation is most urgent.
The area close to Virginia Lake is becoming increasingly
residential in nature and increasingly densely populated. The large
commercial buildings in the area such as those on Lakeside Court
have essentially been shut down. The project would be the only
large scale employer located in the area in question. A commercial
enterprise of this size (note that the large Rehabilitation Center
operated by Renown Hospital on Mill street has fewer beds) is now
totally out of keeping with this residential neighborhood.
Finally, the City is perhaps missing a rare and golden
opportunity to expand Virginia Lake Park in the future, in response
to the obvious future needs created by the huge residential
population explosion in the immediate area. This is a park which
is also used by people from all over Reno, so the project's adverse
environmental impacts on the park will be detrimental to a
substantial sector of our population.
Respectfully
submitted,

Anne and Paul
Vohl, Trustees
c. Reno City Clerk

