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Executive Summary

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

SILVER HILLS DEVELOPMENT
WASHOE COUNTY, NEVADA

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ekay Economic Consultants, Inc. (EEC) of Reno, Nevada was retained to conduct fiscal
impact analyses for the proposed Silver Hills development in Washoe County, Nevada.

The analysis compares the fiscal impact of three buildout scenarios and provides a
discussion of the demand for commercial space added by the project, as well as
income and spending levels of future residents.

The development, located in unincorporated portion of Washoe County, spans 780.3
acres. Parcels within the project are currently vacant (Scenario 1). The development
is currently planned to include 780 single-family residential units (Scenario 2).
Developers are proposing to increase the number of residential units to 1,872 and add
45,000 square feet of retail space (Scenario 3).

Under Scenario 1, the project will not generate any additional costs or revenues for
Washoe County or Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District.

Estimated revenue surplus/(deficit) over the 20-year analysis period for all impacted
entities under Scenarios 2 and 3 is summarized below.!

Fund Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Washoe County
General Fund $ 3,420,113 $ 7,331,065
Library Expansion Fund 146,017 283,772
Animal Services Fund 80,166 170,066
Indigent Tax Levy Fund 1,276,712 2,394,993
Child Protective Services Fund (601,295) (1,076,761)
Senior Services Fund 21,966 47,934
Other Restricted Special Revenue 2,232,062 4,115,941
Roads Special Revenue Fund 1,155,598 2,127,049
Net Total for All Funds $ 7,731,338 $ 15,394,059
Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District
General Fund $ 439,848 $ 1,266,906

Analysis shows Scenario 3 will result in the highest revenue surpluses for impacted
funds and entities. This is mainly due to the revenues generated by the retail use
included in Scenario 3.

In addition to higher positive impacts on local governments, Scenario 3 provides retail
space needed to support the Silver Hills and surrounding residential uses, as well as
provide workforce housing much needed in the region.

1 The table provides a net total amount for all Washoe County funds for comparative purposes only since
many funds include restricted revenues which cannot be used outside of the fund.

Page |i
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Introduction

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

SILVER HILLS DEVELOPMENT
WASHOE COUNTY, NEVADA

Fiscal Impact, Commercial Space Market, and Resident Income
Analyses

Ekay Economic Consultants, Inc. (EEC) of Reno, Nevada was retained to conduct fiscal

impact analyses for the proposed Silver Hills development in Washoe County, Nevada.

The analysis compares the fiscal impact of three buildout scenarios and provides a

discussion of the demand for commercial space added by the project, as well as income

and spending levels of future residents.

The development, located in unincorporated portion of Washoe County, spans 780.3
acres. Parcels within the project are currently vacant. Originally, the development was
planned to include 780 single-family residential units. Project developers are proposing
to increase the number of residential units for the project to 1,872 and add 45,000 square

feet of retail space.

EEC estimated the fiscal impact associated with the three potential plans for the project.
Scenario 1 assumes the project will remain undeveloped. Scenario 2 uses the existing
plan for the project, 780 single-family units. Scenario 3 uses the proposed update to the
project, 1,872 single-family units and 45,000 square feet of retail space. This is

summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Silver Hills Development Summary by Scenario

Use Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Single Family (units) - 780 1,872
Retail (square feet) - - 45,000

Page |1
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Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

The fiscal impact analysis estimates the financial impact of the proposed Silver Hills
development on Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District. It
measures the incremental increase in public sector revenue generated by the
development, as well as the increase in public sector costs to provide services to the

development and its residents.
METHODOLOGY

Buildout assumptions for the development provide the foundation on which the fiscal
impact analyses are based. These assumptions are presented in Appendix 1 of Scenarios
2 and 3 and represent information provided by Silver Hills developers based on past
experience and existing market data. The buildout for the project spans seven years
(2021 to 2027) under Scenario 2 and 15 years (2021 to 2035) under Scenario 3.
Appendix 1 shows annually the square feet built, residential units constructed, taxable

land and building (improvements) values, and construction materials cost.

The remaining appendices present revenue and cost projections on an annual basis
through buildout to 2040 (20-year period) to estimate the long-term impact of the
development. Assumptions used in developing these estimates are presented at the end

of each appendix. Appendix numberings are the same for Scenarios 2 and 3:

Scenarios 2 and 3

Appendix 1:  Buildout Assumptions

Appendix 2:  Estimated Number of Residents and Employees (Residents only
under Scenario 2)

Appendix 3: Washoe County Comparison of Estimated Revenue to Estimated
Costs

Appendix 4A: Washoe County Estimated Real Property Tax Revenue

Appendix 4B: Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District Estimated Real Property
Tax Revenue

Appendix 5:  Washoe County Estimated Sales Tax Revenue

Page |2
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Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

Appendix 6:  Washoe County Sheriff Operations Cost Projections

The following important assumptions were made in this analysis:

1. The analysis estimates 1,889 new residents to Washoe generated by the project’s
residential units at full buildout under Scenario 2 and 4,534 residents under Scenario
3. Due to low single-family home vacancy rates in the Reno-Sparks area, all residents
of the project, with an adjustment for home vacancy, are estimated to be new
residents of Washoe County, whether due to development residents moving to
Washoe County from outside the County or moving from existing homes, as these
homes are expected to become occupied by new residents to the area. See Appendix 2

for population estimates.

The analysis estimates the project’s retail uses under Scenario 3 will provide space for
55 employees. The fiscal impact analysis estimates costs and revenues associated
with the development using estimated number of new development residents only.
The analysis assumes employees of the development will be existing residents of the
region, residents of other regions, or residents of the development. See Appendix 2 of

Scenario 3 for employment estimates.

2. Due to the project’s location in unincorporated Washoe County, services to the project
will be provided by Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District.

Impacts of the project on each entity are estimated.

The fiscal impact analysis for Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection
District includes all revenue and expenditure sources for the General Fund. This is
because the General Fund is expected to provide the majority of services to the project
and receive the majority of its revenue. Washoe County’s Road Fund is also included
as it will provide maintenance and repair service for public roads added by the
project, though the information regarding the length of roads added by the project
was unavailable as of the date of this report and no road maintenance costs are

estimated. This may be updated at a later date, if required.
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Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

Other Washoe County funds receiving property tax revenue are also analyzed. This
includes Library Expansion Fund, Animal Services Fund, Indigent Tax Levy Fund, Child
Protective Services Fund, Senior Services Fund, and Other Restricted Special Revenue

Fund.

3. Property tax revenue estimated in this analysis includes real property only. The
project, through its retail uses under Scenario 3, and project residents will generate
personal property revenues for Washoe County. However, as the value of this
property is unknown and difficult to estimate, the analysis is conservative in

estimating real property tax revenue only.

Taxable value of land and improvements for the project is estimated using land values
for comparable developments and land uses in the area, with the existing taxable
value of project’s parcels, which is already generating property tax for the County,
subtracted from estimated project-related land values to arrive at incremental

property tax revenue only. See Appendices 4A and 4B for details.

4. Fiscal impact revenue and cost estimates are made using three methodologies. The
main methodology (direct methodology) utilizes existing tax rates, service levels,
national service standards and information from department representatives to
estimate direct costs associated with the project. This methodology is used to
estimate expenditures associated with law enforcement costs, as well as revenues

from sales and property tax sources.

If detailed information required for this type of analysis is not available or the impact
on the revenue or expenditure source is expected to be directly related to population
changes, the ACM (average cost method) is used to estimate costs and revenues
associated with the project. This method uses per capita revenue and expenditure

amounts applied to the estimated residential population of the project.

Indirect administrative costs, such as costs associated with providing services (human

resources, finance, legal, etc.) to the direct service departments are estimated as
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Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

percent of additional direct services (law enforcement, judicial, etc.), the third
methodology used in the analysis. Appendix 3 provides detailed assumptions and

calculations for each of the three methods.

5. Costs and revenues estimated using the direct method are founded on methodology

developed based on conversations with local government representatives.

6. Information for the ACM and the indirect cost analyses was obtained from the fiscal
year (FY) 2018-19 budget documents for Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire
Protection District. FY 2017-18 is used as the base year for the analysis, as this is the

latest year for which non-budgeted, actual data is available.

7. The project, under Scenarios 2 and 3, will be served by the Silver Lake Volunteer Fire
District fire station located at 11525 Red Rock Road. It is EEC’s understanding that
Silver Hills developers are in discussion with fire officials to expand the fire station to
provided career fire services. As a result, the analysis estimates fire service costs
associated with the project using average per capita fire service costs for the Truckee

Meadows Fire Protection District. See Appendix 3 for detailed calculations.

8. The fiscal impact analysis typically estimates costs associated with maintenance and
repair of all roads constructed and dedicated by the project to Washoe County for
maintenance. The length of these roads is currently unknown due to the early stage of
project planning. As a result, the analysis estimates only the revenue generated for

the Roads Fund.

9. Additional information for revenue and cost estimate methodology, sources of data,

calculations, and findings is provided in the appendices attached to this report.

It should be noted that information contained in this report is the best information
available to the developer and EEC as of the date of the report and may change as the
project moves through the approval process and begins development. This fiscal impact

analysis may be revised if such changes occur.
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Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada
FINDINGS

Scenario 1

Scenario 1 assumes the parcels making up the project will remain undeveloped. Table 2

provides a summary of project parcel information.

Table 2. Silver Hills Parcel Summary-Tax Year 20182

Taxable TMFPD
Taxable Land Improvement WC Property Property Tax
APN Acres Value Value Tax Revenue Revenue

087-390-10 3086 $ 246,880 $ - $ 1,052 $ 408
087-390-13 243.0 194,416 - 829 322
086-232-31 190.03 1,425,225 - 1,239 481
086-203-05 38.67 386,700 - 404 157
Total 780.3 $ 2,253,221 $ - $ 3,524 $ 1,367

Project parcels are currently generating $8,204 per year in property tax revenue for all
entities receiving property tax revenue (State of Nevada, Washoe County, Washoe County
School District, and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District). Washoe County received
$3,524 in revenue and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District received $1,367 in the
fiscal year 2018. As long as it remains undeveloped, the project is expected to generate a
similar level of property tax revenue for the impacted entities. No other revenues or
expenditures associated with the project parcels are expected as long as no development
occurs on these parcels. As the analysis includes only additional/incremental revenue
generated by the project, the fiscal impact of the project under Scenario 1 is estimated at

Zero.
Scenario 2

Scenario 2 assumes the project is developed with 780 single-family units and no
commercial space. Table 3 summarizes the estimated impact of the project on the

Washoe County General Fund over the 20-year analysis period. The table shows the

2 Washoe County Assessor’s Office and Treasurer’s Office.

Page |6
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 229 of 991



Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

project is estimated to generate a revenue surplus for the County’s General Fund in the

amount of $3.4 million over the 20-year analysis period.

Table 3. Summary of Estimated Washoe County General Fund Impacts, 20-Year

Total-Scenario 2

Estimated Revenue

Property Tax $ 24,293,587
Licenses and Permits 2,578,988
Intergovernmental Revenue 8,538,372
Charges for Services 484,916
Fines and Forfeitures 734,174
Miscellaneous -

TOTAL $ 36,630,037

Estimated Costs

General Government $ 3,863,455
Judicial 7,206,012
Public Safety 18,403,483
Public Works 1,159,965
Welfare -
Culture and Recreation 1,731,914
Community Support 39,645
Intergovernmental 476,639
Subtotal $ 32,881,113
Contingency 328,811

TOTAL $ 33,209,924

Estimated Revenue Surplus/(Deficit)

Estimated Surplus $

3,420,113

Detailed information for the estimate of Washoe County General Fund revenues and costs
by line item, by year, as well as methodology for estimating these costs and revenues is

found in Appendix 3 for Scenario 2.

Table 4 shows estimated revenues and expenditures associated with the project for the
General Fund, by year. The table shows an estimated revenue surplus in every year of
analysis. The table does show a decline in revenue surplus amounts post project buildout
as revenues are inflated by 3% per year, but law enforcement costs are inflated by 4% per

year, and resulting indirect costs, by some rate over 3% per year.
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Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

Table 4. Summary of Estimated Washoe County General Fund Impacts, by Year-

Scenario 2
Estimated Ann'l Cumulative
Project Estimated Revenue Surplus/
Year Revenue Project Costs Surplus/ (Deficit)
2021 $ 268,305 $ 613 $ 267,692 $ 267,692
2022 525,582 234,761 290,821 558,513
2023 798,932 506,092 292,841 851,354
2024 1,088,211 759,745 328,466 1,179,820
2025 1,394,127 1,030,385 363,742 1,543,562
2026 1,717,419 1,318,898 398,521 1,942,083
2027 1,807,865 1,625,577 182,288 2,124,371
2028 1,858,752 1,730,599 128,153 2,252,524
2029 1,914,514 1,789,403 125,111 2,377,635
2030 1,971,950 1,850,279 121,670 2,499,306
2031 2,031,108 1,913,302 117,806 2,617,112
2032 2,092,041 1,978,548 113,493 2,730,605
2033 2,154,803 2,046,097 108,706 2,839,311
2034 2,219,447 2,116,032 103,415 2,942,726
2035 2,286,030 2,188,438 97,593 3,040,318
2036 2,354,611 2,263,403 91,208 3,131,526
2037 2,425,249 2,341,020 84,229 3,215,755
2038 2,498,007 2,421,385 76,622 3,292,378
2039 2,572,947 2,504,595 68,353 3,360,730
2040 2,650,136 2,590,753 59,383 3,420,113
TOTAL $ 36,630,037 $ 33,209,924 $ 3,420,113

Table 5 shows the estimated impact of the project on other ad-valorem revenue funds, as
well as the Roads Special Revenue Fund. Details regarding these calculations can also be

found in Appendix 3 for Scenario 2. As noted above, costs for the Roads Fund are not

estimated as road information for the project is unavailable.

The table shows the Child Protective Services Fund is estimated to experience a revenue
deficit over the 20-year analysis period of $0.6 million. This deficit will be covered by the
revenue surplus estimated to be generated by the project for the General Fund. According

to budget documents, this fund consistently receives transfers from the General Fund.
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Fiscal Impact Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

Table 5. Summary of Estimated Washoe County Other Funds Impacts, 20-Year
Total-Scenario 2

Estimated Estimated Revenue
Project Project Surplus/
Fund Revenue Costs (Deficit)
Library Expansion Fund $ 425571 $ 279,553 $ 146,017
Animal Services Fund 693,406 613,240 80,166
Indigent Tax Levy Fund 1,276,712 - 1,276,712
Child Protective Services Fund 5,660,025 6,261,321 (601,295)
Senior Services Fund 446,254 424,288 21,966
Other Restricted Special Revenue 2,232,062 - 2,232,062
Roads Special Revenue Fund 1,155,598 - 1,155,598

Table 6 shows the estimated impact of the project on the Truckee Meadows Fire
Protection District. Detailed calculations of the amounts shown in the table can also be
found in Appendix 3 for Scenario 2. The table shows an estimated revenue surplus for the
TMFPD of $0.4 million over the 20-year analysis period. The analysis estimates a positive
revenue surplus for the Fire District in every year of analysis.

Table 6. Summary of Estimated Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District General

Fund Impacts, 20-Year Total-Scenario 2
Estimated Revenue

Property Tax $ 11,490,404
AB 104 Revenue 109,402
C-Tax Revenue 1,023,265
Other Sources -
Total Revenue $ 12,623,072
Estimated Costs
Fire Protection $ 12,183,224
Estimated Revenue Surplus/(Deficit)
Estimated Surplus $ 439,848
Scenario 3

Scenario 3 assumes the project is developed with 1,872 single-family units and 45,000
square feet of retail space. Table 7 summarizes the estimated impact of the project on the
Washoe County General Fund over the 20-year analysis period. The table shows the
project is estimated to generate a revenue surplus for the County’s General Fund in the

amount of $7.3 million over the 20-year analysis period.
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Table 7. Summary of Estimated Washoe County General Fund Impacts, 20-Year

Total-Scenario 3

Estimated Revenue

Property Tax $ 45,572,526
Licenses and Permits 4,747,008
Intergovernmental Revenue 16,375,742
Charges for Services 892,560
Fines and Forfeitures 1,351,355
Miscellaneous -

TOTAL $ 68,939,191

Estimated Costs

General Government $ 7,144,536
Judicial 13,263,726
Public Safety 34,283,426
Public Works 2,151,510
Welfare -
Culture and Recreation 3,187,842
Community Support 72,972
Intergovernmental 894,131
Subtotal $ 60,998,144
Contingency 609,981

TOTAL $ 61,608,126

Estimated Revenue Surplus/(Deficit)

Estimated Surplus $

7,331,065

Detailed information for the estimate of Washoe County General Fund revenues and costs

by line item, by year, as well as methodology for estimating these costs and revenues is

found in Appendix 3 for Scenario 3.

Table 8 shows estimated revenues and expenditures associated with the project for the

General Fund, by year. The table shows an estimated revenue surplus in every year of

analysis.
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Table 8. Summary of Estimated Washoe County General Fund Impacts, by Year-
Scenario 3

Estimated Ann'l Cumulative

Project Estimated Revenue Surplus/
Year Revenue Project Costs Surplus/ (Deficit)
2021 $ 266,481 $ 577 $ 265904 $ 265,904
2022 553,659 234,757 318,902 584,807
2023 845,921 539,467 306,454 891,261
2024 1,118,159 793,492 324,666  1,215927
2025 1,419,720 1,064,117 355,602 1,571,529
2026 1,738,368 1,352,614 385,755 1,957,284
2027 2,074,858 1,659,909 414,949 2,372,234
2028 2,429,973 1,986,975 442,998 2,815,231
2029 2,804,527 2,334,830 469,697 3,284,928
2030 3,199,367 2,704,540 494,827 3,779,755
2031 3,615,373 3,097,220 518,154 4,297,909
2032 4,053,461 3,514,038 539,423 4,837,332
2033 4,514,580 3,956,218 558,362 5,395,694
2034 4,999,718 4,425,039 574,679 5,970,373
2035 5,478,939 4,921,766 557,173 6,527,547
2036 5,617,880 5,418,483 199,397 6,726,943
2037 5,786,416 5,604,786 181,630 6,908,574
2038 5,960,009 5,797,682 162,327 7,070,901
2039 6,138,809 5,997,408 141,401 7,212,302
2040 6,322,973 6,204,210 118,763 7,331,065
TOTAL $ 68,939,191 $ 61,608,126 $ 7,331,065

Table 9 shows the estimated impact of the project on other ad-valorem revenue funds, as
well as the Roads Special Revenue Fund. Details regarding these calculations can also be
found in Appendix 3 for Scenario 3. As noted above, costs for the Roads Fund are not

estimated as road information for the project is unavailable.

The table shows the Child Protective Services Fund is estimated to experience a revenue
deficit over the 20-year analysis period of $1.1 million. This deficit will be covered by the
revenue surplus estimated to be generated by the project for the General Fund. According

to budget documents, this fund consistently receives transfers from the General Fund.
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Table 9. Summary of Estimated Washoe County Other Funds Impacts, 20-Year
Total-Scenario 3

Estimated Revenue
Estimated Project Project Surplus/
Fund Revenue Costs (Deficit)
Library Expansion Fund $ 798,331 $ 514559 §$ 283,772
Animal Services Fund 1,298,825 1,128,759 170,066
Indigent Tax Levy Fund 2,394,993 - 2,394,993
Child Protective Services Fund 10,448,122 11,524,883 (1,076,761)
Senior Services Fund 828,899 780,965 47,934
Other Restricted Special Revenue 4,115,941 - 4,115,941
Roads Special Revenue Fund 2,127,049 - 2,127,049

Table 10 shows the estimated impact of the project on the Truckee Meadows Fire
Protection District. Detailed calculations of the amounts shown in the table can also be
found in Appendix 3 for Scenario 3. The table shows an estimated revenue surplus for the
TMFPD of $1.3 million over the 20-year analysis period. The analysis estimates a positive

revenue surplus for the Fire District in every year of analysis.

Table 10. Summary of Estimated Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District General
Fund Impacts, 20-Year Total-Scenario 3

Estimated Revenue

Property Tax $ 21,554,938
AB 104 Revenue 209,960
C-Tax Revenue 1,927,027
Other Sources -
Total Revenue $ 23,691,925
Estimated Costs
Fire Protection $ 22,425,018
Estimated Revenue Surplus/(Deficit)
Estimated Surplus $ 1,266,906

The higher revenue surplus under Scenario 3 is due mainly to the property tax revenue

generated by the retail component proposed under this scenario.
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COMMERCIAL SPACE MARKET ANALYSIS

Because the Silver Hills development proposes to add commercial space, the development

must show the following:

e For amendments that propose new or intensified commercial land use, the scale of the
intended use has been shown to be community serving in nature, and

e For proposals to establish or intensify commercial land uses, a market analysis has been
conducted that clearly articulates the anticipated trade area, provides convincing
evidence of a need to increase the inventory of commercial land use opportunities, and
otherwise demonstrates the scale of the intended use to be community serving in nature.

Silver Hills development proposes to include 45,000 square feet of retail space, along with
1,872 single-family residential units, instead of the 780 residential units and no
commercial space as currently planned. The exact layout of the retail space is unknown,
but the size of the space at 45,000 square feet puts it in the “Neighborhood Center”
classification. According to Table 11, Neighborhood Shopping Centers are convenience
oriented with a trade area of approximately 3 miles. The center includes at least one
anchor, typically a supermarket, and a total of 5-20 stores on 3-5 acres.3 The acreage is
also consistent with the Silver Hills project, which proposes 4 acres to be dedicated to

retail space.

Little retail space exists within the 3-mile trade area of the Silver Hills parcels (driving
distance based on Google Maps). The nearest retail space is located slightly over 3 miles
south of the center of the project at 8790 N Red Rock Road. The 15,956 square foot*
center is home to the Pizza Factory, Legends Hair & Nail Salon, Amba Martial Arts, and
Red Rock Food Market. Over five miles away from the project are two strip type retail
centers. The first, located at 10603 Stead Spur, is a 14,121 square foot building plus a
free-standing Taco Bell restaurant. The main building is home to LaBarca Grocery &

$0.99 Store, Valley Cleaners, Dominos, Subway, Perfect 4 U Salon, and Hangar Bar.

3 “U.S. Shopping-Center Classification and Characteristics,” ICSC: International Council of Shopping Centers,
January 2017.
4 For this and similar analyses, data from Washoe County Assessor’s Office.
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Table 11. US Shopping-Center Classification and Characteristics

% share Typical Typical
of GLA Mumber
Type of Shopping Center Aggregate GLA  Industry Average Size Range (5q. % anchor of Trade Area
center Concept Count {50. Ft.) GLA [5q. FL.) Ft. acres #ofanchors GLA Tenants Typical Type of Anchors size
Full-line or junior department
_ similar in concept to regional malls, but offering more _ store, mass merchant, discount _
Super-Regional Mall y - 620 778,336,548 10.2% 1,255,332 00,000+ | €0-120 3+ 50-70% Ha . 5-25 miles
variety and assortment. department store and/or fashion
apparel store.
General merchandizs or fashion-criented offerings. Full-ling or junior department
Resional Mall Typically, enclosed with imward-facing stores connected by - e —— 7% [ — 400,000 an-100 2 0-70% 40-B0 store, mass merchant, discount £-15 miles
£ a3 common walkway. Parking surrounds the outside e ) ' 800,000 stores | department store and/for fashion
pErimeter. apparel store.
_ General merchandise or convenience- ariented offerings. Discount store, suparmarket, drug,
Community Center | = rienngs "= S * OTUE,
{"Larze ‘wider range of apparel and other soft goods offerings than 125 000- 1540 large-specialty discount (toys,
Neighhcrhood neighborhood centers. The center is usually configursd in 2 8,776 1,930,848,736 25.4% 197,509 401:;0:.‘-} 10-40 2+ 40-60% ctores baoks, electronics, home 3-8 miles
centar") straight line a5 3 strip, or may be lzid outinan Lor U ! improvement/furnishings or
shape, depending on the site and design. sporting goods, etc.)
teighborhocd Co i iented 32,5BB 2,340,711 371 30.8% 71,827 30,000- 3-5 1 30-50% = 5 ket 3 mil
rivenience oriented. , . , - + - upermarks miles
Center i ! ' 125,000 stores P
Attached row of stores or service outlets managed as a
coherent retail entity, with on-site parking wsually located
in frant of the stores. Open canopies may connect the
store fronts, but a strip center does not have enclossd fncher b:‘ oA convenience store. such as a mini
strip/Convenience wialkways linking the stores. A strip center may be E8,036 911,202,922 12.0% 13,218| < 30,000 =3 w"::ll“_ MA MA mar.t =1 mile
configured in a straight fine, or have an "L" or "U" shape. & T — i
convenience center is among the smallest of the centers,
whos2 tenants provide 3 narrow mix of goods and personal
sarvices to 3 very limited trade area.
Spec ed-Purpose Centers
. . - Categary killers, such as home
Category-dominant anchors, including discount E’ Y -
o . 250,000- - improvement, discount .
Power Center depanm ent stores, off-price stores, whalesale clubs, with 2,258 000,415 667 13.0% 438,626 25-80 I+ F0-090% (1Y 5-10 miles
" " * 600,000 department, warehouse club and
only a few small tenants. §
off-price stores
. Upscale national-chain specislty stores with dining and 150,000- N - .
Lifestyle psce . |: fry K s 401 164,303 247 2.7% 335,852 N 10-40 o-2 -50% MA Large format upscale specalty | 8-12 miles
entertsinment in an outdoor sstting. 500,000
mManufacturers' and retailers’ outlet stores selling brand- 50,000- manufacturers’ and retailers' )
Factory Outlst X 367 B7,363,113 1.2% 238,060 10-50 MA M Ma& _ 25-75 miles
name goods at a discount. 400,000 gutlets
Leisure, tourist, retail and service-oriented offerings with
. entertaiment as & unifying theme. Often located in urban 80,000- . .
Theme/Fastival . fying . 159 23,498, 782 0.3% 147,731 5-20 Unspacifiad MA MA Restawrants, entertainment 25-75 miles
arezs, they may be adapted from older—-sometimas 250,000
historic--bwildings and can be part of & miked-use project.
consofidation of retail stores located within a commercial No anchors; retail indudes
. 62 15,452 BED 0.2% 249,240 Ma MA M MA . :Z' Ma
airport specialty retail and restaurants

Total Industry

Traditional + specialty + Special Purpose

7,506,535, 781

Sources: ICSC Researdh

and CoStar Realty Infarmation, Ine . [wiwsaoastar. com)
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Across Silver Lake Road is a multi-building strip center totaling 40,355 square feet of
space. Businesses within this center include a Maverick gas station, Dollar Tree, Fiesta
Mexicana, Asian Wok, Lara's Charisma Salon, QuickMart Liquor, Port of Subs, Jackson
Hewitt, Movie Gallery, Manpower, Panaderia El Jalisco, Little Caesars, Chevron/Jacksons,
and McDonalds. A Dollar General Store is located further north along Stead Boulevard

with 9,184 square feet of building space.

The closest supermarkets to the Silver Hills development are located in three major
shopping centers off Lemon Drive, over a 7-mile drive from the Silver Hills project. The
first center, anchored by Smith’s Food and Drug includes 80,582 square feet of space and
houses a Dotty's, Papa Murphy's, Paycheck Advance, H&R Block, Great Clips, AT&T,
Qdoba, Goodwill, Jack in the Box, and Bank of America.

Across the street is a 109,061 square foot center housing O'Reilly Auto Parts, True Value,
CVS Pharmacy, McDonalds, Port of Subs, Eggroll King, Dotty's, J&B Nail Spa, Peg's Glorified
Ham and Eggs, Big Lots, Grocery Outlet, Pizza Hut, Sally's Beauty Supply, North Hills
Chiropractic, Cost Cutters, The UPS Store, Wells Fargo, Dickey's Barbecue Pit, and
Starbucks. Further north is a 160,891 square foot Walmart Supercenter and nearby
19,469 square-foot building holding Super Cuts, Lemon Valley Dental Group, Dollar Loan
Center, T-Mobile, and St. Mary’s Medical Group.

On the west side of the Silver Hills project, serving Cold Springs and located along White
Lake Parkway, is a 2,400 square foot SpringMart convenience store, a 2,400 square foot 7-
Eleven, and an 8,000 square foot Family Dollar. A 5.57-acre parcel near Cold Springs
Middle School is in the process of being developed, with a recently completed 6,144
square foot Village Grill.

The widely dispersed and limited commercial developments indicate the proposed
development has little nearby convenience-type retail, restaurants, and service space. No
retail is located within the 3-mile Neighborhood Shopping Center trade area of the Silver
Hills project. This is consistent with the report by CBRE which provides an overview of

the Reno-Sparks region’s retail market as of the 4th Quarter 2018.
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Figure 1. CBRE Reno-Sparks Subregions>

Figure 1 shows the various subregions within the Reno-Sparks region, with the Silver
Hills development corresponding to the North Valleys subregion. Table 12 reports retail
market performance data for all Reno-Sparks subregions. The table shows at 791,887
leasable square feet, the North Valleys market is the third smallest market of all
subregions. At a total vacancy of 3.8% and availability of 4.3%, the subregion has the
second lowest vacancy and availability rates,® with only the Northwest region showing

lower rates.

5 “Reno Retail, Q4 2018,” CBRE.
® Availability Rate-all existing space being marketed to potential occupants, either for lease, sublease, or sale.
Total Vacancy Rate-direct and sublease vacancy only.
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Table 12. CBRE Reno-Sparks Retail Market Statistics
Gross Total Total Q4 Net YID Net Average

Leasable Area Vacancy % Avuilability %  Absorpfion Absorption  Asking Rate §

Central/ Airport 1,757,965 159 17.9 19,694 67,839 1.36
Downtown 385,397 20.] 20.1 (1,000) (2,000) 2.27
Mendowood 3,285,664 6.8 6.8 (1,333) (54,451) 1.20
North Valleys 791,887 3.8 43 1,600 8,117 1.38
Northwest Reno 1,813,641 25 25 14,704 21,233 151
South Reno 2,523,397 7.9 8.1 22,817 55,248 1.53
Southwest Reno 754,844 6.3 8.1 8,419 4,575 1.42
Spanish Springs 1,612,633 11 79 (4,564) 46,916 1.53
Sparks 3,728,556 5.9 7.0 9,125 73,733 1.4
Market Total 16,653,984 74 8.1 69,462 222,210 1.45

Source: (BRE Research, Q4 2018.

The subregion absorbed approximately 1,600 square feet of retail space in the 4th quarter
2018 and a total of 8,117 square feet of space in 2018. Average asking rate for the

subregion is the second of all subregions, second only to the Meadowood subregion.

Using above data for gross leasable space by subregion, along with 2018 population
estimates’ for North Valleys and Greater Reno-Sparks region,® the analysis estimates
region-wide retail square feet per capita compared to the same ratio for North Valleys.
The Greater Reno-Sparks region in 2018 had 37.03 square feet of retail space per area
resident. This is over three times higher than the ratio for North Valleys of 10.44 square

feet per capita.

Even excluding retail square feet in Downtown Reno as these are likely impacted by
visitors, as well as square footages for Meadowood, Legends, and Summit malls, as these
are large regional centers which are not expected to be present in North Valleys, the
Greater Reno-Sparks ratio is reduced to 31.22 square feet per person. This, along with
low vacancy rates for the subregion, indicates the North Valleys region currently does not

provide sufficient retail space for its existing residents.

7 ESRI Business Analyst Online, 2018 data.
8 Defined as Washoe County excluding Incline Village area to correspond to Figure 1.
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This is further supported by Table 13 which shows that over the past five years
commercial construction in the North Valleys region was significantly lower than overall

Washoe County when compared to residential construction.

Table 13. New Residential Units® per New Commercial Constructionl?-North
Valleys!! v. Washoe County Total12

New New
Commercial Commercial
New Construction New Construction
New Commercial Per New New Commercial Per New
Residential Construction Residential Residential Construction Residential
Units (sq.ft) Unit Units (sq.ft.) Unit
NORTH VALLEYS WASHOE COUNTY
1999 631 0 5,507 1,545,922 281
2000 628 14,111 22 4,036 947,179 235
2001 984 5,568 6 5811 1,246,215 214
2002 818 0 5,299 1,498,445 283
2003 632 68,085 108 4,467 1,048,860 235
2004 1,026 8,900 9 5,035 2,315,265 460
2005 923 26,474 29 5,972 3,706,525 621
2006 841 20,128 24 4,735 1,870,475 395
2007 344 19,834 58 2,432 2,059,649 847
2008 162 0 2,227 2,458,398 1,104
2009 121 14,736 122 620 582,692 940
2010 9 4,606 512 433 214,439 495
2011 19 192,500 10,132 629 308,044 490
2012 16 7,360 460 754 248,124 329
2013 19 57,757 3,040 1,301 338,731 260
2014 126 0 1,636 192,372 118
2015 417 5,841 14 2,806 369,822 132
2016 221 0 2,618 293,662 112
2017 215 14,615 68 2,993 583,188 195
2018 239 0 4,264 480,531 113
20-Year Average: 420 32,894 730 3,179 1,115,427 393
10-Year Average: 140 42,488 1,435 1,805 361,161 318
5-Year Average: 244 10,228 16 2,863 383,915 134

Given the population growth projected for the region, additional commercial space will be

required to provide community services to new and existing residents.

9 Includes all residential units (single family, multi family, mobile home, etc.)

10 Includes all commercial uses with the exception of fire stations, schools, post offices, and storage/mega
warehouses.

11 For the purposes of this analysis North Valleys subregion is defined as including zip codes 89506 and
89508.

12 Center for Regional Studies at University of Nevada, Reno based on data from Washoe County Assessor’s
Office.

Page |18
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 241 of 991



Commercial Space Market Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada
Figure 2. New Residential Construction Activity, North Valleys Subregion-4Q201813

13 “New Residential Construction Activity, North Valleys Subregion - Reno, Washoe County, Nevada.” Center
for Regional Studies, UNR. Data for 4th Quarter 2018.
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Table 14. New Residential Construction Activity, North Valleys Subregion-4Q201814

14 “New Residential Construction Activity, North Valleys Subregion - Reno, Washoe County, Nevada.” Center for Regional Studies, UNR. Data for 4t
Quarter 2018.

Page |20
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 243 of 991



Commercial Space Market Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

Figure 2 shows a map of residential developments under approved, pending, and under
construction in the North Valleys region. Table 14 shows detailed information for
developments in Figure 2. According to Table 14, as of the 4th Quarter 2018, the North
Valleys region (shown in Figure 2) had 9,594 approved residential units in various stages
of development. This includes 1,516 multi-family units, 688 single-family attached units,
and 7,390 single-family detached units. Of these, 2,944 units have been constructed and

sold, with 6,650 units remaining in various stages of development.

Above estimates include the Silver Hills project (shown in Figure 2 as #7) with 680
approved single-family units. It also includes nearby projects of Woodland Village (#4)
currently under construction with a total of 2,028 approved single-family units of which

1,699 units have been completed.

Approximately 17,865 residential units have been planned for the subregion, but have yet
to receive necessary approvals (in the form of tentative maps or allowable zoning). In
close proximity to the Silver Hills project are a number of these developments, including
Evans Ranch (#1 in Figure 2) with 5,679 single-family units, Silver Star Ranch (#2) with
1,600 single-family units, White Lake Vistas (#10) with 324 single-family units, Train
Town (#25) with 1,300 single-family units, Stonegate (#27, 34 and 35) with 5,000 single
and multi-family units, Echeveria Peavine Property (#60) with 1,866 single-family units,

and Stead 240 (#70) with 600 single-family units.

It is unknown when and if all of these pending projects will be approved and constructed
and with what portion of proposed units. However, even if a small portion of these
developments are built, it will create a significant increase in subregion population and

demand for commercial space.

Based on historical home purchasing rates in the region, as well as the number of
proposed units discussed above, Center for Region Studies estimates 792 new residents
will be added to the North Valleys subregion in 2019, increasing to a high of 2,396
residents added in 2022 and declining to a low of 1,242 residents added in 2028. In total,

this results in over 15,000 added to the subregion over the next ren years. This includes
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234 residents for the 680-unit Silver Hills project included in the Center for Regional
Studies report.’> The report spans through 2028 resulting in only a small portion of

project residents shown.

Overall, Silver Hills’ commercial component of 45,000 square feet of retail space is
necessary to provide convenience-based neighborhood shopping space for existing
residents, as our analysis shows these residents are currently underserved in terms of
available retail space, as well as future residents of the Silver Hills development and

residents of future developments in the North Valleys region.
WORKFORCE HOUSING AND RESIDENT INCOME ANALYSIS

It is well known the Reno-Sparks’ housing market experienced high levels of growth in
the last few years, especially as measured by housing prices. Figure 3 shows Washoe
County new single-family home prices (detached only) appreciated 5.4% between 2016
and 2017. During the same period the number of new single-family sales (detached)

decreased by 12.3% compared to 2016.

The decrease in sales began in November 2016 when the median price of homes reached
$409,112 in October 2016. By December 2018 sales levels are showing an increasing
trend, though still lower than levels experienced in 2016. Prices of new single-family
detached homes appreciated 9.1% in 2018, with the median sales prices in December

2018 reaching $507,009, an increase of 27.6% over the December 2017 level.

According to the home affordability calculator® designed in partnership with the Center
for Regional Studies at the University of Nevada, Reno, a family must have an income of
$117,151 to afford a house at the median new single-family home price of $509,007 as of
December 2018.

15 “New Residential Construction Activity, North Valleys Subregion - Reno, Washoe County, Nevada.” Center for
Regional Studies, UNR. Data for 4th Quarter 2018.

16 Affordability calculator assumes a 10% down, loan rate of 4.7%, and a 30-year mortgage period. Housing
and related costs are estimated at 33% of total income.

Page |22
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 245 of 991



Workforce Housing and and Resident Income Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada
Figure 3. Washoe County New Single-Family (Detached) Sales and Median Prices7?

According to the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council's (FFIEC), median
family income for Washoe County residents in 2018 was $73,500.18 A family with this
median income can afford a home priced at $305,000 or less. According to Northern
Nevada MLS website, as of February 9, 2019, there were 255 listings for single-family
homes in the Reno-Sparks area priced at $305,000 and less. Of these 115 listings were for
single-family attached (condominium and townhouse) properties.l® The majority of these

listings were for existing homes, with many older properties requiring maintenance. In

17 Washoe County assessor data as analyzed by the Center for Regional Studies, UNR.
18 “FFIEC Census Reports,” Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council.
19 https://nnrmls.com/.
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comparison, at the same time in the same region, there are over 900 listing for homes

priced above $305,000.

The Silver Hills project proposes to increase the density of its residential units by building
1,872 units compared to 780 units currently planned. While actual sales prices for the
project are currently unknown, smaller lots will make the project comparable to the
existing Woodland Village, which is building and selling single-family homes in close
proximity to the project under the same developer. The 41 new units sold in Woodland
Village in 2018 had an average of 1,900 square feet per home and an average sales price

of $178 per square foot, for an average unit price of $339,000.2°

If the Silver Hills project offers a similar price, a qualifying income for the family to afford
homes in the project will be $80,740. This is only slightly higher than the median family
income in the region. The price is significantly lower than the median price for new
homes in the region of $507,009 and lower even than the price of existing homes at
$350,000. This lower price will allow the project to provide housing to many workforce

families moving to region.

Table 15 provides employment and mean/median wage data for select occupations in the
Reno-Sparks Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), which includes Washoe and Storey
counties. It is important to include wages from Storey County as it is home to the Tahoe
Reno Industrial Center where many Washoe County residents are employed. The table

also shows affordable home values for each occupation by type of housing product.

The table shows high earning occupations, such as dentists, physicians, and lawyers can
afford homes valued at and above the median homes price of new family homes in
Washoe County as of December 2018. Families with primary earners in the Personal
Financial Advisors, Veterinarians, Software Developers, Registered Nurses, and Police
Officers can afford homes valued at or above the existing single-family home price, as well

as all homes below that level.

20 Center for Regional Studies, UNR.
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Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

Table 15. Wages and Housing Affordability by Selected Occupations in Reno-Sparks
MSA21

Est. Median Estimated
Number Mean Median Family Qualifying

Occupation Employed Wages Wages Wage Home Price
Dentists, General 260 $263,890 $263,890 $ 283,085 $ 1,275,000
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other 470 $ 263,245 $263,245 $ 282,440 $ 1,270,000
Lawyers 700 $ 160,472 $140,629 $ 159,824 $ 704,000 New Single-Family
Personal Financial Advisors 250 $126,214 $ 87,402 $ 106,597 $ 460,000 Sales Price=$507,009
Veterinarians 130 $ 104,957 $ 87,131 $ 106,327 $ 460,000
Software Developers, Applications 670 $ 87,069 $ 78978 $ 98,173 $ 420,000
Registered Nurses 3910 $ 78354 $ 78,000 $ 97,195 $ 415,000
Police and Sheriff's Patrol Officers 840 $ 64,501 $ 64,522 $ 83,717 $ 350,000 Existing Single-Family
Accountants and Auditors 1,530 $ 70,512 $ 63,253 $ 82,448 $ 345,000 SalesPrice=$350,000
Loan Officers 390 $ 83782 $ 63,045 $ 82240 $ 345,000
Librarians 120 $ 64501 $ 61,610 $ 80,805 $§ 339,000 Silver Hills Estimated
Real Estate Sales Agents 110 $ 61,214 $ 59,800 $ 78,995 $ 334,000 Ave.Price=$339,000
Postal Service Clerks 80 $ 49,691 $ 58552 $ 77,747 $ 325,000
Police, Fire, and Ambulance Dispatchers 80 $ 56139 $ 58323 § 77,519 $ 325,000
Educational, Guidance Counselors 390 $ 55827 $ 56680 $ 75875 $ 315000 New Condominium
Human Resources Specialists 770 $ 56,514 $ 55349 $ 74544 $ 310,000 Sales Price=$314,466
Firefighters 270 $ 53976 $ 54,621 $§ 73,816 $ 305,000
Electricians 1,030 $ 56,472 $ 54,080 $ 73,275 $ 305,000 Affordable Price at
Plumbers, Pipefitters, and Steamfitters 910 $ 55203 $ 52874 $ 72,069 $ 300,000 Median Family
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers 3960 $ 48,589 $ 47,195 $ 66,391 $ 275,000 Income=$73,500
Automotive Service Technicians & Mechanics 1,210 $ 46,134 $ 44,408 $ 63,603 $ 260,000
Secretaries & Administrative Assistants 2,690 $ 38147 $ 37,232 $ 56,427 $ 225,000
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General 2,700 $ 38646 $ 37,107 $ 56,303 $ 225,000
Construction Laborers 1,660 $ 37,835 $ 36,150 $ 55346 $ 223,000
Pharmacy Technicians 490 $ 35818 $ 35589 $ 54784 $ 220,000
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers 1,570 $ 38626 $ 34528 $ 53723 §$ 215000 Existing Condominium
Customer Service Representatives 5210 $ 33,384 $ 32,094 $ 51,290 $§ 205,000 SalesPrice=$212,000
Laborers & Freight, Stock, & Material Movers 8,680 $ 29,453 $ 28330 $ 47,525 $ 185,000
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education 200 $ 32,656 $ 25397 $ 44592 $ 170,000
Childcare Workers 990 $ 24,232 $ 23,712 $ 42907 $ 163,000
Production Workers, All Other 210 $ 27,706 $ 23,150 $ 42,346 $ 162,000
Retail Salespersons 7280 $ 26832 $ 22,298 $ 41,493 $ 160,000
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, & Cosmetologists 490 $ 21,715 $ 19,947 $ 39,143 $ 157,000
Waiters and Waitresses 5310 $ 20,259 $ 18346 $ 37,541 $ 140,000
Gaming Dealers 1,580 $ 17,659 $ 17950 $ 37,146 $ 140,000

21 1. Occupations, number employed, and mean/median wages for Reno Sparks MSA, May 2017 data from
Occupational Employment Statistics, Nevada Department of Employment, Training, and Rehabilitation.
Occupations selected based on the number of employees and subjective popularity/knowledge of these
occupations.

2. Family wage is estimated assuming 1.54 workers per family based on data for Washoe County, Nevada
from B23009: PRESENCE OF OWN CHILDREN UNDER 18 YEARS BY FAMILY TYPE BY NUMBER OF
WORKERS IN FAMILY IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS - Universe: Families, American FactFinder, US Census
Bureau, 2017. It is assumed 1 worker per family will earn wages at the median wage shown for that
occupation. The remaining 0.54 workers in the family will earn a median wage for the Reno-Sparks MSA of
$35,547. Source: Occupational Employment Statistics, Reno Sparks MSA, May 2017, Nevada Department of
Employment, Training, and Rehabilitation.

3. Maximum affordable home price estimated using an affordability calculator created by the Center for
Regional Studies, UNR and Ekay Economic Consultants, Inc.

4. Sales prices for new and existing single-family homes in Washoe County as of December 2018 from
Center for Regional Studies, UNR.

Page |25
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 248 of 991



Workforce Housing and and Resident Income Analysis

Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

Estimated average home prices for the Silver Hills project are lower than the median
existing single-family home prices, allowing more families to be able to afford homes in
this project than in many other locations across the County. In addition to the
occupations described above, other primary employee families that can afford to
purchase homes in the Silver Hills development include Librarians, Loan Officers, and

Accountants/Auditors.

This analysis indicates that the Silver Hills development will provide much needed lower
priced housing, with average home prices below the new and existing single-family home
prices in the region. These homes will be priced slightly above homes affordable by
families earning median wages in the region, attracting the type of workforce employees
valuable to the region, such as police officers, nurses, librarians, accountants, and other

occupations.

The estimated home price for the project reflects additional density proposed for the
Silver Hills project. Should the project be developed at existing lower density (780 versus
1,872 units), an approximately 10% larger lot price increase is expected, resulting in an
estimate average price for the project of $372,000. Table 15 shows this price would price
out multiple occupations, making the project less affordable to many current and

potential residents of the region.
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Silver Hills Development-Washoe County, Nevada

LIMITING CONDITIONS & DISCLOSURES

In the preparation of this report, EEC asserts:

The report is to be used in its entirety, and no part is to be used without the whole.

In preparing this report, EEC relied on information provided by other individuals
or found in previously existing records and/or documents. This information is
assumed to be reliable. However, no warranty, either expressed or implied, is
given by EEC for the accuracy of such information and EEC assumes no

responsibility for information relied upon later found to have been inaccurate.

EEC may amend this report in the event additional documents and/or other
material discovered subsequent to the submission of this report and pertinent to

the report and/or the conclusions contained herein are made available.

EEC assumes no responsibility for economic, physical, or demographic factors,
which may affect or alter the opinions of this report if said economic, physical or

demographic factors were not present or known as of the date of this report.

Possession of this report, or a copy of this report, does not carry with it the right of
publication. Without the consent of EEC, this report may not be used for any

purpose by any person other than the party for whom this report was prepared.
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APPENDIX 1-SCENARIO 2
BUILDOUT ASSUMPTIONS

RESIDENTIAL NEW TAXABLE NEW TAXABLE TOTAL NEW CONSTR.
UNITS SQUARE FEET USE LAND IMPROVEMENTS TAXABLE MATERIALS
YEAR CONSTRUCTED CONSTRUCTED TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE COST
2021 132 250,300 Single Family $ 8,674,003 § 36,718,173  § 45,392,177  $ 18,359,087
- - Open Space 1,323,064 - 1,323,064 -
Subtotal 132 250,800 9,997,067 36,718,173 46,715,241 18,359,087
2022 125 237,500 Single Family 8,460,439 35,814,127 44,274,566 17,907,064
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 8,460,439 35,814,127 44,274,566 17,907,064
2023 125 237,500 Single Family 8,714,252 36,888,551 45,602,803 18,444,276
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 8,714,252 36,888,551 45,602,803 18,444,276
2024 125 237,500 Single Family 8,975,680 37,995,208 46,970,887 18,997,604
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 8,975,680 37,995,208 46,970,887 18,997,604
2025 125 237,500 Single Family 9,244,950 39,135,064 48,380,014 19,567,532
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 9,244,950 39,135,064 48,380,014 19,567,532
2026 125 237,500 Single Family 9,522,298 40,309,116 49,831,414 20,154,558
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 9,522,298 40,309,116 49,831,414 20,154,558
2027 23 43,700 Single Family 1,804,666 7,639,384 9,444,050 3,819,692
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 23 43,700 1,804,666 7,639,384 9,444,050 3,819,692
|TOTAL 780 1,482,000 $ 56,719,352 $ 234,499,623 $ 291,218,975 $ 117,249,812 |

APPENDIX 1, ASSUMPTIONS:

1. The following is project buildout information on which the analysis is based:
Building Square  Taxable Value of Taxable Value of

# of Acres # of Units Feet Land Improvements
Single Family 591.9 780 1,482,000 $ 48,313,200 § 204,516,000
Public Facilities 31.0 - - - -
Open Space 157.4 - - 1,247,115 -
Total 780.3 780 1,482,000 $ 49,560,315 $ 204,516,000

Source: Buildout information and retail square footage from developer, residential square footage, and taxable land and improvement value from Washoe County
Assessor's data for similar land uses, as shown in footnote 2 below.

2. Taxable land and improvement values for the residential portion of the project are difficult to determine at this early stage, as a result, the analysis estimates these
values using data for comparable developments in the vicinity of the proposed project (Silver Knolls development):

Taxable Land Taxable Improv.
Land Use Code Value/Unit Value/Sa.Ft.
Single Family 200 $ 61,940 $ 138.00 Land value data for units with 0.5 to 1.0 acre lots.

Source: Washoe County Assessor data as of February 2019 for fiscal year 2017-18.

Square footage for project homes based on average size of homes built in nearby Woodland Village in 2018. Data from Silver Knolls is not used as these units were

built between 1970 and 1990s and do not reflect current market demand for home size. Source: Center for Regional Studies, UNR.

3. Open Space land values are estimated using existing values of the undeveloped project parcels, which have an average taxable land value of $ 7,923
per acre. This amount is multiplied by the number of acres dedicated to Open Space for the project. Source. Washoe County Assessor. No taxable land

value is assumed for Public Facilities (roads, parks, etc.) as they will be dedicated to Washoe County for maintenance.

4. Construction Materials Cost is estimated at 50% of taxable building value. Source: Discussions with contractors.
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APPENDIX 2-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF RESIDENTS

CUMULATIVE
#OF #OF #OF ESTIMATED % OF % OF
USE RESIDENTIAL OCCUPIED SQUARE #OF WASHOE CO TMFPD
YEAR TYPE UNITS UNITS FEET RESIDENTS RESIDENTS RESIDENTS

2021 Single Family 132 - 250,800 - 0.00% 0.00%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 132 = 250,800 = = =
2022 Single Family 257 127 488,300 320 0.07% 0.30%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 257 127 488,300 320 0.07% 0.30%
2023 Single Family 382 248 725,800 622 0.14% 0.59%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 382 248 725,800 622 0.14% 0.59%
2024 Single Family 507 369 963,300 925 0.21% 0.87%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 507 369 963,300 925 0.21% 0.87%
2025 Single Family 632 489 1,200,800 1,228 0.27% 1.16%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 632 489 1,200,800 1,228 0.27% 1.16%
2026 Single Family 757 610 1,438,300 1,531 0.34% 1.44%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 757 610 1,438,300 1,531 0.34% 1.44%
2027 Single Family 780 731 1,482,000 1,834 0.41% 1.73%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 780 731 1,482,000 1,834 0.41% 1.73%
2028 Single Family 780 753 1,482,000 1,889 0.42% 1.78%

Open Space - - - - - -
Subtotal 780 753 1,482,000 1,889 0.42% 1.78%
APPENDIX 2, ASSUMPTIONS:
1. Residents of the development are estimated using 2.51 residents per unit.
Source: "CP04 Comparative Housing Characteristics." 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates. Data for Washoe County, Nevada.
2. Occupied units are estimated using a vacancy rate of 3.50% to account for household movement and other timing issues.

Source: Center for Regional Studies, University of Nevada, Reno, based on data from the American Community Survey.

All residents are considered new to the area, whether they relocating from an existing Washoe County home or moving to the area. This is because due to low
housing vacancy rates in the area, homes vacated by County residents moving to the project are expected to be filled by out-of-area persons, resulting in a net
increase in population in the County. Units are assumed to be occupied the year after construction.

3. Some Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District (TMFPD) revenues and costs shown in Appendix 3 are estimated using the Average
Cost Method (ACM) per capita methodology. The ACM estimates residents added to the County by the development and divides this amount by Washoe
County and TMFPD FY 2017-18 population.

Population FY 2017-2018
Washoe County 448,316
TMFPD 106,243 Source: Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District budgets, FY 2018-19.
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2

GENERAL FUND
REVENUE

Taxes
Ad Valorem General'
Ad Valorem Detention FacilityI
Ad Valorem Indigent Insurance'
Ad Valorem AB104'
Ad Valorem China SpringsI
Ad Valorem Family Court'
Room Tax*

Subtotal

Licenses and Permits

Business Licenses/Permits

Business Licenses’

Business Licenses/Elec and Telecom®
Franchise Fees®
Liquor Licenses’
Local Gaming Licenses’
County Gaming Licenses

AB104 Gaming Licenses
Nonbusiness Licenses and Permits

Marriage Affidavits”

Mobile Home Permits’

Other”

Subtotal

Intergovernmental Revenue
Federal/State Grants and Other”
BCCRT/SCCRT’
Remainder C-Tax Revenue Sources’
AB 104 Sales Tax @ .25%"
Remainder AB 104 Revenue’
Other Revenue”

Subtotal

Charges for Services
General Government-Clerk/Recorder®

General Gov.-PTx/Cent. Billing/Other2
Judicial*

Public Safety2

Public Works®

Welfare®

Cultural and Recreation”

Subtotal

$

$

$

Base Year
EY 17-18

Appendix 4A
Appendix 4A
Appendix 4A
Appendix 4A
Appendix 4A
Appendix 4A
425,000

840,000
4,715,000
1,980,000

254,600

677,800

234,300

725,000

175,000
200
300

7,233,361
Appendix 5

16,812,065
Appendix 5

253,712

2,355,500
9,608,958
1,343,300
6,285,731
255,315
2,500
793,572

WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS
10-YEAR
021 2022 023 2024 025 026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
$ 27225 $ 186,879 $ 349,036 §$ 520,754 $ 702,461 $ 894,602 $ 1,069,502 1,128,445 1,162,299 $ 1,197,167 $ 7,238,371
2,098 14,400 26,894 40,126 54,127 68,932 82,409 86,950 89,559 92,246 557,740
407 2,791 5212 7,776 10,490 13,359 15,971 16,851 17,356 17,877 108,089
493 3,385 6,322 9,433 12,724 16,204 19,372 20,440 21,053 21,685 131,112
201 1,377 2,571 3,836 5,175 6,590 7,879 8,313 8,562 8,819 53,324
520 3,572 6,671 9,954 13,427 17,099 20,442 21,569 22,216 22,883 138,354
$ 30944 $ 212403 $ 396,707 $ 501,879 $ 798,404 $ 1016787 $  1,215575 1,282,569 1,321,046 $ 1,360,677 $ 8,226,990
$ - % 2,083 $ 4178 $ 6,397 $ 8,744 § 11,227 8§ 13,851 14,701 15142 § 15,59 $ 91,919
- 11,695 23,452 35,905 49,084 63,021 77,750 82,515 84,991 87,540 515,952
- 4911 9,849 15,078 20,612 26,465 32,650 34,651 35,691 36,761 216,667
- 631 1,266 1,939 2,650 3,403 4,198 4,456 4,589 4,727 27,860
- 143 286 438 598 768 948 1,006 1,036 1,067 6,289
$ - $ 19463 $ 39031 $ 59,756 $ 81,689 $ 104,884 $ 129,397 137,329 141,448 $ 145692 $ 858,689
$ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - - - -8 -3 -
207,196 236,402 276,957 319,733 364,825 412,336 271,193 242,065 249,327 256,807 2,836,842
- 13,696 27,465 42,048 57,481 73,803 91,052 96,633 99,532 102,517 604,225
30,165 34,417 40,322 46,549 53,114 60,031 39,482 35,242 36,299 37,388 413,009
$ 237,362 $ 284515 $ 344,743 $ 408,329 $ 475420 $ 546,169 $ 401,727 373,939 385,158 $ 396,712 $ 3,854,075
$ -8 1919 $ 3,848 $ 5891 $ 8,054 § 10,340 $ 12,757 13,539 13,945 § 14363 $ 84,657
- 1,094 2,194 3,360 4,593 5,897 7,275 7,721 7,953 8,191 48,278
- 646 1,296 1,985 2,713 3,484 4,298 4,561 4,698 4,839 28,521
$ -3 3,660 $ 7339 $ 11,236 $ 15360 $ 19,721 $ 24,330 25,821 26,596 $ 27,394 $ 161,456
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 021 2022 023 2024 025 026 027 028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
Fines and Forfeits
Fines® $ 4,909,550 $ - $ 3,999 § 8,020 $ 12,279  $ 16,786 $ 21,552 § 26,589 $ 28,219 $ 29,066 $ 29,938 $ 176,449
Forfeits* 1,892,000 - 1,541 3,091 4,732 6,469 8,306 10,247 10,875 11,201 11,537 67,998
Subtotal $ - $ 5541 $ 11,111 $ 17,011 $ 23,255 $ 29,858 $ 36,836 $ 39,094 $ 40,267 $ 41475 $ 244,447
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous? $ 3,746,441 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
|REVENUE TOTAL $ 268305 $ 525582 $ 798,932 $ 1088211 $ 1394127 $ 1,717,419 $ 1,807,865 $ 1,858,752 $ 1914514 $ 1,971,950 $ 13,345,657
EXPENDITURES
General Government
General Government
Commissioners® $ 767,569 $ - $ 1,269 $ 2,545 $ 3,897 $ 5327 $ 6,840 $ 8,438 § 8,955 § 9,224 § 9,501 $ 55,996
County Manager9 4,909,099 - 2,095 4,527 6,797 9,219 11,801 14,552 15,494 16,022 16,568 97,075
Elections' 1,700,013 - 1,385 2,777 4,252 5,812 7,463 9,207 9,771 10,064 10,366 61,098
Finance’ 5,584,348 - 3,177 6,367 10,309 13,983 17,899 22,072 23,501 24,301 25,129 147,237
Human Resources’ 2,323,128 - 1,322 2,857 4,289 5,817 7,446 9,182 9,777 10,109 10,454 61,252
Technology Services’ 13,576,480 - 7,725 16,694 25,063 33,994 43,516 53,660 57,134 59,079 61,093 357,959
Accrued Benefits’ 2,500,000 - 1,422 3,074 4,615 6,260 8,013 9,881 10,521 10,879 11,250 65,915
Centrally Managed Activities’ 1,431,947 - 815 1,761 2,643 3,585 4,590 5,660 6,026 6,231 6,444 37,755
Assessor'” 7,084,190 - 5,771 11,573 17,718 24,221 31,099 38,367 40,719 41,940 43,198 254,605
Clerk'” 1,484,042 - 1,209 2,424 3,712 5,074 6,515 8,037 8,530 8,786 9,049 53,336
Recorder'® 2,191,862 - 1,786 3,581 5,482 7,494 9,622 11,871 12,598 12,976 13,366 78,775
General Government Total $ - $ 27976 $ 58,680 $ 88,777 $ 120,787 $ 154,804 $ 190,927 $ 203,027 $ 209,612 $ 216,417 $ 1,271,004
Judicial
District Courts'’ $ 20,788,093 $ - $ 16,935 $ 33,960 $ 51,992 § 71,075 $ 91,257 ' $ 112,585 § 119,486 $ 123,071  $ 126,763 $ 747,123
District Attorney10 21,640,780 - 17,629 35,353 54,125 73,991 95,000 117,203 124,387 128,119 131,962 777,769
Public Defender'® 13,479,521 - 10,981 22,021 33,713 46,087 59,173 73,003 77,478 79,802 82,196 484,453
Justice Courts' 10,849,719 - 8,838 17,724 27,136 37,096 47,629 58,760 62,362 64,233 66,160 389,938
Incline Constable"' 176,362 _ R _ _ _ _ R R R _ R
Judicial Total $ - $ 54,383 $ 109,058 $ 166,965 $ 228,249 $ 293,059 $ 361,552 $ 383,713 $ 395,224 $ 407,081 $ 2,399,283
Public Safety
Sheriff and Detention
Operations and Detention' Appendix 6 $ - $ 95,270 $ 220,005 $ 324912 § 437,710 $ 558,853 § 688,821 § 735,504 $ 763,125 $ 791,823 $ 4,616,023
Administration'* 8,462,617 - 8,984 20,747 30,640 41,276 52,700 64,957 69,359 71,963 74,670 435,296
Subtotal $ = $ 104,254 $ 240,751 $ 355,552 $ 478,986 $ 611,553 $ 753,778 $ 804,863 $ 835,089 $ 866,493 $ 5,051,319
Medical Examiner
Medical Examiner'’ $ 3,365,349 § - $ 2,742 $ 5498 $ 8417 $ 11,506 $ 14,773 $ 18,226 $ 19,343 $ 19924 $ 20,521 $ 120,950
Other
Juvenile Services' $ 15,459,393 $ - $ 12,594 $ 25255 $ 38,665 $ 52,856 $ 67,865 $ 83,726 $ 88,858 $ 91,523 $ 94,269 $ 555,610
Manager's Office'! 1,066,438 - - - - - - - - - - -
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 021 2022 2023 2024 025 026 027 028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
Alternative Sentencing'® 1,546,108 - 1,259 2,526 3,867 5,286 6,787 8,373 8,887 9,153 9,428 55,567
Emergency Managementm 1,229,999 - 1,002 2,009 3,076 4,205 5,400 6,661 7,070 7,282 7,500 44,206
Public Administrator'® 1,220,419 - 994 1,994 3,052 4,173 5,357 6,610 7,015 7,225 7,442 43,862
Public Guardian'’ 1,871,400 - 1,524 3,057 4,680 6,398 8,215 10,135 10,756 11,079 11,412 67,258
Subtotal $ - $ 17,374 $ 34841 $ 53,341 $ 72919 $ 93,624 $ 115,505 $ 122,585 $ 126,263 $ 130,051 $ 766,503
Public Safety Total $ o $ 124369 $ 281,090 $ 417310 $ 563412 $ 719,951 $ 887,509 $ 946,792 $ 981,275 $ 1,017,065 $ 5,938,772
Public Works
Public Works
Community Services” $ 14,360,823 $ - $ 8,171 § 17,658 $ 26,511 § 35,958 § 46,030 $ 56,760 $ 60,435 § 62,492 § 64,622 $ 378,639
Public Works Total $ = $ 8,171 $ 17,658 $ 26,511 $ 35958 $ 46,030 $ 56,760 $ 60,435 $ 62,492 $ 64,622 $ 378,639
Welfare
Social Services
Human Services $ 1,405,950 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Welfare Total $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ =
Culture and Recreation
Culture and Recreation
Library' $ 9,488,709 $ - $ 7,730 $ 15,501 $ 23732 $ 32,442 $ 41,654 $ 51,389 $ 54,539 § 56,175 $ 57,861 $ 341,024
Regional Parks/Open Space"” 6,556,129 - 5,341 10,710 16,397 22,416 28,780 35,507 37,683 38,814 39,978 235,627
Culture and Recreation Total $ - $ 13,071 $ 26,211 $ 40,129 $ 54,858 $ 70,435 $ 86,896 $ 92,223 $ 94,989 $ 97,839 $ 576,651
Community Support™® $ 367,280 $ - $ 299 $ 600 $ 919 § 1,256 $ 1,612 $ 1,989 $ 2,111 $ 2,174 $ 2,240 $ 13,200
Intergovernmental Expenditures
Indigent Ins. Program'® $ 2,107,357 $ 407 $ 2,791 $ 5212 § 7,776 $ 10,490 $ 13,359 $ 15971 $ 16,851 $ 17,356 $ 17,877 $ 108,089
China Springs Youth Facility" 1,249,218 201 1,377 2,571 3,836 5,175 6,590 7,879 8,313 8,562 8,819 53,324
TM Regional Planningll 250,160 - - - - - - - - - - -
Ethics Commission Assessment' ' 25,342 _ R _ _ _ _ . _ . _ R
Intergovernmental Expenditures $ 607 $ 4,167 $ 7,783 $ 11,613 $ 15,665 $ 19,949 $ 23,850 $ 25164 $ 25919 $ 26,696 $ 161,413
EXPENDITURES SUBTOTAL $ 607 $ 232436 $ 501,081 $ 752,223 $ 1,020,183 $ 1,305839 $ 1609483 $ 1,713,464 $ 1,771,686 $ 1,831,960 $ 10,738,962
CONTINGENCY @ 1.0% $ 6 $ 2,324 $ 5011 $ 7522 $ 10,202 $ 13,058 $ 16,095 $ 17,135 $ 17,717 $ 18,320 $ 107,390
EXPENDITURES TOTAL $ 613 $ 234,761 $ 506,092 $ 759,745 $ 1,030,385 $ 1,318,898 $ 1625577 $ 1,730,599 $ 1,789,403 $ 1,850,279 $ 10,846,352
|GENERAL FUND SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 267,692 $ 290,821 $ 292,841 $ 328,466 $ 363,742 $ 398,521 $ 182,288 $ 128,153 $ 125,111 $ 121,670 $ 2,499,306 |
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 021 2022 023 2024 025 026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
OTHER FUNDS"
LIBRARY EXPANSION FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 542§ 3,721 $ 6,949 $ 10,368 $ 13,986 $ 17,812 $ 21,294 $ 22,468 $ 23,142 $ 23,836 $ 144,119
Miscellaneous” 15,000 R _ R R R R - _ - R -
Revenue Total $ 542 $ 3721 $ 6,949 $ 10,368 $ 13,986 $ 17812 $ 21,294 $ 22,468 $ 23,142 $ 23836 $ 144,119
EXPENDITURES
Library'® $ 2,589,846 $ - 2,110 $ 4231 $ 6477 $ 8,855 § 11,369 § 14,026 $ 14,886 $ 15333 §$ 15792 $ 093,079
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 542 $ 1,611 $ 2,719 $ 3891 $ 5132 $ 6,443 $ 7,268 $ 7582 $ 7,809 $ 8,044 $ 51,040
ANIMAL SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 813 § 5581 $ 10,424 §$ 15,553 $ 20,979 $ 26,718  $ 31,941 $ 33,702 $ 34,713 § 35,754 % 216,178
Licenses and Permits* 307,000 - 250 502 768 1,050 1,348 1,663 1,765 1,818 1,872 11,034
Charges for Services* 203,000 - 165 332 508 694 891 1,099 1,167 1,202 1,238 7,296
Miscellaneous” 191,350 _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - , -
Revenue Total $ 813 $ 5997 $ 11,257 $ 16,828 $ 22,723 $ 28,957 $ 34,703 $ 36,633 $ 37,732 $ 38,864 $ 234,508
EXPENDITURES
Animal Services'’ $ 5,681,196 $ - $ 4,628 $ 9,281 $ 14,209 $ 19,424 $ 24,940 $ 30,768 $ 32,654 $ 33,634 $ 34,643 $ 204,182
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 813 $ 1,369 $ 1976 $ 2619 $ 3299 $ 4,017 $ 393 $ 3979 $ 4,098 $ 4221 $ 30,326
INDIGENT TAX LEVY FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 1,626 $ 11,163  $ 20,848 $ 31,105 $ 41,959 § 53,436 $ 63,883 $ 67,403 $ 69,425 $ 71,508 $ 432,357
Charges for Services® 78,000 - - - - - - - - - - -
Miscellaneous 3,322,000 _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - _ -
Revenue Total $ 1,626 $ 11,163 $ 20,848 $ 31,105 $ 41,959 $ 53,436 $ 63,883 $ 67,403 $ 69,425 $ 71,508 $ 432,357
EXPENDITURES
Indigent Assistance' $ 31,886,929 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 1,626 $ 11,163 $ 20,848 $ 31,105 $ 41,959 $ 53436 $ 63,883 $ 67,403 $ 69,425 $ 71,508 $ 432,357
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  § 1,084 $ 7,442 $ 13,899 $ 20,737 $ 27973 ' $ 35,624 $ 42,588 § 44,936 $ 46,284 § 47,672 $ 288,238
Licenses and Permits* 22,500 - 18 37 56 77 99 122 129 133 137 809
lntergovermnental4 41,036,087 - 33,429 67,038 102,633 140,304 180,143 222,245 235,868 242,944 250,232 1,474,835
Charges for Services* 3,492,000 - 2,845 5,705 8,734 11,939 15,329 18,912 20,071 20,673 21,294 125,502
Reimbusements® 7,965,822
Miscellaneous” 125,000 - - - - - - - - - - -
Revenue Total $ 1,084 $ 43734 $ 86,678 $ 132,160 $ 180,293 $ 231,194 $ 283,868 $ 301,004 $ 310,034 $ 319,335 $ 1,889,384
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 021 2022 023 2024 025 026 027 028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
EXPENDITURES
Child Protective Services'® $  58006,283 $ - 0§ 47253 S 94761 § 145,077 ' $ 198,326 § 254,639 $ 314,153 § 333,400 $ 343,411 8 353,714 $ 2,084,743
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 1,084 $ (35200 $  (8083) $ (12,916) $ (18,033) $ (23,445) $ (30,286) $ (32,405) $ (33377) $ (34,379) $ (195,359)
SENIOR SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 44 $ 271§ 1,860 $ 3475 S 5184 § 6,993 $ 8,906 $ 10,647 $ 11,234 $ 11,571 $ 11,918 $ 72,059
Intergovernmental* 1,695,622 - 1,381 2,770 4,241 5,797 7,444 9,183 9,746 10,038 10,340 60,941
Charges for Services' 392,834 - 320 642 982 1,343 1,724 2,128 2,258 2,326 2,395 14,118
Miscellaneous/Reimbursements” 74,450 - 61 122 186 255 327 403 428 441 454 2,676
Revenue Total $ 2711 $ 3622 $ 7,008 $ 10594 $ 14,388 $ 18401 $ 22361 $ 23666 $ 24376 $ 25107 $ 149,794
EXPENDITURES
Senior Citizens'® $ 5240937 $ -8 3,202 $ 6,421 $ 9,831 $ 13,439 § 17,255 $ 21288 $ 22,593 $ 23271 $ 23,969 $ 141,269
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 271 $ 420 $ 587 $ 763 $ 949 $ 1,146 $ 1,073 $ 1,073 $ 1,105 $ 1,138 $ 8,525

OTHER RESTRICTED SPECIAL REVENUE FUND

REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 271§ 1,860 $ 3475 $ 5,184 § 6,993 $ 8,906 $ 10,647 $ 11,234 $ 11,571  $ 11,918 $ 72,059
Car Rental Fee’ 2,754,904 - - - - - - - - - - -
Intergovel‘nmental4 12,251,034 - 9,980 20,014 30,640 41,887 53,780 66,350 70,417 72,529 74,705 440,302
Charges for Services® 3,629,089 - 2,956 5,929 9,077 12,408 15,931 19,655 20,859 21,485 22,130 130,429
Fines and Forfeits 2,826,909 - 2,303 4,618 7,070 9,665 12,410 15,310 16,249 16,736 17,238 101,599
Miscellaneous” 1,036,753 - R - - - - - R - - -
Revenue Total $ 271 $ 17,100 $ 34,035 $ 51,971 $ 70,953 $ 91,027 $ 111,962 $ 118,758 $ 122,321 $ 125991 $ 744,389
EXPENDITURES
General Government'’ $ 6,080,007 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Judicial'? 16,317,444 - - - - - - - - - - -
Public Safety'’ 10,887,591 - - - - - - - - - - -
Public Works'” 1,002,657 - - - - - - - - - - -
Welfare'’ 1,417,288 - - - - - - - - - - -
Culture and Recreation'’ 2,068,711 - - - - - - - - - - -
Intergovernmental' 1,404,904 - R - - - - - R - - -
Expenditures Total $ - 3 - 8 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - $ - 8 - $ - 8 =
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 271 $ 17,100 $ 34,035 $ 51,971 $ 70,953 $ 91,027 $ 111,962 $ 118,758 $ 122,321 $ 125,991 $ 744,389

ROADS SPECIAL REVENUE FUND

REVENUE
Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax* $ 9,955,724 $ - $ 8,110 $ 16,264 § 24,900 $ 34,039 $ 43,704 § 53,919 §$ 57,224 $ 58,940 $ 60,709 $ 357,808
Charges for Services® 750,000 - 611 1,225 1,876 2,564 3,292 4,062 4311 4,440 4,573 26,955
Miscellaneous” 506,244 _ R _ _ _ _ _ R _ _ R
Revenue Total $ o $ 8,721 $ 17,489 $ 26,776 $ 36,603 $ 46,997 $ 57,981 $ 61,534 $ 63,380 $ 65,282 $ 384,763
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
FY 17-18 021 2022 023 2024 025 026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
EXPENDITURES
Public Works'® $ 20,919,086 $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -3 -8 -8 -3 -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ = $ 8,721 $ 17,489 $ 26,776 $ 36,603 $ 46,997 $ 57,981 $ 61534 $ 63,380 $ 65,282 $ 384,763

TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

REVENUE
Property Tax-AB104' Appendix 4B $ 43 3 298 $ 557 % 831 § 1,121 $ 1,428 $ 1,707 ' $ 1,801 $ 1,855 § 1911 $ 11,552
Property Tax-General' Appendix 4B 14,636 100,463 187,635 279,947 377,630 480,921 574,944 606,631 624,829 643,574 3,891,210
Sales Tax-AB104° Appendix 5 2,658 3,033 3,553 4,101 4,680 5,289 3,479 3,105 3,198 3,294 36,391
Remainder of AB1047 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Sales Tax-CCRT’ Appendix 5 15,674 17,883 20,951 24,187 27,598 31,192 20,515 18,312 18,861 19,427 214,599
Remainder of C-Tax® 1,271,785 - 4,372 8,767 13,422 18,349 23,559 29,065 30,846 31,771 32,725 192,875
Other Sources” 1,117,128 _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - _ -
Revenue Total $ 33,011 $ 126,048 $ 221,463 $ 322,489 $ 429,377 $ 542,389 $ 629,709 $ 660,694 $ 680,515 $ 700,931 $ 4,346,627
EXPENDITURES
Fire Operations'” $ 26,747,759 § - $ 91,945 $§ 184,385 § 282,289 §$ 385,900 § 495475  $ 611,276 $ 648,744 $ 668,207 $ 688,253 $ 4,056,475
Expenditure Total $ = $ 91,945 $ 184,385 $ 282,289 $ 385,900 $ 495475 $ 611,276 $ 648,744 $ 668,207 $ 688,253 $ 4,056,475
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 33,011 $ 34,103 $ 37,078 $ 40,200 $ 43477 $ 46,914 $ 18,433 $ 11,950 $ 12,308 $ 12,678 $ 290,152
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
GENERAL FUND
REVENUE
Taxes
Ad Valorem General' $ 1,233,082 $ 1,270,075 $ 1,308,177 $ 1,347,423 § 1,387,845 $ 1,429,481 § 1472365 $ 1,516,536 $ 1,562,032 $ 1,608,893 $ 14,135909 $ 21,374,280
Ad Valorem Detention Facility' 95,013 97,863 100,799 103,823 106,938 110,146 113,451 116,854 120,360 123,970 1,089,218 1,646,958
Ad Valorem Indigent Insurance' 18,413 18,966 19,535 20,121 20,724 21,346 21,987 22,646 23,326 24,025 211,089 319,178
Ad Valorem AB104' 22,335 23,005 23,696 24,406 25,139 25,893 26,670 27,470 28,294 29,143 256,050 387,162
Ad Valorem China Springs' 9,084 9,356 9,637 9,926 10,224 10,531 10,847 11,172 11,507 11,852 104,137 157,461
Ad Valorem Family Court' 23,569 24,276 25,004 25,755 26,527 27,323 28,143 28,987 29,857 30,752 270,194 408,548
Room Tax* _ _ R _ - R - _ _ _ - R
Subtotal $ 1401497 $ 1443542 $ 1,486,849 $ 1531454 $ 1577398 $ 1,624,720 $ 1673461 $ 1,723665 $ 1775375 $ 1828636 $ 16,066596 $ 24,293,587
Licenses and Permits
Business Licenses/Permits
Business Licenses’ $ 16,064 $ 16,546 $ 17,042 $ 17,553  $ 18,080 $ 18,622 $ 19,181 $ 19,756  $ 20,349 $ 20,959 $ 184,152 $ 276,071
Business Licenses/Elec and Telecom® 90,167 92,872 95,658 98,528 101,483 104,528 107,664 110,894 114,220 117,647 1,033,660 1,549,613
Franchise Fees® 37,864 39,000 40,170 41,375 42,617 43,895 45,212 46,568 47,965 49,404 434,072 650,739
Liquor Licenses’ 4,869 5,015 5,165 5,320 5,480 5,644 5,814 5,988 6,168 6,353 55,815 83,676
Local Gaming Licenses - - - - - - - - - - - -
County Gaming Licenses - - - - - - - - - - - -
AB104 Gaming Licenses - - - - - - - - - - - -
Nonbusiness Licenses and Permits - -
Marriage Affidavits” 1,099 1,132 1,166 1,201 1,237 1,274 1,312 1,352 1,392 1,434 12,600 18,890
Mobile Home Permits’ - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other” - R - R - R - R - R - R
Subtotal $ 150,063 $ 154564 $ 159,201 $ 163,977 $ 168,897 $ 173964 $ 179,183 $ 184558 $ 190,095 $ 195798 $ 1,720,299 $ 2,578,988
Intergovernmental Revenue
Federal/State Grants and Other” $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - S - $ - $ -
BCCRT/SCCRT® 264,511 272,446 280,620 289,038 297,710 306,641 315,840 325,315 335,075 345,127 3,032,324 5,869,166
Remainder C-Tax Revenue Sources’ 105,593 108,761 112,024 115,384 118,846 122,411 126,084 129,866 133,762 137,775 1,210,505 1,814,730
AB 104 Sales Tax @ .25%" 38,510 39,665 40,855 42,080 43,343 44,643 45,982 47,362 48,783 50,246 441,468 854,477
Remainder AB 104 Revenue’ - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other Revenue” _ R _ R - R - R - R - -
Subtotal $ 408614 $ 420872 $ 433498 $ 446503 $ 459,898 $ 473695 $ 487,906 $ 502543 $ 517,620 $ 533,148 $ 4,684,297 $ 8,538,372
Charges for Services
General Government-Clerk/Recorder’ ~ § 14,794 $ 15238 $ 15,695 $ 16,166 $ 16,651 $ 17,151 $ 17,665 $ 18,195 $ 18,741 $ 19,303 $ 169,601 $ 254,258
General Gov.-PTx/Cent. Billing/Other2 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Judicial* 8,437 8,690 8,951 9,219 9,496 9,781 10,074 10,376 10,688 11,008 96,721 144,999
Public Safety2 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Public Works® - - - - - - - - - - - -
Welfare® - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cultural and Recreation® 4,984 5,134 5,288 5,446 5,610 5,778 5,951 6,130 6,314 6,503 57,139 85,660
Subtotal $ 28,216 $ 29,062 $ 29,934 $ 30,832 $ 31,757 $ 32,710 $ 33,691 $ 34,702 $ 35,743 $ 36,815 $ 323,460 $ 484,916
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
Fines and Forfeits
Fines® $ 30,836 $ 31,761 $ 32,714 $ 33,695 $ 34,706 $ 35,747 $ 36,820 $ 37,924 $ 39,062 $ 40,234 $ 353,498 $ 529,947
Forfeits* 11,883 12,240 12,607 12,985 13,375 13,776 14,189 14,615 15,053 15,505 136,228 204,226
Subtotal $ 42,719 $ 44,001 $ 45321 $ 46,680 $ 48,081 $ 49,523 $ 51,009 $ 52,539 $ 54,115 $ 55739 $ 489,726 $ 734,174
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous” $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - % -8 - 8% -8 -
|REVENUE TOTAL $ 2,031,108 $ 2,092,041 $ 2,154,803 $ 2,219,447 $ 2,286,030 $ 2,354,611 $ 2425249 $ 2,498,007 $ 2572947 $ 2,650,136 $ 23,284,380 $ 36,630,037 |
EXPENDITURES
General Government
General Government
Commissioners® $ 9,786 $ 10,079 $ 10,382 $ 10,693 $ 11,014 $ 11,344  $ 11,685 $ 12,035 $ 12,396 $ 12,768 $ 112,182 $ 168,177
County Manager9 17,133 17,718 18,324 18,952 19,601 20,274 20,971 21,692 22,439 23,212 200,316 297,392
Elections' 10,677 10,998 11,328 11,668 12,018 12,378 12,749 13,132 13,526 13,932 122,405 183,503
Finance’ 25,986 26,874 27,793 28,745 29,730 30,750 31,807 32,901 34,033 35,206 303,827 451,064
Human Resources’ 10,811 11,180 11,562 11,958 12,368 12,792 13,232 13,687 14,158 14,646 126,394 187,646
Technology Services’ 63,177 65,335 67,570 69,884 72,279 74,760 77,328 79,987 82,741 85,592 738,653 1,096,612
Accrued Benefits’ 11,634 12,031 12,442 12,868 13,310 13,766 14,239 14,729 15,236 15,761 136,017 201,932
Centrally Managed Activities’ 6,663 6,891 7,127 7,371 7,623 7,885 8,156 8,436 8,727 9,028 77,908 115,662
Assessor'” 44,494 45,829 47,204 48,620 50,079 51,581 53,128 54,722 56,364 58,055 510,077 764,682
Clerk'” 9,321 9,601 9,889 10,185 10,491 10,806 11,130 11,464 11,807 12,162 106,854 160,191
Recorder'® 13,767 14,180 14,605 15,043 15,494 15,959 16,438 16,931 17,439 17,962 157,819 236,594
General Government Total $ 223449 $ 230,716 $ 238226 $ 245987 $ 254,007 $ 262296 $ 270,863 $ 279,716 $ 288867 $ 298324 $ 2,592,451 $ 3,863,455
Judicial
District Courts'® $ 130,566 $ 134,483 § 138,517 $ 142,672 $ 146,953 $ 151,361 § 155902 $ 160,579 $ 165397 $ 170,358 $ 1,496,788 $ 2,243,911
District Attorney10 135,921 139,999 144,199 148,525 152,980 157,570 162,297 167,166 172,181 177,346 1,558,183 2,335,951
Public Defender'® 84,662 87,202 89,818 92,512 95,288 98,146 101,091 104,124 107,247 110,465 970,555 1,455,008
Justice Courts'® 68,145 70,189 72,295 74,464 76,698 78,998 81,368 83,809 86,324 88,913 781,203 1,171,142
Incline Constable"' _ R - R - R - R - R - R
Judicial Total $ 419293 $ 431872 $ 444828 $ 458,173 $ 471918 $ 486,076 $ 500,658 $ 515678 $ 531,148 $ 547,083 $ 4,806,728 $ 7,206,012
Public Safety
Sheriff and Detention
Operations and Detention'? $ 821,640 $ 852,620 $ 884,808 $ 918,251 $ 952,999 § 989,102 $ 1,026,613 $ 1,065587 $ 1,106,081 $ 1,148,154 $ 9,765,856 $ 14,381,879
Administration'* 77,481 80,403 83,438 86,592 89,869 93,273 96,811 100,486 104,305 108,272 920,930 1,356,226
Subtotal $ 899,121 $ 933,023 $ 968,246 $ 1,004844 $ 1,042,868 $ 1,082,376 $ 1,123424 $ 1,166,073 $ 1,210,385 $ 1,256,426 $ 10,686,786 $ 15,738,105
Medical Examiner
Medical Examiner'” $ 21,137 $ 21,771 $ 22,424 $ 23,097 $ 23,790 $ 24,504 $ 25,239 $ 25,996 $ 26,776 $ 27,579 $ 242,312 $ 363,263
Other
Juvenile Services' $ 97,097 $ 100,010 $ 103,010 $ 106,101 $ 109,284 $ 112,562 $ 115939 $§ 119417 $ 123,000 $ 126,690 $ 1,113,110 $ 1,668,720
Manager's Office"! - - - - - - - - - - - -
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2

WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS
10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
Alternative Sentencing10 9,711 10,002 10,302 10,611 10,930 11,257 11,595 11,943 12,301 12,670 111,323 166,890
Emergency Managementm 7,725 7,957 8,196 8,442 8,695 8,956 9,224 9,501 9,786 10,080 88,563 132,769
Public Administrator'® 7,665 7,895 8,132 8,376 8,627 8,886 9,153 9,427 9,710 10,001 87,873 131,735
Public Guardian"” 11,754 12,106 12,470 12,844 13,229 13,626 14,035 14,456 14,889 15,336 134,745 202,003
Subtotal $ 133,952 $ 137,971 142,110 $ 146,373 $ 150,765 $ 155,287 $ 159,946 $ 164,744 $ 169,687 $ 174,777 1,535,613 $ 2,302,116
Public Safety Total $ 1,054,211 $ 1,092,765 1,132,781 $ 1,174314 $ 1217422 $ 1,262,167 $ 1,308,609 $ 1,356,813 $ 1,406,848 $ 1,458,782 12,464,711 $ 18,403,483
Public Works
Public Works
Community Services” $ 66,827 $ 69,110 71474 $ 73,921 $ 76,455 § 79,079 $ 81,795 $ 84,608 $ 87,521 $ 90,537 781,326 $ 1,159,965
Public Works Total $ 66,827 $ 69,110 71,474 $ 73921 $ 76,455 $ 79,079 $ 81,795 $ 84,608 $ 87,521 $ 90,537 781,326 $ 1,159,965
Welfare
Social Services
Human Services'' $ _ $ R _ $ R $ - $ R $ - $ R $ R $ R R $ R
Welfare Total $ - $ - - $ - - $ - - $ = $ = $ = = $ =
Culture and Recreation
Culture and Recreation
Librarylo $ 59,597 $ 61,384 63,226 $ 65,123 $ 67,076 $ 69,089 $ 71,161 $ 73,296 $ 75,495 $ 77,760 683,208 $ 1,024,231
Regional Parks/Open Space'” 41,178 42,413 43,685 44,996 46,346 47,736 49,168 50,643 52,163 53,727 472,055 707,682
Culture and Recreation Total $ 100,774 $ 103,797 106,911 $ 110,119 $ 113,422 $ 116,825 $ 120,330 $ 123940 $ 127,658 $ 131,487 1,155,263 $ 1,731,914
Community Support10 $ 2,307 $ 2,376 2,447 $ 2,521 $ 2,596 $ 2,674 $ 2,754 § 2,837 $ 2,922 §$ 3,010 26,445 $ 39,645
Intergovernmental Expenditures
Indigent Ins. Prog‘ralm13 $ 18,413 § 18,966 19,535 § 20,121  $ 20,724 $ 21,346 $ 21,987 $ 22,646 $ 23,326 $ 24,025 211,089 $ 319,178
China Springs Youth Facility13 9,084 9,356 9,637 9,926 10,224 10,531 10,847 11,172 11,507 11,852 104,137 157,461
TM Regional Planningll - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ethics Commission Assessment'' _ R _ R - R - R - R - R
Intergovernmental Expenditures $ 27,497 $ 28,322 29,172 $ 30,047 $ 30,948 $ 31,877 $ 32,833 $ 33818 $ 34,833 $ 35,878 315,226 $ 476,639
EXPENDITURES SUBTOTAL $ 1,894,358 $ 1,958,959 2,025,839 $ 2,095081 $ 2,166,770 $ 2,240,993 $ 2,317,842 $ 2,397,411 $ 2,479,797 $ 2,565,102 22,142,151 $ 32,881,113
CONTINGENCY @ $ 18,944 $ 19,590 20,258 $ 20,951 $ 21,668 $ 22,410 $ 23,178 $ 23974 $ 24,798 $ 25,651 221,422 $ 328,811
EXPENDITURES TOTAL $ 1913302 $ 1,978,548 2,046,097 $ 2,116,032 $ 2,188,438 $ 2,263,403 $ 2,341,020 $ 2,421,385 $ 2504595 $ 2,590,753 22,363,572 $ 33,209,924
IGENERAL FUND SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 117,806 $ 113,493 108,706 $ 103415 $ 97,593 $ 91,208 $ 84,229 $ 76,622 $ 68,353 $ 59,383 920,808 $ 3,420,113 I
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
OTHER FUNDS"
LIBRARY EXPANSION FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 24,551 $ 25,288 $ 26,046 $ 26,828 $ 27,633 §$ 28,462 $ 29,315 § 30,195 $ 31,101 $ 32,034 $ 281,452 $ 425,571
Miscellaneous” - R - R _ R - R - R - -
Revenue Total $ 24551 $ 25,288 $ 26,046 $ 26,828 $ 27,633 $ 28,462 $ 29,315 $ 30,195 $ 31,101 $ 32,034 $ 281,452 $ 425,571
EXPENDITURES
Library' $ 16266 $ 16754 $ 17257 S 17,775 § 18308 S 18857 $ 19423 $ 20005 $ 20,606 $ 21,224 $ 186,475 $ 279,553
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 8285 $ 8,533 $ 8,789 $ 9,063 $ 9325 $ 9,604 $ 9,893 $ 10,189 $ 10,495 $ 10,810 $ 94,977 $ 146,017
ANIMAL SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 36,827 $ 37,932 $ 39,070 $ 40,242 $ 41,449 $ 42,692 $ 43973 § 45292 $ 46,651 § 48,051 $ 422,177 $ 638,356
Licenses and Permits* 1,928 1,986 2,046 2,107 2,170 2,235 2,302 2,371 2,443 2,516 22,105 33,138
Charges for Services® 1,275 1,313 1,353 1,393 1,435 1,478 1,522 1,568 1,615 1,664 14,616 21,912
Miscellaneous® R _ R _ - R R ; B, ; - _
Revenue Total $ 40,030 $ 41231 $ 42,468 $ 43,742 $ 45,054 $ 46,406 $ 47,798 $ 49232 $ 50,709 $ 52,230 $ 458,899 $ 693,406
EXPENDITURES
Animal Services'’ $ 35,682 $ 36,753 $ 37,855 $ 38,991 $ 40,161 $ 41,366 $ 42,607 $ 43,885 $ 45201 $ 46,557 $ 409,058 $ 613,240
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 4,348 $ 4478 $ 4612 $ 4,751 $ 4893 $ 5,040 $ 5191 $ 5347 $ 5507 $ 5673 $ 49,840 $ 80,166
INDIGENT TAX LEVY FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 73,654 $ 75,863 $ 78,139 §$ 80,483 $ 82,898 § 85,385 $ 87,946 $ 90,585 $ 93,302 $ 96,101 $ 844,355 $ 1,276,712
Charges for Services® - - - - - - - - - - - -
Miscellaneous® R _ _ _ R _ - _ - _ - -
Revenue Total $ 73,654 $ 75,863 $ 78,139 $ 80,483 $ 82,898 $ 85,385 $ 87,946 $ 90,585 $ 93,302 $ 96,101 $ 844,355 $ 1,276,712
EXPENDITURES
Indigent Assistance'® $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - N - $ - $ - $ - $ -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 73,654 $ 75,863 $ 78,139 $ 80,483 $ 82,898 $ 85,385 $ 87,946 $ 90,585 $ 93302 $ 96,101 $ 844,355 $ 1,276,712
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 49,102 § 50,575 ' $ 52,093 $ 53,655 ' $ 55,265 $ 56,923 $ 58,631 $ 60,390 $ 62,201 $ 64,067 $ 562,903 $ 851,141
Licenses and Permits* 141 146 150 154 159 164 169 174 179 184 1,620 2,429
lntergoverm’nental4 257,739 265,471 273,435 281,638 290,087 298,790 307,754 316,986 326,496 336,291 2,954,687 4,429,522
Charges for Services* 21,933 22,590 23,268 23,966 24,685 25,426 26,189 26,974 27,783 28,617 251,432 376,934
Reimbusements®
Miscellaneous” _ R _ R - R - R - R - -
Revenue Total $ 328915 $ 338,782 $ 348946 $ 359,414 $ 370,197 $ 381,303 $ 392,742 $ 404,524 $ 416,660 $ 429,159 $ 3,770,642 $ 5,660,025
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10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

Child Protective Services'” $ 364,325 $ 375,255 $ 386,512 § 398,108 $ 410,051 $§ 422353 § 435,023 § 448,074 $ 461,516 $§ 475361 $ 4,176,578 $ 6,261,321
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ (354100 $ (36472) $ (37,566) $ (38693) $ (39.854) $  (41,050) $ (42,281) $  (43,550) $  (44,856) $  (46,202) $ (405,936) $ (601,295)
SENIOR SERVICES FUND
REVENUE

Ad Valorem' $ 12,276  $ 12,644 $ 13,023 $ 13,414 $ 13,816 $ 14,231 $ 14,658 $ 15,097 $ 15,550 $ 16,017 $ 140,726 $ 212,785

lntergovermnentall4 10,650 10,969 11,298 11,637 11,986 12,346 12,716 13,098 13,491 13,896 122,088 183,029

Charges for Services* 2,467 2,541 2,618 2,696 2,777 2,860 2,946 3,034 3,126 3,219 28,285 42,403

Miscellaneous/Reimbursements” 468 482 496 511 526 542 558 575 592 610 5,361 8,036
Revenue Total $ 25,860 $ 26,636 $ 27,435 $ 28,258 $ 29,106 $ 29,979 $ 30,879 $ 31,805 $ 32,759 $ 33,742 $ 296,460 $ 446,254
EXPENDITURES

Senior Citizens'® $ 24,688 $ 25429 $ 26,191 $ 26,977 $ 27,786 $ 28,620 $ 29,479 $ 30,363 § 31,274 $ 32212 $ 283,019 $ 424,288
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 1,172 $ 1,208 $ 1244 $ 1,281 $ 1,320 $ 1,359 $ 1,400 $ 1,442 $ 1,485 $ 1530 $ 13441 $ 21,966
OTHER RESTRICTED SPECIAL REVENUE FUND
REVENUE

Ad Valorem' $ 12,276  $ 12,644 § 13,023 $ 13,414 $ 13,816 $ 14,231 $ 14,658 $ 15,097 $ 15,550 $ 16,017 $ 140,726 $ 212,785

Car Rental Fee” - - - - - - - - - - - -

Intergovernmental4 76,946 79,254 81,632 84,081 86,604 89,202 91,878 94,634 97,473 100,397 882,101 1,322,402

Charges for Services 22,794 23,477 24,182 24,907 25,654 26,424 27,217 28,033 28,874 29,740 261,302 391,732

Fines and Forfeits” 17,755 18,288 18,837 19,402 19,984 20,583 21,201 21,837 22,492 23,167 203,544 305,143

Miscellaneous” _ R - R - R - R - R - R
Revenue Total $ 129,770 $ 133664 $ 137673 $ 141804 $ 146,058 $ 150439 $ 154953 $ 159601 $ 164,389 $ 169,321 $ 1,487,673 $ 2,232,062
EXPENDITURES

General Government'” $ -8 -8 - % -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -

Judicial'’ - - - - - - - - - - - -

Public Safr:ty17 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Public Works'” - - - - - - - - - - - -

Welfare'’ - - - - - - - - - - - -

Culture and Recreation'’ - - - - - - - - - - - -

Intergovernmental'’ R _ R _ R _ R _ _ _ - R
Expenditures Total $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ = $ =
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 129,770 $ 133664 $ 137673 $ 141804 $ 146,058 $ 150,439 $ 154,953 $ 159,601 $ 164,389 $ 169,321 $ 1,487,673 $ 2,232,062
ROADS SPECIAL REVENUE FUND
REVENUE

Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax” $ 62,530 $ 64,406 $ 66,338 $ 68,328 § 70,378 $ 72,489 $ 74,664 $ 76,904 $ 79,211 § 81,587 $ 716,834 $ 1,074,642

Charges for Services* 4,711 4,852 4,997 5,147 5,302 5,461 5,625 5,793 5,967 6,146 54,002 80,957

Miscellaneous” _ R _ R - R - R - R - -
Revenue Total $ 67,240 $ 69,258 $ 71,335 $ 73475 $ 75,680 $ 77950 $ 80,288 $ 82,697 $ 85,178 $ 87,733 $ 770,835 $ 1,155,598
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10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
EXPENDITURES
Public Works'® $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - S - $ - $ - $ - $ -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 67,240 $ 69,258 $ 71,335 $ 73475 $ 75,680 $ 77,950 $ 80,288 $ 82,697 $ 85,178 $ 87,733 $ 770,835 $ 1,155,598
TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
REVENUE
Property Tax-AB104' $ 1968 $ 2,027 2,088 $ 2,150 S 2215 $ 2081 S 2,350 $ 2,420 S 2,493 $ 2,568 $ 22561 $ 34,113
Property Tax-General 662,882 682,768 703,251 724,349 746,079 768,461 791,515 815,261 839,719 864,910 7,599,194 11,490,404
Sales Tax-AB104° 3,393 3,495 3,600 3,708 3,819 3,934 4,052 4173 4298 4427 38,898 75,289
Remainder of AB1047 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Sales Tax-CCRT 20,010 20,610 21,228 21,865 22,521 23,197 23,892 24,609 25,347 26,108 229,387 443,986
Remainder of C-Tax® 33,706 34,718 35,759 36,832 37,937 39,075 40,247 41,455 42,698 43,979 386,405 579,280
Other Sources” _ R R _ - R - R B, ; - -
Revenue Total $ 721959 $ 743617 $ 765926 $ 788904 $ 812571 $ 836948 $ 862056 $ 887,918 $ 014555 $ 941,992 $ 8276445 $ 12,623,072
EXPENDITURES
Fire Operations'” $ 708,900 $ 730,167 $ 752,072 § 774,635 $ 797,874 $ 821,810 § 846,464 $ 871,858 § 898,014 $ 924954 $ 8,126,749 $ 12,183,224
Expenditure Total $ 708900 $ 730,167 $ 752,072 $ 774635 $ 797,874 $ 821,810 $ 846,464 $ 871858 $ 898,014 $ 924954 $ 8,126,749 $ 12,183,224
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 13,058 $ 13,450 $ 13,853 $ 14,269 $ 14,697 $ 15,138 $ 15,592 $ 16,060 $ 16,542 $ 17,038 $ 149,696 $ 439,848
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APPENDIX 3, ASSUMPTIONS:

*Overall Assumption-Base Year
Unless otherwise noted, analysis uses estimated FY 2017-18 revenues and expenditures as the base year to estimate revenues and costs associated with the development. Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.

Estimated Revenues
1 See Appendices 4A and 4B for real property tax revenue calculation. In the General Fund, revenue is divided among restricted and unrestricted sources as follows:
Property Tax % of General

General Fund Rate Fund Revenue
General 1.0045 89.4%
Detention Facility 0.0774 6.9%
Indigent Insurance 0.0150 1.3%
China Springs 0.0074 0.7%
Family Court 0.0192 1.7%
Total 1.1235 100.0% Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.

2 Tt is expected that an increase in population will lead to an increase in these revenues. However, it is difficult to estimate how the development will impact these revenue sources as many of the sources are also impacted by
other factors, such as area visitors, the analysis conservatively does not estimate revenue generated from these sources.

3 Business license, franchise fee, and liquor license revenues are based on business revenues and expenditures by project residents are expected to increase these revenues. Analysis assumes residents will impact 75% of these
sources, with the remainder impacted by businesses and visitors. These revenues/services are also provided by Cities of Reno and Sparks. As a result, the analysis estimates project resident impacts on these revenue sources using
the Average Cost Method (ACM) using only the unincorporated population rather than the entire Washoe County population. To use this method, revenues are calculated based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County
unincorporated per capita revenue, inflated 3% annually and applied to estimated annual population generated by the residents of the development. Unincorporated per capita revenue is calculated by
dividing estimated FY 2017-18 revenues for each source by Washoe County FY 2017-18 unincorporated population of 110,432 Source: Washoe County, City of Reno, and City of Sparks budgets, FY 2018-19.

4 These revenues are assumed to be directly related to population growth and are generated across the entire County, and are, therefore, estimated using the Average Cost Method (ACM) with total County population: Revenues are
based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County per capita revenue, inflated 3% annually and applied to estimated annual population generated by the residents of the development. Per capita revenue
is calculated by dividing estimated FY 2017-18 revenues for each source by Washoe County FY 2017-18 population of 448,316 Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.

5 For calculation of BCCRT, SCCRT, and AB 104 sales tax revenue see Appendix 5.

6 In addition to CCRT revenue, Consolidated tax for the County includes revenue from Real Property Transfer Tax, GST (MVPT), Cigarette and Liquor taxes. A per capita methodology as explained in footnote 4 is applied

to estimate this revenue. Washoe County revenues from GST, Cigarette and Liquor Tax (analysis conservatively does not include RPTT as it is not a recurring revenue) totaled $ 32,931,007 inFY 2017-18. The County is
estimated to receive 51.05% of all County C-tax revenue (see Appendix 5). As a result, the County's portion of GST, Cigarette and Liquor Tax revenue is estimated at $ 16,812,065 which is used
to estimate development impacts using the methodology in footnote 4. Source: Nevada Department of Taxation. "Consolidated Tax Distribution FY 2017-18."

The Truckee Meadows Fire District is estimated to receive 3.86% of all County C-tax revenue. As a result, the Fire District's portion of GST, Cigarette and Liquor Tax revenue is estimated at

$ 1,271,785 used to estimate development impacts using the methodology in footnote 4 using population estimates for the TMFPD instead of Washoe County population. Source: Nevada Department of Taxation, "Consolidated
Tax Distribution FY 2017-18."
7 In addition to sales tax revenue, AB 104 revenue for the County includes revenue from property, gaming, and RPTT taxes and interest. Analysis is conservative in not estimating gaming, RPTT, and interest revenue. Property tax
revenue is estimated in Appendix 4A and 4B and shown elsewhere in the report.

Estimated Costs
8 Some departments provide services to residents of the unincorporated Washoe County, rather than the geographic County region. Costs associated with these departments are estimated using the Average Cost Method (ACM)

using only the unincorporated population rather than the entire Washoe County population. To use this method, costs are based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County unincorporated per capita cost, inflated 3%
annually and applied to estimated annual population generated by the residents of the development. For County Commissioners, costs are estimated to 50% of department budget. Source: Washoe County budget, FY 2018-19.
9 Administration services (indirect) costs assumed to be impacted by the development are calculated at 12.1% of all direct service costs. Percent indirect costs of direct costs for FY 2017-18.
Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19. County Manager office costs are estimated at 75% of budgeted amount.
10 ACM: Expenditures are calculated based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County per capita expenditures inflated 3% annually and applied to estimated annual population of the development. Per capita

cost is calculated by dividing FY 2017-18 expenditures for each source by Washoe County FY 2017-18 population. Source: Washoe County Budget FY 2018-19.
11 As the impact of the development on these expenditures is difficult to estimate, the analysis does not estimate costs associated with these expenditures. Alternately, no costs associated with the project are expected to occur.
12 See Appendix 6 for calculation of Operations and Detention costs.
Administration costs are estimated at 9.4% of Operations and Detention costs using the average costs for these activities between FY 2016-17 and FY 2018-19. Source: Washoe County Budget
FY 2018-19.
13 The amount of the expenditure is the same as the revenue estimated to be generated by the ad valorem rate for this source.
14 Other Funds: Only operating funds supported by Ad Valorem revenue or directly impacted by the development are included in this analysis. Capital Facilities and Debt Services Funds are not included, as the impact of the

Silver Hills Exhibits Page 265 of 991
Ekay Economic Consultants, Inc.



Silver Hills Development Washoe County Fiscal Impact Analysis

APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

development on these funds is difficult to estimate, though property tax revenues for these funds are estimated in Appendix 4A.

15 The project is unlikely to generate a significant number of indigent population in the region. As a result, costs for this fund associated with the project are expected to be minimal.

16 Senior Services Fund provides various services, including Nutrition, Adult Day Care, Social Services, and more. Analysis expects project will generate need for service at a reduced rate compared to the overall County, as a result,
costs are estimated at 75% of budgeted costs.

17 The impact of the project on these discretionary costs is difficult to estimate.

18 Information about roads added by the project is unavailable at this point of the project and are difficult to estimate.

19 Costs associated with the Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District are estimated using the ACM with FY 2017-18 expenditures for the TMFPD divided by the population with the TMFPD service area, applied to the estimated
population of the project. Source: Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District budget, FY 2018-19.
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TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | WASHOE COUNTY |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL LIBRARY ANIMAL INDIGENT CHILD SENIOR OTHER  CAPITAL DEBT
YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104 EXPANS. SERVICES TAXLEVY PROTECT. SERVICES SPECIAL FACILITIES SERVICE
2021  Single Family § 6,420,782 $§ 36,718,173 $ 2,247,274 § 12,851,361 § 25,248 $ 409 $ 449 $ 674§ 1,348 $ 899 $ 225 % 225 % 1,124 $ 472
Open Space 1,323,064 - 463,072 - 5,203 84 93 139 278 185 46 46 232 97
Subtotal 7,743,846 36,718,173 2,710,346 12,851,361 30,451 493 542 813 1,626 1,084 271 271 1,355 569
2022  Single Family 8,460,439 35,814,127 5,275,846 25,771,846 203,659 3,298 3,625 5,438 10,876 7,251 1,813 1,813 9,064 3,807
Open Space - - 476,965 - 5,359 87 95 143 286 191 48 48 238 100
Subtotal 8,460,439 35,814,127 5,752,810 25,771,846 209,018 3,385 3,721 5,581 11,163 7,442 1,860 1,860 9,302 3,907
2023  Single Family 8,714,252 36,888,551 8,484,109 39,455,994 384,866 6,233 6,851 10,277 20,554 13,702 3,426 3,426 17,128 7,194
Open Space - - 491,273 - 5,519 89 98 147 295 197 49 49 246 103
Subtotal 8,714,252 36,888,551 8,975,383 39,455,994 390,385 6,322 6,949 10,424 20,848 13,899 3,475 3,475 17,374 7,297
2024  Single Family 8,975,680 37,995,208 11,880,120 53,937,997 576,761 9,341 10,267 15,401 30,802 20,534 5,134 5,134 25,668 10,781
Open Space - - 506,012 - 5,685 92 101 152 304 202 51 51 253 106
Subtotal 8,975,680 37,995,208 12,386,132 53,937,997 582,446 9,433 10,368 15,553 31,105 20,737 5,184 5,184 25,921 10,887
2025  Single Family 9,244,950 39,135,064 15,472,256 69,253,409 779,824 12,629 13,882 20,823 41,646 27,764 6,941 6,941 34,705 14,576
Open Space - - 521,192 - 5,856 95 104 156 313 208 52 52 261 109
Subtotal 9,244,950 39,135,064 15,993,448 69,253,409 785,680 12,724 13,986 20,979 41,959 27,973 6,993 6,993 34,966 14,686
2026  Single Family 9,522,298 40,309,116 19,269,228 85,439,202 994,552 16,107 17,705 26,557 53,114 35,409 8,852 8,852 44,261 18,590
Open Space - - 536,828 - 6,031 98 107 161 322 215 54 54 268 113
Subtotal 9,622,298 40,309,116 19,806,056 85,439,202 1,000,583 16,204 17,812 26,718 53,436 35,624 8,906 8,906 44,530 18,702
2027  Single Family 1,804,666 7,639,384 20,478,938 90,676,162 1,189,990 19,272 21,184 31,775 63,551 42,367 10,592 10,592 52,959 22,243
Open Space - - 552,933 - 6,212 101 111 166 332 221 55 55 276 116
Subtotal 1,804,666 7,639,384 21,031,871 90,676,162 1,196,203 19,372 21,294 31,941 63,883 42,588 10,647 10,647 53,236 22,359
2028  Single Family - - 21,093,307 93,396,447 1,255,730 20,336 22,354 33,531 67,062 44,708 11,177 11,177 55,885 23,472
Open Space - - 569,521 - 6,399 104 114 171 342 228 57 57 285 120
Subtotal = = 21,662,827 93,396,447 1,262,129 20,440 22,468 33,702 67,403 44,936 11,234 11,234 56,169 23,591
2029  Single Family - - 21,726,106 96,198,341 1,293,402 20,947 23,025 34,537 69,074 46,049 11,512 11,512 57,561 24,176
Open Space - - 586,606 - 6,591 107 117 176 352 235 59 59 293 123
Subtotal = = 22,312,712 96,198,341 1,299,992 21,053 23,142 34,713 69,425 46,284 11,571 11,571 57,855 24,299
2030  Single Family - - 22,377,889 99,084,291 1,332,204 21,575 23,715 35,573 71,146 47,430 11,858 11,858 59,288 24,901
Open Space - - 604,204 - 6,788 110 121 181 363 242 60 60 302 127
Subtotal = = 22,982,093 99,084,291 1,338,992 21,685 23,836 35,754 71,508 47,672 11,918 11,918 59,590 25,028
2031  Single Family - - 23,049,226 102,056,820 1,372,170 22,222 24,427 36,640 73,280 48,853 12,213 12,213 61,067 25,648
Open Space - - 622,331 - 6,992 113 124 187 373 249 62 62 311 131
Subtotal = = 23,671,556 102,056,820 1,379,162 22,335 24,551 36,827 73,654 49,102 12,276 12,276 61,378 25,779
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TAXABLE  TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | WASHOE COUNTY |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE.  GENERAL LIBRARY ANIMAL INDIGENT  CHILD  SENIOR OTHER CAPITAL  DEBT

YEAR  TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104 EXPANS. SERVICES TAXLEVY PROTECT. SERVICES SPECIAL FACILITIES SERVICE
2032 Single Family . B 23,740,702 105,118,524 1,413,335 22,889 25,160 37,739 75,479 50,319 12,580 12,580 62,899 26,417
Open Space - B 641,000 - 7,202 117 128 192 385 256 64 64 321 135
Subtotal = = 24,381,703 105,118,524 1,420,537 23,005 25,288 37,932 75,863 50,575 12,644 12,644 63,219 26,552
2033 Single Family . B 24,452,923 108,272,080 1,455,735 23,575 25,914 38,871 77,743 51,829 12,957 12,957 64,786 27,210
Open Space - B 660,230 - 7418 120 132 198 396 264 66 66 330 139
Subtotal = = 25113154 108,272,080 1,463,153 23,696 26,046 39,070 78,139 52,093 13,023 13,023 65,116 27,349
2034  Single Family . B 25,186,511 111,520,242 1,499,407 24,283 26,692 40,038 80,075 53,383 13,346 13,346 66,729 28,026
Open Space - B 630,037 - 7,640 124 136 204 408 272 68 68 340 143
Subtotal = = 25,866,549 111,520,242 1,507,047 24,406 26,828 40,242 80,483 53,655 13,414 13,414 67,069 28,169
2035  Single Family . . 25,942,106 114,365,850 1,544,389 25,011 27,492 41,239 82,477 54,985 13,746 13,746 68,731 28,867
Open Space B B 700,439 - 7,869 127 140 210 420 280 70 70 350 147
Subtotal = = 26,642,545 114,865,850 1,552,259 25,139 27,633 41,449 82,898 55,265 13,816 13,816 69,081 29,014
2036  Single Family . - 26,720,370 118,311,825 1,590,721 25,762 28,317 42,476 84,952 56,634 14,159 14,159 70,793 29,733
Open Space B B 721,452 - 8,106 131 144 216 433 289 72 72 361 152
Subtotal = = 27,441,821 118,311,825 1,598,827 25,893 28,462 42,692 85,385 56,923 14,231 14,231 71,154 29,885
2037  Single Family . . 27,521,981 121,861,180 1,638,443 26,534 29,167 43,750 87,500 58,334 14,583 14,583 72,917 30,625
Open Space B B 743,095 - 8,349 135 149 223 446 297 74 74 372 156
Subtotal = = 28,265,076 121,861,180 1,646,791 26,670 29,315 43,973 87,946 58,631 14,658 14,658 73,288 30,781
2038  Single Family : - 28,347,640 125,517,015 1,687,596 27,330 30,042 45,063 90,125 60,084 15,021 15,021 75,104 31,544
Open Space B B 765,388 - 8,599 139 153 230 459 306 77 77 383 161
Subtotal = = 29,113,028 125,517,015 1,696,195 27,470 30,195 45,292 90,585 60,390 15,097 15,097 75,487 31,705
2039  Single Family . - 29,198,069 129,282,526 1,738,224 28,150 30,943 46,415 92,829 61,886 15,472 15,472 77,358 32,490
Open Space . B 788,350 - 8,857 143 158 237 473 315 79 79 394 166
Subtotal . = 29,986,419 129,282,526 1,747,081 28,294 31,101 46,651 93,302 62,201 15,550 15,550 77,752 32,656
2040  Single Family B - 30,074,011 133,161,002 1,790,371 28,995 31,871 47,807 95,614 63,743 15,936 15,936 79,678 33,465
Open Space B B 812,000 - 9,123 148 162 244 487 325 81 81 406 171
Subtotal = = 30,886,012 133,161,002 1,799,494 29,143 32,034 48,051 96,101 64,067 16,017 16,017 80,084 33,635
[TOTAC $ 54,466,131 $ 234,499,623 $ 23006425 $ 387,160 425571 $ 638,356 © 1,276,712 $ 851141 §$ 212,785 $ 212,785 $ 1,063,026 $ 446,849 |

APPENDIX 4A-B, ASSUMPTIONS:

1. As the project's parcels currently generate property tax revenue for the County, the existing FY 2018-19 taxable value of the parcels in the Project of

Taxable Taxable
Land Improve. Total
$2253221 § - $ 2,253,221

is subtracted from Taxable Land and Improvement Values estimated in Appendix 1 in the first year of the project. Source: Washoe County Assessor.
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TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | WASHOE COUNTY |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL LIBRARY ANIMAL INDIGENT CHILD SENIOR OTHER  CAPITAL DEBT
YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104 EXPANS. SERVICES TAXLEVY PROTECT. SERVICES SPECIAL FACILITIES SERVICE

2. Assessed land and improvement values are estimating by adjusting taxable values by 35%.

3. Cumulative assessed value for previous year's construction is increased by 3.0% per year.

4. Improvement values are estimated to generate property tax revenue starting the year following construction to account for work in progress.
5. Operating tax rate is assumed to remain constant at FY 2018-19 amount:

Fund Rate
General Fund $ 1.1235
AB104 0.0272  Washoe County receives 66.9% and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District receives 5.89%
Library Expansion 0.0200 Libraries rate expires FY 2024-25, analysis assumes the rate will continue through the analysis period
Animal Services 0.0300 Animal Shelter rate expires FY 2032-33, analysis assumes the rate will continue through the analysis period
Indigent Tax Levy 0.0600
Child Protective Services 0.0400
Senior Services 0.0100
Other Restricted Special Rev. 0.0100
Capital Facilities 0.0500
Debt 0.0210
$ 1.3917 Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.
TM Fire Protection $ 0.5400 Source: Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District, FY 2018-19.
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ESTIMATED REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | TM FIRE DISTRICT |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL
YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104
2021 Single Family  § 6,420,782 $ 36,718,173  § 2,247,274 $ 12,851,361 $ 12,135 $ 36
Open Space 1,323,064 - 463,072 - 2,501 7
Subtotal 7,743,846 36,718,173 2,710,346 12,851,361 14,636 43
2022 Single Family 8,460,439 35,814,127 5,275,846 25,771,846 97,887 291
Open Space - - 476,965 - 2.576 8
Subtotal 8,460,439 35,814,127 5,752,810 25,771,846 100,463 298
2023 Single Family 8,714,252 36,888,551 8,484,109 39,455,994 184,982 549
Open Space - - 491,273 - 2.653 8
Subtotal 8,714,252 36,888,551 8,975,383 39,455,994 187,635 557
2024 Single Family 8,975,680 37,995,208 11,880,120 53,937,997 277,215 823
Open Space - - 506.012 - 2,732 8
Subtotal 8,975,680 37,995,208 12,386,132 53,937,997 279,947 831
2025 Single Family 9,244,950 39,135,064 15,472,256 69,253,409 374,815 1,113
Open Space - - 521.192 - 2.814 8
Subtotal 9,244,950 39,135,064 15,993,448 69,253,409 377,630 1,121
2026 Single Family 9,522,298 40,309,116 19,269,228 85,439,202 478,022 1,419
Open Space - - 536.828 - 2.899 9
Subtotal 9,522,298 40,309,116 19,806,056 85,439,202 480,921 1,428
2027 Single Family 1,804,666 7,639,384 20,478,938 90,676,162 571,958 1,698
Open Space - - 552,933 - 2,986 9
Subtotal 1,804,666 7,639,384 21,031,871 90,676,162 574,944 1,707
2028 Single Family - - 21,093,307 93,396,447 603,555 1,792
Open Space - - 569.521 - 3.075 9
Subtotal = = 21,662,827 93,396,447 606,631 1,801
2029 Single Family - - 21,726,106 96,198,341 621,662 1,846
Open Space - - 586,606 - 3.168 9
Subtotal = = 22,312,712 96,198,341 624,829 1,855
2030 Single Family - - 22,377,889 99,084,291 640,312 1,901
Open Space - - 604,204 - 3.263 10
Subtotal = = 22,982,093 99,084,291 643,574 1,911
2031 Single Family - - 23,049,226 102,056,820 659,521 1,958
Open Space - - 622,331 - 3.361 10
Subtotal = = 23,671,556 102,056,820 662,882 1,968
2032 Single Family - - 23,740,702 105,118,524 679,307 2,017
Open Space - - 641,000 - 3.461 10
Subtotal - - 24,381,703 105,118,524 682,768 2,027
2033 Single Family - - 24,452,923 108,272,080 699,686 2,077
Open Space - - 660,230 - 3.565 11
Subtotal - - 25,113,154 108,272,080 703,251 2,088
2034 Single Family - - 25,186,511 111,520,242 720,676 2,140
Open Space - - 680,037 - 3.672 11
Subtotal - - 25,866,549 111,520,242 724,349 2,150
2035 Single Family - - 25,942,106 114,865,850 742,297 2,204
Open Space - - 700,439 - 3,782 11
Subtotal - - 26,642,545 114,865,850 746,079 2,215
2036 Single Family - - 26,720,370 118,311,825 764,566 2,270
Open Space - - 721,452 - 3.896 12
Subtotal - - 27,441,821 118,311,825 768,461 2,281
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APPENDIX 4B-SCENARIO 2
TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
ESTIMATED REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | TM FIRE DISTRICT |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL
YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104
2037 Single Family - - 27,521,981 121,861,180 787,503 2,338
Open Space - - 743,095 - 4,013 12
Subtotal - - 28,265,076 121,861,180 791,515 2,350
2038 Single Family - - 28,347,640 125,517,015 811,128 2,408
Open Space - - 765.388 - 4.133 12
Subtotal - - 29,113,028 125,517,015 815,261 2,420
2039 Single Family - - 29,198,069 129,282,526 835,461 2,480
Open Space - - 788,350 - 4,257 13
Subtotal - - 29,986,419 129,282,526 839,719 2,493
2040 Single Family - - 30,074,011 133,161,002 860,525 2,555
Open Space - - 812.000 - 4.385 13
Subtotal - - 30,886,012 133,161,002 864,910 2,568
|TOTAL $ 54,466,131 $ 234,499,623 $ 11,490,404 $ 34,113 |
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APPENDIX 5-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED SALES TAX REVENUE

CUMULATIVE CONSTR. HOUSEHOLD TOTAL WASHOE COUNTY TM FIRE DISTRICT

USE # OF OCCUP. MATERIALS TAXABLE TAXABLE CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX PUBLIC MASS RAILROAD INFRAST- CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX

YEAR TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PURCHASES SALES SALES REVENUE REVENUE TRANSPORT. GRADE RUCTURE REVENUE REVENUE

2021 Single Family - $ 18,359,087 § - $ 18,359,087 $ 207,196 $ 30,165 $ 67,642 $ 22,547 $ 22,547 $ 15,674 $ 2,658
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal - 18,359,087 - 18,359,087 207,196 30,165 67,642 22,547 22,547 15,674 2,658

2022 Single Family 127 17,907,064 3,039,885 20,946,949 236,402 34,417 77,176 25,725 25,725 17,883 3,033
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 127 17,907,064 3,039,885 20,946,949 236,402 34,417 77,176 25,725 25,725 17,883 3,033

2023 Single Family 248 18,444,276 6,096,121 24,540,397 276,957 40,322 90,416 30,139 30,139 20,951 3,553
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 248 18,444,276 6,096,121 24,540,397 276,957 40,322 90,416 30,139 30,139 20,951 3,553

2024 Single Family 369 18,997,604 9,332,996 28,330,599 319,733 46,549 104,381 34,794 34,794 24,187 4,101
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 369 18,997,604 9,332,996 28,330,599 319,733 46,549 104,381 34,794 34,794 24,187 4,101

2025 Single Family 489 19,567,532 12,758,596 32,326,128 364,825 53,114 119,102 39,701 39,701 27,598 4,680
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 489 19,567,532 12,758,596 32,326,128 364,825 53,114 119,102 39,701 39,701 27,598 4,680

2026 Single Family 610 20,154,558 16,381,332 36,535,890 412,336 60,031 134,612 44,871 44,871 31,192 5,289
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 610 20,154,558 16,381,332 36,535,890 412,336 60,031 134,612 44,871 44,871 31,192 5,289

2027 Single Family 731 3,819,692 20,209,950 24,029,642 271,193 39,482 88,534 29,511 29,511 20,515 3,479
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 731 3,819,692 20,209,950 24,029,642 271,193 39,482 88,534 29,511 29,511 20,515 3,479

2028 Single Family 753 - 21,448,711 21,448,711 242,065 35,242 79,025 26,342 26,342 18,312 3,105
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 21,448,711 21,448,711 242,065 35,242 79,025 26,342 26,342 18,312 3,105

2029 Single Family 753 - 22,092,172 22,092,172 249,327 36,299 81,396 27,132 27,132 18,861 3,198
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 22,092,172 22,092,172 249,327 36,299 81,396 27,132 27,132 18,861 3,198

2030 Single Family 753 - 22,754,937 22,754,937 256,807 37,388 83,838 27,946 27,946 19,427 3,294
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 22,754,937 22,754,937 256,807 37,388 83,838 27,946 27,946 19,427 3,294

2031 Single Family 753 - 23,437,586 23,437,586 264,511 38,510 86,353 28,784 28,784 20,010 3,393
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 23,437,586 23,437,586 264,511 38,510 86,353 28,784 28,784 20,010 3,393
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APPENDIX 5-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED SALES TAX REVENUE

CUMULATIVE CONSTR. HOUSEHOLD TOTAL WASHOE COUNTY TM FIRE DISTRICT

USE # OF OCCUP. MATERIALS TAXABLE TAXABLE CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX PUBLIC MASS RAILROAD INFRAST- CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX

YEAR TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PURCHASES SALES SALES REVENUE REVENUE TRANSPORT. GRADE RUCTURE REVENUE REVENUE

2032 Single Family 753 - 24,140,713 24,140,713 272,446 39,665 88,943 29,648 29,648 20,610 3,495
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 24,140,713 24,140,713 272,446 39,665 88,943 29,648 29,648 20,610 3,495

2033 Single Family 753 - 24,864,934 24,864,934 280,620 40,855 91,612 30,537 30,537 21,228 3,600
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 24,864,934 24,864,934 280,620 40,855 91,612 30,537 30,537 21,228 3,600

2034 Single Family 753 - 25,610,883 25,610,883 289,038 42,080 94,360 31,453 31,453 21,865 3,708
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 25,610,883 25,610,883 289,038 42,080 94,360 31,453 31,453 21,865 3,708

2035 Single Family 753 - 26,379,209 26,379,209 297,710 43,343 97,191 32,397 32,397 22,521 3,819
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 26,379,209 26,379,209 297,710 43,343 97,191 32,397 32,397 22,521 3,819

2036 Single Family 753 - 27,170,585 27,170,585 306,641 44,643 100,107 33,369 33,369 23,197 3,934
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 27,170,585 27,170,585 306,641 44,643 100,107 33,369 33,369 23,197 3,934

2037 Single Family 753 - 27,985,703 27,985,703 315,840 45,982 103,110 34,370 34,370 23,892 4,052
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 27,985,703 27,985,703 315,840 45,982 103,110 34,370 34,370 23,892 4,052

2038 Single Family 753 - 28,825,274 28,825,274 325,315 47,362 106,203 35,401 35,401 24,609 4,173
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 28,825,274 28,825,274 325,315 47,362 106,203 35,401 35,401 24,609 4,173

2039 Single Family 753 - 29,690,032 29,690,032 335,075 48,783 109,389 36,463 36,463 25,347 4,298
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 29,690,032 29,690,032 335,075 48,783 109,389 36,463 36,463 25,347 4,298

2040 Single Family 753 - 30,580,733 30,580,733 345,127 50,246 112,671 37,557 37,557 26,108 4,427
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -

Subtotal 753 - 30,580,733 30,580,733 345,127 50,246 112,671 37,557 37,557 26,108 4,427

|TOTAL $ 117,249,812 $ 402,800,353 $ 520,050,164 $ 5,869,166 $ 854,477 $ 1,916,060 $ 638,687 $ 638,687 $ 443986 $ 75,289 |

APPENDIX 5, ASSUMPTIONS:

1. Sales tax rates applicable to Washoe County are as follows:
0.500% Basic City County Relief Tax (BCCRT)
1.750% Supplemental City County Relief Tax (SCCRT)
0.250% Fair Share (AB 104)
0.375% Public Mass Transportation
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APPENDIX 5-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED SALES TAX REVENUE

CUMULATIVE CONSTR. HOUSEHOLD TOTAL WASHOE COUNTY TM FIRE DISTRICT
USE # OF OCCUP. MATERIALS TAXABLE TAXABLE CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX PUBLIC MASS RAILROAD INFRAST- CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX
YEAR TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PURCHASES SALES SALES REVENUE REVENUE TRANSPORT. GRADE RUCTURE REVENUE REVENUE

0.125% Washoe Railroad Grade
0.125% Infrastructure
2. BCCRT and SCCRT (CCRT) sales tax revenue generated in the County is distributed to Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District as follows:
Washoe County 51.05%
TM Fire District 3.86%
Source: Distribution based on average percentage share of Washoe County C-Tax distribution from FY 2016-17 to partial year FY 18-19. Data from Nevada Department of Taxation, "Consolidated Tax Distribution:
Revenue Summary by County."
3. AB104 sales tax revenue generated in the County is distributed to Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District as follows:
Washoe County 66.89%

TM Fire District 5.89%
Source: Distribution based on average percentage share of Washoe County AB104 distribution from FY 2016-17 to partial year FY 18-19. Data from Nevada Department of Taxation, "Local Government Tax Act
Distribution."
4. A State administrative fee of 1.75% of all sales tax revenue is subtracted for State uses. Source: AB 552.

5. Construction Materials Purchases-See Appendix 1.

6. Number of Occupied Households-See Appendix 2. By definition, each occupied residential unit represents a household.

7. Household Taxable Sales-estimated based on the number of occupied households, estimated household income, and expenditure information. Household incomes and percent of income spent on taxable items are
estimated as follows, inflated 3% annually:

Household % Spent on
Income Taxable lItems
Single Family ~$ 87,892 24.8% Based on an average sales price of $372,000, 10% down, 4.7% loan rate, and 30-year mortgage.

Source: Estimated home sales price based on median sales price per square foot for new homes sold in 2018 in nearby Woodland Village with a 10% premium for larger lots from Center for Regional Studies, UNR.
Household income is estimated using a home affordability calculator created by EEC and Center for Regional Studies, UNR and estimated home sales price. Taxable spending ratio from Consumer Expenditure Survey,
2017, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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APPENDIX 6-SCENARIO 2
WASHOE COUNTY
SHERIFF OPERATIONS COST PROJECTIONS

NEW RESIDENT OFFICERS SALARY/ SERVICES/ VEHICLE ANNUALIZED ADMIN. TOTAL
YEAR POPULATION REQUIRED BENEFITS SUPPLIES PURCHASE VEH. PURCH. COSTS COST
2021 - - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
2022 320 0.544 64,749 10,678 53,835 - 19,844 95,270
2023 622 1.058 130,980 21,600 - 27,283 40,142 220,005
2024 925 1.573 202,279 33,358 - 27,283 61,993 324912
2025 1,228 2.088 278,940 46,000 - 27,283 85,487 437,710
2026 1,531 2.602 361,273 59,577 - 27,283 110,720 558,853
2027 1,834 3.117 449,604 74,144 124,819 27,283 137,791 688,821
2028 1,889 3.212 481,331 79,376 - 27,283 147,514 735,504
2029 1,889 3.212 500,103 82,471 - 27,283 153,267 763,125
2030 1,889 3.212 519,607 85,688 - 27,283 159,245 791,823
2031 1,889 3.212 539,872 89,030 - 27,283 165,455 821,640
2032 1,889 3.212 560,927 92,502 144,699 27,283 171,908 852,620
2033 1,889 3.212 582,803 96,109 - 27,283 178,612 884,808
2034 1,889 3.212 605,532 99,858 - 27,283 185,578 918,251
2035 1,889 3.212 629,148 103,752 - 27,283 192,816 952,999
2036 1,889 3.212 653,685 107,798 - 27,283 200,336 989,102
2037 1,889 3.212 679,179 112,003 167,746 27,283 208,149 1,026,613
2038 1,889 3.212 705,667 116,371 - 27,283 216,267 1,065,587
2039 1,889 3.212 733,188 120,909 - 27,283 224,701 1,106,081
2040 1,889 3.212 761,782 125,625 - 27,283 233,464 1,148,154
|TOTAL $ 9,440,647 $ 1,556,846 $ 491,098 $ 491,098 $ 2,893,288 $ 14,381,879 |

APPENDIX 6, ASSUMPTIONS:

Note: See Appendix 2 for population estimates.

1. The analysis uses Western States average of 1.7 uniformed officers per 1,000 of population. Source: Washoe County Sheriff's Office.
This includes all uniformed officers for the Department, including patrol, detectives, etc.
2. Uniformed salaries are estimated at $ 66,779 inflated 4% annually.
Source: Washoe County Human Resources website, average of salary range for Deputy Sheriff positions.
3. Benefits are estimated at 62.1% of salaries.
Services/Supplies estimated at 16.5% of salaries and benefits.
Source: Three-year average FY 2016-17 through FY 2018-19 from Washoe County Budget FY 2018-19.
4. Two vehicles are added per three rotation shift at a cost of $ 50,000 inflated 3% annually. Life of vehicle is 5 years.
Source: Washoe County Sheriff's Office.
5. Administrative costs for Operations are estimated at 26.3% of above uniformed costs using the average costs between FY 2016-17 and FY

2018-19. Source: Washoe County Budget FY 2018-19.
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APPENDIX 1-SCENARIO 3
BUILDOUT ASSUMPTIONS

RESIDENTIAL NEW TAXABLE NEW TAXABLE TOTAL NEW CONSTR.
UNITS SQUARE FEET USE LAND IMPROVEMENTS TAXABLE MATERIALS
YEAR CONSTRUCTED CONSTRUCTED TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE COST
2021 132 250,800 Single Family $ 8,217,477 $ 36,718,173  $ 44,935,650 $ 18,359,087
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space 1,323,064 - 1,323,064 -
Subtotal 132 250,800 9,540,541 36,718,173 46,258,714 18,359,087
2022 125 237,500 Single Family 8,015,153 35,814,127 43,829,280 17,907,064
- 22,500 Retail 866,934 4,868,099 5,735,033 2,434,049
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 260,000 8,882,087 40,682,226 49,564,313 20,341,113
2023 125 237,500 Single Family 8,255,607 36,888,551 45,144,158 18,444,276
- 22,500 Retail 892,942 5,014,142 5,907,084 2,507,071
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 260,000 9,148,549 41,902,693 51,051,242 20,951,346
2024 125 237,500 Single Family 8,503,275 37,995,208 46,498,483 18,997,604
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 8,503,275 37,995,208 46,498,483 18,997,604
2025 125 237,500 Single Family 8,758,374 39,135,064 47,893,438 19,567,532
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 8,758,374 39,135,064 47,893,438 19,567,532
2026 125 237,500 Single Family 9,021,125 40,309,116 49,330,241 20,154,558
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 9,021,125 40,309,116 49,330,241 20,154,558
2027 125 237,500 Single Family 9,291,759 41,518,389 50,810,148 20,759,195
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 9,291,759 41,518,389 50,810,148 20,759,195
2028 125 237,500 Single Family 9,570,511 42,763,941 52,334,452 21,381,971
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 9,570,511 42,763,941 52,334,452 21,381,971
2029 125 237,500 Single Family 9,857,627 44,046,859 53,904,486 22,023,430
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 9,857,627 44,046,859 53,904,486 22,023,430
2030 125 237,500 Single Family 10,153,355 45,368,265 55,521,621 22,684,133
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 10,153,355 45,368,265 55,521,621 22,684,133
2031 125 237,500 Single Family 10,457,956 46,729,313 57,187,269 23,364,657
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 10,457,956 46,729,313 57,187,269 23,364,657
2032 125 237,500 Single Family 10,771,695 48,131,192 58,902,887 24,065,596
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 10,771,695 48,131,192 58,902,887 24,065,596
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APPENDIX 1-SCENARIO 3
BUILDOUT ASSUMPTIONS

RESIDENTIAL NEW TAXABLE NEW TAXABLE TOTAL NEW CONSTR.
UNITS SQUARE FEET USE LAND IMPROVEMENTS TAXABLE MATERIALS
YEAR CONSTRUCTED CONSTRUCTED TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE COST
2033 125 237,500 Single Family 11,094,846 49,575,128 60,669,974 24,787,564
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 11,094,846 49,575,128 60,669,974 24,787,564
2034 125 237,500 Single Family 11,427,691 51,062,382 62,490,073 25,531,191
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 125 237,500 11,427,691 51,062,382 62,490,073 25,531,191
2035 115 218,500 Single Family 10,828,880 48,386,713 59,215,593 24,193,357
- - Retail - - - -
- - Open Space - - - -
Subtotal 115 218,500 10,828,880 48,386,713 59,215,593 24,193,357
|TOTAL 1,872 3,601,800 $ 147,308,270 $ 654,324,664 $ 801,632,934 $ 327,162,332 |

APPENDIX 1, ASSUMPTIONS:

1. The following is project buildout information on which the analysis is based:
Building Square  Taxable Value of Taxable Value of

# of Acres # of Units Feet Land Improvements
Single Family 587.9 1,872 3,556,800 $ 109,848,960 § 490,838,400
Retail 4.0 - 45,000 1,586,735 8,910,000
Public Facilities 31.0 - - - -
Open Space 157.4 - - 1,247,115 -
Total 780.3 1,872 3,601,800 $ 112,682,809 $ 499,748,400

Source: Buildout information and retail square footage from developer, residential square footage, and taxable land and improvement value from Washoe County
Assessor's data for similar land uses, as shown in footnotes 2 and 3 below.

2. Taxable land and improvement values for the residential portion of the project are difficult to determine at this early stage, as a result, the analysis estimates these
values using data for comparable developments in the vicinity of the proposed project (Silver Knolls development):

Taxable Land Taxable Improv.
Land Use Code Value/Unit Value/Sa.Ft.
Single Family 200 $ 58,680 $ 138.00 Land value data for units with 0.5 acre and smaller lots.

Source: Washoe County Assessor data as of February 2019 for fiscal year 2017-18.

Square footage for project homes based on average size of homes built in nearby Woodland Village in 2018. Data from Silver Knolls is not used as these units were
built between 1970 and 1990s and do not reflect current market demand for home size. Source: Center for Regional Studies, UNR.

3. Taxable land and improvement values for the retail portion of the project are difficult to determine at this early stage, as a result, the analysis estimates these
values using data for comparable developments in the vicinity of the proposed project (retail uses along Stead Blvd):

Taxable Land Taxable Improv.
Land Use Code Value/Acre Value/Sa.Ft.
Retail 400 $ 396,684 $ 198.00

Source: Washoe County Assessor data as of February 2019 for fiscal year 2017-18.

4. Open Space land values are estimated using existing values of the undeveloped project parcels, which have an average taxable land value of $ 7,923
per acre. This amount is multiplied by the number of acres dedicated to Open Space for the project. Source. Washoe County Assessor. No taxable land

value is assumed for Public Facilities (roads, parks, etc.) as they will be dedicated to Washoe County for maintenance.

5. Construction Materials Cost is estimated at 50% of taxable building value. Source: Discussions with contractors.
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APPENDIX 2-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF RESIDENTS AND EMPLOYEES

CUMULATIVE
# OF # OF # OF ESTIMATED ESTIMATED % OF % OF
USE RESIDENTIAL OCCUPIED SQUARE # OF #OF WASHOE CO TMFPD
YEAR TYPE UNITS UNITS EEET RESIDENTS EMPLOYEES RESIDENTS RESIDENTS
2021 Single Family 132 - 250,800 - - 0.00% 0.00%
Retail - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 132 = 250,800 = = = =
2022 Single Family 257 127 488,300 320 - 0.07% 0.30%
Retail - - 22,500 - 27 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 257 127 510,800 320 27 0.07% 0.30%
2023 Single Family 382 248 725,800 622 - 0.14% 0.59%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 382 248 770,800 622 55 0.14% 0.59%
2024 Single Family 507 369 963,300 925 - 0.21% 0.87%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 507 369 1,008,300 925 55 0.21% 0.87%
2025 Single Family 632 489 1,200,800 1,228 - 0.27% 1.16%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 632 489 1,245,800 1,228 55 0.27% 1.16%
2026 Single Family 757 610 1,438,300 1,531 - 0.34% 1.44%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 757 610 1,483,300 1,531 B8 0.34% 1.44%
2027 Single Family 882 731 1,675,800 1,834 - 0.41% 1.73%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 882 731 1,720,800 1,834 55 0.41% 1.73%
2028 Single Family 1,007 851 1,913,300 2,136 - 0.48% 2.01%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,007 851 1,958,300 2,136 B8 0.48% 2.01%
2029 Single Family 1,132 972 2,150,800 2,439 - 0.54% 2.30%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,132 972 2,195,800 2,439 55 0.54% 2.30%
2030 Single Family 1,257 1,092 2,388,300 2,742 - 0.61% 2.58%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,257 1,092 2,433,300 2,742 B8 0.61% 2.58%
2031 Single Family 1,382 1,213 2,625,800 3,045 - 0.68% 2.87%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,382 1,213 2,670,800 3,045 55 0.68% 2.87%
2032 Single Family 1,507 1,334 2,863,300 3,347 - 0.75% 3.15%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,507 1,334 2,908,300 3,347 B8 0.75% 3.15%
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APPENDIX 2-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF RESIDENTS AND EMPLOYEES

CUMULATIVE
#OF #OF #OF ESTIMATED ESTIMATED % OF % OF
USE RESIDENTIAL  OCCUPIED SQUARE #OF #OF WASHOE CO TMFPD
YEAR TYPE UNITS UNITS FEET RESIDENTS EMPLOYEES RESIDENTS RESIDENTS
2033 Single Family 1,632 1,454 3,100,800 3,650 - 0.81% 3.44%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,632 1,454 3,145,800 3,650 55 0.81% 3.44%
2034 Single Family 1,757 1,575 3,338,300 3,953 - 0.88% 3.72%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,757 1,575 3,383,300 3,953 55 0.88% 3.72%
2035 Single Family 1,872 1,696 3,556,800 4,256 - 0.95% 4.01%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,872 1,696 3,601,800 4,256 55 0.95% 4.01%
2036 Single Family 1,872 1,806 3,556,800 4,534 - 1.01% 4.27%
Retail - - 45,000 - 55 - -
Open Space - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,872 1,806 3,601,800 4,534 55 1.01% 4.27%
APPENDIX 2, ASSUMPTIONS:
1. Residents of the development are estimated using 251 residents per unit.
Source: "CP04 Comparative Housing Characteristics." 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates. Data for Washoe County, Nevada.
2. Occupied units are estimated using a vacancy rate of 3.50% to account for household movement and other timing issues.

Source: Center for Regional Studies, University of Nevada, Reno, based on data from the American Community Survey.

All residents are considered new to the area, whether they relocating from an existing Washoe County home or moving to the area. This is because due to low
housing vacancy rates in the area, homes vacated by County residents moving to the project are expected to be filled by out-of-area persons, resulting in a net
increase in population in the County. Units are assumed to be occupied the year after construction.

3. Employees of the project are estimated using data from the Center for Regional Studies, UNR (CRS):

Use Project Square Employee
Type Feet Sq.Ft./Employee Estimate
Retail 45,000 824 55

4. Impacts: Analysis estimates costs and revenues associated with the development using estimated number of new development residents only.

The analysis assumes employees of the development will be existing residents of the region, residents of other regions, or residents of the development.

5. Some Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District (TMFPD) revenues and costs shown in Appendix 3 are estimated using the Average
Cost Method (ACM) per capita methodology. The ACM estimates residents added to the County by the development and divides this amount by Washoe
County and TMFPD FY 2017-18 population.

Population FY 2017-2018
Washoe County 448,316
TMFPD 106,243  Source: Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District budgets, FY 2018-19.
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
GENERAL FUND
REVENUE
Taxes
Ad Valorem General' Appendix4A $ 25620 $ 186,708 $ 367,502 $ 555,742 $ 736,788 $ 928,197 $ 1,130,427 1,343,955 1,569,278 1,806,911 $ 8,651,129
Ad Valorem Detention FacilityI Appendix 4A 1,974 14,386 28,317 42,822 56,772 71,521 87,103 103,556 120,918 139,228 666,598
Ad Valorem Indigent Insurance’ Appendix 4A 383 2,788 5,488 8,299 11,002 13,861 16,880 20,069 23,434 26,982 129,186
Ad Valorem AB104' Appendix 4A 464 3,382 6,657 10,066 13,346 16,813 20,476 24,344 28,425 32,729 156,702
Ad Valorem China Springs' Appendix 4A 189 1,375 2,707 4,094 5,428 6,838 8,328 9,901 11,561 13,311 63,732
Ad Valorem Family Court' Appendix 4A 490 3,569 7,024 10,622 14,083 17,742 21,607 25,688 29,995 34,537 165,358
Room Tax* 425,000 - _ - - - - - _ _ _ _
Subtotal $ 29,120 $ 212,209 $ 417,695 $ 631,645 $ 837,419 $ 1054970 $ 1,284,821 1,527,513 1,783,611 2,053,700 $ 9,832,703
Licenses and Permits
Business Licenses/Permits
Business Licenses’ $ 840,000 $ - $ 2,083 $ 4,178 $ 6,397 $ 8,744 § 11,227 $ 13,851 16,623 19,548 22,634 $ 105,286
Business Licenses/Elec and Telecom® 4,715,000 - 11,695 23,452 35,905 49,084 63,021 717,750 93,306 109,725 127,046 590,983
Franchise Fees® 1,980,000 - 4911 9,849 15,078 20,612 26,465 32,650 39,182 46,078 53,351 248,175
Liquor Licenses’ 254,600 - 631 1,266 1,939 2,650 3,403 4,198 5,038 5,925 6,860 31,912
Local Gaming Licenses’ 677,800 - - - - - - - - - - -
County Gaming Licenses’ 234,300 - - - - - - - - - - -
AB104 Gaming Licenses’ 725,000 - - - - - - - - - - -
Nonbusiness Licenses and Permits -
Marriage Affidavits* 175,000 . 143 286 438 598 768 948 1,137 1,338 1,549 7,204
Mobile Home Permits’ 200 - - - - - - - - - - -
Other” 300 - _ - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal $ - $ 19,463 $ 39,031 $ 59,756 $ 81,689 $ 104,884 $ 129,397 155,287 182,613 211,440 $ 983,560
Intergovernmental Revenue
Federal/State Grants and Other” $ 7233361 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - - - - $ -
BCCRT/SCCRT’ Appendix 5 207,196 261,081 299,653 311,162 353,109 397,292 443,809 492,759 544,247 598,381 3,908,691
Remainder C-Tax Revenue Sources® 16,812,065 - 13,696 27,465 42,048 57,481 73,803 91,052 109,269 128,498 148,782 692,092
AB 104 Sales Tax @ 25%° Appendix 5 30,165 38,010 43,626 45,301 51,408 57,841 64,613 71,740 79,236 87,117 569,056
Remainder AB 104 Revenue’ - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other Revenue” 253,712 _ R _ _ _ _ _ R R R R
Subtotal $ 237362 $ 312,787 $ 370,744 $ 398,511 $ 461,998 $ 528,936 $ 599,474 673,768 751,981 834,279 $ 5,169,839
Charges for Services
General Government-Clerk/Recorder*  $ 2,355,500 $ - $ 1,919 $ 3,848 $ 5,891 $ 8,054 $ 10,340 $ 12,757 15,309 18,004 20,845 $ 96,967
General Gov.-PTx/Cent. Billing/Other2 9,608,958 - - - - - - - - - - -
Judicial® 1,343,300 - 1,094 2,194 3,360 4,593 5,897 7,275 8,731 10,267 11,888 55,299
Public Safety’ 6,285,731 - - - - - - - - - - -
Public Works® 255,315 - - - - - - - - - - -
Welfare? 2,500 - - - - - - - - - - -
Cultural and Recreation® 793,572 - 646 1,296 1,985 2,713 3,484 4,298 5,158 6,065 7,023 32,668
Subtotal $ = $ 3,660 $ 7339 $ 11,236 $ 15,360 $ 19,721 $ 24,330 29,198 34,336 39,756 $ 184,935
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 021 2022 023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
Fines and Forfeits
Fines” $ 4,909,550 $ - $ 3,999 § 8,020 $ 12,279 $ 16,786 $ 21,552 $ 26,589 $ 31,909 $ 37,525 $ 43448 $ 202,108
Forfeits* 1,892,000 - 1,541 3,091 4,732 6,469 8,306 10,247 12,297 14,461 16,744 77,887
Subtotal $ o $ 5541 $ 11,111 $ 17,011 $ 23,255 $ 29,858 $ 36,836 $ 44,206 $ 51,986 $ 60,192 $ 279,995
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous” $ 3,746,441 $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - % -8 -3 -
|REVENUE TOTAL $ 266481 $ 553659 $ 845921 $ 1,118159 $ 1419720 $ 1,738,368 $ 2,074,858 $ 2,429,973 $ 2,804,527 $ 3,199,367 $ 16,451,032 |
EXPENDITURES
General Government
General Government
Commissioners® $ 767,569 $ - $ 1,269 $ 2,545 $ 3,897 $ 5327 $ 6,840 $ 8,438 § 10,126  $ 11,908 $ 13,788 $ 64,139
County Mamager9 4,909,099 - 2,095 4,827 7,096 9,518 12,101 14,852 17,780 20,895 24,205 113,369
Elections'’ 1,700,013 - 1,385 2,777 4,252 5,812 7,463 9,207 11,049 12,994 15,045 69,983
Finance’ 5,584,348 - 3,177 7,321 10,763 14,437 18,354 22,526 26,967 31,691 36,713 171,950
Human Resources’ 2,323,128 - 1,322 3,046 4,478 6,006 7,635 9,371 11,219 13,184 15,273 71,532
Technology Services’ 13,576,480 - 7,725 17,798 26,168 35,099 44,621 54,764 65,562 77,047 89,256 418,039
Accrued Benefits’ 2,500,000 - 1,422 3,277 4,819 6,463 8,217 10,084 12,073 14,188 16,436 76,979
Centrally Managed Activities’ 1,431,947 - 815 1,877 2,760 3,702 4,706 5,776 6,915 8,126 9,414 44,092
Assessor'” 7,084,190 - 5,771 11,573 17,718 24,221 31,099 38,367 46,043 54,146 62,693 291,630
Clerk"’ 1,484,042 - 1,209 2,424 3,712 5,074 6,515 8,037 9,645 11,343 13,133 61,093
Recorder'® 2,191,862 - 1,786 3,581 5,482 7,494 9,622 11,871 14,246 16,753 19,397 90,231
General Government Total $ - $ 27976 $ 61,046 $ 91,144 $ 123,154 $ 157,171 $ 193,293 $ 231,625 $ 272,274 $ 315,353 $ 1,473,036
Judicial
District Courts'” $ 20,788,093 $ - $ 16,935 $ 33,960 $ 51,992 § 71,075 $ 91,257 $ 112,585 § 135111  $ 158,887 § 183,968 $ 855,770
District Attorney'’ 21,640,780 - 17,629 35,353 54,125 73,991 95,000 117,203 140,653 165,404 191,514 890,873
Public Defender'® 13,479,521 - 10,981 22,021 33,713 46,087 59,173 73,003 87,609 103,026 119,290 554,903
Justice Courts'® 10,849,719 - 8,838 17,724 27,136 37,096 47,629 58,760 70,517 82,926 96,017 446,644
Incline Constable"' 176,362 _ R _ _ _ _ _ R R R R
Judicial Total $ - $ 54,383 $ 109,058 $ 166,965 $ 228,249 $ 293,059 $ 361,552 $ 433,891 $ 510,245 $ 590,789 $ 2,748,190
Public Safety
Sheriff and Detention
Operations and Detention'” Appendix 6 $ - $ 95270 $ 246,595 $ 351,503 $ 464,300 $ 585,443 § 715411 § 854,708 § 1,003,864 $ 1,163,436 $ 5,480,531
Administration'* 8,462,617 - 8,984 23,254 33,147 43,784 55,208 67,464 80,600 94,665 109,713 516,820
Subtotal $ = $ 104254 $ 269,849 $ 384,650 $ 508,084 $ 640,651 $ 782,875 $ 935,308 $ 1,098,530 $ 1,273,149 $ 5,997,351
Medical Examiner
Medical Examiner'’ $ 3,365,349 $ - $ 2,742 $ 5498 § 8417 $ 11,506 $ 14,773 $ 18,226 $ 21,873 $ 25,722 $ 29,782 $ 138,539
Other
Juvenile Services' $ 15459393 $ - $ 12,594  $ 25255 $ 38,665 $ 52,856 $ 67,865 $ 83,726 $ 100,477 $ 118,159 $ 136,811 $ 636,407
Manager's Office'! 1,066,438 - - - - - - - - - - -
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
Alternative Sentencinglo 1,546,108 - 1,259 2,526 3,867 5,286 6,787 8,373 10,049 11,817 13,683 63,648
Emergency Managememm 1,229,999 - 1,002 2,009 3,076 4,205 5,400 6,661 7,994 9,401 10,885 50,635
Public Administrator'® 1,220,419 - 994 1,994 3,052 4,173 5,357 6,610 7,932 9,328 10,800 50,240
Public Guardian'® 1,871,400 - 1,524 3,057 4,680 6,398 8,215 10,135 12,163 14,303 16,561 77,039
Subtotal $ - $ 17,374 $ 34841 $ 53,341 $ 72919 $ 93,624 $ 115,505 $ 138,616 $ 163,009 $ 188,740 $ 877,968
Public Safety Total $ - $ 124369 $ 310,188 $ 446,407 $ 592,509 $ 749,049 $ 916,607 $ 1,095,797 $ 1,287,260 $ 1,491,672 $ 7,013,858
Public Works
Public Works
Community Services” $ 14,360,823 $ - 3 8,171 $ 18,826 $ 27,679 $ 37,126 $ 47,198 § 57,928 $ 69,350 $ 81,498 § 94412 $ 442,190
Public Works Total $ - $ 8171 $ 18,826 $ 27,679 $ 37,126 $ 47,198 $ 57,928 $ 69,350 $ 81,498 $ 94,412 $ 442,190
Welfare
Social Services
Human Services $ 1,405,950 $ - 8 -8 - 8 - 8 -8 - 8 - 8 -8 - 8 -8 -
Welfare Total $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ ° $ = $ = $ = $ =
Culture and Recreation
Culture and Recreation
Librarylo $ 9,488,709 $ - $ 7,730 $ 15,501 $ 23,732 § 32,442 §$ 41,654 $ 51,389 $ 61,671 $ 72,524 § 83972 $ 390,616
Regional Parks/Open Space'” 6,556,129 - 5,341 10,710 16,397 22,416 28,780 35,507 42,611 50,110 58,020 269,892
Culture and Recreation Total $ - $ 13,071 $ 26,211 $ 40,129 $ 54,858 $ 70,435 $ 86,896 $ 104,283 $ 122,634 $ 141,992 $ 660,508
Community SUDPOFT10 $ 367,280 $ - $ 299 $ 600 $ 919 § 1,256 $ 1,612 $ 1,989 §$ 2,387 $ 2,807 $ 3250 $ 15,120
Intergovernmental Expenditures
Indigent Ins. Program13 $ 2,107,357  $ 383 § 2,788 $ 5,488 § 8299 § 11,002 $ 13,861 $ 16,880 $ 20,069 $ 23,434 § 26982 $ 129,186
China Springs Youth Facility13 1,249,218 189 1,375 2,707 4,094 5,428 6,838 8,328 9,901 11,561 13,311 63,732
TM Regional Planning“ 250,160 - - - - - - - - - - -
Ethics Commission Assessment'" 25,342 _ R _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ R
Intergovernmental Expenditures $ 571 $ 4,164 $ 8,195 $ 12,393 $ 16,430 $ 20,698 $ 25208 $ 29970 $ 34994 $ 40,293 $ 192,917
EXPENDITURES SUBTOTAL $ 571 $ 232432 $ 534,125 $ 785,636 $ 1,053,582 $ 1,339,221 $ 1,643,474 $ 1,967,302 $ 2,311,713 $ 2,677,762 $ 12,545,819
CONTINGENCY @ 1.0% $ 6 $ 2,324 $ 5341 $ 7,856 $ 10,536 $ 13,392 $ 16,435 $ 19,673 $ 23,117 $ 26,778 $ 125,458
EXPENDITURES TOTAL $ 577 $ 234757 $ 539,467 $ 793,492 $ 1,064,117 $ 1,352,614 $ 1,659,909 $ 1,986,975 $ 2,334,830 $ 2,704,540 $ 12,671,277
|GENERAL FUND SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 265904 $ 318902 $ 306454 $ 324,666 $ 355,602 $ 385,755 $ 414949 $ 442,998 $ 469,697 $ 494,827 $ 3,779,755 |
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
EY 17-18 2021 2022 023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
OTHER FUNDS"
LIBRARY EXPANSION FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 510 $ 3,717 $ 7317 $ 11,065 $ 14,670 $ 18,481 $ 22,507 $ 26,759 $ 31,245 $ 35,976 $ 172,247
Miscellaneous” 15,000 - R - - - - - R - R -
Revenue Total $ 510 $ 3,717 $ 7,317 $ 11,065 $ 14670 $ 18,481 $ 22,507 $ 26,759 $ 31,245 $ 35976 $ 172,247
EXPENDITURES
Library'® $ 2,589,846 $ -8 2,110 $ 4231 $ 6477 $ 8,855 § 11,369 § 14,026 $ 16,833 $ 19,795 $ 22919 $ 106,615
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 510 $ 1,608 $ 3,086 $ 4588 $ 5815 $ 7112 $ 8,481 $ 9,926 $ 11,450 $ 13,057 $ 65,633
ANIMAL SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 765 $ 5576 $ 10,976 $ 16,598 § 22,005 $ 27,721 $ 33,761 $ 40,138  $ 46,867 $ 53,964 $ 258,371
Licenses and Permits* 307,000 - 250 502 768 1,050 1,348 1,663 1,995 2,346 2,717 12,638
Charges for Services* 203,000 - 165 332 508 694 891 1,099 1,319 1,552 1,796 8,357
Miscellaneous” 191,350 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ -
Revenue Total $ 765 $ 5992 $ 11,809 $ 17,873 $ 23,748 $ 29,960 $ 36,523 $ 43,453 $ 50,765 $ 58,478 $ 279,366
EXPENDITURES
Animal Services'’ $ 5,681,196 $ - $ 4,628 $ 9,281 $ 14,209 §$ 19,424  § 24,940 $ 30,768 $ 36,925 $ 43,422 § 50277 $ 233,874
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 765 $ 1,364 $ 2,528 $ 3,664 $ 4324 $ 5020 $ 5754 $ 6,528 $ 7,343 $ 8,201 $ 45,492
INDIGENT TAX LEVY FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 1,530 $ 11,152 $ 21,951 § 33,195 $ 44,009 $ 55442 §$ 67,522 $ 80,276 $ 93,735 § 107,929 $ 516,742
Charges for Services® 78,000 - - - - - - - - - - -
Miscellaneous 3,322,000 - _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ -
Revenue Total $ 1530 $ 11,152 $ 21,951 $ 33,195 $ 44,009 $ 55,442 $ 67,522 $ 80,276 $ 93,735 $ 107,929 $ 516,742
EXPENDITURES
Indigent Assistance'® $ 31,886,929 $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -3 -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 1530 $ 11,152 $ 21,951 $ 33,195 $ 44,009 $ 55,442 $ 67,522 $ 80,276 $ 93,735 $ 107,929 $ 516,742
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 1,020 $ 7,435 $ 14,634 §$ 22,130 $ 29,339 § 36,962 $ 45,015 § 53,517 $ 62,490 $ 71,953 $ 344,495
Licenses and Permits* 22,500 - 18 37 56 77 99 122 146 172 199 926
lntergovernmental4 41,036,087 - 33,429 67,038 102,633 140,304 180,143 222,245 266,712 313,646 363,157 1,689,307
Charges for Services* 3,492,000 - 2,845 5,705 8,734 11,939 15,329 18,912 22,696 26,690 30,903 143,753
Reimbusements® 7,965,822
Miscellaneous” 125,000 - R _ _ - - - R - R -
Revenue Total $ 1,020 $ 43727 $ 87,414 $ 133,553 $ 181,660 $ 232532 $ 286,294 $ 343,071 $ 402,998 $ 466,212 $ 2,178,481
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
FY 17-18 2021 2022 023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
EXPENDITURES
Child Protective Services'® $ 58,006,283 S - S 47253 S 94761 S 145,077 ' $ 198326 $ 254639 $ 314,153 377,000 $ 443353 $ 513,338 $ 2,387,909
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 1020 $  (3526) $  (7.347) $ (11523) $ (16,666) $ (22,107) $ (27,859) $ (33,937) $ (40,354) $ (47,126) $ (209,427)
SENIOR SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 255§ 1,859 § 3,659 $ 5533 $ 7335 8 9,240 $ 11,254 § 13,379 § 15622 § 17,988 $ 86,124
Intergovernmental* 1,695,622 - 1,381 2,770 4,241 5,797 7,444 9,183 11,021 12,960 15,006 69,803
Charges for Services’ 392,834 - 320 642 982 1,343 1,724 2,128 2,553 3,003 3,476 16,172
Miscellaneous/Reimbursements” 74,450 - 61 122 186 255 327 403 484 569 659 3,065
Revenue Total $ 255 $ 3621 $ 7192 $ 10,942 $ 14,730 $ 18,735 $ 22,968 $ 27437 $ 32154 $ 37,129 $ 175,163
EXPENDITURES
Senior Citizens'® $ 5240937 S -8 3202 § 6421 S 9,831 8 13,439 S 17,255 $ 21,288 § 25547 $ 30,043 § 34,786 $ 161,813
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 255 $ 419 $ 7 $ 1111 $ 1201 $ 1480 $ 1680 $ 1890 $ 2111 $ 2344 $ 13,350

OTHER RESTRICTED SPECIAL REVENUE FUND

REVENUE
Ad Valorem' Appendix 4A  $ 255§ 1,859 §$ 3,659 $ 5533 § 7335 $ 9,240 $ 11,254 § 13,379 § 15,622 $ 17,988 $ 86,124
Car Rental Fee® 2,754,904 - - - - - - - - - - -
Intergovemmental4 12,251,034 - 9,980 20,014 30,640 41,887 53,780 66,350 79,625 93,637 108,418 504,331
Charges for Services® 3,629,089 - 2,956 5,929 9,077 12,408 15,931 19,655 23,587 27,738 32,116 149,396
Fines and Forfeits” 2,826,909 - 2,303 4,618 7,070 9,665 12,410 15,310 18,373 21,607 25,017 116,374
Miscellaneous” 1,036,753 - R - - - - - R - - -
Revenue Total $ 255 $ 17,098 $ 34219 $ 52320 $ 71,295 $ 91,362 $ 112568 $ 134,965 $ 158,604 $ 183,540 $ 856,224
EXPENDITURES
General Government'’ $ 6,080,007 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Judicial' 16,317,444 - - - - - - - - - - -
Public Safety'’ 10,887,591 - - - - - - - - - - -
Public Works'” 1,002,657 - - - - - - - - - - -
Welfare'” 1,417,288 - - - - - - - - - - -
Culture and Recreation'’ 2,068,711 - - - - - - - - - - -
Intergovernmental'’ 1,404,904 R i R R R R R _ - - .
Expenditures Total $ - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 =
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 255 $ 17,098 $ 34219 $ 52,320 $ 71,295 $ 91,362 $ 112,568 $ 134,965 $ 158,604 $ 183,540 $ 856,224

ROADS SPECIAL REVENUE FUND

REVENUE
Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax* $ 9,955,724 $ - $ 8,110 $ 16,264 § 24900 $ 34,039 $ 43,704 § 53919 §$ 64,707 $ 76,093 $ 88,105 $ 409,841
Charges for Services® 750,000 - 611 1,225 1,876 2,564 3,292 4,062 4,875 5,732 6,637 30,875
Miscellaneous” 506,244 _ R _ _ _ _ _ R _ R R
Revenue Total $ o $ 8,721 $ 17,489 $ 26,776 $ 36,603 $ 46,997 $ 57,981 $ 69,581 $ 81,826 $ 94,742 $ 440,716
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

Base Year 10-YEAR
FY 17-18 2021 2022 023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 SUBTOTAL
EXPENDITURES
Public Works'® $ 20,919,086 $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ = $ 8,721 $ 17,489 $ 26,776 $ 36,603 $ 46,997 $ 57,981 $ 69,581 $ 81,826 $ 94,742 $ 440,716

TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

REVENUE
Property Tax-AB104' Appendix4B  $ 41 $ 298 $ 587 $ 887 $ 1,176 $ 1,481 $ 1,804 $ 2,145 $ 2,505 $ 2,884 $ 13,807
Property Tax-General' Appendix 4B 13,773 100,371 197,562 298,756 396,083 498,981 607,696 722,485 843,614 971,361 4,650,681
Sales Tax-AB104° Appendix 5 2,658 3,349 3,844 3,992 4,530 5,096 5,693 6,321 6,982 7,676 50,140
Remainder of AB1047 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Sales Tax-CCRT’ Appendix 5 15,674 19,750 22,668 23,539 26,712 30,054 33,573 37,276 41,171 45,266 295,681
Remainder of C-Tax® 1,271,785 - 4,372 8,767 13,422 18,349 23,559 29,065 34,880 41,018 47,493 220,923
Other Sources” 1,117,128 _ - _ _ _ _ _ - - _ -
Revenue Total $ 32,146 $ 128,140 $ 233427 $ 340,595 $ 446,849 $ 559,171 $ 677,831 $ 803,106 $ 935,289 $ 1,074,679 $ 5,231,233
EXPENDITURES
Fire Operations'” $ 26,747,759 § - $ 91,945 § 184,385 § 282,289 § 385,900 § 495475 $ 611,276 $ 733,580 $ 862,672 § 998,849 $ 4,646,372
Expenditure Total $ = $ 91,945 $ 184385 $ 282,289 $ 385,900 $ 495475 $ 611,276 $ 733,580 $ 862,672 $ 998,849 $ 4,646,372
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 32,146 $ 36,194 $ 49,042 $ 58,307 $ 60,948 $ 63,696 $ 66,554 $ 69,526 $ 72,617 $ 75,830 $ 584,861
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
GENERAL FUND
REVENUE
Taxes
Ad Valorem General' $ 2,057,390 $ 2,321,270 $ 2,599,132 $ 2,891,577 $ 3,195919 $ 3,461,912 § 3,565,769 $ 3,672,742 § 3,782,924 $ 3,896,412 $ 31,445047 $ 40,096,176
Ad Valorem Detention Facility' 158,529 178,861 200,272 222,805 246,256 266,752 274,754 282,997 291,487 300,231 2,422,943 3,089,541
Ad Valorem Indigent Insurance' 30,723 34,663 38,812 43,179 47,724 51,696 53,247 54,844 56,490 58,184 469,563 598,748
Ad Valorem AB104' 37,266 42,046 47,079 52,376 57,889 62,707 64,588 66,526 68,522 70,578 569,579 726,281
Ad Valorem China Springs' 15,156 17,100 19,147 21,302 23,544 25,503 26,268 27,057 27,868 28,704 231,651 295,382
Ad Valorem Family Court' 39,325 44,369 49,680 55,270 61,087 66,171 68,156 70,201 72,307 74,476 601,040 766,398
Room Tax* _ _ R _ - R - B R ; - R
Subtotal $ 2,338,389 $ 2638310 $ 2954123 $ 3,286,510 $ 3,632,418 $ 3,934,741 $ 4,052,783 $ 4174367 $ 4,299,598 $ 4428586 $ 35,739,823 $ 45572526
Licenses and Permits
Business Licenses/Permits
Business Licenses’ $ 25,887 $ 29,315 $ 32,926 $ 36,727 $ 40,726  $ 44,693 $ 46,034 $ 47,415 $ 48,837 $ 50,303 $ 402,863 $ 508,149
Business Licenses/Elec and Telecom® 145,307 164,550 184,816 206,150 228,598 250,867 258,393 266,145 274,129 282,353 2,261,308 2,852,290
Franchise Fees® 61,020 69,100 77,611 86,570 95,997 105,348 108,509 111,764 115,117 118,570 949,605 1,197,781
Liquor Licenses’ 7,846 8,885 9,980 11,132 12,344 13,546 13,953 14,371 14,802 15,246 122,106 154,018
Local Gaming Licenses® - - - - - - - - - - - -
County Gaming Licenses” - - - - - - - - - - - -
AB104 Gaming Licenses - - - - - - - - - - - -
Nonbusiness Licenses and Permits - -
Marriage Affidavits” 1,771 2,006 2,253 2,513 2,787 3,058 3,150 3,244 3,342 3,442 27,565 34,770
Mobile Home Permits’ - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other” _ R - R - R - R - R - R
Subtotal $ 241832 $ 273856 $ 307,585 $ 343091 $ 380451 $ 417,513 $ 430,038 $ 442939 $ 456,227 $ 469914 $ 3,763,447 $ 4,747,008
Intergovernmental Revenue
Federal/State Grants and Other” $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - S - $ - $ -
BCCRT/SCCRT’ 655,273 715,040 777,803 843,688 889,084 676,055 696,337 717,227 738,744 760,906 7,470,157 11,378,847
Remainder C-Tax Revenue Sources’ 170,167 192,702 216,435 241,419 267,708 293,787 302,600 311,678 321,029 330,660 2,648,186 3,340,278
AB 104 Sales Tax @ .25%° 95,399 104,101 113,238 122,830 129,439 98,425 101,378 104,419 107,552 110,778 1,087,561 1,656,618
Remainder AB 104 Revenue’ - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other Revenue* _ R - R - R - R - R - R
Subtotal $ 920839 $ 1,011,842 $ 1,107,476 $ 1,207,938 $ 1286231 $ 1,068,268 $ 1,100,316 $ 1133325 $ 1,167,325 $ 1,202,345 $ 11,205904 $ 16,375,742
Charges for Services
General Government-Clerk/Recorder’  $ 23,842 §$ 26,999 $ 30,324 $ 33,825 § 37,508 $ 41,162 $ 42,397 § 43,669 $ 44979 § 46,328 $ 371,031 $ 467,999
General Gov.-PTx/Cent. Billing/Other2 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Judicial* 13,597 15,397 17,293 19,290 21,390 23,474 24,178 24,903 25,651 26,420 211,593 266,891
Public Safety2 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Public Works® - - - - - - - - - - - -
Welfare® - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cultural and Recreation® 8,032 9,096 10,216 11,396 12,636 13,867 14,284 14,712 15,153 15,608 125,001 157,670
Subtotal $ 45471 $ 51,492 $ 57,834 $ 64,510 $ 71,535 $ 78,503 $ 80,858 $ 83,284 $ 85,782 $ 88,356 $ 707,625 $ 892,560
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
Fines and Forfeits
Fines” $ 49,693 $ 56,274 $ 63,205 $ 70,501 $ 78,177 $ 85,793 $ 88,367 $ 91,018 $ 93,749 $ 96,561 $ 773,337 $ 975,446
Forfeits* 19,150 21,686 24,357 27,169 30,127 33,062 34,054 35,076 36,128 37,212 298,022 375,909
Subtotal $ 68,843 $ 77,960 $ 87,562 $ 97,670 $ 108305 $ 118855 $ 122421 $ 126,094 $ 129,877 $ 133,773 $ 1,071,360 $ 1,351,355
Miscellaneous
Miscellaneous” $ -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - 8% -3 -
|REVENUE TOTAL $ 3615373 $ 4053461 $ 4514580 $ 4,999,718 $ 5478939 $ 5617,880 $ 5,786,416 $ 5,960,009 $ 6,138,809 $ 6,322,973 $ 52,488,159 $ 68,939,191 |
EXPENDITURES
General Government
General Government
Commissioners® $ 15,770  $ 17,858 $ 20,058 $ 22,373 $ 24,809 $ 27,226 $ 28,043 $ 28,884 $ 29,751 $ 30,643 $ 245417 $ 309,555
County Mamager9 27,722 31,456 35,417 39,617 44,068 48,527 50,199 51,930 53,722 55,578 438,235 551,604
Elections'’ 17,207 19,486 21,886 24,412 27,070 29,707 30,599 31,517 32,462 33,436 267,781 337,764
Finance’ 42,047 47,710 53,718 60,088 66,840 73,603 76,138 78,764 81,482 84,297 664,686 836,636
Human Resources’ 17,492 19,848 22,347 24,997 27,806 30,619 31,674 32,766 33,897 35,068 276,514 348,046
Technology Services’ 102,224 115,991 130,597 146,085 162,498 178,941 185,105 191,487 198,096 204,940 1,615,963 2,034,002
Accrued Benefits’ 18,824 21,359 24,048 26,900 29,923 32,951 34,086 35,261 36,478 37,738 297,567 374,545
Centrally Managed Activities’ 10,782 12,234 13,774 15,408 17,139 18,873 19,523 20,197 20,894 21,616 170,440 214,531
Assessor'” 71,704 81,200 91,201 101,728 112,805 123,795 127,508 131,334 135,274 139,332 1,115,880 1,407,511
Clerk'” 15,021 17,010 19,105 21,311 23,631 25,933 26,711 27,513 28,338 29,188 233,762 294,854
Recorder'” 22,185 25,123 28,218 31,475 34,902 38,302 39,451 40,635 41,854 43,110 345,255 435,487
General Government Total $ 360978 $ 409274 $ 460368 $ 514394 $ 571,492 $ 628478 $ 649,037 $ 670,286 $ 692247 $ 714945 $ 5,671,500 $ 7,144,536
Judicial
District Courts' $ 210411 $ 238275 $ 267,622 $ 298,515 $ 331,020 $ 363,267 $ 374,165 $ 385390 $ 396,952 $ 408,860 $ 3,274,478 $ 4,130,248
District Attorney10 219,042 248,049 278,599 310,759 344,598 378,168 389,513 401,198 413,234 425,631 3,408,790 4,299,663
Public Defender'® 136,436 154,504 173,533 193,564 214,642 235,551 242,618 249,897 257,393 265,115 2,123,253 2,678,156
Justice Courts'® 109,818 124,361 139,677 155,801 172,766 189,596 195,284 201,143 207,177 213,392 1,709,015 2,155,659
Incline Constable"' _ R - R - R - R - R - R
Judicial Total $ 675707 $ 765189 $ 859431 $ 958639 $ 1,063,026 $ 1,166,582 $ 1,201,580 $ 1,237,627 $ 1,274,756 $ 1312999 $ 10515536 $ 13,263,726
Public Safety
Sheriff and Detention
Operations and Detention'? $ 1,334,010 $ 1,516,201 $ 1,710,655 $ 1,918,053 $ 2,139,108 $ 2,362,239 § 2,452,265 $ 2,545,803 $ 2,642,988 $ 2,743,963 $ 21,365285 $ 26,845,817
Administration'* 125,798 142,979 161,317 180,874 201,720 222,762 231,251 240,072 249,236 258,759 2,014,768 2,531,588
Subtotal $ 1,459,808 $ 1,659,180 $ 1,871,972 $ 2,098928 $ 2,340,828 $ 2,585,001 $ 2,683,516 $ 2,785874 $ 2,892,224 $ 3,002,722 $ 23,380,054 $ 29,377,404
Medical Examiner
Medical Examiner'” $ 34,063 $ 38,574 $ 43,325 § 48,326 $ 53,588 $ 58,809 $ 60,573 $ 62,390 $ 64,262 $ 66,190 $ 530,100 $ 668,639
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL

Other

Juvenile Services'® S 156,476 $ 177,197  $ 199,021 $§ 221,995 $ 246,168 $ 270,149 §$ 278,254 § 286,601 $ 295,199 $ 304,055 $ 2,435,117 $ 3,071,524

Manager's Office"! - - - - - - - - - - - -

Alternative Sentencing10 15,649 17,722 19,904 22,202 24,620 27,018 27,828 28,663 29,523 30,409 243,538 307,186

Emergency Management]0 12,450 14,098 15,835 17,663 19,586 21,494 22,139 22,803 23,487 24,192 193,746 244,380

Public Administrator'® 12,353 13,989 15,711 17,525 19,433 21,327 21,966 22,625 23,304 24,003 192,237 242,477

Public Guardian"” 18,942 21,450 24,092 26,873 29,799 32,702 33,683 34,694 35,735 36,807 294,777 371,816
Subtotal $ 215869 $ 244456 $ 274564 $ 306,258 $ 339,607 $ 372,690 $ 383871 $ 395387 $ 407,248 $ 419466 $ 3,359,415 $ 4,237,383
Public Safety Total $ 1,709,741 $ 1,942,210 $ 2,189,861 $ 2453512 $ 2,734,023 $ 3,016,499 $ 3,127,960 $ 3,243,651 $ 3,363,734 $ 3,488,377 $ 27,269,568 $ 34,283,426
Public Works
Public Works

Community Services $ 108,129 $ 122,692 $ 138,142 $ 154,524 $ 171,886 $ 189,279 $ 195,799 $ 202,550 $ 209,541 § 216,779 $ 1,709,320 $ 2,151,510
Public Works Total $ 108129 $ 122692 $ 138142 $ 154524 $ 171,886 $ 189279 $ 195799 $ 202550 $ 209,541 $ 216,779 $ 1,709,320 $ 2,151,510
Welfare
Social Services

Human Services"' $ .8 _ $ -8 _ $ -8 _ $ -8 _ $ -8 I - % .
Welfare Total $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Culture and Recreation
Culture and Recreation

Library10 S 96,042 $ 108,761 $ 122,156  $ 136,257 $ 151,094 $ 165,813  $ 170,787 $ 175911  § 181,188 § 186,624 $ 1,494,633 $ 1,885,248

Regional Parks/Open Space" 66,359 75,147 84,402 94,145 104,397 114,567 118,004 121,544 125,190 128,946 1,032,702 1,302,594
Culture and Recreation Total $ 162,401 $ 183,908 $ 206,558 $ 230,402 $ 255491 $ 280,380 $ 288,791 $ 297455 $ 306,379 $ 315570 $ 2,527,334 $ 3,187,842
Community Supportm $ 3,718 $ 4,210 $ 4,728 $ 5274 $ 5,848 § 6,418 $ 6,611 § 6,809 $ 7,013 § 7,224 % 57,853 $ 72,972
Intergovernmental Expenditures

Indigent Ins. Program13 S 30,723 $ 34,663 $ 38,812 $ 43,179 § 47,724  $ 51,696 $ 53,247 $ 54,844 § 56,490 $ 58,184 $ 469,563 $ 598,748

China Springs Youth Facility'® 15,156 17,100 19,147 21,302 23,544 25,503 26,268 27,057 27,868 28,704 231,651 295,382

TM Regional Planning” - - - - - - - - - - - -

Ethics Commission Assessment"" _ R _ R - R - R - R - R
Intergovernmental Expenditures $ 45879 $ 51,764 $ 57,960 $ 64,481 $ 71,268 $ 77,199 $ 79515 $ 81,901 $ 84,358 $ 86,889 $ 701,214 $ 894,131
EXPENDITURES SUBTOTAL $ 3,066,554 $ 3,479,246 $ 3,917,047 $ 4,381,226 $ 4,873,035 $ 5364835 $ 5549293 $ 5740279 $ 5,938,028 $ 6,142,782 $ 48,452,325 $ 60,998,144
CONTINGENCY @ $ 30,666 $ 34792 % 39,170 $ 43812 $ 48,730 $ 53,648 $ 55,493 $ 57,403 $ 59,380 $ 61,428 $ 484,523 % 609,981
EXPENDITURES TOTAL $ 3,097,220 $ 3,514,038 $ 3,956,218 $ 4425039 $ 4,921,766 $ 5418483 $ 5,604,786 $ 5,797,682 $ 5997408 $ 6,204210 $ 48,936,848 $ 61,608,126

IGENERAL FUND SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 518154 $ 539423 $ 558362 $ 574679 $ 557,173 $ 199,397 $ 181630 $ 162327 $ 141401 $ 118763 $ 3,551,310 $ 7,331,065'
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COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL
OTHER FUNDS"
LIBRARY EXPANSION FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 40,963 $ 46,217 $ 51,750 $ 57,572 $ 63,632 $ 68,928 $ 70,996 $ 73,126 $ 75,320 $ 77,579 $ 626,084 $ 798,331
Miscellaneous” _ R - R - R - R - R - R
Revenue Total $ 40,963 $ 46,217 $ 51,750 $ 57,572 $ 63,632 $ 68,928 $ 70,996 $ 73,126 $ 75320 $ 77579 $ 626,084 $ 798,331
EXPENDITURES
Library'® $ 26214 S 29685 $ 33341 $ 37,090 $ 41240 § 45257 $ 46,615 $ 48,013 $ 49453 § 50,937 $ 407,945 $ 514,559
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 14,750 $ 16,532 $ 18,409 $ 20,383 $ 22,392 $ 23,671 $ 24,381 $ 25113 $ 25,866 $ 26,642 $ 218,139 $ 283,772
ANIMAL SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 61,445 §$ 69,326 $ 77,625 $ 86,359 § 95,448 $ 103,392 $ 106,494 $ 109,689 $ 112,979 § 116,369 $ 939,125 $ 1,197,497
Licenses and Permits* 3,107 3,519 3,952 4,408 4,889 5,365 5,526 5,691 5,862 6,038 48,358 60,996
Charges for Services* 2,055 2,327 2,613 2,915 3,232 3,547 3,654 3,763 3,876 3,993 31,976 40,333
Miscellaneous® _ _ R _ - R - B R ; - R
Revenue Total $ 66,607 $ 75,172 $ 84,190 $ 93682 $ 103569 $ 112304 $ 115673 $ 119,144 $ 122,718 $ 126,399 $ 1,019,459 $ 1,298,825
EXPENDITURES
Animal Services'’ $ 57,504 $ 65,118 $ 73,139 $ 81,581 $ 90,465 $ 99,278 $ 102,256  $ 105,324  $ 108,483 §$ 111,738 $ 894,885 $ 1,128,759
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 9,104 $ 10,053 $ 11,052 $ 12,101 $ 13,104 $ 13,027 $ 13,417 $ 13,820 $ 14,235 $ 14,662 $ 124574 $ 170,066
INDIGENT TAX LEVY FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 122,890 $ 138,652 $ 155,249  § 172,717 $ 190,896 $ 206,784 $ 212,988 §$ 219,377 $ 225959 § 232,737 $ 1,878,251 $ 2,394,993
Charges for Services® - - - - - - - - - - - -
Miscellaneous® R _ _ R R _ - R R _ - -
Revenue Total $ 122,800 $ 138652 $ 155249 $ 172,717 $ 190,896 $ 206,784 $ 212,988 $ 219,377 $ 225959 $ 232,737 $ 1,878,251 $ 2,394,993
EXPENDITURES
Indigent Assistance'® $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 122,800 $ 138652 $ 155249 $ 172,717 $ 190,896 $ 206,784 $ 212,988 $ 219,377 $ 225959 $ 232,737 $ 1,878,251 $ 2,394,993
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES FUND
REVENUE
Ad Valorem' $ 81,927 $ 92,435 § 103,500 $ 115,145 $ 127,264 $ 137,856 $ 141,992 $ 146,252 $ 150,639 $ 155,158 $ 1,252,167 $ 1,596,662
Licenses and Permits* 228 258 290 323 358 393 405 417 430 443 3,544 4,470
lntergovemmental4 415,356 470,360 528,291 589,274 653,440 717,096 738,609 760,767 783,590 807,098 6,463,881 8,153,188
Charges for Services* 35,345 40,026 44,955 50,145 55,605 61,022 62,853 64,738 66,680 68,681 550,049 693,802
Reimbusements®
Miscellaneous” - R _ R - R - R - R - -
Revenue Total $ 532,856 $ 603079 $ 677,035 $ 754887 $ 836,668 $ 916,367 $ 943,858 $ 972,174 $ 1,001,339 $ 1,031,379 $ 8,269,641 $ 10,448,122
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10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

Child Protective Services' § 587124 $ 664874 S 746,762 $ 832,964 $ 923,666 S 1,013,646 S 1,044,055 $ 1075377 $ 1,107,638 S 1,140,868 $ 9,136,975 $ 11,524,883
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ (54,268) $ (61,796) $ (69,726) $ (78,077) $ (86,998) $ (97,279) $ (100,197) $ (103,203) $ (106,299) $ (109,488) $ (867,333) $ (1,076,761)
SENIOR SERVICES FUND
REVENUE

Ad Valorem' $ 20,482 $ 23,109 $ 25,875 $ 28,786 $ 31,816 $ 34,464 $ 35498 $ 36,563 $ 37,660 $ 38,790 $ 313,042 $ 399,166

lntergovemmental4 17,163 19,435 21,829 24,349 27,000 29,631 30,520 31,435 32,378 33,349 267,089 336,892

Charges for Services* 3,976 4,503 5,057 5,641 6,255 6,865 7,071 7,283 7,501 7,726 61,878 78,050

Miscellaneous/Reimbursements” 754 853 958 1,069 1,186 1,301 1,340 1,380 1,422 1,464 11,727 14,792
Revenue Total $ 42,374 $ 47,900 $ 53,720 $ 59,845 $ 66,257 $ 72,260 $ 74,428 $ 76,661 $ 78,961 $ 81,330 $ 653,736 $ 828,899
EXPENDITURES

Senior Citizens'® S 39,785 $ 45,054 $ 50,603 $ 56,444 § 62,591 $ 68,688 $ 70,749 $ 72,871 $ 75,057 $ 77,309 $ 619,152 $ 780,965
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 2589 $ 2,846 $ 3,117 % 3,401 $ 3,666 $ 3572 $ 3679 $ 3,790 $ 3,903 $ 4,021 $ 34584 $ 47,934
OTHER RESTRICTED SPECIAL REVENUE FUND
REVENUE

Ad Valorem' S 20,482 $ 23,109 $ 25875 $ 28,786 $ 31,816 $ 34,464 $ 35498 $ 36,563 $ 37,660 $ 38,790 $ 313,042 $ 399,166

Car Rental Fee” - - - - - - - - - - - -

Intergovermnental4 124,002 140,423 157,717 175,924 195,080 214,084 220,506 227,122 233,935 240,953 1,929,746 2,434,077

Charges for Services* 36,733 41,597 46,720 52,113 57,788 63,417 65,320 67,280 69,298 71,377 571,643 721,040

Fines and Forfeits” 28,613 32,402 36,393 40,594 45,014 49,400 50,882 52,408 53,980 55,600 445,286 561,660

Miscellaneous” _ R - R - R - R - R - R
Revenue Total $ 209829 $ 237,531 $ 266706 $ 207,417 $ 3296908 $ 361,365 $ 372206 $ 383372 $ 394873 $ 406719 $ 3259717 $  4,115941
EXPENDITURES

General Government'’ $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

Judicial'’ - - - - - - - - - - - -

Public Safety17 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Public Works'” - - - - - - - - - - - -

Welfare'”’ - - - - - - - - - - - -

Culture and Recreation'’ - - - - - - - R - - - -

Intergovernmental'’ R _ R _ R _ R _ R _ _ _
Expenditures Total $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 209,829 $ 237531 $ 266,706 $ 297,417 $ 329,698 $ 361,365 $ 372,206 $ 383372 $ 394873 $ 406,719 $ 3,259,717 $ 4,115,941
ROADS SPECIAL REVENUE FUND
REVENUE

Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax” $ 100,769 $ 114,114  $ 128,168 $ 142,963 $ 158,531 $ 173,974 $ 179,193  $ 184,569 $ 190,106 $ 195,809 $ 1,568,196 $ 1,978,037

Charges for Services* 7,591 8,597 9,655 10,770 11,943 13,106 13,499 13,904 14,321 14,751 118,138 149,013

Miscellaneous” _ R _ R _ R - R - R - R
Revenue Total $ 108,360 $ 122,710 $ 137,823 $ 153,733 $ 170,473 $ 187,080 $ 192,692 $ 198,473 $ 204,427 $ 210560 $ 1,686,333 $ 2,127,049
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10-YEAR ANALYSIS
2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 SUBTOTAL TOTAL

EXPENDITURES

Public Works'® $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - N - $ - $ - $ - $ -
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 108,360 $ 122,710 $ 137,823 $ 153,733 $ 170,473 $ 187,080 $ 192,692 $ 198,473 $ 204,427 $ 210560 $ 1,686,333 $ 2,127,049
TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
REVENUE

Property Tax-AB104' $ 3284 S 3,705 S 4148 S 4615 $ 5101 $ 555§ 5691 $ 5862 $ 6,038 S 6219 $ 50,186 $ 63,993

Property Tax-General 1,106,013 1,247,871 1,397,244 1,554,457 1,718,065 1,861,058 1,916,889 1974396 2,033,628 2,094,637 16,904,256 21,554,938

Sales Tax-AB104° 8,406 9,172 9,978 10,823 11,405 8,672 8,033 9,200 9,477 9,761 95,826 145,966

Remainder of AB1047 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sales Tax-CCRT’ 49,570 54,091 58,839 63,823 67,257 51,142 52,676 54,256 55,884 57,560 565,096 860,777

Remainder of C-Tax® 54,319 61,512 69,088 77,063 85,455 93,780 96,593 99,491 102,476 105,550 845,327 1,066,250

Other Sources” _ R R _ - R - R R ; - R
Revenue Total $ 1221591 $ 1,376,351 $ 1,539,297 $ 1,710,780 $ 1,887,282 $ 2,020,176 $ 2,080,782 $ 2,143,205 $ 2,207,501 $ 2,273,726 $ 18,460,692 $ 23,691,925
EXPENDITURES

Fire Operations'” $ 1,142,420 $ 1,293,707 $ 1453,043 § 1,620,774 $ 1,797,262 $§ 1,972,344 § 2,031,514 § 2,092,460 $ 2,155,233 $ 2,219,890 $ 17,778,646 $ 22,425,018
Expenditure Total $ 1,142,420 $ 1,293,707 $ 1,453,043 $ 1,620,774 $ 1,797,262 $ 1,972,344 $ 2,031,514 $ 2,092,460 $ 2,155,233 $ 2,219,800 $ 17,778,646 $ 22,425,018
SURPLUS/DEFICIT $ 79,171 $ 82,644 $ 86,254 $ 90,006 $ 90,020 $ 47,833 $ 49,268 $ 50,746 $ 52,268 $ 53,836 $ 682,045 $ 1,266,906
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APPENDIX 3-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUE TO ESTIMATED COSTS

APPENDIX 3, ASSUMPTIONS:

*Overall Assumption-Base Year
Unless otherwise noted, analysis uses estimated FY 2017-18 revenues and expenditures as the base year to estimate revenues and costs associated with the development. Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.

Estimated Revenues
1 See Appendices 4A and 4B for real property tax revenue calculation. In the General Fund, revenue is divided among restricted and unrestricted sources as follows:
Property Tax % of General

General Fund Rate Fund Revenue
General 1.0045 89.4%
Detention Facility 0.0774 6.9%
Indigent Insurance 0.0150 1.3%
China Springs 0.0074 0.7%
Family Court 0.0192 1.7%
Total 1.1235 100.0% Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.

2 Tt is expected that an increase in population will lead to an increase in these revenues. However, it is difficult to estimate how the development will impact these revenue sources as many of the sources are also impacted by
other factors, such as area visitors, the analysis conservatively does not estimate revenue generated from these sources.

3 Business license, franchise fee, and liquor license revenues are based on business revenues and expenditures by project residents are expected to increase these revenues. Analysis assumes residents will impact 75% of these
sources, with the remainder impacted by businesses and visitors. These revenues/services are also provided by Cities of Reno and Sparks. As a result, the analysis estimates project resident impacts on these revenue sources using
the Average Cost Method (ACM) using only the unincorporated population rather than the entire Washoe County population. To use this method, revenues are calculated based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County
unincorporated per capita revenue, inflated 3% annually and applied to estimated annual population generated by the residents of the development. Unincorporated per capita revenue is calculated by
dividing estimated FY 2017-18 revenues for each source by Washoe County FY 2017-18 unincorporated population of 110,432 Source: Washoe County, City of Reno, and City of Sparks budgets, FY 2018-19.

4 These revenues are assumed to be directly related to population growth and are generated across the entire County, and are, therefore, estimated using the Average Cost Method (ACM) with total County population: Revenues are
based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County per capita revenue, inflated 3% annually and applied to estimated annual population generated by the residents of the development. Per capita revenue
is calculated by dividing estimated FY 2017-18 revenues for each source by Washoe County FY 2017-18 population of 448,316 Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.

5 For calculation of BCCRT, SCCRT, and AB 104 sales tax revenue see Appendix 5.

6 In addition to CCRT revenue, Consolidated tax for the County includes revenue from Real Property Transfer Tax, GST (MVPT), Cigarette and Liquor taxes. A per capita methodology as explained in footnote 4 is applied

to estimate this revenue. Washoe County revenues from GST, Cigarette and Liquor Tax (analysis conservatively does not include RPTT as it is not a recurring revenue) totaled $ 32,931,007 inFY 2017-18. The County is
estimated to receive 51.05% of all County C-tax revenue (see Appendix 5). As a result, the County's portion of GST, Cigarette and Liquor Tax revenue is estimated at $ 16,812,065 which is used
to estimate development impacts using the methodology in footnote 4. Source: Nevada Department of Taxation. "Consolidated Tax Distribution FY 2017-18."

The Truckee Meadows Fire District is estimated to receive 3.86% of all County C-tax revenue. As a result, the Fire District's portion of GST, Cigarette and Liquor Tax revenue is estimated at

$ 1,271,785 used to estimate development impacts using the methodology in footnote 4 using population estimates for the TMFPD instead of Washoe County population. Source: Nevada Department of Taxation, "Consolidated
Tax Distribution FY 2017-18."

7 In addition to sales tax revenue, AB 104 revenue for the County includes revenue from property, gaming, and RPTT taxes and interest. Analysis is conservative in not estimating gaming, RPTT, and interest revenue. Property tax
revenue is estimated in Appendix 4A and 4B and shown elsewhere in the report.

Estimated Costs
8 Some departments provide services to residents of the unincorporated Washoe County, rather than the geographic County region. Costs associated with these departments are estimated using the Average Cost Method (ACM)

using only the unincorporated population rather than the entire Washoe County population. To use this method, costs are based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County unincorporated per capita cost, inflated 3%
annually and applied to estimated annual population generated by the residents of the development. For County Commissioners, costs are estimated to 50% of department budget. Source: Washoe County budget, FY 2018-19.
9 Administration services (indirect) costs assumed to be impacted by the development are calculated at 12.1% of all direct service costs. Percent indirect costs of direct costs for FY 2017-18.
Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19. County Manager office costs are estimated at 75% of budgeted amount.
10 ACM: Expenditures are calculated based on estimated FY 2017-18 Washoe County per capita expenditures inflated 3% annually and applied to estimated annual population of the development. Per capita

cost is calculated by dividing FY 2017-18 expenditures for each source by Washoe County FY 2017-18 population. Source: Washoe County Budget FY 2018-19.
11 As the impact of the development on these expenditures is difficult to estimate, the analysis does not estimate costs associated with these expenditures. Alternately, no costs associated with the project are expected to occur.
12 See Appendix 6 for calculation of Operations and Detention costs.
Administration costs are estimated at 9.4% of Operations and Detention costs using the average costs for these activities between FY 2016-17 and FY 2018-19. Source: Washoe County Budget
FY 2018-19.
13 The amount of the expenditure is the same as the revenue estimated to be generated by the ad valorem rate for this source.
14 Other Funds: Only operating funds supported by Ad Valorem revenue or directly impacted by the development are included in this analysis. Capital Facilities and Debt Services Funds are not included, as the impact of the
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development on these funds is difficult to estimate, though property tax revenues for these funds are estimated in Appendix 4A.

15 The project is unlikely to generate a significant number of indigent population in the region. As a result, costs for this fund associated with the project are expected to be minimal.

16 Senior Services Fund provides various services, including Nutrition, Adult Day Care, Social Services, and more. Analysis expects project will generate need for service at a reduced rate compared to the overall County, as a result,
costs are estimated at 75% of budgeted costs.

17 The impact of the project on these discretionary costs is difficult to estimate.

18 Information about roads added by the project is unavailable at this point of the project and are difficult to estimate.

19 Costs associated with the Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District are estimated using the ACM with FY 2017-18 expenditures for the TMFPD divided by the population with the TMFPD service area, applied to the estimated
population of the project. Source: Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District budget, FY 2018-19.
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TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | WASHOE COUNTY |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL LIBRARY ANIMAL INDIGENT CHILD SENIOR  OTHER CAPITAL DEBT
YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104 EXPANS. SERVICES TAXLEVY PROTECT. SERVICES SPECIAL FACILITIES SERVICE
2021  Single Family $§ 5,964,256 $ 36,718,173 § 2,087,490 § 12,851,361 § 23453 $ 380 $ 417 $ 626 $ 1,252 $ 835 § 209 $ 209 $ 1,044 $ 438
Retail - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space 1,323,064 - 463,072 - 5,203 84 93 139 278 185 46 46 232 97
Subtotal 7,287,320 36,718,173 2,550,562 12,851,361 28,656 464 510 765 1,530 1,020 255 255 1,275 536
2022  Single Family 8,015,153 35,814,127 4,955,418 25,771,846 200,059 3,240 3,561 5,342 10,684 7,123 1,781 1,781 8,903 3,739
Retail 866,934 4,368,099 303,427 1,703,835 3,409 55 61 91 182 121 30 30 152 64
Open Space - - 476,965 - 5,359 87 95 143 286 191 48 48 238 100
Subtotal 8,882,087 40,682,226 5,735,809 27,475,681 208,827 3,382 3,717 5,576 11,152 7,435 1,859 1,859 9,294 3,903
2023  Single Family 8,255,607 36,888,551 7,993,543 39,455,994 379,354 6,144 6,753 10,130 20,259 13,506 3,377 3,377 16,883 7,091
Retail 892,942 5,014,142 625,059 3,509,899 26,165 424 466 699 1,397 932 233 233 1,164 489
Open Space - - 491,273 - 5,519 89 98 147 295 197 49 49 246 103
Subtotal 9,148,549 41,902,693 9,109,875 42,965,894 411,039 6,657 7,317 10,976 21,951 14,634 3,659 3,659 18,293 7,683
2024  Single Family 8,503,275 37,995,208 11,209,495 53,937,997 569,227 9,219 10,133 15,200 30,399 20,266 5,067 5,067 25,333 10,640
Retail - - 643,811 3,615,196 46,667 756 831 1,246 2,492 1,661 415 415 2,077 872
Open Space - - 506,012 - 5,685 92 101 152 304 202 51 51 253 106
Subtotal 8,503,275 37,995,208 12,359,318 57,553,193 621,579 10,066 11,065 16,598 33,195 22,130 5,533 5,533 27,663 11,618
2025  Single Family 8,758,374 39,135,064 14,611,211 69,253,409 770,150 12,473 13,710 20,565 41,130 27,420 6,855 6,855 34,275 14,395
Retail - - 663,126 3,723,652 48,067 778 856 1,283 2,567 1,711 428 428 2,139 898
Open Space - - 521,192 - 5,856 95 104 156 313 208 52 52 261 109
Subtotal 8,758,374 39,135,064 15,795,528 72,977,061 824,073 13,346 14,670 22,005 44,009 29,339 7,335 7,335 36,674 15,403
2026  Single Family 9,021,125 40,309,116 18,206,941 85,439,202 982,617 15913 17,492 26,238 52,476 34,984 8,746 8,746 43,730 18,367
Retail - - 683,019 3,835,362 49,509 802 881 1,322 2,644 1,763 441 441 2,203 925
Open Space - - 536,828 - 6,031 98 107 161 322 215 54 54 268 113
Subtotal 9,021,125 40,309,116 19,426,788 89,274,564 1,038,157 16,813 18,481 27,721 55,442 36,962 9,240 9,240 46,202 19,405
2027  Single Family 9,291,759 41,518,389 22,005,265 102,533,815 1,207,139 19,549 21,489 32,233 64,467 42,978 10,744 10,744 53,722 22,563
Retail - - 703,510 3,950,422 50,994 826 908 1,362 2,723 1,816 454 454 2,269 953
Open Space - - 552,933 - 6,212 101 111 166 332 221 55 55 276 116
Subtotal 9,291,759 41,518,389 23,261,707 106,484,237 1,264,345 20,476 22,507 33,761 67,522 45,015 11,254 11,254 56,268 23,633
2028  Single Family 9,570,511 42,763,941 26,015,102 120,577,208 1,444,247 23,389 25,710 38,565 77,129 51,420 12,855 12,855 64,274 26,995
Retail - - 724,615 4,068,935 52,524 851 935 1,403 2,805 1,870 468 468 2,338 982
Open Space - - 569,521 - 6,399 104 114 171 342 228 57 57 285 120
Subtotal 9,570,511 42,763,941 27,309,237 124,646,143 1,503,170 24,344 26,759 40,138 80,276 53,517 13,379 13,379 66,897 28,097
2029  Single Family 9,857,627 44,046,859 30,245,724 139,610,925 1,694,496 27,442 30,165 45,247 90,494 60,329 15,082 15,082 75,411 31,673
Retail - - 746,354 4,191,003 54,100 876 963 1,445 2,889 1,926 482 482 2,408 1,011
Open Space - - 586,606 - 6,591 107 117 176 352 235 59 59 293 123
Subtotal 9,857,627 44,046,859 31,578,684 143,801,929 1,755,186 28,425 31,245 46,867 93,735 62,490 15,622 15,622 78,112 32,807
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TAXABLE ~ TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | WASHOE COUNTY |

USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND __ IMPROVE. GENERAL LIBRARY ANIMAL INDIGENT  CHILD  SENIOR OTHER CAPITAL _ DEBT

YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104 EXPANS. SERVICES TAXLEVY PROTECT. SERVICES SPECIAL FACILITIES SERVICE
2030  Single Family 10,153,355 45368265 34,706,770 159,678,146 1,958,459 31,717 34,864 52,295 104,591 69,727 17,432 17,432 87,159 36,607
Retail - - 768,744 4,316,733 55,723 902 992 1,488 2,976 1,984 496 496 2,480 1,042

Open Space . . 604,204 - 6,788 110 121 181 363 242 60 60 302 127
Subtotal 10,153,355 45,368,265 36,079,719 163,994,879 2,020,970 32,729 35,976 53,964 107,929 71,953 17,988 17,988 89941 37,775
2031  Single Family 10,457,956 46,729,313 39,408,258 180,823,750 2,236,736 36,224 39,817 59,726 119,452 79,635 19,909 19,909 99,543 41,808
Retail - - 791,807 4,446,235 57,394 929 1,022 1,533 3,065 2,043 si1 511 2,554 1,073

Open Space . . 622,331 - 6,992 113 124 187 373 249 62 62 311 131
Subtotal 10,457,956 46,729,313 40,822,395 185,269,985 2,301,122 37,266 40,963 61,445 122,890 81,927 20,482 20,482 102,409 43012
2032 Single Family 10,771,695 48,131,192 44,360,599 203,094,380 2,529,946 40,972 45,037 67,555 135,111 90,074 22,518 22,518 112,592 47,289
Retail - - 815,561 4,579,622 59,116 957 1,052 1,579 3,157 2,105 526 526 2,631 1,105

Open Space . . 641,000 - 7,202 117 128 192 385 256 64 64 321 135
Subtotal 10,771,695 48,131,192  45817,160 207,674,002 2,596,264 42,046 46,217 69,326 138,652 92,435 23,109 23,109 115544 48528
2033  Single Family 11,094,846 49,575,128 49,574,613 226,538,506 2,838,736 45,973 50,534 75,801 151,601 101,068 25,267 25,267 126334 53,060
Retail - - 840,028 4,717,011 60,890 986 1,084 1,626 3252 2,168 542 542 2,710 1,138

Open Space . . 660,230 - 7,418 120 132 198 396 264 66 66 330 139
Subtotal 11,094,846 49575128 51,074,871 231255517 2,907,044 47,079 51,750 77,625 155,249 103,500 25,875 25,875 129,374 54,337
2034  Single Family 11,427,691 51,062,382 55,061,543 251,206,495 3,163,777 51,237 56,320 84,480 168,960 112,640 28,160 28,160 140,800 59,136
Retail - - 865,228 4,858,521 62,716 1,016 1,116 1,675 3,349 2,233 558 558 2,791 1,172

Open Space . . 680,037 - 7,640 124 136 204 408 272 68 68 340 143
Subtotal 11,427,691 51,062,382 56,606,809 256,065,016 3,234,133 52,376 57,572 86,359 172,717 115,145 28,786 28,786 143931 60451
2035 Single Family 10,828,880 48,386,713 60,503,497 275,678,039 3,502,062 56,716 62,342 93,513 187,026 124,684 31,171 31,171 155,855 65,459
Retail - - 891,185 5,004,277 64,598 1,046 1,150 1,725 3,450 2,300 575 575 2,875 1,207

Open Space . . 700,439 - 7,869 127 140 210 420 280 70 70 350 147
Subtotal 10,828,880 48,386,713 62,095,121 280,682,316 3,574,529 57,889 63,632 95,448 190,896 127,264 31,816 31,816 159,080 66,814
2036 Single Family - - 62,318,602 283,948,381 3,797,392 61,498 67,599 101,399 202,798 135,199 33,800 33,800 168,998 70,979
Retail - - 917,921 5,154,405 66,536 1,078 1,184 1,777 3,553 2,369 592 592 2,961 1,244

Open Space . . 721,452 - 8,106 131 144 216 433 289 72 72 361 152
Subtotal . . 63,957,974 289,102,786 3,872,034 62,707 68,928 103,392 206,784 137,856 34,464 34,464 172,320 72,374
2037  Single Family - - 64,188,160 292,466,832 3,911,314 63,343 69,627 104,441 208,882 139,255 34,814 34,814 174,068 73,109
Retail - - 945,458 5,309,038 68,532 1,110 1,220 1,830 3,660 2,440 610 610 3,050 1,281

Open Space . . 743,095 - 8,349 135 149 223 446 297 74 74 372 156
Subtotal . . 65,876,714 297,775,869 3,988,195 64,588 70,996 106,494 212,988 141,992 35,498 35,498 177,490 74546
2038  Single Family - - 66,113,805 301,240,837 4,028,653 65,244 71,716 107,574 215,148 143,432 35,858 35,858 179290 75,302
Retail - - 973,822 5,468,309 70,588 1,143 1,257 1,885 3,770 2,513 628 628 3,141 1,319

Open Space . . 765,388 - 8,599 139 153 230 459 306 77 77 383 161
Subtotal . . 67,853,015 306,709,146 4,107,841 66,526 73,126 109,689 219,377 146,252 36,563 36,563 182,814 76,782
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TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED | WASHOE COUNTY |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL LIBRARY ANIMAL INDIGENT CHILD SENIOR OTHER  CAPITAL DEBT
YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104 EXPANS. SERVICES TAXLEVY PROTECT. SERVICES SPECIAL FACILITIES SERVICE
2039  Single Family - - 68,097,219 310,278,062 4,149,513 67,201 73,368 110,801 221,603 147,735 36,934 36,934 184,669 77,561
Retail - - 1,003,037 5,632,358 72,706 1,177 1,294 1,941 3,883 2,589 647 647 3,236 1,359
Open Space - - 788,350 - 8,857 143 158 237 473 315 79 79 394 166
Subtotal - - 69,888,606 315,910,420 4,231,076 68,522 75,320 112,979 225,959 150,639 37,660 37,660 188,299 79,086
2040  Single Family - - 70,140,136 319,586,404 4,273,998 69,217 76,084 114,125 228,251 152,167 38,042 38,042 190,209 79,388
Retail - - 1,033,128 5,801,329 74,887 1,213 1,333 2,000 3,999 2,666 667 667 3,333 1,400
Open Space - - 812,000 - 9,123 148 162 244 487 325 81 81 406 171
Subtotal - - 71,985,264 325,387,733 4,358,008 70,578 77,579 116,369 232,737 155,158 38,790 38,790 193,948 81,458
|TOTAL $ 145,055,049 $ 654,324,664 $ 44,846,246 $ 726,281 $ 798331 $ 1,197,497 $ 2,394,993 $ 1,596,662 $ 399,166 $ 399,166 $ 1,995,828 $ 838,248 |
APPENDIX 4A-B, ASSUMPTIONS:
1. As the project's parcels currently generate property tax revenue for the County, the existing FY 2018-19 taxable value of the parcels in the Project of
Taxable Taxable
Land Improve. Total
$2,253221 $ - $ 2,253,221
is subtracted from Taxable Land and Improvement Values estimated in Appendix 1 in the first year of the project. Source: Washoe County Assessor.
2. Assessed land and improvement values are estimating by adjusting taxable values by 35%.
3. Cumulative assessed value for previous year's construction is increased by 3.0% per year.
4. Improvement values are estimated to generate property tax revenue starting the year following construction to account for work in progress.
5. Operating tax rate is assumed to remain constant at FY 2018-19 amount:
Fund Rate
General Fund $ 1.1235
AB104 0.0272 Washoe County receives 66.9% and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District receives 5.89%
Library Expansion 0.0200 Libraries rate expires FY 2024-25, analysis assumes the rate will continue through the analysis period
Animal Services 0.0300 Animal Shelter rate expires FY 2032-33, analysis assumes the rate will continue through the analysis period
Indigent Tax Levy 0.0600
Child Protective Services 0.0400
Senior Services 0.0100
Other Restricted Special Rev. 0.0100
Capital Facilities 0.0500
Debt 0.0210
$ 1.3917 Source: Washoe County Budget, FY 2018-19.
TM Fire Protection $ 0.5400 Source: Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District, FY 2018-19.
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TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
ESTIMATED REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

USE
YEAR TYPE
2021 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2022 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2023 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2024 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2025 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2026 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2027 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2028 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2029 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2030 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2031 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2032 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal
2033 Single Family
Retail
Open Space
Subtotal

TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED I TM FIRE DISTRICT I
LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL
VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104
5,964,256 $ 36,718,173  $ 2,087,490 § 12,851,361 § 11,272 $ 33
1,323,064 - 463,072 - 2,501 7
7,287,320 36,718,173 2,550,562 12,851,361 13,773 41
8,015,153 35,814,127 4,955,418 25,771,846 96,157 285
866,934 4,868,099 303,427 1,703,835 1,639 5
- - 476,965 - 2,576 8
8,882,087 40,682,226 5,735,809 27,475,681 100,371 298
8,255,607 36,888,551 7,993,543 39,455,994 182,333 541
892,942 5,014,142 625,059 3,509,899 12,576 37
- - 491,273 - 2,653 8
9,148,549 41,902,693 9,109,875 42,965,894 197,562 587
8,503,275 37,995,208 11,209,495 53,937,997 273,594 812
- - 643,811 3,615,196 22,430 67
- - 506,012 - 2,732 8
8,503,275 37,995,208 12,359,318 57,553,193 298,756 887
8,758,374 39,135,064 14,611,211 69,253,409 370,166 1,099
- - 663,126 3,723,652 23,103 69
- - 521,192 - 2,814 8
8,758,374 39,135,064 15,795,528 72,977,061 396,083 1,176
9,021,125 40,309,116 18,206,941 85,439,202 472,286 1,402
- - 683,019 3,835,362 23,796 71
- - 536,828 - 2,899 9
9,021,125 40,309,116 19,426,788 89,274,564 498,981 1,481
9,291,759 41,518,389 22,005,265 102,533,815 580,200 1,723
- - 703,510 3,950,422 24,510 73
- - 552,933 - 2,986 9
9,291,759 41,518,389 23,261,707 106,484,237 607,696 1,804
9,570,511 42,763,941 26,015,102 120,577,208 694,164 2,061
- - 724,615 4,068,935 25,245 75
- - 569,521 - 3.075 9
9,670,511 42,763,941 27,309,237 124,646,143 722,485 2,145
9,857,627 44,046,859 30,245,724 139,610,925 814,444 2,418
- - 746,354 4,191,003 26,003 77
- - 586,606 - 3,168 9
9,857,627 44,046,859 31,578,684 143,801,929 843,614 2,505
10,153,355 45,368,265 34,706,770 159,678,146 941,316 2,795
- - 768,744 4,316,733 26,783 80
- - 604,204 - 3.263 10
10,153,355 45,368,265 36,079,719 163,994,879 971,361 2,884
10,457,956 46,729,313 39,408,258 180,823,750 1,075,067 3,192
- - 791,807 4,446,235 27,586 82
- - 622,331 - 3,361 10
10,457,956 46,729,313 40,822,395 185,269,985 1,106,013 3,284
10,771,695 48,131,192 44,360,599 203,094,380 1,215,995 3,610
- - 815,561 4,579,622 28,414 84
- - 641,000 - 3.461 10
10,771,695 48,131,192 45,817,160 207,674,002 1,247,871 3,705
11,094,846 49,575,128 49,574,613 226,538,506 1,364,413 4,051
- - 840,028 4,717,011 29,266 87
- - 660,230 - 3,565 11
11,094,846 49,575,128 51,074,871 231,255,517 1,397,244 4,148
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Silver Hills Development Washoe County Fiscal Impact Analysis

APPENDIX 4B-SCENARIO 3
TRUCKEE MEADOWS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
ESTIMATED REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

TAXABLE TAXABLE CUMULATIVE ASSESSED [ TM FIRE DISTRICT |
USE LAND IMPROVE. LAND IMPROVE. GENERAL
YEAR TYPE VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE FUND AB104
2034 Single Family 11,427,691 51,062,382 55,061,543 251,206,495 1,520,640 4,515
Retail - - 865,228 4,858,521 30,144 89
Open Space - - 680.037 - 3.672 11
Subtotal 11,427,691 51,062,382 56,606,809 256,065,016 1,554,457 4,615
2035 Single Family 10,828,880 48,386,713 60,503,497 275,678,039 1,683,234 4,997
Retail - - 891,185 5,004,277 31,048 92
Open Space - - 700.439 - 3.782 11
Subtotal 10,828,880 48,386,713 62,095,121 280,682,316 1,718,065 5,101
2036 Single Family - - 62,318,602 283,948,381 1,825,182 5,419
Retail - - 917,921 5,154,405 31,980 95
Open Space - - 721.452 - 3.896 12
Subtotal - - 63,957,974 289,102,786 1,861,058 5,525
2037 Single Family - - 64,188,160 292,466,832 1,879,937 5,581
Retail - - 945,458 5,309,038 32,939 98
Open Space - - 743.095 - 4.013 12
Subtotal - - 65,876,714 297,775,869 1,916,889 5,691
2038 Single Family - - 66,113,805 301,240,837 1,936,335 5,749
Retail - - 973,822 5,468,309 33,927 101
Open Space - - 765.388 - 4,133 12
Subtotal - - 67,853,015 306,709,146 1,974,396 5,862
2039 Single Family - - 68,097,219 310,278,062 1,994,426 5,921
Retail - - 1,003,037 5,632,358 34,945 104
Open Space - - 788,350 - 4,257 13
Subtotal - - 69,888,606 315,910,420 2,033,628 6,038
2040 Single Family - - 70,140,136 319,586,404 2,054,258 6,099
Retail - - 1,033,128 5,801,329 35,994 107
Open Space - - 812,000 - 4,385 13
Subtotal - - 71,985,264 325,387,733 2,094,637 6,219
|TOTAL $ 145,055,049 $ 654,324,664 $ 21,554,938 $ 63,993 |
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Silver Hills Development Washoe County Fiscal Impact Analysis

APPENDIX 5-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED SALES TAX REVENUE

CUMULATIVE CONSTR. HOUSEHOLD TOTAL WASHOE COUNTY TM FIRE DISTRICT
USE # OF OCCUP. MATERIALS TAXABLE TAXABLE CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX PUBLIC MASS RAILROAD INFRAST- CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX
YEAR TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PURCHASES SALES SALES REVENUE REVENUE TRANSPORT. GRADE RUCTURE REVENUE REVENUE
2021 Single Family - $ 18,359,087 § - $ 18,359,087 $ 207,196 $ 30,165 $ 67,642 $ 22,547 $ 22,547 $ 15,674 $ 2,658
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal - 18,359,087 - 18,359,087 207,196 30,165 67,642 22,547 22,547 15,674 2,658
2022 Single Family 127 17,907,064 2,792,532 20,699,596 233,611 34,011 76,265 25,422 25,422 17,672 2,997
Retail - 2,434,049 - 2,434,049 27,470 3,999 8,968 2,989 2,989 2,078 352
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 127 20,341,113 2,792,532 23,133,645 261,081 38,010 85,233 28,411 28,411 19,750 3,349
2023 Single Family 248 18,444,276 5,600,084 24,044,360 271,359 39,506 88,588 29,529 29,529 20,528 3,481
Retail - 2,507,071 - 2,507,071 28,294 4,119 9,237 3,079 3,079 2,140 363
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 248 20,951,346 5,600,084 26,551,431 299,653 43,626 97,825 32,608 32,608 22,668 3,844
2024 Single Family 369 18,997,604 8,573,576 27,571,180 311,162 45,301 101,583 33,861 33,861 23,539 3,992
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 369 18,997,604 8,573,576 27,571,180 311,162 45,301 101,583 33,861 33,861 23,539 3,992
2025 Single Family 489 19,567,532 11,720,438 31,287,970 353,109 51,408 115,277 38,426 38,426 26,712 4,530
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 489 19,567,532 11,720,438 31,287,970 353,109 51,408 115,277 38,426 38,426 26,712 4,530
2026 Single Family 610 20,154,558 15,048,395 35,202,953 397,292 57,841 129,701 43,234 43,234 30,054 5,096
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 610 20,154,558 15,048,395 35,202,953 397,292 57,841 129,701 43,234 43,234 30,054 5,096
2027 Single Family 731 20,759,195 18,565,481 39,324,676 443,809 64,613 144,887 48,296 48,296 33,573 5,693
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 731 20,759,195 18,565,481 39,324,676 443,809 64,613 144,887 48,296 48,296 33,573 5,693
2028 Single Family 851 21,381,971 22,280,049 43,662,019 492,759 71,740 160,867 53,622 53,622 37,276 6,321
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 851 21,381,971 22,280,049 43,662,019 492,759 71,740 160,867 53,622 53,622 37,276 6,321
2029 Single Family 972 22,023,430 26,200,782 48,224,211 544,247 79,236 177,676 59,225 59,225 41,171 6,982
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 972 22,023,430 26,200,782 48,224,211 544,247 79,236 177,676 59,225 59,225 41,171 6,982
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Silver Hills Development Washoe County Fiscal Impact Analysis

APPENDIX 5-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED SALES TAX REVENUE

CUMULATIVE CONSTR. HOUSEHOLD TOTAL WASHOE COUNTY TM FIRE DISTRICT
USE # OF OCCUP. MATERIALS TAXABLE TAXABLE CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX PUBLIC MASS RAILROAD INFRAST- CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX
YEAR TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PURCHASES SALES SALES REVENUE REVENUE TRANSPORT. GRADE RUCTURE REVENUE REVENUE
2030 Single Family 1,092 22,684,133 30,336,706 53,020,839 598,381 87,117 195,349 65,116 65,116 45,266 7,676
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,092 22,684,133 30,336,706 53,020,839 598,381 87,117 195,349 65,116 65,116 45,266 7,676
2031 Single Family 1,213 23,364,657 34,697,206 58,061,863 655,273 95,399 213,922 71,307 71,307 49,570 8,406
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,213 23,364,657 34,697,206 58,061,863 655,273 95,399 213,922 71,307 71,307 49,570 8,406
2032 Single Family 1,334 24,065,596 39,292,033 63,357,629 715,040 104,101 233,433 77,811 77,811 54,091 9,172
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,334 24,065,596 39,292,033 63,357,629 715,040 104,101 233,433 77,811 77,811 54,091 9,172
2033 Single Family 1,454 24,787,564 44,131,321 68,918,885 777,803 113,238 253,923 84,641 84,641 58,839 9,978
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,454 24,787,564 44,131,321 68,918,885 777,803 113,238 253,923 84,641 84,641 58,839 9,978
2034 Single Family 1,575 25,531,191 49,225,604 74,756,795 843,688 122,830 275,432 91,811 91,811 63,823 10,823
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,575 25,531,191 49,225,604 74,756,795 843,688 122,830 275,432 91,811 91,811 63,823 10,823
2035 Single Family 1,696 24,193,357 54,585,826 78,779,183 889,084 129,439 290,252 96,751 96,751 67,257 11,405
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,696 24,193,357 54,585,826 78,779,183 889,084 129,439 290,252 96,751 96,751 67,257 11,405
2036 Single Family 1,806 - 59,903,362 59,903,362 676,055 98,425 220,706 73,569 73,569 51,142 8,672
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,806 - 59,903,362 59,903,362 676,055 98,425 220,706 73,569 73,569 51,142 8,672
2037 Single Family 1,806 - 61,700,463 61,700,463 696,337 101,378 227,328 75,776 75,776 52,676 8,933
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,806 - 61,700,463 61,700,463 696,337 101,378 227,328 75,776 75,776 52,676 8,933
2038 Single Family 1,806 - 63,551,476 63,551,476 717,227 104,419 234,147 78,049 78,049 54,256 9,200
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,806 - 63,551,476 63,551,476 717,227 104,419 234,147 78,049 78,049 54,256 9,200
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Silver Hills Development

Washoe County Fiscal Impact Analysis

APPENDIX 5-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
ESTIMATED SALES TAX REVENUE

CUMULATIVE CONSTR. HOUSEHOLD TOTAL WASHOE COUNTY TM FIRE DISTRICT
USE # OF OCCUP. MATERIALS TAXABLE TAXABLE CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX PUBLIC MASS RAILROAD INFRAST- CCRT TAX AB 104 TAX
YEAR TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PURCHASES SALES SALES REVENUE REVENUE TRANSPORT. GRADE RUCTURE REVENUE REVENUE
2039 Single Family 1,806 - 65,458,021 65,458,021 738,744 107,552 241,172 80,391 80,391 55,884 9,477
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,806 - 65,458,021 65,458,021 738,744 107,552 241,172 80,391 80,391 55,884 9,477
2040 Single Family 1,806 - 67,421,761 67,421,761 760,906 110,778 248,407 82,802 82,802 57,560 9,761
Retail - - - - - - - - - - -
Open Space - - - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 1,806 - 67,421,761 67,421,761 760,906 110,778 248,407 82,802 82,802 57,560 9,761
[TOTAL $ 327,162,332 $ 681,085116 $ 1,008,247,448 $ 11,378,847 $ 1,656,618 $ 3,714,762 $ 1238254 $ 1238254 $ 860,777 $ 145,966 |

APPENDIX 5, ASSUMPTIONS:

1. Sales tax rates applicable to Washoe County are as follows:

2. BCCRT and SCCRT (CCRT) sales tax revenue generated in the County is distributed to Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District as follows:

0.500% Basic City County Relief Tax (BCCRT)
1.750% Supplemental City County Relief Tax (SCCRT)
0.250% Fair Share (AB 104)
0.375% Public Mass Transportation
0.125% Washoe Railroad Grade
0.125% Infrastructure

Washoe County 51.05%

TM Fire District 3.86%

Source: Distribution based on average percentage share of Washoe County C-Tax distribution from FY 2016-17 to partial year FY 18-19. Data from Nevada Department of Taxation, "Consolidated Tax Distribution:
Revenue Summary by County."
3. AB104 sales tax revenue generated in the County is distributed to Washoe County and Truckee Meadows Fire Protection District as follows:

Washoe County
TM Fire District

66.89%
5.89%

Source: Distribution based on average percentage share of Washoe County AB104 distribution from FY 2016-17 to partial year FY 18-19. Data from Nevada Department of Taxation, "Local Government Tax Act

Distribution."

4. A State administrative fee of
5. Construction Materials Purchases-See Appendix 1.
6. Number of Occupied Households-See Appendix 2. By definition, each occupied residential unit represents a household.
7. Household Taxable Sales-estimated based on the number of occupied households, estimated household income, and expenditure information. Household incomes and percent of income spent on taxable items are

estimated as follows, inflated 3% annually:

Single Family

Household
Income
$ 80,740

1.75%

% Spent on
Taxable Items
24.8%

of all sales tax revenue is subtracted for State uses.

Source: AB 552.

Based on an average sales price of $339,000, 10% down, 4.7% loan rate, and 30-year mortgage.

Source: Estimated home sales price based on median sales price per square foot for new homes sold in 2018 in nearby Woodland Village from Center for Regional Studies, UNR. Household income is estimated using a
home affordability calculator created by EEC and Center for Regional Studies, UNR and estimated home sales price. Taxable spending ratio from Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2017, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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APPENDIX 6-SCENARIO 3
WASHOE COUNTY
SHERIFF OPERATIONS COST PROJECTIONS

NEW RESIDENT OFFICERS SALARY/ SERVICES/ VEHICLE ANNUALIZED ADMIN. TOTAL
YEAR POPULATION REQUIRED BENEFITS SUPPLIES PURCHASE VEH. PURCH. COSTS COST
2021 - - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
2022 320 0.544 64,749 10,678 - - 19,844 95,270
2023 622 1.058 130,980 21,600 55,450 53,874 40,142 246,595
2024 925 1.573 202,279 33,358 - 53,874 61,993 351,503
2025 1,228 2.088 278,940 46,000 - 53,874 85,487 464,300
2026 1,531 2.602 361,273 59,577 - 53,874 110,720 585,443
2027 1,834 3.117 449,604 74,144 - 53,874 137,791 715,411
2028 2,136 3.632 544,275 89,756 128,563 53,874 166,805 854,708
2029 2,439 4.146 645,646 106,473 132,420 53,874 197,872 1,003,864
2030 2,742 4.661 754,097 124,357 - 53,874 231,109 1,163,436
2031 3,045 5.176 870,024 143,475 - 53,874 266,638 1,334,010
2032 3,347 5.691 993,847 163,894 - 53,874 304,586 1,516,201
2033 3,650 6.205 1,126,005 185,688 149,040 53,874 345,088 1,710,655
2034 3,953 6.720 1,266,960 208,933 153,511 53,874 388,287 1,918,053
2035 4,256 7.235 1,417,196 233,708 - 53,874 434,330 2,139,108
2036 4,534 7.708 1,568,844 258,716 - 53,874 480,806 2,362,239
2037 4,534 7.708 1,630,029 268,806 - 53,874 499,557 2,452,265
2038 4,534 7.708 1,693,600 279,289 172,778 53,874 519,040 2,545,803
2039 4,534 7.708 1,759,650 290,182 177,961 53,874 539,282 2,642,988
2040 4,534 7.708 1,828,276 301,499 - 53,874 560,314 2,743,963
|TOTAL $ 17,586,272 $ 2,900,131 $ 969,723 $ 969,723 $ 5,389,690 $ 26,845,817 |

APPENDIX 6, ASSUMPTIONS:

Note: See Appendix 2 for population estimates.

1. The analysis uses Western States average of 1.7 uniformed officers per 1,000 of population. Source: Washoe County Sheriff's Office.
This includes all uniformed officers for the Department, including patrol, detectives, etc.
2. Uniformed salaries are estimated at $ 66,779 inflated 4% annually.
Source: Washoe County Human Resources website, average of salary range for Deputy Sheriff positions.
3. Benefits are estimated at 62.1% of salaries.
Services/Supplies estimated at 16.5% of salaries and benefits.
Source: Three-year average FY 2016-17 through FY 2018-19 from Washoe County Budget FY 2018-19.
4. Two vehicles are added per three rotation shift at a cost of $ 50,000 inflated 3% annually. Life of vehicle is 5 years.
Source: Washoe County Sheriff's Office.
5. Administrative costs for Operations are estimated at 26.3% of above uniformed costs using the average costs between FY 2016-17 and FY

2018-19. Source: Washoe County Budget FY 2018-19.
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March 10, 2009 ' Job No. 28813

Mr. Robert Lissner
Lifestyle Homes TND, LLC
P.O. Box 7548

Reno, NV 89510

Preliminary

RE:  Geotechnical Investigation
Silver Hills
Reno, Nevada

Dear Mr. Lissner:

Attached please find the results of our preliminary geotechnical investigation for the proposed Silver Hills
development approximately 3 miles northwest of the intersection of US 395 and Red Rock Road in Reno,
Nevada. Summit excavated 15 test pits and 3 fault trenches to characterize the site. Material testing was
performed on samples from the site. Results of the analyses and logs of the test pits are included as sheets
in this report.

The material found on site classifies predominately as a sandstone bedrock that has been slightly to
moderately altered which excavates to a silty sand (SM), clayey sand (SC), silty clayey sand (SC-SM),
poorly graded sand with silt (SP-SM), and well graded sand with silt (SW/SM). The majority of the native
material uncovered during the geotechnical exploration shall provide foundation support. No groundwater
was encountered in any of the 15 test pits.

Design plans and traffic studies were not available during the preparation of this report. Summit
Engineering should be afforded the opportunity of reviewing plans, particularly any deep foundations or
depressed floor/pit areas to verify the applicability of our recommendations. The following report provides
geotechnical recommendations and guidelines for the design and construction of the project. We wish to
thank you for the opportunity of providing our services. We are readily available to answer any related
questions.

Sincerely,

SUMMIT ENGINEERING CORPORATION

Jack K. Glynn III, P.E.
Geotechnical Department Manager
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PRELIMINARY
GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
SILVER HILLS
RENO, NEVADA

I. INTRODUCTION

A.  Project Description

This report presents the results of our Geotechnical Investigation to evaluate the Silver Hills project with
respect to geotechnical and geologic site conditions. Exploration, laboratory testing and engineering
analyses were conducted to provide geotechnical recommendations for the design and construction of the

project.

Proposed development is to be single-family residential subdivision and will likely be 1 to 2 story wood
frame construction. Foundations are anticipated to be either conventional spread footings or slab-on-
grade with moderate structural loads. Sheet 1 presents a vicinity map and Sheet 2 presents the project

site with test pit locations.
B. Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this investigation was to determine subsurface soil conditions and to provide geotechnical
design criteria for the Silver Hills project. The scope of this investigation included surface
reconnaissance, subsurface exploration, analysis of field and laboratory data, research of pertinent
geologic literature and report preparation. This report provides conclusions and recommendations

concerning;

e General subsurface conditions and geology
e Site preparation and earthwork
e Engineering properties of the soils that will influence design of future structures, including:
e Bearing capacities
o Settlement potential
e Lateral earth pressures
e Portland cement concrete
e  Asphalt concrete
e Seismic design criteria
1
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 306 of 991



C. Field Exploration and Laboratory Testing

Summit Engineering Corporation conducted the subsurface investigation by excavating fifteen test pits to
a maximum depth of 14 feet. No grading planes were available at the time of the field exploration.
Additional exploration (test pits) will be needed prior to completion of the final report. All test pits were
excavated with a Cat 420 D Backhoe. Representative samples of the soil were collected from the test
pits. Selected samples were tested at Summit’s laboratory and two outside laboratories. Sheet 1 shows
the vicinity map and Sheet 2 presents a site map with the locations of the test pits. General site geology is
shown on sheet 3. Sheets 4 through 18 display the logs of soils encountered in the excavations. Sheet 19
provides a key to the test pit logs as well as a copy of the Unified Soil Classification System used to

identify the site soils.

Representative bulk samples were taken from the excavations every three feet of depth or every
significant lithologic change. Representative samples were tested as follows: 1) sieve analyses tests
(ASTM D422); 2) moisture content tests (ASTM D2216); 3) Atterberg limits tests (ASTM 4318), to
confirm field soil classiﬁcati(;ns; 4) a soluble sulfates test to determine if the native soils are reactive
with Portland cement concrete; and 5) an R-value test (ASTM D2844), to determine a flexible pavement
structural section. The index test results can be used to estimate engineering properties of the native soil.
Results of the laboratory tests are displayed on the test pit logs, and presented independently in Sheets 20

through 25. All laboratory testing was conducted in accordance with the applicable standards.

I1. DISCUSSION

A, Site Description

The proposed site will consist of a single-family residential subdivision approximately 3 miles northwest of
the intersection of US 395 and Red Rock Road in Reno, Nevada. The site is situated in Section 23,
Township 21 North, and Range 18 East, and North % of Section 24, Township 21 North, Range 18 East,
.SW % of Section 24, Township 21 North, and Range 18 East (M.D.B.M). The site is in a rural area
surrounded by an undeveloped desert to the east and desert with some older homes on the remaining sides.
The property on the west side of Red Rock Road has overhead power lines that run northwest to southeast

with a gas line below ground. Also the west property there is cable running underground parallel to the

2
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power lines. There are currently old tires, furniture, and typical trash around the site. The site is has some

small hills and drainages running through out the site. Access to the site is from Red Rock Road.
B. Site Geology

The primary geologic reference reviewed was the Reno NW Quad 4Dg Geologic Map (S.A. Soeller and
R.L. Nielsen, 1980). The bulletin and its geologic map (Sheet 3) provided information about the general
geology and earthquake hazards for the subject property and surrounding area. The site was described as a

“Qsw, Ts, Qpg, Mzgd . The authors characterized the site geology as the following:

Qsw: Sheetwash Alluvium: “Thin deposits of moderately to poorly sorted medium to fine
sand, granular coarse to medium sand, and sandy pebble gravel. Color and texture closely related
to local bedrock source areas.”

Ts: Lacustrine and Alluvial Sediments: “Thick basin-fill deposits of grayish-orange to
pale-brown, coarse to medium sand, granular sand, siltstone, silty to pebbly sandstone, and minor
sandy pebble conglomerate, very thin-bedded ash and diatomite. Sediments are generally
unconsolidated and bedding is usually indistinct. In part includes much younger alluvium near
the surface. Probably equivalent in age to the sandstone of Hunter Creek” (Bonham and Bingler,
1973).

Qpg: Pediment gravel: “Thin sheets of pale-brown and pale yellowish-brown, sandy granule
to cobble gravel, and pebbly very coarse sand. Clasts comprise a wide range of lithologic
compositions and locally from a desert pavement.”

Mzgd: Granodiorite: “Medium- to coarse-grained, massive, plutonic, dark-gray biotite and
hornblende granodiorite. Includes aplite and pegmatite dikes. Resistant to erosion and forms

abundant knobby outcrops.”

According to the map (#32031C2825G) available by F.EM.A. (Federal Emergency Management Agency)
the site is within Zone X. According to F.E.M.A., Zone X is “areas determined to be outside the 0.2%

annual chance floodplain”.
C. Regional Seismicity

The property, according to U.S. Geological Survey, may be subject to strong seismic acceleration, 0.504g
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ground acceleration, and therefore has a strong probability for experiencing a major seismic event. The
effect of seismic shaking, therefore, is an important consideration. The site has native soil profiles of D,
“stiff soil.” The following table summarizes seismic design parameters for the 2006 International

Building Code criteria for structural design of the project:

IBC SEISMIC DESIGN

Site Class D
Soil Profile Type Stiff Soil
Seismic Source Type B
Soil Shear Wave Velocity (i) 600-1200
Standard penetration resistance (N) 15-50
Soil undrained shear strength (s,) 1000-2000

Site Coefficient (F,) w/ short accel. (ss) 1.005
Site Coefficient (F,) w/ 1-sec. accel. (s;) 1.534
Max. ground motion, 0.2-sec SA (Sy), g 1.237
Max. ground motion, 1.0-sec SA (S1), g 0.466
Design acceleration, Sps, g 0.829
Design acceleration, Sp;, g 0.477

Design of improvements shall be based on Site Class D as per IBC 2006 standards. The Peak Ground
Acceleration (PGA) of the site with a Probability of Exceedance of 5% and Exposure Time of 50 was
calculated to be a Ky =0.3708g.

Earthquake activity is difficult to predict and it is not known which documented fault system may produce
an earthquake event and associated surface rupture. Current research by the Nevada Bureau of Mines and
Geology and the University of Nevada, Reno indicates that a local earthquake event of Magnitude 7.0 would
be likely. The nearest active faults known to be capable of producing such an event are located
approximately 17 miles northeast, 20 miles southeast and 25 miles east of the site (dePolo and Ramelli,
2004; dePolo, 1996; and dePolo and dePolo, 1999, respectively).

At the present time, there are not any local codes that provide guidelines for the evaluation of seismic risk or
surface rupture hazard associated with Quaternary (Holocene and Pleistocene) faults. The State of Nevada
requires the use of seismic provisions set by the IBC, as well as adoptions of appropriate local standards
(NRS 278.580.5). For the purposes of assessing seismic hazard and potential fault rupture hazard, standard

engineering practice is to pursue the most diligent investigation of those faults deemed to be most likely to
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be active. Most geological consultants in Nevada follow the conventions established by the Nevada
Eaﬂhquake Safety Council, whose guidelines are based on the Alquist-Priolo Act of 1972 in California. Per
these guidelines, faults with evidence of movement in Holocene time (past 10,000 years) are considered
“Holocene active”. Those faults with evidence of displacement during Late Pleistocene time (10,000 to
130,000 years ago) would be considered “Late Quaternary active”. Faults with evidence of last
displacement having occurred during middle and early Quaternary time (130,000 years to 1,600,000
years ago) are considered “Quaternary Active Faults”. Faults withvlast displacement older than
1,600,000 years are deemed “inactive”. Active faults are afforded a greater degree of study and analysis

than those regarded as inactive.

Normally, any fault suspected of being active, as demonstrated by presence of scarps, offset of the argillic
(topsoil) horizon, and other criteria, poses a greater risk to development and requires a minimum setback of
50 feet for occupied structures. Three mapped faults cross the site (Sheet 3). Two of these faults were
encountered during this investigation and interpreted to be active (Appendix C). The seismic hazard
at the Silver Hills site is probably nocg\reater than other comparable locations in the area that are located
at comparable distances to similar faults. Occupied structures have been built over and adjacent to
inactive faults in the area for decades, without significant harm to residents from temblors affecting the
area. Building codes have evolved in recent years to provide adequate structural protection to residents
for the level of tremors experienced to date. Summit Engineering does not recommend siting

occupied structures over any faults.

Groundwater was not encountered in any of the test pit excavations. Liquefaction, a hazard in seismic
zones where water-saturated granular cohesionless soils lose their bearing during seismic shaking, is not

anticipated to be a problem on the project site because of cohesive soils and groundwater depth.
D. Subsurface Materials and Conditions

Fifteen test pits were excavated on this site to a maximum depth of 14 feet. The native materials
encountered included sandstone bedrock that has been slightly to moderately altered which excavates to a
silty sand (SM), clayey sand (SC), silty clayey sand (SC-SM), poorly graded sand with silt (SP-SM), and
well graded sand with silt (SW/SM).

Groundwater was not encountered in any of the test pits and is not likely to affect development of the

site.

5
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 310 of 991



III. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

From a geotechnical engineering standpoint, it is our opinion that the Silver Hills site is suitable for the
construction of the proposed subdivision provided that the recommendations contained in this report are
incorporated into design and construction. The following sections present our conclusions and

recommendations concerning the proposed project.
A. Foundation Considerations

All. expansive materials shall not provide direct foundation support. The primary geotechnical
recommendation is to remove this material entirely from all structural areas and replace it with structural fill
to footing grade and pavement and concrete slab subgrade. A less preferable, but less costly, alternative
with more risk is to minimize the potential for post-construction differential foundation and subgrade
movement by providing a minimum of 3 feet of structural fill beneath footings, and 2 feet of structural fill

beneath all pavement and concrete slab subgrades.

The near-surface native materials uncovered during the course of the investigation may not provide direct
foundation support. If any other materials are encountered in the course of construction, they may provide
direct foundation support provided they meet parameters for structural fill as provided in this report.
Analysis obtained from field and laboratory testing indicates the imported material (silty sand with gravel)
can typically support up to 2,000 pounds per square foot for dead plus long term live loads (per IBC 2006
Table 1804.2) on spread type footings with less than 1 inch of total settlement and less than 1/2 inch of

differential settlement across the length of the structures.

The design coefficient of friction for the majority of the native material on site is 0.25. The passive soil
pressure was calculated as 407 pounds per cubic foot (407 psf per foot of depth). The active soil pressure
was similarly was calculated as 35 pounds per cubic foot (35 psf per foot of depth). The at-rest soil
pressure, when walls are braced on the top and the bottom, was calculated as 55 pounds per cubic foot (55
psf per foot of depth). These design values assume the non-expansive granular soils that meet the outlined
parameters are providing vertical and lateral support. All exterior footings shall be embedded a minimum
24 inches below adjacent finished grade for frost protection, and a minimum of four feet above

groundwater.
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B. Grading and Filling

All expansive materials that are encountered within 3 feet of the bottom of footings, shall be removed prior
to placing any fill. These materials are unsuitable for use as fill in structural areas due to their potentially
detrimental properties. Therefore, these materials shall only be placed as the final lift of fill in landscaped
areas. If any uncontrolled fill is encountered, it will require complete removal, or if the material is

suitable for fill according to the Geotechnical Engineer, removed and properly recompacted.

All areas that are to receive fill or structural loading shall be scarified to a depth of at least 12 inches,
moisture conditioned to within 2 percent of optimum, and recompacted to at least 90 percent relative
compaction (ASTM D 1557). If the native subgrade is too coarse to density test, then moisture conditioning
and compaction shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Geotechnical Engineer. A proof-rolling
program of a minimum 5 complete passes with a minimum 10-ton roller or a Cat 825 self propelled
sheepfoot may be acceptable. For footing trenches, three complete passes with hand compactors may be

adequate.

All fill, except rock fill, shall be placed in 12-inch maximum lifts, moisture conditioned to within 2 percent
of optimum, and compacted to at least 90 percent (ASTM D1557). If any of the on-site materials are too
coarse for density testing (>30% retained on the %” sieve), these materials must be treated as rock fill.
Whenever structural foundations will be placed partially in cut and partially in structural fill, over-
excavation and replacement of material on the cut side may be necessary in order to reduce the potential for
differential settlement. Any differential fills shall be reduced to a maximum of 8 feet within the building

envelope.

The maximum particle size shall be 12 inches up to 5 feet below finished grade and 6 inches from 5 feet

below finished grade to finished grade. This material shall be placed in 12-inch lifts (maximum), moisture

conditioned, and compacted to the satisfaction of the Geotechnical Engineer. Care should be taken to insure =

that voids between cobbles and boulders are filled with finer materials. Five complete passes of a minimum
10-ton roller or Cat 825 sheepsfoot compactor may achieve adequate compaction. Acceptance of density
requirements for this type of rock fill shall be by observation of lift thickness, moisture conditioning, and
applied compactive effort. The maximum allowable particle size shall be decreased if the Geotechnical

Engineer is not satisfied with the achieved compaction and/or “nesting” of particles is observed.

Native materials are suitable to be utilized as structural cap material. Structural cap materials are materials

within 3 feet below bottom of footing and within 2 feet below pavement and concrete subgrade. Any native
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materials encountered that do not meet the requirements of structural fill will not be permitted within 3 feet

of footings or 2 feet of roadway improvements without approval of the Geotechnical Engineer.

Any expansive soils, if encountered during the course of excavation, may not be utilized for direct support
of improvements (including streets), nor may they be reused as structural fill. The primary geotechnical
recommendation is to remove this material entirely from all structural areas and replace it with structural fill
to footing grade and pavement and concrete slab subgrade. A less preferable, but less costly alternative with
more risk is to minimize the potential for post-construction differential foundation and subgrade movement
by providing a minimum of 3 feet of structural fill beneath footings, and 2 feet of structural fill beneath all
pavement and concrete slab subgrades. This may be accomplished entirely by fill or by over-excavation and
replacement with structural fill, or any combination thereof. Soils at the bottom of the over excavation shall
be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches; moisture conditioned to at least optimum moisture, and
recompacted to 90 percent (ASTM D1557). If the Owner/Developer elects to implement this alternate
method and not remove all clays from structural areas, he will assume the risk of potential post-construction

differential foundation movement, and will hold harmless the Geotechnical Engineer for this decision.

Expansive soil shall be defined as any soil or bedrock with more than 30 percent (by weight) passing the
No. 200 sieve and/or a plasticity index of 16 or greater and/or an expansion index of at least 21. Expansive
soils may only be placed as fill in non-structural areas, or as structural fill to within 3 feet of footing grade
or 2 feet of pavement subgrade. Expansive soils utilized as fill shall be moisture conditioned to at least
optimum and compacted to a minimum of 90 percent. All direct structural support shall be provided by
non-expansive material. Any imported structural fill for this project should meet or exceed the following

guideline specifications:
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Sieve Sizes Percentage Passing (by weight)

4 Inch 100
3/4 Inch 70-100
No. 40 15-50
No. 200 10-30
Additional Requirements are as follows:
Water Soluble Sulfate (SO,)(max) 0.1%
Total Available Water Soluble Sodium Sulfate 0.2%
(Na;S04)(max)
Solubility (max)(AWWA 2540C) 0.5%
Liquid Limit (max.) 38
Plasticity Index (max.) 15
Expansion Index (max.) 20

This specification is meant as a guideline to pre-approve imported structural fill. Other materials not

meeting this specification may be suitable, but will require approval from the Geotechnical Engineer.

Mining of structural fill material on-site is not permissible unless taken from non-structural areas, or

from re-using suitable material as structural fill taken from areas of designated cut.

C. Surface and Subsurface Drainage

Surface drainage shall be diverted away from all buildings and not be permitted to pond or pool adjacent to
foundations. If crawlspaces are utilized it is recommended that all crawlspaces be lined with Visqueen
sheeting, and that positive crawlspace drainage be provided to a collection point. A small diameter pipe (2
. to 4-inch) may be placed beneath and perpendicular to the footing, sloped to drain to daylight, or the drain
rock bedding of the storm water catchment basin lateral to the street may be utilized to drain the crawlspace.
Slab-on-grade foundation systems may require subsurface drainage dependent on conditions encountered
during grading. The Geotechnical Engineer shall determine whether subsurface drainage is required at that

time.

Grading plans should be designed to minimize the potential for infiltrated precipitation or landscaping
irrigation to migrate laterally and downslope along the cut/fill interface and surfacing in downslope lots.
Roof gutters and downspouts are recommended to discharge water well away from foundation areas. Steps

should also be taken to minimize the moisture seepage at the joint between the stem wall and the footing,
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D. Slope Stability and Ercsion Control

The results of our exploration and testing indicate that 2:1 (H:V) slopes will be stable for on-site materials
in cut and fill. All cut and fill slopes should incorporate brow ditches to divert surface drainage away from
the slope face. Any major cut or fill slopes shall include mid-height benches in accordance with

International Building Code standards.

The potential for dust generation, both during and after construction, is high at this project. Dust control
will be mandatory on this project in order to comply with air quality standards. The contractor shall submit
a dust control plan and obtain the required permits from Washoe County and the City of Reno prior to

commencing site grading.

Stabilization of all slopes and areas disturbed by construction will be required to prevent erosion and to
~ control dust. Stabilization may consist of riprap, revegetation and landscaping, or dust palliative. Slopes

steeper than 3:1 (H:V) will require stabilization.

Where the fill extends onto native slopes with gradients greater than 5:1, the fill shall be keyed into the
native soils. The keys will have a minimum width of equipment width or 10 feet, whichever is lesser, and

constructed with a minimum 5 percent slope into the hillside.
E. Trenching and Excavation

All trenching and excavation shall be conducted in accordance with all local, state, and federal (OSHA)
standards. In general, the soil, encountered during exploration meets the criteria for OSHA Type A and B
soils. Any oversized material loosened during excavation will require scaling prior to permitting workmen

to enter the trench.

Any area in question should be examined by the Geotechnical Engineer. The following table is reproduced

from Occupational Safety and Health, Subpart P, 1926.652, Appendix B:
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TABLE B-1

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SLOPES

SOIL OR ROCK TYPE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SLOPES (H:V) ! FOR
EXCAVATIONS LESS THAN 20 FEET DEEP P!

STABLE ROCK VERTICAL (90°)
TYPEA ¥ 3/4:1 (53°)
TYPEB 1:1 (45°)
TYPE C 11/2:1 (34°)
NOTES
L. Numbers shown in parentheses next to maximum allowable slopes are angles expressed in degrees
from the horizontal. Angles have been rounded off.
2, A short-term maximum allowable slope of 1/2 H:1V (63°) is allowed in excavations in Type A soil

that are 12 feet (3.67 m) or less in depth. Short-term maximum allowable slopes for excavations
greater than 12 feet (3.67 m) in depth shall be 3/4 H:1V (53°).

3. Sloping or benching for excavations greater than 20 feet deep shall be designed by a registered
professional engineer.

Bedding and initial backfill over the pipe will require import to meet the specifications of the utility having
jurisdiction. On-site soils may be used for trench backfill, provided particles over 4 inches in diameter are
removed. Imported structural cap material or native material meeting the requirements for structural fill will
be required within 3 feet below bottom of footing and 2 feet below bottom of pavement subgrade. All
trench backfill shall be placed in 8 inch (max.) finished lifts, moisture conditioned to within 2 percent of
optimum, and densified to at least 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM D1557). If metal pipes are to be

utilized, corrosion protective measures shall be taken.

F. Asphaltic Concrete Design

Truck traffic counts and the type of trucks were not available during the preparation of this report so
assumptions were made for the pavement design. A sample from TP-5 was analyzed to determine a
representative R-value for the existing materials found on site. The R-value for this sample is 33. This
material can provide adequate support for the intended improvements (Appendix B), provided the
recommendations in this report are incorporated into design and construction. A Type 2 (3/4 inch size) or
Type 3 (1/2 inch size) may be used for the bottom layer, but a Type 3 (1/2 inch size) mix is recommended

for the access ways and parking areas for a smoother, more flush finished surface, which is less susceptible
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to moisture penetration. A 50 Blow, Marshall mix design with 3-5 percent air voids is recommended for
this project. The use of PG64-28NV is also recommended in order to increase the resistance to thermal
cracking and help reduce pavement maintenance over the life of the pavement. A mix design shall be

submitted to the Geotechnical Engineer for approval one week prior to paving.

Subgrade material shall be scarified to a minimum depth of 12 inches below finished asphalt grade,
moisture conditioned to within 2 percent of optimum, and compacted to at least 90 percent. Next, 8 inches
of aggregate base materials (Type 2, Class B) shall be placed on top of the subgrade. The aggregate base
materials shall be approved by the Geotechnical Engineer prior to incorporation into the pavement structure.
Aggregate base shall be moisture conditioned to within 2 percent of optimum and compacted to at least 95
percent compaction (ASTM D 1557). Finally, 4 inches of asphaltic concrete shall be placed on top of the

base in two approximately equal lifts.

G. Concrete Slabs

All dedicated concrete walkways and driveways should be directly underlain by aggregate base per accepted
standards. Decomposed granite, the same unit thickness as aggregate base, can be used in lieu of aggregate
base under private walks and driveways. The concrete mix design for exterior concrete shall have a
minimum of 6 sacks of Portland cement, with a maximum water to cement ratio of 0.45, and air content
between 4.5 and 7.5 percent. This recommendation is to provide resistance to freeze-thaw cycles that occur

in the Reno area. Additional requirements for exterior concrete are as follows:

Minimum compression strength = 4,000 psi,

Maximum slump = 4”

Interior slab-on-grade and foundation concrete shall follow criteria established by the project structural
engineer. One sample was tested for soluble sulfates. Soluble sulfates have a detrimental effect on Portland
cement concrete. The results (Sheet 25) indicate that there are 0.01 percent soluble sulfates in the native
soils. Therefore, the sulfate exposure is ranked “negligible”. This is according to Table 4.3.1 of the ACI
Building Code Requirements (as per IBC, 2006), as follows:
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TABLE 4.3.1

REQUIREMENTS FOR CONCRETE EXPOSED TO SULFATE-CONTAINING SOLUTIONS

SULFATE WATER SULFATE (SOs) IN MAXIMUM WATER- MINIMUM [
EXPOSURE | SOLUBLE WATER (ppm) CEMENT CEMENTITIOUS NORMAL-WEIGHT
SULFATE TYPE MATERIAL RATIO, BY | AND LIGHTWEIGHT
(S04)IN SOIL, WEIGHT, NORMAL AGGREGATE
PERCENT BY WEIGHT AGGREGATE | CONCRETE (psi)’
WEIGHT CONCRETE *
Negligible 0.00<804<0.10 | 0<804<150 - - -
Moderate’ 0.10<£504<0.20 150 < SO4< 1500 I, IPQMS), IS(MS), 0.50 4,000
P(MS),
IPM)MS),
I(SM)QMS)
Severe 0.20 £504<2.00 1500 < S04 < 10,000 \ 0.45 4,500
Very severe S04>0.20 S04> 10,000 V plus pozzolant 0.45 4,500

*  When both Table 4.3.1 and Table 4.2.2 are considered, the lowest applicable maximum water-cementitious material ratio and highest
applicable minimum f”; shall be used.
t Seawater.

3 Pozzolan that has been determined by test or service record to improve sulfate resistance when used in concrete containing Type V cement.

Structural concrete mix designs for interior and private improvements only should meet one of the

additional following criteria:

MINIMUM SACKS OF MAXIMUM WATER TO
TYPE OF CEMENT CEMENT PER CUBIC YARD | CEMENTIOUS MATERIALS
(prior to replacement with fly ash) RATIO
Type I 6 0.5
Type II and fly ash 5.5 0.53
Type IP 5.5 0.53
Type V 55 0.53
Type V and {ly ash 5.5 0.53

Concrete mix designs shall be determined per Chapter 7 of “Design and Control of Concrete Mixtures™ by
the Portland Cement Association and as further modified by IBC 2006 standards, and submitted to the

Geotechnical Engineer for approval at least one week prior to pouring the concrete.

The greater Elko area is in a climatic zone of low humidity and concrete is susceptible to shrinkage cracking
and curling during curing. All concrete work shall follow the procedures of the American Concrete

Institute.
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H. Anticipated Construction Problems

The site has a high potential for dust generation, and will require constant dust suppression measures during
construction. The disposal of construction waste may also cause problems due to the lack of nearby
washouts. Furthermore, proximity of the site to existing residences may limit the hours during which

certain work can be done.
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LIMITATIONS

This report is prepared solely for the use of Summit Engineering’s client. Any entity wishing to utilize this
report must obtain perfnission from them prior to doing so. Our services consist of professional opinions
and recommendations made in accordance with generally accepted soil and foundation engineering
principles and practices. The analyses and recommendations contained in this report are based on our site
reconnaissance, the information derived from our field exploration and laboratory testing, our understanding
of the proposed development, and the assumption that the soil conditions in the proposed building and

grading areas do not deviate from the anticipated conditions.

Unanticipated variations in soil conditions could exist in unexplored areas on the site. If any soil or
groundwater conditions are encountered at the site that are different from those discussed in this report, our
firm should be immediately notified so that our recommendations can be modified to accommodate the
situation. In addition, if the scope of the proposed construction, including proposed loads or structural

location, changes from that described in this report, our firm should be notified.

Recommendations made in this report are based on the assumption that an adequate number of tests and
inspections will be made during construction to verify compliance with these recommendations. Such tests

and inspections should include, but not necessarily be limited to, the following:

Review of site construction plans for conformance with soils investigation.

Observation and testing during site preparation, grading, excavation and placement of fill.
Observation and testing of materials and placement of asphalt concrete and site concrete.
Foundation observation and review.

Consultation as may be required during construction.

The findings in this report are valid as of the present date; however, changes in the conditions of the
property can occur with the passage of time, whether they are due to natural processes or to the works of
man on this or adjacent lands. In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards occur, whether
they result from legislation or from the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings in this report

might be invalidated, wholly or partially, by changes outside of our control.
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APPENDIX A
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1.0

APPENDIX A
SPECIFICATIONS FOR
SITE PREPARATION, EXCAVATION, COMPACTION
STRUCTURAL FILL, AND SUBGRADE PREPARATION

GENERAL

1.1

1.2

1.3

14

Standard Specifications - Where referred to in these specifications, "Standard

Specifications” shall mean the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction
sponsored and distributed by the Regional Transportation Commission of Washoe County,

et al. (2007 edition).

Scope - All work shall be done in accordance with the Standard Specifications except as
may be modified by the specifications outlined below. The work done under these
specifications shall include clearing, stripping, removal of unsuitable material, excavation
and preparation of natural soil, placement and compaction of on-site and/or imported fill

material, or as specifically referred to in the plans or specifications.

Geotechnical Engineer - When used herein, Geotechnical Engineer shall mean the engineer

or a representative under the engineer's supervision. The work covered by these
specifications shall be inspected by a Geotechnical Engineer, who shall be retained by the
Owner. The Geotechnical Engineer will be present during the site preparation and grading
to inspect the work and to perform the tests necessary to evaluate material quality and
compaction. The Geotechnical Engineer shall submit a report to the Owner, including a

tabulation of all tests performed.

Soils Report - A "Geotechnical Investigation" report, prepared by Summit Engineering
Corporation, is available for review and may be used as a reference to the surface and
subsurface soil and groundwater conditions on these projects. The Contractor shall make
his own interpretation with regards to the methods and equipment necessary to perform the

excavations.
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2.0

1.5

Percent Relative Compaction - Where referred to herein, percent relative compaction shall

mean the in-place dry unit weight of soil expressed as a percentage of the maximum dry
unit weight of the same material, as determined by ASTM D-1557, laboratory compaction
test procedure. Optimum moisture content is the moisture content corresponding to the

maximum dry density determined by ASTM D-1557.

SITE PREPARATION AND EARTHWORK

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

2.6

All earthwork and site preparation should be performed in accordance with the

requirements of this report and attached specifications, and the Standard Specifications.

Clearing - Areas to be graded shall be cleared of brush and debris. These materials shall be

removed from the site and discarded by an acceptable means approved by the owner.

Stripping - Surface soils containing roots and organic matter shall be stripped from areas to
be graded and stockpiled or discarded as specified by the plans and specifications or at the
discretion of the owner. Strippings may be used as the final lift of fill for areas to be

planted.

Dust Control - The contractor shall prevent and maintain control of all dust generated
during construction in compliance with all federal, state, and county regulations. The
project specifications should include an indemnification by the contractor of the engineer

and owner for all dust generated during the entire construction period.

Materials - All material not suitable for use as structural fill, shall be removed from the
sites by the Contractor, or placed in non-structural fill areas. The Geotechnical Engineer

shall determine the suitability of material for reuse as structural fill.

Ground Surface - The ground surface exposed by stripping and/or excavation shall be
scarified to a minimum depth of 12 inches, moisture conditioned, by aerating or adding
water, to within 2 percent of optimum moisture content and compacted to 90 percent
relative compaction, unless otherwise specified. Compaction of the ground surface shall be
approved by the Geotechnical Engineer prior to placement of fill, structural fill, aggregate

base, and/or Portland cement concrete.
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3.0

2.7

Backfill of test pits and trenches — Qur exploration pits and trenches were backfilled

without mechanical compaction. In structural areas, backfill in the pits should be removed

and replaced in lifts with compactive effort.

FILL MATERIAL

31

3.2

33

Fill material shall be free of perishable, organic material. Rock used in the fill shall be
placed in such a manner that no voids are present, either between or around the rock, after

compacting the layer.

Structural Fill Material - Material shall consist of suitable non-expansive soils having a

plasticity index less than 16, and a minimum R-value of 30. The gradation requirements

shall be as follows:

Sieve Sizes Percentage Passing (by weight)

4" 100
3/4" 70 - 100
#40 15-50
#200 10-30

Materials not meeting the above requirements may be suitable for use as structural cap
material at the discretion of the Geotechnical Engineer. Samples of imported fill proposed
for use as structural cap material shall be submitted to the Geotechnical Engineer and

approved before it is delivered to a site.

Rock Fill - Fill material containing over 30 percent (by weight) of rock larger than 3/4
inches in greatest dimension is defined as rock fill. Rock Fill located five or more feet
below finished grade may be constructed in loose lifts up to the maximum size of the rock
in the material but not exceeding diameters of 18 inches. The voids around the rock in each
rock fill lift shall be filled with granular material and fines and compacted to the
satisfaction of the Geotechnical Engineer. Rocks larger than 18 inches in diameter shall be
placed in non-structural areas or in deep fills at the discretion of the geotechnical engineer.
Care should be taken to fill all voids with finer grained materials. No nesting of larger

rocks shall be allowed. Rock fill shall not be used for slab-on-grade construction without
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the approval of the Geotechnical Engineer. The maximum allowable particle size shall be
decreased by the Geotechnical Engineer if the achieved compaction is not satisfactory to

the Geotechnical Engineer or “nesting” is observed by the Geotechnical Engineer.

4.0 EARTHWORK AND FILL PLACEMENT

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Placement - Fill material shall be placed in layers that shall not exceed 12 inches of
compacted thickness, unless otherwise approved by the Geotechnical Engineer. Each layer
shall be evenly spread and moisture conditioned to witlﬁn 2 percent of optimum moisture
content. Unless otherwise specified, each layer of earth fill shall be compacted to 90
percent relative compaction. Compaction shall be approved by the Geotechnical Engineer.
Rock fill shall be placed in accordance with the appropriate sections of the Standard
Specifications. Rock fill placement and compaction shall be approved by the Geotechnical
Engineer. Full time inspection of fill placement is required in structural areas and areas

designated as dedicated improvement for the Washoe County, unless otherwise approved

" by the Engineer.

Keyways - Where the fill extends onto native slopes with gradients greater than 5:1, the fill
shall be keyed into the native soils. The keys will have a minimum width of equipment
width or 10 feet, whichever is lesser, and constructed with a minimum 5 percent slope into

the hillside.

Compaction Equipment - The Contractor shall provide and use equipment of a type and

weight suitable for the conditions encountered in the field. The equipment shall be capable
of obtaining the required degree of compaction in all areas including those that are

inaccessible to ordinary rolling equipment.

Reworking - When, in the judgment of the Geotechnical Engineer, sufficient compaction
effort has not been used, or where the field density tests indicate that the required
compaction or moisture content has not been obtained, subgrade and/or fill materials
shall be reworked and compacted as needed to obtain the required density and moisture
content. This reworking shall be accomplished prior to the placement of fill, structural

fill, aggregate base, and/or Portland cement concrete.
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5.0

6.0

4.5

4.6

Unstable Areas - If pumping or other indications of instability are noted, fill and/or
subgrade materials shall be evaluated by the Geotechnical Engineer, scarified, left to dry,
and recompacted or removed and replaced as needed to obtain the required density and
moisture content. This work shall be accomplished prior to the placement of fill, structural

fill, aggregate base, and/or Portland cement concrete.

Frozen Materials — Fill shall not be placed on frozen materials, nor shall frozen material be

utilized as fill.

EXCAVATION AND SLOPE REQUIREMENTS

5.1

52

Finished cut slopes shall not exceed 2 horizontal to 1 vertical and fill slopes should not
exceed ratios of 2 horizontal to 1 vertical. Slopes steeper than three horizontal to one
vertical or more than ten feet in height should be protected from erosion using riprap,

vegetation, or a similar designated and acceptable means meeting the applicable standards.

Temporary, unsupported construction slopes less than ten feet in height may stand at a
slope as steep as 1%:1 (H:V) provided that the length of the unsupported slope does not
exceed twenty feet. These temporary slopes should not remain unsupported for extended

periods of time.

FOUNDATIONS AND FOOTING DESIGN

6.1

6.2

Spread type continuous and column footings should be designed to impose a maximum net
dead plus long-term live load of 2,000 pounds per square foot (per IBC 2006 Table 1804.2).
Net bearing pressures of up to one-third in excess of the given bearing value are permitted

for transient live loads from wind and earthquake.

Exterior footings should be embedded a minimum of 30 inches below the lowest adjacent
final compacted subgrade to provide adequate frost protection and confinement. Isolated
interior footings should be imbedded per IBC requirements. The recommendations of this

report are applicable to all footings.
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Silver Hills Exhibits Page 327 of 991



6.3

6.4

6.5

Passive soil resistance to lateral footing pressures may be calculated as 407 pounds per
square foot per foot of depth and a base coefficient of friction of 0.25 for footings. Active
soil pressure may be calculated as 35 pounds per square foot per foot of depth. At-rest soil

pressure may be calculated as 55 pounds per square foot per foot of depth.

Backfill of footing excavations or formed footings should be moisture conditioned to
within 2 percent of bptimum moisture content and compacted to a minimum of 90 percent

relative compaction.

All footing excavations should be clear of loose material prior to placement of concrete.
The bottom of the footing excavation should be scarified to a depth of 12 inches, moisture
conditioned to within 2 percent of optimum moisture content, and compacted to a minimum

of 90 percent relative compaction.

7.0 UTILITY TRENCH BACKFILL

7.1 Bedding Material - Bedding material shall meet one of the following gradation
requirements listed below and shall be nonplastic: |
Bedding will require import to meet one of the following specifications:
CLASS A BACKFILL | CLASS B BACKFILL | CLASS C BACKFILL
SIEVE SIZE % PASSING %PASSING % PASSING
1” - - 100
/% - - 90-100
2 - 100 -
3/8” 100 - 10-55
#4 90-100 0-15 0-10
#50 10-40 - -
#100 3-20 - -
#200 0-15 0-3 -
23
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7.2

7.3

Bedding as defined in this report shall be within 6 inches of the bottom of the pipe,
within 12 inches of the sides of the pipe, and within 12 inches, or to a depth required

from the top of the pipe to the top of the groundwater table, whichever is greater, over

- the pipe. Where groundwater is encountered, filter fabric or filter material shall

encapsulate the bedding, if Class B or Class C backfill is utilized. The filter fabric shall

be a 10 oz./sq. yd. nonwoven geotextile.

Individual utility companies may have additional specifications, which should also be

followed.

Placement and Compaction - Bedding material shall first be placed so that the pipe is

supported for the full length of the barrel with full bearing on the bottom segment of the
pipe equal to a minimum of 0.4 times the outside diameter of the barrel. Bedding shall also
extend to one foot above the top of the pipe. Pipe bedding within 6 inches of the pipe shall
be placed in thin layers not exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness, conditioned to the proper
moisture content for compaction. Class A backfill shall be compacted to at least 90 percent
relative compaction. Class B and/or C backfill shall be compacted to the satisfaction of the
Geotechnical Engineer. All other trench backfill shall be placed in thin layers not exceeding
8 inches in loose thickness, conditioned to within 2 percent of optimum moisture content,
and compacted as required for adjacent fill, or if not specified, to at least 90 percent
compaction in areas under structures, utilities, roadways, parking areas, and concrete

flatwork.

Drain Rock - Any necessary subsurface drainage systems shall use drain rock conforming

to the following Class C gradation:

Sieve Sizes Percentage Passing (by weight)
" 100
3/4" 90-100
3/8" 10-55
#4 0-10
24
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8.0

CONCRETE SLAB-ON-GRADE AND FLATWORK CONSTRUCTION

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

Slab-on-grade - When used in this report, slab-on-grade shall refer to all interior concrete

floors.

Concrete flatwork - A general term, flatwork refers to all exterior concrete site work

including sidewalks, driveways, curb and gutters, and patios.

Subgrade - The upper twelve inches of subgrade beneath the aggregate base under concrete
flatwork and slabs-on-grade shall be scarified, moisture conditioned to within 2 percent of
optimum moisture content, and compacted to 90 percent relative compaction. Compaction

shall be approved by the Geotechnical Engineer.

Concrete Mix Design - The contractor shall submit a concrete mix design to the

Geotechnical Engineer for review and approval at least 1 week prior to placement of any
concrete. The exterior concrete mix design shall utilize a minimum of 6 sacks of Portland
Cement Concrete and a maximum water cement ratio of 0.45. Exterior concrete shall also

meet the following specifications:

Minimum 28 day compressive strength = 4000 psi.
Air content = 4.5 —7.5% :
Maximum slump =4 inches

Interior concrete mix designs shall comply with the structural plans and the tables included

in Section G of this report.

Admixtures - All admixtures incorporated in the mix design shall be approved by the

Geotechnical Engineer.

Finishing - All finishing shall be done in the absence of bleed water. No water shall be

added to placed concrete during finishing,

Overexcavation - If encountered, expansive soils within two feet of flatwork or three feet of
slab-on-grade shall be overexcavated. Overexcavations should extend at least two feet

Jaterally beyond the edge of the flatwork/slab-on-grade section.
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8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

Base - Base material shall be compacted to 95 percent relative compaction. Compaction
shall be approved by the Geotechnical Engineer. Type I Class B aggregate base meeting

the following requirements shall be used:

Gradation Requirements

Sieve Size Percentage Passing (by weight)
" 100
3/4" 90-100
#4 35-65
#16 15-40
#200 2-10

Plasticity Index should meet the following requirements:

Percentage Passing #200 (by weight) Plasticity Index Maximum
0.1t0 3.0 15
3.1t0 4.0 12
41t05.0 9
5.1t0 8.0 6
8.01t0 11.0 4

Other Requirements

R-value Minimum of 70

Fractured faces Minimum of 35%
LA Abrasion Maximum of 45%
Liquid Limit Maximum of 35%

Concrete slab-on-grade thickness and compressive strength requirements shall be in
accordance with design criteria provided by the Structural Engineer. Minimum slab
thickness and compressive strength for flatwork shall be in accordance with the applicable

requirements.

Concrete work shall conform to all requirements of ACI 301-84, Specifications for

Structural Concrete for Buildings, except as modified by supplemental requirements.

To facilitate curing of the slab, base materials shall be kept moist until placement of the

concrete.
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9.0

10.0

8.10

Excessive slump (high water cement ratio) of the concrete and/or improper curing
procedures used during hot or cold weather could lead to excessive shrinkage, cracking or

curling of slabs and other flatwork.

RETAINING WALLS

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

9.7

Retaining walls should be designed using a passive pressure calculated as 407 pounds per
square foot per foot of depth and active soil pressure should be calculated as 35 pounds per
square foot per foot of depth. A base coefficient of 0.25 should be used for resistance to

sliding.

Footings should be placed at least 24 inches below the lowest adjacent finished grade.

Subgrade shall be prepared as per these specifications.

In addition to active soil pressures the effects of any surcharge from adjacent structures or

roadways should be included in calculating lateral pressures on retaining walls.

The design pressures given assume the soils retained are granular, non-expansive and free

draining.

Retaining wall backfill should be moisture conditioned to within 2 percent of optimum and
compacted to 85 percent in non-structural areas and 90 percent in structural areas. The use
of heavy compaction equipment could cause excessive lateral pressures, which may cause

faiture of the wall.

Tnstallation of weep holes or a continuous drain along the base of the wall is recommended

to prevent water from being retained behind the wall.

An interceptor swale should be provided at the top of all retaining walls.

ASPHALTIC CONCRETE PAVEMENT

10.1

Material and Procedure - The asphalt-concrete material and placement procedures shall

27
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 332 of 991



conform to appropriate sections of the "Standard Specifications". Aggregate materials for
asphaltic concrete shall conform to the requirements listed for Type 2 and Type 3 aggregate
in Section 200.02.02 of the "Standard Specifications, 2007". A Type 3, 50-blow, Marshall
mix design with 3 to 5 percent air voids is recommended. An asphaltic cement grade
PG64-22 or equivalent is recommended for top layer for this project. The Contractor shall
submit proposed asphalt-concrete mix designs to the Geotechnical Engineer for review and
approval at least one week prior to paving. Asphalt materials should be compacted to a
minimum of 92 percent of its theoretical maximum specific gravity or 96 percent of its

Marshall density.

102  Subgrade Preparation - After completion of the utility trench backfill and prior to the

placement of aggregate base, the upper 12 inches of finished subgrade soil or structural fill
material shall be moisture conditioned to at within 2 percent of optimum and compacted to

at least 90 percent. This may require scarifying, moisture conditioning and compacting.

10.3  Aggregate Base Rock - After the subgrade and/or structural fill is properly prepared, the

aggregate base material shall be placed uniformly on the approved areas. Aggregate base
shall be placed in such a manner as to prevent segregation of the different sizes of material
and any such segregation, unless satisfactorily corrected, shall be cause for rejection at the
discretion of the Geotechnical Engineer. The aggregate base material shall be spread for
compaction in layers not to exceed six inches; moisture conditioned to within 2 percent of
optimum, and compacted to at least 95 percent compaction. Aggregate base materials shall
meet the requirements of Section 200.01.03 of the "Standard Specifications, 2007" for
Type 2, Class B aggregate base. The aggregate base materials shall be approved by the

Geotechnical Engineer prior to incorporation into the pavement structure.
11.0 SEISMIC DESIGN

11.1  Design of structures should include an allowance for earthquake loading. Structures should
be designed in conjunction with IBC 2006 criteria for seismic acceleration of 0.504g in soil

profile D.
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1993 AASHTO Pavement Design

DARWin Pavement Design and Analysis System

A Proprietary AASHTOWare
Computer Software Product

Don M. McHarg

Flexible Structural Design Module

18-kip ESALSs Over Initial Performance Period
Initial Serviceability

Terminal Serviceability

Reliability Level

Overall Standard Deviation

Roadbed Soil Resilient Modulus

Stage Construction

Calculated Design Structural Number

Thickness precision

Struct
Coef.
Layer Material Description (Al
1 Asphalt 0.44
2 Base 0.12
Total - -

Asphalt Section

Flexible Structural Design

60,000
42

3

90 %

0.49
12,949 psi
1

1.81in

Layered Thickness Design

Actual
Drain Spec Min Elastic
Coef.  Thickness Thickness =~ Modulus  Width
(Mi) (Di)(in) (Di)(in) (psi) (ft)
1 - 3 350,000 12
1 6 - 27,500 12
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Calculated
Thickness
(in)
3.00
6.00
9.00

Calculated
SN (in)
1.32
0.72
2.04



APPENDIX C

30
Silver Hills Exhibits Page 337 of 991



PRELIMINARY FAULTLINE EXPLORATION
SILVER HILLS AREA
WASHOE COUNTY, NEVADA

A Professional Geologist supervised the excavation of three trenches across mapped
faults on this proposed development. Two of the faults (FT-2 and FT-3) were determined
to be active; the other fault (FT-1) was not encountered during this program. The faults
were generally excavated to depths of 4-5 feet below ground surface and ranged from 45
feet in length to 111 feet. Excavations were done using a CAT 420 backhoe.

Fault trench FT-1 was excavated at the southwestern corner of the development in an
effort to transect a mapped northwesterly fault that parallels the Walker Lane fault zone.
The mapped fault was plotted on a topographic map, and the trench was positioned to
intersect the trace of the fault using both the topographic map and interpreted linears from
orthophotography. The trench was 45 ft long and ranged in depth from 44 inches on
western part to 40 inches on the eastern part (Sheet C1). The topsoil, a blocky dark brown
clayey sand, ranged in thickness from 22 inches to 32 inches depth below ground surface
(bgs), increasing in depth to the east. The underlying soil was a decomposed arkosic
sandstone that excavates to a coherent coarse clayey or silty sand, or decomposed granite.
No abrupt changes in soils were noted in the trench in either the topsoil or the underlying
sands. The change in topsoil thickness was a gradual tapering thickness downslope. No
fault appeared to be intersected in this trench, and no scarps were noted in the
surrounding topography (Sheet C2).

Fault trench FT-2 was excavated at the northwestern part of the development. The trench
was sited to intersect a mapped north-south rangefront fault where it intersected an abrupt
northwesterly photolinear interpreted to be a northwesterly striking fault parallel the
Walker Lane orientation. The trench was 57 feet long and ranged in depth from 52
inches bgs on the southwest terminus to 36 inches bgs on its northeast origin. Two faults
were noted in the trench with an intervening damage zone (Sheets C3, C4). The first
fault was at 0+35 feet, and separated an arkosic sandstone containing clasts of the
Peavine Peak metamorphic rocks on the east from the fault zone breccia. The eastern unit
is estimated to excavate to a silty sand with gravel (SM). The second fault was at 0+43 -
0+46 feet, and separated the fault zone breccia on the east from an arkosic sandstone
containing clasts of coarse and fine grained granite. This western unit is estimated to
excavate to a clayey sand (SC). A rotated clast of topsoil was noted and photographed at
0+46 in the hanging wall of the fault. The western unit contained veinlets of
hydrothermal magnetite from approximately 0+46 - 0+48 feet. Clay alteration of the
western unit prevailed to the terminus of the trench at 0+57 feet, presumably associated
with the hydrothermal magnetite. This alteration may cause isolated problems during
construction, and should be evaluated in greater detail. The intervening breccia between
0+35 feet and 0+43 feet was a brecciated arkosic sandstone with clasts of both granitic
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and metamorphic rocks, and is estimated to excavate to the properties of a clayey sand
(SC).

The topsoil, a dark brown blocky clayey sand, ranged in thickness from 24 inches on the
southwest part of the trench to 12 inches on the northeast part of the trench. No abrupt
thinning of topsoil was observed, but, as noted previously, a clast of topsoil was observed
in the western fault within the arkosic sandstone (Sheet C5). The fault is interpreted to be
active Holocene, with right lateral strike slip motion. A 50-foot offset of both sides of the
faults is proscribed for occupied structures.

Fault trench FT-3 was excavated at the northeastern part of the proposed Silver Hills
development (Sheet C6). The trench was sited to intersect a mapped north-south fault
situated approximately 1 mile east of the rangefront (see geologic map). When
reconnoitering the area in the field, a scarp was noticed and the trench was sited to
intersect the scarp (Sheet C7). The trench was 111 feet long and ranged in depth from 56
inches bgs near the terminus on the western end to 40 inches depth at the origin on the
eastern end. Topsoil, a dark brown clayey sand (SC) with blocky break, averaged
approximately 24 inches thickness bgs, but thinned to approximately 15 inches in two
faults.

The main fault zone occurred at the surface scarp between 0+65 — 0+82 feet. The fault
separates a fine-grained medium reddish brown sandstone on the east from a medium
greenish gray shale on the west (Sheet C8). The sandstone is estimated to excavate to a
dense well graded sand (SW). The shale is estimated to excavate to a very stiff sandy silt
(ML).

The second smaller fault zone occurred at 1+03 — 1+08, apparently parallel to the main
fault. This second fault separates the shale on the east side from a dark greenish gray
poorly consolidated conglomerate on the west (Sheet C9). The conglomerate is estimated
to excavate to a medium dense silty gravel with sand (GM). The topsoil thins over this
fault to 15-17 inches. Because the topsoil is thinned over both faults, they are interpreted
to be active Holocene, with indeterminate dip slip motion. A 50-foot offset of both sides
of the faults is proscribed for occupied structures,
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PHOTO OF TRENCH FT-1

JOB NO.: 28813

APPR.: JKG

SILVER HILLS

BY: WMM

WASHOE CO., NV

NA\DWGS\J28813_SilverHills\Geotech\FT~1_pix.DWG
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FAULT TRENCH FT-2 SCHEMATIC SECTION

WEST FEAST
0+57" EOT 0 BOT 0+00°
0+46’
FAULT 2A
24N DRAINAGE RILL
SC //_ 7 CHANNEL DEPOSIT
SC 7
52in .
/ Tssi >s><\%\ TOWARD Tssx AWAY \ TOWARD
[_.[haﬁoa topeo clast
ZONE OF HYDROTHERMAL NTS
MAGNETITE + CLAY

SC - TOPSOIL, CLAYEY SAND

Tssx - brecciated arkosic sandstone w/ granite + metamorphic clasts, excavates to a CLAYEY SAND

Tssi - arkosic sandstone w/granite clasts, excavates to a CLAYEY SAND

Tsam - arkosic sandstone w/metamorphic clasts, excavates to a SILTY SAND W/GRAVEL

~JOB NO.: 28813

FAULT TRENCH SCHEMATIC|

SUMMIT Eo3pGraTion
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BY: WMM

9:29 AM » 05-MAR-2009

APPR.:
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SILVER HILLS
WASHOE CO., NV

5405 MAE ANNE AVENUE, RENO, NV, 89523
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PHOTO OF TRENCH FT-3 || J0B NO.. 26813
APPR. JKG
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PLASTICITY INDEX

% PASSING #200

MOISTURE CONTENT
% OF DRY WT.

DRY DENSITY
SAMPLE LOCATION
BLOWS / FOOT

(PCF)
DEPTH (FT.)

LOG OF TEST PIT 1

FEQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—-23-09 ELEV.

12

22.8

5.3

o SS
U l(sc)

0-0.5" Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.

Estimated 20% non plastic silt, 80%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel to
0.5".

0.5'—6": Bedrock: brown, medium
dense, fine grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Clayey Sand (SC),
Approximately 25% medium plastic
clay, 70% fine to coarse sand, 5%
fine gravel to 0.5".

4

dense.

8'—11.5": Poorly Graded Sand with
Silt, tan, medium dense, slightly
moist. Estimated 5% non plastic silt,
95% fine to coarse sand, trace
gravel to 0.5”. organics to 9’ (roots)

11.5'=13": Bedrock: brown, medium
dense, fine grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavotes to the
properties of a Silty Sand (SM),
Estimated 20% non plastic silt, 70%
fine to coarse sand, 10% fine gravel
to 0.5".

Bottom of hole @ 13’
No Groundwater Encountered.

" TEST PIT LOG
SILVER HILLS
RENO. NEVADA

N-\DWGS\ J28813_SilverHills\ Geotech\ TP—1.DW
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LOG OF TEST PIT 2

FQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—23—-09 ELEV.

% PASSING #200 |f
OF DRY WT.

PLASTICITY INDEX |f
DRY DENSITY

(PCF)
DEPTH (FT.)

MOISTURE CONTENT

%
SAMPLE LOCATION
BLOWS / FOOT

SCg-1 Clayey Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
il L E_stimoted 20% low plastic clay, 80%
hillithig fine to coarse sand.
E _._ SS

1—1.5": Lean Clay with Sand, dark

2 o |(SC)| brown, stiff, slightly moist. Estimated
S 60% medium plastic clay, 40% fine

to coarse sond.

(SM) 1.5'—3: Bedrock: brown, medium
s dense, fine grained, Sandstone, moist.
4 Excavates to the properties of a
L Clayey Sand (SC), Estimated 20% low
plastic clay, 80% fine to coarse
sand.

NP |42.4 | 16.4

3'—8': Bedrock: white, medium dense,
fine grained, Sandstone, slightly

moist. Excovates to the properties
of a Silty Sand (SM), Approximately
40% non plastic silt, 60% fine sand.

8'—11": Poorly Graded Sand with Silt,
tan, medium dense, slightly moist.
Estimated 5% non plastic silt, 95%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel to
0.5".

- .«'»"'(SM) 117=13" Bedrock: brown, medium
L dense, fine grained, Sandstone,
12 slightly moist. Excavates to the
L properties of a Silty Sand (SM),
Estimated 45% low plastic silt, 55%
very fine to fine sand.

14 Bottom of hole @ 13
No Groundwater Encountered.

JOB NO.:

TEST PIT LOG PR G A "
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DEPTH (FT.)

SAMPLE LOCATION

BLOWS / FOOT

LOG OF TEST PIT 3

FQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—-25-09 ELEV.

.1 ss

s

0—1": Clayey Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.

Estimated 20% low plastic clay, 807%
fine to coarse sand.

1'—6’: Bedrock: brown, medium
dense, fine to medium grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
to the properties of a Clayey Sand
(SC), Estimated 40% low plastic clay,
60% fine to coarse sand.

B8’—13": Bedrock: tan, orange, brown,
medium dense, fine grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
to the properties of a Silty Sand
(SM), Approximately 20% non plastic
silt, 75% fine to medium sand, 5%
gravel to 0.5". Slightly cemented

white

91

Bottom of hole @ 13’
No Groundwater Encountered.

TEST PIT LOG
SILVER HILLS
'RENO, NEVADA

N:\DWGS\J28813_SilverHills\ Geotech\ TP—3.0
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5 8 &
b Q & z LOG OF TEST PIT 4
Z = Z - E 8
o 8% [ ~ o W EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D
rZ > o £ 9
c 2 gk z = 00~
g £ 2. °¢ E Z = DATE: 2—-23-09 ELEV.
—= 0 O o = (@]
o AN S &2 B8 F @
©| SS | 0—14": Bedrock: brown, medium
',-(SM) dense, fine grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Silty Sand (SM),
Estimated 20% non plastic silt, 80%
2 fine to coarse sand, trace gravel.
3’ slightly cemented
4
6
8 . .
B': tan, 10% non plastic silt, 90%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel
10
12
14 —— Bottomn of hole @ 14’
No Groundwater Encountered.
TEST PIT LOG J05_NO.. 26813 A LT
SILVER HILLS = = ,
RENO. NEVADA BY: TMH AQMQ\&MQ\ OF
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PLASTICITY INDEX

% PASSING #200

MOISTURE CONTENT 1|
OF DRY WT.

%

DRY DENSITY

(PCF)

DEPTH (FT.)

SAMPLE LOCATION
BLOWS / FOOT

LOG OF TEST PIT 5

EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2-23-09 ELEV.

12

6.2

10

SS
v |(se)

1 ss

'ff;(sc)

0-0.5": Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.

Estimated 20% non plastic silt, 80%
fine to coarse sand.

0.5'-3.5": Bedrock: brown, medium
dense, fine grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Clayey Sand (SC),
Approximatly 20% medium plastic
clay, 70% fine to coarse sand, 107%
fine gravel to 0.5".

3.5’=9": Bedrock: brown, tan, orange,
medium dense, medium grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
to the properties of a Silty Sand
(SM), Estimated 15% non plastic silt,
85% very fine to coarse sand, trace
gravel.

coarse sand bedding, fine gravel
bedding.

8.5

dense.

9'—12": Bedrock: brown, tan, orange
medium dense, fine grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
to the properties of a Clayey Sand

(SC), Estimated 20% low plastic clay,
70% fine to coarse sand, 10% fine

gravel to 0.5".

Bottom of hole @ 12’
No Groundwater Encountered.

N\ DWGS\J28813_SilverHills\ Geot

TEST PIT LOG
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LOG OF TEST PIT 6

FQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24—-09 ELEV.

OF DRY WT.

MOISTURE CONTENT |f

% PASSING #200 ||
%

PLASTICITY INDEX |}
DRY DENSITY
SAMPLE LOCATION
BLOWS / FOOT

(PCF)
DEPTH (FT.)

0—1.5": Clayey Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.

Estimated 30% low plastic clay, 70%
fine to coarse sand, trace cobbles.

1.5'=11": Bedrock: tan, medium
dense, fine grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Clayey Sand (SC),
Approximatly 20% low plastic clay,
B0% fine to coarse sand.

~ " eso)

4’ very dense.

8 35% medium plastic clay, 65%
fine to medium sand.

Bottom of hole @ 11’
No Groundwater Encountered.

TEST PIT LOG ~JOB NO.: 28813

7 SHEET
APPR.: JKG ‘“ 9
SILVER HILLS )
, Copyright SUMMIT ENG 2009 MIT Benems o5
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LOG OF TEST PIT 7

FQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24-09 ELEV.

CL

S SIS
M)

“hni(SM)

12

0-0.5": Clayey Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
Estimated 30% low plastic clay, 70%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel

0.5—1.5": Lean Clay with Sand, dark
brown, stiff, slightly moist. Estimated
60% medium plastic clay, 40% fine
to coarse sand, trace gravel to 1".

1.5'—8": Bedrock: brown, tan, red,
yellow, medium dense, medium
grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
Excavates to the properties of a Silty
Sand (SM), Approximately 15% non
plastic silt, 80% very fine to coarse
sand, 5% fine gravel to 0.5", slightly
cemented.

8'—10.5": Poorly Graded Sand with
Silt, tan, medium dense, slightly
moist. Estimated 5% non plastic silt,
95% fine to coarse sand, trace

gravel to 0.5".

10.5’—13: Bedrock: tan, medium
dense, fine grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Silty Sand (SM),
Estimated 40% low plastic silt, 60%
very fine to coarse sand.

Bottom of hole @ 13’
No Groundwater Encountered.
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PLASTICITY INDEX |§

. % PASSING #200

MOISTURE CONTENT |f
OF DRY WT.

%

DRY DENSITY

(PCF)

DEPTH (FT.)

SAMPLE LOCATION

BLOWS / FOOT

LOG OF TEST PIT 8

EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24-08 ELEV.

20

42.3

N SC

NP

101

6.5

12

%”x S
<l

o] SS
T l(sw)
| (SM)

¢ slightly cemented.

0-1’: Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
Estimated 25% non plastic silt, 75%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel.

1'=2': Clayey Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
Approximately 40% medium plastic
clay, 60% fine to coarse sand, trace
gravel.

2'—11’: Bedrock: red, tan, yellow
medium dense, fine to medium
grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
Excavates to the properties of a Silty
Sand (SM), Approximatly 10% non
plastic silt, 80% fine to coarse sand,
10% gravel to 0.5", slightly
cemented.

67

tan to brown.

11'—=13": Bedrock: tan, medium
dense, fine to medium grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
to the properties of a Well Graded
Sand with Silt (SW/SM), Approximatly
10% non plastic silt, 80% fine to
coarse sand, 10% gravel to 0.5,

Bottom of hole @ 13’
No Groundwater Encountered.

TEST PIT LOG
SILVER HILLS
RENO, NEVADA

N:\DWGS\ J28813_SilverHills Geotech\TB.DW

JOB NO.. 28813
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% PASSING #200

>
L
0
=
e
O
=
0
35
o

OF DRY WT.

'__
z
]
'__
z
@)
&
W
@
>
=
n
e}
=

%

DRY DENSITY

(PCF)

DEPTH (FT.)

SAMPLE LOCATION

BLOWS / FOOT

LOG OF TEST PIT 9

EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24-09 ELEV.

5 27.8

5.9

o SC

1S5S

0-1’: Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
Estimated 25% non plastic silt, 75%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel

1’—2.5": Clayey Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
Estimated 40% medium plastic clay,
60% fine to coarse sand, trace
gravel.

2.5'—=12": Bedrock: tan, orange,
medium dense, medium grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
to the properties of a Silty Clayey
Sand (SC/SM), Approximately 30%
low plastic clay/silt, 70% very fine to
medium sand, trace gravel to 0.5".

10’ 35% non plastic silt, 65% very
fine to fine sand.

Bottom of hole @ 12’
No Groundwater Encountered.

TEST PIT LOG
SILVER HILLS
RENO. NEVADA

N:\ DWGS J28813_Si|verHiIAs\GotechT—9.W
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PLASTICITY INDEX [}
% PASSING #200 ||

MOISTURE CONTENT
OF DRY WT.

%

DRY DENSITY

(PCF)

DEPTH (FT.)

SAMPLE LOCATION

BLOWS / FOOT

LOG OF TEST PIT 10

EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24-09 ELEV.

— ‘.: ss

NP | 8.4

5.1

10

] 'ss
“'TZ(SM)

S sP)

ﬁ;:i(SM)

0—1": Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
Estimated 25% non plastic silt, 75%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel.

1'—5": Bedrock: brown to tan,
medium dense, fine to medium
grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
Excavates to the properties of a
Clayey Sand (SC), Estimated 20% low
plastic clay, 80% fine to coarse
sand, trace gravel

5'—9’: Bedrock: brown to red,
medium dense, fine to medium
grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
Excavates to the properties of a Silty
Sand (SM), Estimated 25% non
plastic silt, 75% very fine to coarse
sand, trace gravel to 0.5".

9'—13": Bedrock: tan, yellow, gray
medium dense, fine to medium
grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
Excavates to the properties of @
Poorly Graded Sand with Silt
(SP/SM), Approximatly 10% non
plastic silt, 90% fine to medium
sand.

Bottom of hole @ 13
No Groundwater Encountered.

TEST PIT LOG
SILVER HILLS
RENO. NEVADA

N:\DWGS\J28813_SilverHills\ Geotech\ TP —10.DWG ~
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13

APPR._JKG A
BY: T <SSO, 57
Copyright SUMMIT ENG 2009 I "gggP[%ERier%% 25 :
2:55 oM O—AR~009 - 5405 MAE ANNE AVE RENO. NV, 89523 . .




> o =

w o z =
) ™~ L o)
P = EF; =
< Z =
- 2 o B -~ g
— = > (79} |I '
O W Wy =z <

s 2 50 B =
) 5 D o OE &
5 5C3 O o 3
o 3 S e a O W

BLOWS / FOOT

LOG OF TEST PIT 11

EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24—-09 ELEV.

1SS

- 1?(SC>

5SS

NP | 12.1] 6.7

i t.f (SM)

0-0.5": Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.

Estimated 20% non plastic silt, 80%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel.

0.5'—3": Bedrock: tan, medium dense,
fine to medium grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Clayey Sand (SC),
Estimated 30% low plastic clay, /0%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel

3'—12’: Bedrock: brown to tan,
medium dense, fine to medium
grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
Excavates to the properties of a Silty
Sand (SM), Approximately 10% non
plastic silt, 85% very fine to coarse
sand, 5% gravel to 0.5".

Bottom of hole @ 12’
No Groundwater Encountered.

TEST PIT LOG

JOB NO.: 28813

APPR.. JKG

SILVER HILLS
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DRY DENSITY

(PCF)

DEPTH (FT.)

SAMPLE LOCATION

BLOWS / FOOT

LOG OF TEST PIT 12

EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24-09 ELEV.

14 | 28.5| 6.0

10

] s

|so)

0—1": Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
Estimated 25% non plastic silt, 75%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel.

1'—8’: Bedrock: brown, medium
dense, fine to medium grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist.  Excavates
to the properties of a Clayey Sand
(SC), Estimated 25% medium plastic
clay, 75% fine to coarse sand, trace
gravel

8'—11.5": Bedrock: brown, tan,
dense, fine to medium grained,
Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
to the properties of a Clayey Sand
(SC), Approximately 30% medium
plastic clay, 70% fine to coarse
sand, trace gravel to 0.5

red,

Bottom of hole @ 11.5°
No Groundwater Encountered.

TEST PIT LOG
SILVER HILLS

RENO, NEVADA
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5 8 =
a8 & @& z e LOG OF TEST PIT 13
=z s Z. = 8
., 2 8% r o g =& EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D
s g owk g & oL o
5 2 2. 5~ z 3 2 DATE: 2-24-09 ELEV.
. 8 % & 2 9
o e S ol o B m
SM .o
0-1’: Silty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
- Estimated 20% non plastic silt, 80%
SS | fine to coarse sand, trace gravel.
(SM)
2 ]

I 1'—12": Bedrock: brown to tan,
3 2141 3.5 medium dense, fine to medium

LT grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
Excavates to the properties of a Silty
A Sand (SM), Approximately 20% low
4 coe | plastic silt, 80% fine to coarse sand,
) trace gravel to 0.5".

6
8
10
12 12'—14'": Bedrock: brown, dense, fine
“ 7+ SS | to medium grained, Sandstone,
. J(sc)| slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Clayey Sand (SC),
Estimated 30% low plastic clay, 70%
fine to medium sand, trace gravel
14

Bottom of hole @ 14’
No Groundwater Encountered.

“JOB NO.: 28813

' T 1 ¢ SHEET |

SIVER HILLS o\
BY: TMH ' -

RENO, NEVADA ‘““““ oF

s—— e — i CORPORATION 25
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LOG OF TEST PIT 14

EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

DATE: 2—24-09 ELEV.

PLASTICITY INDEX |
MOISTURE CONTENT |

% PASSING #200
% OF DRY WT.

DRY DENSITY
SAMPLE LOCATION
BLOWS / FOOT

(PCF)
DEPTH (FT.)

MM CL [ 9'=1°: Lean Clay with Sond, dark
i brown, stiff, slightly moist. Estimated
il ALY 50% medium plastic clay, 50% fine
SS | to coarse sand, trace gravel to 0.5".
- (SM)
2 Lo 1'—B6’: Bedrock: gray to tan, dense,
R fine to medium grained, Sandstone,
slightly moist. Excavates to the
properties of a Silty Sand (SM),
Estimated 30% low plastic silt, 70%
fine to coarse sand, trace gravel to
0.5".

| ss | 8°=11": Bedrock: tan, medium dense,
o (SM) fine grained, Sandstone, moist.

Excavates to the properties of a Silty
Sand (SM), Approximately 40% non
plastic silt, 60% very fine to fine
sand.

NP | 42.3|19.0

1SS | 11'=13.5": Bedrock: tan, medium
.. 7-](SM)| dense, fine to medium grained,
12 Lo, Sandstone, slightly moist. Excavates
S to the properties of a Silty Sand
(SM), Estimated 10% non plastic silt,
90% fine to medium sand.

Bottom of hole @ 13.5°
No Groundwater Encountered.

"JOB NO.: 28813

TEST PIT LOG A\ -SHEE |
APPR.: JKG " 17
SILVER HILLS | PR <SR —

RENO, NEVADA

N DWOSNJ2BB1 3, SilverHills\ Geotech\TP—14.0WG ~ 2:57 PM % 06—MAR—2009
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5 8 = LOG OF TEST PIT 15
z
e & £ 5 5
o 8= ¢ ~ 5 EQUIPMENT: CAT 420 D

EZ 0 T 5 E 9 ~

(@] 2] D:D: =z *=

= 2 S2 o W

n = EL P~ = T = DATE:. 2—24-09 ELEV.

9 [é—;o Eb n = 9

o 3N = pe e ) % m

SM'| g—1"; sSilty Sand, dark brown,
medium dense, slightly moist.
- Estimated 20% non plastic silt, 807%
SS | fine to coarse sand, trace gravel.
1'—5': Bedrock: dark brown, medium
dense, fine grained, Sandstone, moist.
Excavates to the properties of a
Clayey Sand (SC), Estimated 30% low
R plastic clay, 70% fine to coarse
4 Ca sand, trace gravel to 0.5".

. 71 SS | 5'=13": Bedrock: gray, tan, brown,

(SM)| medium dense, fine to medium

6 R grained, Sandstone, slightly moist.
S Excavates to the properties of a Silty

Sand (SM), Approximately 30% non

plastic silt, 70% fine to medium

NP | 29.3]13.9

sand.
8
10
12
Bottom of hole @ 13’
No Groundwater Encountered.
14

JOB NO.: 28813
APPR.: JKG

BY: TMH
Copyright SUMMIT ENG 2009
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MAJOR DIVISIONS TYPICAL AI\/IES

WELL GRADED GRAVELS,
U) G RAVE LS CLEAN GRAVELS GRAVEL/SAND MIXTURE
] WITH LITTLE POORLY GRADED GRAVELS,
O LESS THAN 50% OR NO FINES GRAVEL/SAND MIXTURE
no COARSE FRACTION SILTY GRAVEL, POORLY GRADED
% PASSES THE No.4 GRAVEL/SAND/SILT MIXTURE
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GROUP UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION

SYMBOL FINE GRAINED SOIL GROUPS

ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC SILTY

OL  |cLAYS OF LOW PLASTICITY

INORGANIC CLAYEY SILTS TO VERY

ML IFINE SANDS OF LOW PLASTICITY

CL__ | INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO
MEDIUM_PLASTICITY

ORGANIC CLAYS AND SILTS

OF HIGH PLASTICITY

CH

HIGH PLASTICITY S
ORGANIC CLAYS O S
CH  lien PLASTICIT\/ &-L\ 40

MH INORGANIC SILTS OF Q;\_

50

LIQUID LIMIT

TEST SAMPLE | SAMPLE |% PASSING| LIQUID |PLASTICITY
SYMBOL | LOCATION | DEPTH |#200SIEVE| LIMIT INDEX CLASSIFICATION

P—1 17'=2' 22.8 27 12 SC
TP—5 2'-3 21.2 | 27 12 SC
TP—6 10'=11" | 35.1 31 15 SC
TP—8 17-2’ 42.3 42 SC
TP—9 45 27.8 25
TP—12 |8.5-9.5| 285 27 SC
P-13 2'—3 21.4 19 SM

SHEET

TN
25
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600

400

EXUDATION PRESSURE (psi)

RESISTANCE VALUE (R)

100

200

300

EXPANSION PRESSURE (psf)

400

Specimen No. 1 2 3
Water Content (%) 11.5 12.5 10.5
Dry Density (pcf) 128.8 126.8 130.7
Exudation Pressure (psi) 330 167 561
| Expansion Pressure (psf) 4.32 0.0 12.96
Resistance Value (R) 36 23 68

Values Interpolated at
Sample Classification Sand 300 psi Exudgtion press.
Source Equivalent -
Expansion R-value
Pressure
TP-5 CLAYEY SAND

23 3 33

JOB NO.- 28813
APPR.: JKG
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FEB-27-2069 12:56

CHEMICAL
PHYSICAL

ACT LAB NO:
PROJECT NO:
SUBMITTED BY:

ANALYZED BY:

SOIL SIEVE SIZE = <10 MESH

Atlas Consultants, Inc.

6000 S. Eastern Avenue, Suite 10J = Las Vegas, Nevoda 89119
(702) 383-1199 = Fax (702) 383-4983 member of

15425(a)

28813

Kurt D. Ergun

Water Soluble Water Soluble
Sample Depth Sodium Sulfate (S0.)  Sodium Sulfate (Nap5S0,)
No. Location (feet) (Percent)_ (Percent) (Percent)

ATLAS CONSULTANTS

Summit Engineering Corporation (Reno)  LAB ID: B985

WATER SOLUBLE SALT ANALYSIS IN SOIL
1:5 (soil:water) Aqueous Extraction
AWWA 3500-Na D, AWWA 4500 £

3834983 P.B1/61

AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR
TESTING MATERIALS

DATE: February 27, 2009

P.0. 4196

Silver Hills

AWWA 2540 C

Total Available

TP-1

Solubility = 0,05%

Solubility = 0.05%

Solubility = 0.06%

D B

1.0-2.0

calculation.

LABORATORY DIRECTOR &J

Notes: The resulls for each consliluent denote the percentage of that analyte, ata 1.5 gspil:wgter) extraction 4ratio, which is
present in the soil. Sodium was determined by flame photometry, sulfate turbidimetricalty, and sodium sulfale by

<0.01 0.01 <0.01

TOTAL P.B81

SULFATE ANALYSIS
SILVER HILLS
RENO, NEVADA

JOB NO.: 28813

SHEET

N:\DWGS\J28813_SilverHills\ Geotech\ Sulfates.DWG ~ 3:02 PM * 06—MAR=2009 3

ver H

APPR.: JKG A 25
ST <X\
Coyrlght SUMMIT ENG 2009 I ™ ENGINEERING 25

CORPORATION
5405 MAE ANNE AVE. RENO, _NV. 89523

D dage 4 0T YY



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 375 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 376 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 377 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 378 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 379 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 380 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 381 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 382 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 383 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 384 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 385 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 386 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 387 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 388 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 389 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 390 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 391 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 392 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 393 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 394 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 395 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 396 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 397 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 398 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 399 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 400 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 401 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 402 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 403 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 404 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 405 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 406 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 407 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 408 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 409 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 410 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 411 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 412 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 413 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 414 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 415 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 416 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 417 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 418 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 419 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 420 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 421 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 422 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 423 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 424 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 425 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 426 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 427 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 428 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 429 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 430 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 431 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 432 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 433 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 434 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 435 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 436 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 437 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 438 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 439 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 440 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 441 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 442 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 443 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 444 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 445 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 446 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 447 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 448 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 449 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 450 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 451 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 452 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 453 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 454 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 455 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 456 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 457 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 458 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 459 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 460 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 461 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 462 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 463 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 464 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 465 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 466 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 467 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 468 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 469 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 470 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 471 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 472 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 473 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 474 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 475 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 476 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 477 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 478 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 479 of 991



Exhibit C

Silver Hills

Master Plan Amendment Case Number WMPA17-0010

Regulatory Zone Amendment Case Number WRZA17-0005

Silver Hills Exhibits Page 480 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 481 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 482 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 483 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 484 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 485 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 486 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 487 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 488 of 991



Silver Hills Exhibits Page 489 of 991



Exhibit C
WMPA17-0010 and WRZA17-0005
Original Submittal Public Comments

Washow County Planning Commision
Philip J. Horan, Michael W. Lawson, Francine Donshick, Thomas B. Bruce, Sarsh Chyilicek, Lamy E. Chesney, James I
Barnes, Kenneth Kiater

As a resident of the Silver Knolls commusity [ urge you to deny Lifestyle Homes request for a
regulatory zoning amendment to accommadate their Silver Hills project. My wife and I meved to Coyote Run
Court over 14 years ago because we sought to live in 4 area that was neither urban nor suburban in charzcter.

We prize the open space, the views, the wildlife, and especially the quiet. We moved here because we did not
wanit to be in town, and this ares was zomed kny density. Soms of my neighbors have lived here for over 40
years. Judging by the turnout at the 11/17/2017 Silver Knolls Advisory Board meeting and others we have
attended they all feel the same way we do. If this zoning amendment is approved it would mean that anyone like
us who kave moved here because of the characteristics of this community did not malter because the regulations
that we felt were in plzce when we bought here can casily be changed when a single landowner seeks
preferential treatment. Lifestyle Hames knew the zoning ordinanees when they purchased this property but now
seek to chanpe the rules for their benefit. I understand they are & business and the need to make a profit but their
current plan is to profit at other landowners expense. This is Spot Zoning, nothing less. What makes this
community is it's open spaces, it's tranquility, Creating an wrban island in the midst of it is the wrong approach.
The Stlver Hilts plan will not improve this community, it will destroy it.  Much of what I've read in their
proposed master plan seems justified on speculation or misinformation and not reality.

Ome of the claims made is that more jobs are coming to the North Valleys. However most of those jobs
appear to he warehouse jobs which are unlikely to generato the kind of income needed to make honse paymaonts,
It's more likely people working these jobs will be renting, not buying.

The coming expansion of Red Rock Road is sited by (he builders. OF course the read would nol be
expanded until there iz demand for it, so their justification is only valid if they build and foree the process.

There was no mention of the impact of construction trucks on the existing road which has just recently been
resealed and pot holes filled.  Heavy truck fraffic will increase the wear on Red Rock Road but will jt be
taxpayers footing the bill so that Lifestyle Homes can receive all the benefits? Most importantly increasing
traffic flow to 395 vin Red Rack iz only adding to traffic congestion in the North Valleys and to the 395/80
interchange, the main problem, Adding a new rozd from Spanish Springs would orly shift more traffic inte an
already overcrowded roadway. Creating larger traffic Jams solves nothing.

We live in o wildland interface. Clustering thoysands of cars and people in this area would be inviting a
catastrophe. There are many people here who have livestock and animals that could aot be evacuated because of
the congestion an event would cause. People could Literally not pet out, or perhaps even have a choices to get out.
This area is ot suitable for higher density housing without dramatic infrastructure and landscape changes that
far surpasg the resources of the builder and the county.

1 understand that the sewage treatrnent facility in Stead is at full capaeity. We live in a closed basin, so
adding additional capacity will not solve a problem it will create a new ons. Adding sewer and underground
utilitics would certainly have an impact through existg pairts of Silver Knoalls,

The buitder claims they'll by water for their project. Regional water supplics are already over
extended so what is more likely iz that they simply want to shift the problem to somecas else.  Again this
creales 4 problem, does not address it.

It is elaimed in the Silver Hills plan that there will be no significant impaet op the community fime and
fime gpain. I ean not imapine how adding perhaps 8,000 prople and rekailfservice stoses to Silver Knolls wonld
not have a negative effect on things like crime, noise, traffic, and safety, Plus the Silver Hills plan subjects
current property holders (¢ a 20 year construction eycie, [ again urge you 10 deny the request for o reguiatory
zoning amendment for the Silver Hills Master Plan,

RECEIVED

10165 Coyote Run Cou
Reno, Novada 89308
JAN 31 208
OFFICECF
.50, ENGTHEERING & GAPTTAL PROJECTS
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Exhibit D
WMPA17-0010 and WRZA17-0005
1% Revised Submittal Public Comments

and that gives this country lifestyle area the same appeal. This area is
not the city, nor do we wish to be. We love the country life, being able to
see the night stars, own animals and not be part of a city type
atmosphere. There are currently 520 homes with an average acreage of
2.57 homes per acre. A very low density.

| have lived in Silver Knolls for 26 years and feel as if ] live in a
paradise. This new development would literally be in my backyard
causing strong concerns, adding to the already overcrowded 395
Highway, to now Red Rock road with more planned development and
diminish our paradise and increasing our crime.

There is also the concern of munoff and flooding in the North Valleys, that all
planned development poses a risk to existing properties. The last two years
of weather should be an indicator that it doesn't need to be a 100-year flood
to cause damage. The North Valleys area is a closed basin and should not

be thought of in the same manner as areas where water can easily
travel out of the area.

Another point that has not been mentioned or addressed is a
homeowner that owns 80 acres that would be directly in the middle of
the subdivision, on the East side of Red Rock Road, surrounding her
and her family's property creating an island and a circle of homes
around their property.

With budget issues, the Sheriff's Office has already begun limiting the
type of calls they will respond to due to the increase of calls for service
and the types of calls that have increased within the Higher and lower
end crimes due to population growth. By adding more residence to look
like a cluster of homes, brings more problems that relatively does not
occur on properties of larger sizes.

As our representatives, | hope that you will look long and hard at the
Issues and the concems the residence in the area are bringing forward.
You have the ultimate say in this matter, it is never an easy position to
be in, but an important one for the future of Washoe County and our
quality of life. We are not saying no to the development of 680 homes,
but we are saying no to this reckless attempt to cram 4320 homes on
the same 740 acres that have already been approved by the earlier
BBC and current property owners.

Thank you for your time.

Page 2 of 7
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Exhibit D
WMPA17-0010 and WRZA17-0005
1% Revised Submittal Public Comments

From: Marcial Reiley

To: Pelham, Roger

Subject: Silver Hills proposed development
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2018 8:09:17 AM

As a 15 year resident of Silver Knolls I am once again asking you to deny zoning changes to
accommodate the proposed Silver Hills development. Silver Hills is not in character with this
area. The developers are the only land owner in this neighborhood who purchased their
property with the intent of changing the zoning. All of my neighbors bought here and live
lhere because of the low density classification. Allowing a single land owner a spot zoning
change to higher density will ironically destroy the "lifestyle” of the entire area. The
developers knew just as I did and my neighbors did when they purchased here that this area is
zoned low density and I don't believe we should have to compromise ourselves in order to
accommodate Lifestyle Homes business model and profit margin. I ask that you do not
support their request and consider instead the people who have lived in this area for as many
as 40 years.

Marcial Reiley

10165 Coyote Run Court
Reno, Nevada 89508
cell: 775-276-2866

Check out my website, videos for good causes and good people:
www.marcialreilev.com

or my bio at:

www linkedin.convin/marcialreiley/

Page 7 of 7
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Loma James
tmueller@dot.state nvas; acummings@riowashos.com; TMRPA; Berkbigler, Marsha; Lucey, Robert (Bobl L;
auditilch,state. s RenoDirect®Rena Gov

From:

Ta

Subject: cebifwashoecounty.us; OrangeElmosigmail.com
Diate: Sunday, October 21, 2018 4:22:00 PM

To: Directors and Managers of Development Planning, Washoe County Commissioners, Nevada
State Auditors

This iz a request for those agencies and departments responsible for development in the North Yalleys to
address the cument and long term transportation plans for the Stead, Silver Knolls, and Cold Springs
area. Specifically, please address the proposed widening of Red Rock Road, and the proposed

rna'.«'isic:nr'llll to Washoe County’s Morth Valleys Area Plan and consider by-passing the Silver Knolls
community for the reasons noted herein

Depending on the RTC documents referenced, Red Rock Road will be widened from Moya to either
Ewvans Ranch or to the State Line.

My search of the RTC Washoe Engineering & Construction website did not locate the project plans
nor did | find the project plans at the eSTIP site. Please advise me where you have made this information
available to the public.

Triggers for the widening project plan were 2 development proposals within the City of Reno (Evans
Ranch o & Silver Star Ranch M] and a development proposal in the unincorporated area of Washoe

County {Silver HiIIsMJ. At least 2 of the projects are considered projects of regional significance.

As cummently written, these 3 developments combined will result in a total of 8,933 dwelling units north of
the Silver Knolls neighborhood. Using existing data (Table 2 Average Trip Rates by Demographic
Characteristic in RTC's 2015-2016 Washoe Counfy Regional Traffic Characteristics Sfudy), | have
calculated that these 3 developments are likely to result in an additional 57,000 to 79,000 ADTs on Red
Rock Road ... and land developers have plans for more developments in the area north of Silver Knolls
and Stead. A potential increase in fraffic velume may be attributed to the fact that Accessory Dwelling
Unitz are permitted in the Silver Hills project and Caretaker quarters are permitted in the Silver Star
Ranch project.

In the course of researching the planning processes for the Truckee Meadows area | became aware of
one of the challenges faced by the area planners. Some County Commigsioners have made comments
which indicate their lack of understanding of an ethical, structured, recognized and properly managed
planning process. Yet thoze same Commissioners have the authority to override the recommendations of
subject matter experts. Some decisions to override Planning Commission recommendations have been
haughtily justified based on “a mindset that development had to be in the north because it did not have

il

good views.

ADVANTAGES TO BY-PASSING THE SIVER KNOILLS COMMURNITY
A re-routing of Red Rock Road to by-pass the Silver Knolls community will

Wi
1. meet the RTC sirateqgic gualsj_l which include

# Improve safety

+ Promote healthy communities and sustainability
+ Integrate all types of transportation

= [Focus on regional connectivity
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+ Improve freight and goods movement, and
+ Invest strategically

2. alzo meet the Regional Form and Development Patterng, contained in Module 1 of the 2012
TMRP, which states
.. “goals and policies associated with Module #1 .. will address a number of the following
important object tives within the Truckee Meadows region:" ...One of the
objectives iz “Support the revitalization of, and maintain the character of, established
neighborhoods and communities while encouraging infill development that is appropriate
for its surmounding.”

3. recognize that planning issues commonly invelve a conflict of values and, often, there are large
private interests at stake. These accentuate the necessity for the highest standards of
fairness and honesty among all participants_m'l, and

4. address the following planning issues:

Planning lzsue 1: Safety and access management
The degradation of safety in the Silver Knolls subdivision will vary depending on the assigned road
classification and the associated access controls.

Effective access management balances the competing obhjectives of through traffic movement on

roadways with access to land use adjacent to the roadways.
A re-routing to by-pass the Silver Knells community would provide the opportunity to commect geometric

design elements

Ag the land developers published plans currently read, connections to Red Rock Road include:
# Silver Hills to connect to Red Rock Road at 2 points.
+« Silver Star Ranch to connect to Red Rock Road at 2 points.

+ Evans Ranch to connect to Red Rock at 1 point.

Beyond the connections of these developments to Red Rock Road, the development projects propose
new connecting roads and the extension of existing roads.

+« [Extension of Silver Knolls E’Iu:-ule'.r.'arnl:l_ji1
The traffic study recommendation: “It is recommended that the Red Rock Road/Silver Knolls
Boulevard/Project Access intersection continue to operate with stop sign control at the east
and west approaches, improved to include exclusive left tum lanes at the north and south
approaches, and modified to prohibit left turn and through movements at the east and west
approaches.”

+« Extension of Big Horn Dri'.re.[ml
The traffic study description of Big Hom Drive (on pg 3). “Big Hom Drive is a two-lane
roadway with one lane in each direction west of Red Rock Road. The speed limit is not
posted. Roadway improvements include paved travel lanes with graded shoulders.”

+« [Extension of Echo Avenue
“Prior to the issuance of a building permit to construct any new structure in the Evans Ranch
PUD, the developer shall extend Echo Avenue from its current west terminus to the west to
connect with Osage Road. ... This extension may be congidered as “emergency vehicle

[
access only”
Evans Ranch proposed roads:

# New rogd: “Right-of-way for a future collector connection to the property to the north
[identified on map as “Evang Ranch future development”] will also be provided with the
tentative map for adjoining property

« [New Road- Evans Ranch Road (a 4 lane minor arterial) to be extended to the southwest to
Cold Springs via a connection to Village Parkway. ... To the southeast, Evans Ranch Road
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will connect to Red Rock Road. ... Evans Ranch Road from Village Parkway to Red Rock
Road will be built by the developers of Evans Ranch.

The first phase of development is anticipated to consist of the construction of Evans Ranch
Road from Village Parkway to the site and extension of water and sewer lines to the
property. This will be followed by residential development at a rate of approximately 200 to
350 homes per year

+ MNew Road: Silver Parkway - a 4-lane minor arterial with connection to Evans Ranch to the

north.

Traffic Studies Prepared by Developers

1. Per Evans Ranch PUD Handbook, Services and Faciliies, Traffic and Roadways
“The appendix of thiz PUD includes a fraffic study that used the Regional Transportation
Commission traffic model to assess the traffic impacts of Evans Ranch. The conclusion of
this report iz that with the widening of existing roadways to 4 lanes (Red Rock and Village
Parkway) assures an acceptable level of service will be maintained. Portions of these road
widenings are included in the Regional Transportation Plan.”

Transportation planning by developer is done without addressing the big picture.
Traffic studies provided by the developer (Evans Ranch study provided by Solasgui
Engineers) addresses only the impact of individual projects — ignoring the impact of
future road extensions and all the traffic to be directed onto Red Rock Road. This
traffic study does not mention the 25 mph section through the Silver Knolls
COmmunity.

2. The fraffic study for Silver Star Ranch identifies Red Rock Road as “a two-lane roadway with
one lane in 2ach direction from Moya Boulevard to north of Lemmon Drive. The speed
limit iz posted for 40 miles per hour.”

The Silver Star Ranch traffic study by Solaegui Engineers fails to mention a 25 mph
zone through the Silver Knolls community.

The total future volume of traffic and the future connections to other
arterials may be sufficient reason to consider an alternate routing of
Red Rock Road to by-pass the Silver Knolls community.

Planning lssue 2: Emergency evacuation.

A re-routing of Red Rock Road will provide an opportunity to addreas emergency situations.

»  During the wildfire in 2017 Red Rock Road was not available as an escape route for residents
living north of Silver Lake. The locked gate accessing Reno Stead Airport at the east end of Silver
Knolls was unlocked by emergency responders and the newly identified evacuation route had to
be communicated to residents.

+ The flooding in the spring of 2017 had a minor impact on Red Rock Road. The waters of Silver
Lake encroached on Red Rock Road and HESCO barmiers were placed to preserve passage at
the lowest elevation point of that road.

A by-pass could start at a point south of the lowest elevation on the road - south of where the HESCO

barrier system has been erected - then continue to the west side of the Silver Knollz community,

eventually re-connecting with the existing Red Rock Road at a location advantageous to future
development. Routing on the west side of Silver Knolls could even provide the opportunity to
+« provide a car pooling site
+ a higher elevation road could serve as a fire break and as a very accessible staging area for
fire fighting crews or other emergency actions
+ consideration might be given to creating a scenic route -some people enjoy the views in the
Morth Valleys.
A re-route would require re-naming the by-passed road seclion. Old Red Rock Road is one rename
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option.
Planning lssue 3: Conformance with the goals of sustainability as stated in various planning doecuments.

1. Accommaodating the needs of the present population without compromising the ability of future

generations to meet their own needs.

2. Sustainability iz an underlying theme in the regional plan. it emphasizes compact urban
development, multimodal transportation options, infill development, and efficient transit

options. The RTP and RTIP fully support these regional sustainability objectives.

3. Using design and construction techniques that maintain or enhance economic opportunity and
community well-being while protecting and restoring the natural envircnment upon which
people and economies depend. Sustainable design and construction meet the needs of
the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own

nesds.
Truckee Meadow Regional Plan, 2012, Ver 10, App 2, pg 13
Lwiii
Flanning lssue 4: Connectivity
Though the word iz frequently used, | have found no definition of “connectivity” in any planning
documents applicable to Washoe County’s North Valleys, nor can | find published documents
describing the standards and strategic plans for connectivity.

| did find the following definition:

Connectivity is the relative location of an object to the destination centers. There are many
different levels of hisrarchy to connectivity. For example, subdivisions with many dead-end cul-
de-zacs may have poor connectivity with surmounding land uses. It may take a long time for a
family living at the end of a cul-de-sac to get out of the neighborhood and to the main road right
behind their houze. The destination might not be that far away by distance, but by travel time it
is. Traditional downtowns on the other hand usually have higher connectivity with surrounding
neighborhoods. Residential areas designed with streets in a grid format adjacent to the
downtown are often well connected with the business district and decrease the travel time and

o [xix
congestion.

If this definition does not agree with the definition as used in area planning, please advise where | may
find the correct definition.

Per the Evans Ranch PUD, the development consgistz of slightly more than 2,166 acres of contiguous

land that extends between the Cold Springs and Lemmon Valley areas. The nearest Regional Center

to Evans Ranch and the other 2 developments iz Reno-Stead Airport to the east of those

developments. The PUDs do not mention an eastbound artenial road.

Perhaps the intention is to tum Osage into the eastbound arteral. If that is the case, please consider
1. What is the width of the Osage right-of-way?

2. Has any consideration been given to accessing Reno Stead Regional Center via Drag Strip
Road or Lemmon Drive rather than directing all traffic to U.5. 395 and/for turning Osage
into an arterial?

FPlanning lssue 5. Improve freight and goods movement

With the increase in both warehousing and population, the Truckee Meadows area’s transportation
planning agencies are faced with managing both freight and private vehicle use of the roads. The
Reno Stead Airport Regional Center and the new warehouses south of 395 reguire arterial roads to
get freight to and from the freeway systems and to get workers to and from their workplaces. The
mixture of freight and private vehicles on local roads presents hazards that require recognition and
mitigaticn.

Example: Moya serves a lot of freight traffic. The addition of a right-tum lane on northbound Red

Rock Road at Moya created an increased crash risk due to the failure to recognize that a big rig

tuming right created a visual cbstruction to both the driver of a vehicle westbound on Moya and
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the driver of a vehicle intending to continue northbound through that intersection. The crazsh level
eventually resulted in the installation of a signal light at that intersection.

+ Echo is proposed to be a LAC arterial, connecting to Military Road, extended from Lemmon Drive
and widened to 4 lanes - related to the North Valley Connector.
+ Echo connects to Moya. Moya has been identified as a widening project between Echo and Red
Rock Rd.
+« For consideration: an altemnate traffic route roughly paralleling Hwy 395 but at least 5 miles north
of it — Drag Strip Rd? Mew road?
Flanning lssue 6. Maximize the use of capital investment dollars

The Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SH5P) is a statewide-coordinated safety plan that provides a
comprehensive framework for reducing highway fataliies and serious injuries on all public roads. An
SHSP identifies a State’s key safety needs and guides investment decisions towards sfrategies and

countermeasure with the most potential to save lives and prevent injuries.

Obtaining a new right-ocf-way for a portion of Red Rock Road could accommodate all anticipated future
transportation improvements, including conformance with Complete Streets and other programs and
would acknowledge NDOT's statement *Capacity constraints typically arse due to the urban growth
that takes place around transportation facilities limiting their ability to increase in size and add
capacity. For example, facilities are typically “locked™ and unable to grow in their current locations,
which requires the creation of a new facility at another location or the entire relocation of a facility to a

+  Acquisiion of right-of-ways across as yet undeveloped land would be cost effective in the long
term. This will eventually enable the future expansion of roadways to connect regional centers
and residential areas, reducing both travel time and distance.

« With sufficient right-of-way and good strategic and long term planning, all elements of road design
could be achieved. Ulilizing an interim improvement plan establishes the base which enables the
future addition of other desired road elements as the actual need arises and more funding is
available.

The possibility that the Red Rock Road right-of-way does not meet
design standards for an arterial road may constitute a reason to
consider an alternate routing of Red Rock Road to by-pass the Silver
Knolls community?

Planning lssue 7¥: An opportunity to act in a cooperative and comprehensive manner by establishing a
commeon database which identifies a single road classification for Red Rock Road and identifying the
responsible agency or department.

At the current time and depending on document referenced, Red Rock Road has varied
classification. It is identified as:
i
a. Existing Arterial
br. Medium Access Control Arterial
Includes descrption: ®lIt is a 4-lane road between US 395 and Moya Boulevard and

a 2-lane road elsewhere. The posted speed limit is 35 mph.

Misleading / erroneous description
Posted speed on Red Rock Rd: 35 mph from US 395 fo Moya, then 40 mph for
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From: Susan Reaney

Tor Pelham, Roger
Subject: Silver Knolls development project.
Data: Maonday, August 05, 2018 1:36:11 PM

I will Begin by telling yvou I am a Reno Nevada native born at 5t Mary's Hospital in 1955, One
of my sons was born at 5t Mary's in 1981 and I have a granddaughter who 15 bom at washoe
med. only a year-and-a-half ago.

My husband and | moved from the City of Reno to Silver Knolls in the early 1980s.
The goal was to have a horse and raise our children in a country environment. We
very much value a family life that allows one to grow one's own food, Raise small
livestock and chickens and a life free from the congestion of the city, not to mention
the crime.

Our family values are based on being responsible for your own actions, earning an
honest living, helping your neighbors and Friends and respecting the land you live in.

We feel being a native to Nevada is something to be proud of and it's mentioned often
with our friends. We also feel that being a native comes with responsibilities.
Responsibilities we like to share with our friends and Neighbors. For instance never
dump garbage out in the desert, never set off fireworks, always remain on designated
Trails when traveling off road, and respecting and preserving the wildlife of the desert.

Both of our children grew up in this quiet country atmosphere and have gone on to
become very successful and respectable adults. One of the boys have become a
nuclear radiologist and the other is a temperature control specialist. And they both
have a great regard for nature and the Nevada desert.

One of my sons owns a home in silver Knolls on Big Hom Drive, his little girl plays in
the front yard under the shade of a giant cottonwood tree the same as her daddy did
on Shenandoah Drive some 30 years ago.

We are also very sad to think it could be possible to see a congested development
which is not conducive to the area being developed adjacent to this quiet community.
it strikes at the very heart of the core values which we work so hard to instill in our
children. I'm sure you can imagine what a negative impact this development would
have on all the people of Silver Knolls and the entire Red Rock Road communities.
Here's a list of the items that come to mind.

#1._ Increase traffic on already insufficient roads.

#2. Increased fire threat to an already fragile desert.

#3. An increase in crime.

#4. Water availability. This is a desert after all.
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#5_ Where will the sewer be ship to and how.

#6_ Poor air quality.

#7_ Trash being dumped in the nearby lands.

#5. Injuries and fatalities to our children and pets from The increased traffic.
Growth is inevitable but it should stay within the guidelines and zoning laws.
Changing the zoning is irresponsible and selfish. There is more to this life than the
almighty dollar. If zoning can be so easily changed why are there so many different
zoning laws to begin with and what good are they if they are so easily changed?
We all have to follow certain guidelines in life, without which there would be chaos.
Please don't allow chaos to be Unleashed in our peaceful world. Please don't be
bribed by others for the Mighty Dollar and please make a responsible decision for the
families who love this community and the local lands that surround us.

Thank you for taking the time to read my thoughts on this subject.

Bob and Susan Reaney 10230 Shenandoah Drive Reno Nevada 89508.
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From: Kim Jardine

To: Pelham, Roger

Subject: NO to Lifestyle homes again

Date: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 6:34:21 AM
Hell Roger,

| wanted to reach out to you about the current proposal that Lifestyle homes keeps trying to cram
down our throats. I've been participating since 2008 when senior Litsner was pushing to change
zoning. Thankfully the economy kept that from happening.

How many times to we have to say NO?

Why isn’t anyone listening to the residents, we don’t want this at all.

What will it take to stop it? It's not smart, it’s not community building, it's breaking down our
community! I'm a tax payer and a home owner, we've lived in Silver Knolls for almost 16 years. It's a
funky neighborhood, on my street we all know each other. We watch over the children that play on
our streets, It's a simple way of life. | realize growth is coming, we don’t want track homes, HOA's
are a terrible practice.

In Cold Springs, | know a few employees who have nothing but issues with their HOA. They don't do
what they say they'll do. It's a waste of money.

Please think about us that live out there. We like it quiet, and safe. It's been said over and over, but

the trafficis a huge problem.
The traffic planner is full of Shit, he's probably in the developers pocket!

Please listen to us.

What do we need to do? Protest, signs saying NO to Lifestyle homes, more letters to the editor,
what will it take for it to stop?

Thank you for reading, if you do read this.

Kim Jardine Reiley

Silver Knolls resident
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Exhibit F
WMPA17-0010 & WRZA17-0005
Silver Hills

January 13, 2019
Roger Pelham
Woashoe County

To Mr. Pelham:

My name is Ron Dean and | have been an employee of Lifestyle Homes for about 20 years. | began as a
framer in 1998. Working for Lifestyle Homes has allowed our family to build roots here in Northern Nevada,
as this job allowed my wife and | to purchase our first home here, where we then raised our two children.
Our family was intensely impacted by the economic downturn of 2008 because my wife also works in the
housing industry. However, Lifestyle Homes did everything possible to keep our family afloat during the
devastating recession, which prevented us from losing our home. As soon as the housing economy improved,
| was elated to continue framing homes for Lifestyle. | have put my heart and soul into this industry and this
company with many years of hard physical labor. Lifestyle Homes allowed me to reap the rewards of my
labor when | was promoted to superintendent, which has also been a huge relief to my family who worried
about the toll that labor would take on my body. | truly love and believe in the work we do here at Lifestyle,
and it is fulfilling to come to work every day knowing we are helping home owners achieve their own
American Dream.

Thank you for taking the time to read this. | hope you are also able to witness the good Lifestyle Homes does
for our community.

Sincerely,

Ron Dean

Page10f8
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WMPA17-0010 & WRZA17-0005

Silver Hills
From: Lifestyle Homes Admin
To: Pelham, Roger
Subject: Silver Hills Community
Date: Friday, January 25, 2019 2:04:26 PM

Dear Roger,

Thank you for taking the time to read my email. | work for Lifestyle Homes and just wanted to touch
base with you on why | believe you should give your recommendation to change the zoning for Silver
Hills.

I work for Lifestyle in the admin department as well as run the customer service department. | know
first hand how well Peter treats homeowners as well as his employees. | bought a home from
Lifestyle back in April because | know we will be well taken care of and | know the community Peter
has built is clean and safe.

There are so many people that | know who are having a hard time finding an affordable home in the
North Valley's area. Lifestyle Homes would provide this as well as bring value to the area of Silver
Hills.

There are 200 of us employees at Lifestyle Homes who would love to work for this company for at
least the next 20 years or so. Personally, | couldn’t see working for a better company or boss. Peter
really goes out of his way to make sure everyone is taken care of (homeowners and employees
alike). Please consider the support of this zoning change. We would all really love your support.

Thank you again for taking time out of your day to read this e-mail and | hope you have a great
weekend!

Thank you,

Megan Fallen

Admin Lifestyle Homes
n@lifes

775-971-2000
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Silver Hills

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Finch
Pelham, Roger

Future Silver Hills Community
Thursday, January 17, 2019 4:42:31 PM

Dear Roger,

Thank you for taking the time to read my email. | just wanted to send a quick note as to why | believe
you should give your recommendation for Lifestyle Homes to change the zoning of Silver Hills.

I work for Lifestyle Homes and have since 2004, As far as builders go, | have never seen a group with
mare integrity or care for their community. If | did not believe that, | would not be living in their

current community in Woodland Village.

| understand that people are wanting to keep things the way they are. Unfortunately, we both know
that just is not economically feasible in this housing market. This little city of ours is growing more
and more every day and we must find an affordable solution for these people while maintaining the

quality of the Silver Knolls area. Our plans are to do just that.

In closing, | am asking for your support in this zoning change. Not just for me, but for the 200
employees and sub-contractors that we keep employed. This project will keep all of us working for
anather 20 years. Many of us are long-term employees of Lifestyle Homes and our families depend
on our continued employment.

Thank you again for your time,

Lisa Finch
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Silver Hills

Tuesday, January 08, 2019
Wir. Roger Pelham,
Hello my name is Ed Whitworth. Small business owner, father and resident of the Morth valley's.

| am writing you tonight because of the resistance to the next project by Lifestyle Homes. Let me just
state right away, | have been employed by and reside in a Lifestyle Home, and | own the Village Grill, all

because of Lifestyle Homes.

Preparing to return to Nevada in 2001 we were faced with limited housing opportunities. After
researching all that was familiar from prior construction knowledge and prices that had soared, we
looked into the "New™ Lifestyle project in the North Walleys (Woodland Village).

Purchasing from Ohio, where we were attending to family matters, all we had to go on was the
reputation of the builder and the positive impact they had on Sun Valley.

S0 we bought, sight unseen from 2400 miles away! Let me assure you the day we rolled into town and
pulled into the Woodland Village community in Cold Springs we were shocked beyond belief. Having
been our first stick built, brand new home in a master planned community, we were giddy to say the
least.

Fast forward eighteen years later, 2 grown children, one new son (11), 2 grandchildren {7 and 3 mos.).

The grown children live in their own Lifestyle Homes and they are making their memaories, on the way
to their future!

Panther Pride, Football, Baseball, Softball, Golf and the American Dream. This is what we hawve
experiencad in our Lifestyle Home and this is what we wish for new residents of the Morth Valley's and

most importantly our children and grandchildren.

Progress will come regardless of the resistance of a couple hundred signatures and it is my opinion that
there is no better partner than Lifestyle Homes.

Sincerely,

Ed Whitworth
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From: Leo Obrien
To: Pelham, Roger
Subject: Proposed development Red Rock
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2019 6:00:24 AM
Sir.,

I am an employee of Lifestyle Homes and I would like to encourage the approval of Lifestyle Homes proposed
project in the Red Rock area. I am a long time resident of Washoe County (1973). a home owner and an active
participant in the local economy. Iam unique in that I am retired from the Washoe County School District after a
number of years as a Special Education Teacher. Employment with Lifestyle Homes allows me to be a more active
participant in the local economy. Many of my colleagues at Lifestyle Homes live in the North Valleys and their
