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Public Hearing, discussion, and possible action on Appeal Case Number
AX16-007 (Brian and Terry Nelson), an appeal of the Board of
Adjustment's approval of Variance Case VAl6-006 (Jeffery Eget) for the
property at 45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay, NV (APN 123-136-02) to
1) reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road from 20 feetto 7 feet
to allow for a storage room below the existing deck; 2) reduce the side
yard setback from 8 feet to 5 feet for a first floor addition on the main
house and to expand the second floor to be in-line with the existing and
proposed first floor additions; 3) reduce the front yard setback along
Teresa Court from 20 feet to 10 feet, reduce the front yard setback along
Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to 8 feet and reduce the side yard setback
from 8 feet to 7 feet for a detached accessory structure to be used as a
garage; 4) permit a second story above the garage; 5) allow additional
plumbing fixtures in the accessory structure. The possible actions to be
taken are to affirm, reverse, or modiff the decision of the Board of
Adjustment. (Commission District 1.)

STIMMARY

The Washoe County Board of County Commissioners (Board) may choose to affirm,
reverse, or modiff the Board of Adjustment's approval of Variance Case Number VA16-
006 to reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road from 20 feet to 7 feet for a
storage room below the deck on the house; to reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to
five feet to build an addition in the house and to expand the second floor to be inline
with the existing and proposed first floor addition; to reduce the front yard setback along
Teresa Court from 20 feet to 10 feet, the front yard setback along Tuscarora Road from
20 feet to 8 feet, and the side yard setback from 8 feet to 7 feetfor a garage with a second
story; and, to allow additional plumbing fixtures to allow two full baths and a laundry
room in the accessory structure.

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

AGENDA ITEM # V
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PREVIOUS ACTION

September 26. 2016. Incline Vilage/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board (CAB). Ttls
applicant's architect reviewed the project with the CAB and those public who attended
the meeting. After discussion, the CAB made a motion to recommend approval of
Variance Case Number VAl6-006. The motion passed 4 to 1. (Eick, Lyons, Miller,
Todoroffin favor, Wolf opposed).

October 6. 2016. Washoe Countv Board of Adjustnent. After conducting a public
hearing and taking public testimony, the Board of Adjustment, by unanimous vote,
approved with conditions, the reduction of the front yard setbacks on all three front yards;
to allow a second floor addition above the garage and to allow additional plumbing
fixtures in the garage strucfure.

As noted in the Summary section of this staffreport, the Board of Adjustnent also moved
to continue the request to vary the side yard setback until the Board of Adjustment's
meeting on December l, 2016, so staff could correct the legal description and re-notice
this portion of the request. The applicant requested that the item be continued until the
February 2,2017 meeting, as both he and his architect were not available in December.
The motion was changed to continue the item to February 2,2017.

February 2. 2017. Washoe Countv Board of Adjustment. After conducting a public
hearing and taking public testimony, the Board of Adjustment, by unanimous vote,
approved with conditions, the reduction of side yard setback from 8 feet to 5 feet for a
first floor addition on the main house and to expand the second floor to be in-line with
the existing and proposed first floor addition; and to reduce the side yard setback from 8
feet to 7 feet for the detached garage.

BACKGROT]NI)

The appellant is requesting that the approval of the variance be reversed, and that
ooCounty Rules" be followed. The appellant claims:

1. This is a second residence and requires a special use permit.

2. The Development Code (WCC Chapter 110) states that slopes between 15% and
30%o are moderate slopes, therefore a 16%o slope is not a steep slope and not a
hardship.

3. The applicant knew his lot was under sized when he bought it, so there is no
special circumstance.

4. The driveway is only 10 feet deep and the approval of the variance will create
parking and safety problems.

5. A large Sugar Pine tree will be cut down.

6. The applicant will be granted special privileges that other property owrters do not
enjoy.

The following items provide background on the requested variance and its relationship to
both the Development Code and the Washoe County Master Plan (Tahoe Area Plan):

a. The accessory structure is a garage with a guest room above and a laundry
room and office below.
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b. The Tahoe modifiers state that when a structure is built at or below grade, it is
permitted to have a below grade story, the variance request includes adding a
second story above the garage.

c. There is no fourth floor. The 'oloft" as identified on the building elevations is
the attic area. There are no stairs to the loft.

d. The accessory structure does not have a kitchen; therefore it is not a dwelling
as defined by Washoe County Development Code. Therefore a Special Use
Permit for an accessory dwelling is not required.

e. The accessory structure is required to be deed restricted so as to not be used as

a second dwelling or rental unit. The family is permitted to use the space for
their own enjoyment.

f. The approval of a 2 cu garage located a minimum of 15 feet from the steet
provides four oflstreet parking spaces for the property, decreasing the need to
park on the street.

g. A11 Washoe County Area Plans include a Development Suitability Map which
identiff wet lands, flood plains, slopes of 15% atd30%o or greater. While the
development code classifies slopes between 15% and 30o/o as moderate, it is
referring to the topography, not the ability to build on a slope. Article 424
Hillside Development discourages building on slopes over 30o/o.

h. Washoe County does not have regulations regarding the protection of trees.
The property owner will have to apply to the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency (TRPA) or its designated agency to obtain approval and permits for
removal of any tree over 14 inches in diameter.

i. The split rail fence does not impact the Intersection Visibility triangle
identifi ed in Article 412 Landscaping.

j. The fence is located in the front yard setback so a fence permit is required.
Staffspoke with the applicant and he obtained a fence permit.

Public Participation

The Nelson's Appeal application alleges that staff ignored their objections to the
variance, did not correspond with the Nelsons, did not make material available to them,
and that the Nelsons did not receive proper notice. The following are staff responses to
address their comments within the appeal application.

On Tuesday, September 13,2016, Mrs. Nelson emailed staff assigned to the Variance
case (Eva Krause). Later that day Mrs. Nelson and staffspoke on the phone. Staffstated
that the hardships that the Nelsons claims do not exist on the Eget's property are the same
hardships the Nelsons provided when requesting their variance. Staff also said a site visit
would be done and the fence location on the property verified. Staff never said the
Nelson's concems did not matter.

On Monday, September 26,2016, staff received an email from Mrs. Nelson stating that
they just found out about the CAB meeting that evening. Staff responded to their email
on that same day addressing the Nelson's concerns:
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The date of the CAB meeting was noted on the Courtesy Notice that they received
and the CAB agenda was posted 10 days before the meeting at varioui locations
in Incline Village and Crystal Bay.

The letter submitted by the Nelsons to staff is included in the staff report to the
Board of Adjustment.

The Nelsons received a legal notice of the pubtic hearing before the Board of
Adjustnent meeting.

o Staffdid a site inspection and verified the fence location. The fence is not located
in the lntersection Visibility triangle as set forth in WCC Section 110.412.30(c).

o The staff report was available on the County webpage by Friday, September 30,
2016. Staff later corrected that date to Wednesday, September 28,2016 (A full
week before the October 6,2016 BOA public hearing.).

On Thursday, October 6, 2016 (the date of the Board of Adjustment meeting), Mr.
Elmore, the Nelson's legal representative sent two emails to staff:

o The first email was sent at ll.28 a.m. (the Board of Adjustment meets at l:30
p.m.) Attached was a letter from the Nelsons to the Board of Adjustnnent. Staff
forwarded the email to the Board of Adjustment members hoping that they would
have a chance to read it prior to the meeting. Paper copies of the letter were
provided to the Board of Adjustment members and the public at the meeting.

o The second email was sent at 1213 p.m. This email included two links to an
iCloud account. Each link containing several pages of pictures of cars. Staffwas
able to open the link to view the photographs, but was not able to print them from
the link.

o Because the email with the pictures arrived so late on the day of the Board of
Adjustment's meeting, staffwas advised by the Planning Manager to inform Mr.
Elmore of the Public Participation policies listed on the BOA agenda (exkact
appears below), and to inform Mr. Elmore that they must make copies of the
pictures and submit them to the Board at the meeting.

o'Public Participation. The Board of Adjustrnents' adopted Rules,
Policies and Procedures are available on the website provided on the next
page or by contacting the Planning and Development Division.

At least one copy of items displayed and at least ten copies of any written
or graphic material for the Board's consideration should be provided to the
Recording Secretary. Materials longer than one page in length submitted
within six days of the Board of Adjusanent meeting may not be
considered by the Board in their deliberations. Subject to applicable law
and the Board's Rules, Policies and Procedures, public comment or
testimony may be submitted to the Board in written form for its
consideration. However, the Board is not required to read written
statements aloud during the meeting.,,

Copies of emails cited above are included as attachments to this staffreport.

o
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Obiection to Legal Notice

On February 1,2017, the Nelson's filed a separate object to the legal notice for the
February 2,2017 public hearing. The objection states that the notice did not describe
what the true nature and full extent of the construction is.

On January 20, 2017, a second public notice was mailed. The notice identified those
items that the Board of Adjustment would be hearing at the February 2,2017, public
hearing.

On September 23, 2016, a public notice was mailed to the surrounding property owners
for the October 6,2016 public hearing for Variance Case VAl6-006. The notice included
a case description for most of the items requested. The notice miss stated that the addition
was for a half bath and did not include the expansion of the second floor or the fact that
the detached structure encroached into the side yard setback by one foot. The Board of
adjustment approved those portions of the request that were properly noticed, and
continued the public hearing for those items that were not properly noticed.

FISCAL IMPACT

No fiscal impact.

RECOMMEI\DATION

It is recommended the Board of County Commissioners affirm the Board of Adjustment's
approval of Variance Case VA16-006.

POSSIBLE MOTION

Should the Board agree with the Board of Adjustrnent's approval of Variance Case

Number VAl6-006; staffoffers the following motion:

'oMove to aJfirm the Board of Adjustment's approval of Variance Case Number
VA16-006 (Jeffery Eget) for the property at 45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay,
NV (APN 123-136-02) to: 1) reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road
from 20 feet to 7 feet to allow for a storage room below the existing deck; 2)
reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to 5 feet for a first floor addition on the
main house and to expand the second floor to be inJine with the existing and
proposed first floor additions; 3) reduce the front yard setback along Teresa Court
from 20 feet to 10 feet, reduce the front yard setback along Tuscarora Road from
20 feet to 8 feet and reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to 7 feet for a
detached accessory structwe to be used as a garage;4) permit a second story
above the garage; 5) allow additional plumbing fixtures in the accessory structure;
and, 6) deny Appeal Case AX16-007 (Brian and Terry Nelson)."

Should the Board disagree with the Board of Adjustment's approval of Variance Case

Number VA16-006; staffoflers the following motion:
ooMove to reverse the Board of Adjustment's approval of Variance Case Number
VAl6-006(Jeffery Eget) for the property at 45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay,
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NV (APN 123-136-02), and approve Appeal case Number AX16-007 (Brian and
Terry Nelson). This approval of the appeal is based on the Board's review of the
written materials and oral testimony at the public hearing. The following
finding(s) cannot be made by this Board and, therefore, support this appeal:"

[Select one or more of the following required /indings for a Variance which the
Board cannot make in order to support the approval of the appeatJ

1. Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable
to the property, including exceptional narowness, shallowness or shape of
the specific piece of property; exceptional topographic conditions;
extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of the property and/or
location of su:roundings; the strict application of the regulation results in
exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property;

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the
public good, substantially impair affected natural resources or impair the
intent and purpose of the Development Code or applicable policies under
which the variance is granted;

3. No Special Privileges. The granting of the variance will not constitute a
grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other
properties in the vicinity and the identical regulatory zone in which the
property is situated;

4. Use Authoized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is
not otherwise expressly authorized by the regulation governing the parcel
of property.

Attachments:

Appellant:

Applicant/Property Owner :

Representative:

A - February 3,2017, Board of Adjustment Action Order
B - February 2,2017, Board of Adjustment StaffReport
C- October 10,2016, Board of Adjustment Action Order
D - October 6,2016, Board of Adjustment StaffReport
E - Appeal Application
F - February 2,2017, Board of Adjustment Minutes
G- October 6,2017, Board of Adjustment Minutes
H - Incline Village/Crystal Bay CitizenAdvisory Board Summary
I - Correspondence
J - Email correspondence from appellant discussed in staffreport
K-Nelson's Objection to Legal Notice

Brian and Terry Nelson, PO Box 1374,464 Teresa Court,
Crystal Bay, NV 89402,

Jetfery D. Eget, 3651 Goodland Drive, Studio City, CA
9t604

Borelli Architecture, P.O. Box 6823, Incline Village, NV
89450
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Wlaraxzang and Eevelopme mt
IA{TE&HITY COMMUNIGATION SERVIGE

Community Services Dept.
P.O. Box 11130
Reno, Nevada 89 520 -AA27
Phone: (775) 328-3600
Fax: 1775) 328-61 33

Decision:

Decision Date:

Mailing/Filing Date

Property Owner:

Assigned Planner:

Phone:
E-Mail:

Board of Adiustment Action Order
Variance Case Number VAl6-006

Approval with Conditions

February 2,2017

February 6,2A17

Jeffery D. Eget

Eva M. Krause, AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3628
ekrause@washoecou nty. us

Variance Case Number VA16-006 (Eget Residence) - Hearing, discussion, and possible action to
approve a variance 1) to reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to 5 feet for a first floor addition on
the main house and to expand the second floor to be in-line with the existing and proposed first floor
additions; and 2) to reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to 7 feet for the detached garage.

. ApplicanUOwner:
o Location:
o Assessor's Parcel Number:
. ParcelSize:
. Master Plan Category:
. Regulatory Zone:
. Area Plan:
e Citizen Advisory Board:
o Development Code:
r Commission District:
. Sectionffownship/Range:

Jeffery D. Eget
45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay
123-136-02
0.19 Acres (8,351 square feet)
Suburban Residential (SR)
Medium Density Suburban (MDS)
Tahoe
lncline Village/Crystal Bay
Authorized in Article 804 (Variances)
1 - Commissioner Berkbigler
Section 19, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

Notice is hereby given that the Washoe County Board of Adjustment granted approval with conditions
for the above referenced case number based on the findings in accordance with Washoe County
Development Code Article 804. lf no appeals have been filed within 10 calendar days after the
Mailing/Filing Date shown on this Action Order, the approval by the Washoe County Board of
Adjustment is final. lf filed, an appeal stays any further action on the decision until final resolution of the
appeal. An appeal shall be filed in accordance with the provisions found in Article 912 of the Washoe
County Development Code.

The action was based on the following findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Code
Section 110.804:25:



To:
Subject:

Date:
Page:

Jeffery D. Eget
Variance Case Number VA16-006
Eget Residence
February 6,2017
2

1. Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the property,
including exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of the speciflc piece of proberty;
exceptional topographic conditions; extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of the
property and/or location of sunoundings; the strict application of the regulation results in
exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property;

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public good, substantially
impair affected natural resources or impair the intent and purpose of the DevLlopment Code or
applicable policies under which the variance is granted;

3. No Special Privileges. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of special
privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity ind the identical
regulatory zone in which the property is situated;

4. Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is not othenruise
expressly authorized by the regulation governing the parcel of property.

This Action Order is issued subject to the attached conditions and Washoe County development
standards. Please contact the planner assigned to your project at the above-referenced phone number
within 7 days of receipt of this Order to review the steps necessary to satisfy the Conditions of
Approval. Any business license, certificate of occupancy, or final approval shall not Oe issued until all
of the Conditions of Approval are satisfied. Additionally, compliance shall be required with all federal,
state, and local statutes, ordinances, and regulations applicable to the approved project.

This $ctjon O,rdg!=d9es n=ot aqth{rri?g,qradinq,or buildinq without issuance of the necessarvp"-it" fro, th" W""ho" Corntv Brildinq 
"nd 

S"f"tv Diri"iort

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Carl R. Webb, Jr.
Secretary to the Board of Adjustment

cwEt(df
Attachments: Conditions of Approval

Property Owner: Jeffery D. Eget
365'1 Goodland Drive
Studio City, CA 91604

Borelli Architecture
P.O. Box 6823
lncline Village, NV 89450

Representatives:
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Action Order xc:

Jeffery D. Eget
Variance Case Number VA1 6-006
Eget Residence
February 6,2017
3

Nathan Edwards, District Attorney's Office; Keirsten Beck, Assessol's
Office; Cori Burke, Assessor's Office; Leo Vesely, Engineering
Division; North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District; 866 Oriole Way,
lncline Village, NV 89451-9439; lncline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen
Advisory Board; lncline Village General lmprovement District, Sg3
Southwood Boulevard, Incline Village, NV 89451



Exhibit A

Condi tions of Aooroval
Variance Case Number: VA1 6-006

The project approved under Variance Case Number VA16-006 shall be canied out in
accordance with the Conditions of Approval granted by the Board of Adjustment on February 2,
2017. The Board approved variance to: 1) to reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to 5 ieet
for a first floor addition on the main house and to expand the second floor to be in-line with the
existing and proposed first floor additions; and 2) to reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to
7 feet for the detached garage. Conditions of Approval are requirements placed on a permit or
development by each reviewing agency. These Conditions of Approval may require submittal of
documents, applications, fees, inspections, amendments to plans, and more. These conditions
do not relieve the applicant of the obliqation to obtain anv other aoprovals and licenses from
Leleyant authorities required under anv other act or to abide bv all other oeneratlv ioplicable
Codes. and neither these conditions nor the approval bv the Countv of this broiet/use ovenide
or neoate anv other aoplicable restrictions on uses or develooment on the propertv.

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

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

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

For the purpose of conditions imposed by Washoe County, 'may" is permissive and "shali' or
"must'is mandatory.

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

" Priorto permit issuance (i.e., grading permits, building permits, etc.).

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

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

. Some "Conditions of Approval" are refened to as "Operational Conditions". These
conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the project or business.

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

Post ffice Box 11'130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 - Fax: 775.328.6133

www.washoeco u nty. us/comdev



Washoe County Conditions of Approval

Washoe Countv Planninq and Development Division

1. The following conditions are requirements of the Planning and Development Division, which
shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.
Contact Name - Eva M. Krause, 775.328.3628, ekrause@washoecounty.us

a. The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved as part
of this variance. Modification to the site plan may require amendment to and
reprocessing of the variance.

b. The applicant shall submit complete construction plans and building permits shall be
issued within two years from the date of approval by Washoe County. The applicant
shall complete construction within the time specified by the building permits.

c. A copy of the Final Order stating conditional approval of this variance shall be attached
to all applications for administrative permits, including building permits, issued by
Washoe County.

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall execute a Hold Harmless
Agreement, for all structures within a front yard setback, with the District Attorney's
Office for the purposes of road maintenance and snow removal. The applicant shall
submit a copy of the recorded document with the building permit application.

e. Prior to issupnce of a building permit for the detached accessory structure the applicant
shall execute a Deed Restriction And Covenant Against Use Of Detached Accessory
Structure As A Detached Accessory Dwelling Where Structure ls Connected To Water
Or Wastewater Facilities

f. The applicant shall install an automatic garage door opener prior the issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy or building permit final sign-off.

g. lf more than 50% of the existing cabin is taken down for a remodel or rebuild than the
portion of the deck and the storage area that encroaches into the front yard setback shall
be removed.

h. The detached accessory structure shall not be located closer than 15 feet from the edge
of pavement of the abutting street, and the floor area of each level of the structure shall
not exceed 576 square feet.

i. The use of straw bales shall be prohibited during construction of the project. A filter-
fabric fence or other acceptable alternative shall be utilized for erosion control.

*** End of Conditions ***



Subject:

Applicant:

Agenda ltem Number:

Project Summary:

Recommendation:

Prepared by:

Phone:
E-Mail:

Attachment B

Board of Adiustment Staff Reoort
Meeting Date: February 2,2017

Variance Case Number VAI 6-006

Jeffery D. Eget

8D

To continue the public hearing from October 6, 2016 to consider
the request to vary the side yard setback from 8 feet to 5 feet for a
first floor addition on the main house; to expand the second floor
to be in-line with the existing and proposed additions; and to
reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to 7 feet for the detached
garage.

Approval with Conditions

Eva M. Krause - AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3628
ekrause@washoecounty. us

Description

Variance Case Number VAl6-006 (Eget Residence) - Hearing, discussion, and possible
action to approve a variance 1) to reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to S feet for a first
floor addition on the main house and to expand the second floor to be in-line with the existing
and proposed first floor additions; and 2) to reduce the side yard setback from 8 feet to 7 feet for
the detached garage.

. ApplicanUOwner:

. Location:

. Assessor's Parcel Number:
o ParcelSize:
. Master Plan Category:
o Regulatory Zone:
. Area Plan:
. Citizen Advisory Board:
. Development Code:
o Commission District:
. Section/Township/Range:

Jeffery D. Eget
45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay
123-136-02
0.19 Acres (8,351 square feet)
Suburban Residential (SR)
Medium Density Suburban (MDS)
Tahoe
I ncline Village/Crystal Bay
Authorized in Article 804 (Variances)
'1 - Commissioner Berkbigler
Section 19, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

PostOffice Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 - Fax: 77 5.328.61 33

www.washoecoun$. us/comdev
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017

Variance Definition

The purpose of a Variance is to provide a means of altering the requirements in specific
instances where the strict application of those requirements would deprive a property of
privileges enjoyed by other properties with the identical Regulatory Zone because of special
features or constraints unique to the properly involved; and to provide for a procedure whereby
such alterations might be permitted by further restricting or conditioning the project so as to
mitigate or eliminate possible adverse impacts.

NRS 278.300 (1) (c) limits the power of the Board of Adjustment to grant variances only under
the following circumstances:

where by reason of exceptional nanowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific
piece of property at the time of the enactment of the regulation, or by reason of
exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional
situation or condition of the piee of property, the strict application of any
regulation enacted under NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inclusive, woutd result in
peculiar and exceptional practical dfficulties to, or exceptional and undue
hardships upon, the owner of the property, the Board of Adjustment has the
power to authorize a variance from that strict apptication so as to relieve the
difficulties or hardship, if the relief may be granted without substantial detriment
to the public good, without substantial impairment of affected natural resources
and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of any ordinance or
resolution.

The statute is jurisdictional in that if the circumstances are not as described above, the Board
does not have the power to grant a variance from the strict application of a regulation. Along
that line, under WCC Section 110.804.25, the Board must make four findings which are
discussed below.

lf the Board of Adjustment grants an approval of the Variance, that approval may be subject to
Conditions of Approval. Conditions of Approval are requirements that need to be completed
during different stages of the proposed project. Those stages are typically:

Prior to permit issuance (i.e., a grading permit, a building permit, etc.).
Prior to obtaining a final inspection and/or a certificate of occupancy on a structure.
Prior to the issuance of a business license or other permits/licenses.

Some Conditions of Approval are refened to as "Operational Conditions." These
conditions must be continually complied with forthe life of the business or project.

The conditions of Approval for Variance Case Number VA16-006 are attached to this staff report
and if the application is approved by the Board of Adjustment, witl be included with the Aition
Order.

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
Page 3 of 14
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washoe County Board of Adjustment staff Report Date: Janua ry 12, 2o1T

Previous Actions

On October 6, 2016, the Board of Adjustment heard Variance Case Number VA16-006. During
that meeting the applicant informed staff that a portion of their request was misstated in the
legal notice and in the staff report. Both the notice and the staff report stated that the five foot
side yard setback was for a half bath addition.

The applicant's request was actually for an approximately 68 square foot addition on the ftrst
floor to remodel the kitchen and bathroom, and to expand the second floor bedroom above the
bathroom constructed in 1999 and the proposed new addition.

ln addition, the applicant is also requesting to reduce the side yard setback by one foot for the
detached garage. Please note that the garage will be located approximately 5 feet from the
adjoining property line in the front yard, but because of the way the front yard is defined there is
no side yard in the front yard.

Washoe County Code 110, Article 902 Definitions:

"Front yard'means a yard lying between the setback line and the front lot line
and extendino across the full width of the lot or parcel. ln the case of either a
comer lot or an interior lot with multiple street frontages, all yards abutting
streets, other than collectors or arterials, shall be considered as front yards.

"Side yard" means a yard lying between the setback line and the side lot line and
extendino from the front vard line to the rear vard line.

The applicant requested that the Board rule on those portions of the variance that were conectly
noticed, and continue the public hearing for the side yard setback variance until February 2017,
so the requested variance could be properly re-noticed.

The Board approved the variance:

1) to reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road from 20 feet to 7 feet to allow for a
storage room below the existing deck;

2) to reduce the front yard setback along Teresa Court from 20 feet to 10 feet and the front
yard setback along Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to I feet for the detached accessory
structure;

3) to permit a second story above the garage; and,

4) to allow additional plumbing fixtures in the accessory structure.

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
Page 4 ol 14



Staff Report Date: January 12,2011
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017

IERFSA
-------i couRr

\t-
iii\ t

I

iiE

l
I
I
I

I
I

dIcq
?

I
I

/----J?3-

I

I

'|r

:^-";\,

'$
lI
lo
l=to
la
toh
IO
I:

3\s

I
I

?i*
q

,;:ljrI
to

,[iE

I
t

g
't

t

I

I

t
I
I
I

Variance Case Number: VAl6-006
Page 6 of 14

Structures being removed

,

t

"TF!

iigl

P4tx

I

o

'&-

o{

a

l
t
I'l

.-T

I

t

9

m
L

5a
r
E

i
,E

Ir



Staff Report Date: January 12,2017Washoe County Board of Adjustment
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017

Proiect Evaluation

The applicant owns a small parcel located in the Crystal Bay Park, Unit Number 2 an unofficial
subdivision. The subdivision was created in the 1930's as a summer cabin neighborhood. The
lots are small, the streets are narow and many streets have grades in excess of 6% (the
cunent allowable maximum grade standard for residential streets). Over the years most of the
cabins have been tom down and replaced with larger homes. The applicant owns one of the
very few remaining cabins in the area. The 720 square foot cabin was built in 1936. A
bunkhouse was added in 1939. ln 1999, a variance was granted to add a 60 square foot
addition on the cabin in the side yard setback for a bathroom addition and to build the garage in
the front yard setback. ln addition, the variance acknowledged the existence of the bunkhouse
as an established use within the front yard setback.

Existins Cabin Floor Plans

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
Page 8 of 14
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017

Proposed Cabin Floor Plans

Rather than tearing down the cabin and building a new home, the applicant would like to
maintain the cabin close to its original state, making only minimal changes. The applicant is
proposing to extend the 1999 addition the full length of the house to remodel the kitchen and
bathroom, and to add on to the second story above the existing and proposed addition. The
current bathroom off the kitchen was custom built to fit a small corner sink and toilet and a
narrow shower stall in a small space. The new addition would add 64 square feet to the first
floor and increase the second floor by 128 square feet.

Due to the slope of the property and because the Eget's cabin is located further down the slope
than the Minicozzi's home (the next door neighbor) the proposed addition does not impact the
views from the neighbor home.

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
Page 9 of 14
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017
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Photo of the addition approved by Variance Case Number VA2-6-99

The applicant is requesting to build an addition in the area between the addition and the deck
and to extend the second story to be in-line with the additons. See existing and proposed
elevation on next page.

Variance Case Number: VAl6-006
Page 10 of 14



Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017

Exlsino South Eleraioi Exlstina Easi Elevatlon

Cabin Elevations (Existi nq)

+ii.F -. *- " Jii!+ fEF -

Prorosod s+th El€r/.ticil
Prcoosed Eaat Elrmtion

Cabin Elevations (Proposed)

Hardships

Exceptional narrowness and shape of the property

The applicant's property was originally a rectangular shape approximately 40 feet wide by 143
feet deep. The house that was built in 1936 was built over the property lines, so the boundary
line on the east end of the lot (abutting Wassou Road) was adjusted so the house was no longer
straddling the property line. This made the east end of the property 61 feet wide. While ihe
east end of the property is wider than the west end, the buildable area is still relatively narrow.
Even with the boundary line adjustment the house, the deck, and both accessory buildings
encroach into the setbacks.

Exceptional situation or condition of the properiy

Because the property is located on the end of the block, three sides of the property are
designated as front yards, with a setback of 20 feet and one side yard setback of 8 feet. The
buildable area is 12 feet wide on approximately half of the lot. The lot then widens from 12 feet

Variance Case Number VA16-006
Page 't 1 of 14



Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017

to 33 feet on the east half of the property where the cabin is located. The buildable area on the
east half of the property tapers trom 12 feet to 33 feet on the most eastem end.

No Special Privileges

The Tahoe Area Plan Modifier that limits plumbing fixtures in accessory structures to one toilet
and one sink is inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties within the identical
regulatory zones in the rest of the County.

Reviewino Aoencies

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

. Washoe County Community Services Department

o Planning and Development Division

o Engineering and CapitalProjects Division

o Parks and Open Spaces

. Washoe County Health District

o Vector-Bome Diseases Division

o Environmental Health Division

o North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District

. lncline Mllage General lmprovement District

. RegionalTransportation Commission

Of the eight above listed agenciesidepartments, only Planning and Development provided
comments and/or recommended conditions of approval in response to their evaluation of the
project application. The Conditions of Approval document is attached to this staff report as
Exhibit A and will be included with the Action Order if the Board of Adjustment approves the
application.

. recommends requiring a deed restriction
prohibiting conversion of the accessory structure to a dwelling unit; relocating the
sauna; and requiring holding the County harmless from damages that may occur
during snow removal and road widening, maintenance, or utility work.

Contact: Eva M. Krause, 775.328.3628, ekrause@tn ashoecountv.us

Staff Comment on Required Findinss

Washoe County Code Section 110.8M.25 requires that all of the following findings be made to
the satisfaction of the Board of Adjustment before granting approval of the abandonment
request. Staff has completed an analysis of the application and has determined that the
proposal is in compliance with the required findings as follows.

1. Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the
property, including exceptional narrowress, shallowness or shape of the specific
piece of properly; exceptional topographic conditions; extraordinary and exceptional
situation or condition of the property and/or location of sunoundings; the strict
application of the regulation results in exceptional and undue hardships upon the
owner of the property.

Staff Comment: The property is exceptionally nanow and steeply sloped. ln
addition, fhree sides of the property are encumbered with front yard sefbacks.

Variance Case Number VA16-006
Page 12 of 14



washoe County Board of Adjustment staff Report Date: Janua ry 12, 2017

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public good,
substantially impair affeoted natural resour@s or impair the intent and purpose of the
Development Code or applicable policies under which the variance is granted.

Staff Comment: A garage located within 5 feet of the north side property line and the
reduction of the side yard setback to 5 feet does not create a substantial detriment or
impact the public good.

3. No Sogcial Privileoes. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of
special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in thevicinity
and the identical regulatory zone in which the property is situated.

$taff Comment: The minimum lot width for a property in the Medium Density
Suburban regulatory zone is 80 feet. Due to the nanowness of fhe lots in the Crystit
Bay Park subdivision, many of the properiies have been granted a reduction of the
side yard sefbacks. Granting a five fat setback variance is ammon on narrow lots.

4. Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is not
otherwise expressly authorized by the regulation goveming the parcel of property.

Staff Comment: All the proposed sfruclures and uses are allowed within the Medium
Densrty Suburban regulatory zone.

5. Effect on a Militarv lnstallation. The variance will not have a detrimental effect on the
location, purpose and mission of the military installation.

Slaff 9omment: There are no military installations the required noticing area;
therefore the board is not required to make this finding.

Recommendation

One reviewing agency recommended conditions in support of approval of the project and the
other revie-wing agencies had no comment. Therefore, after a thorough analysis and review,
Variance Case Number VA1&006 is being recommended for approval with conditions. Staff
offers the following motion for the Board's consideration.

Motion

I move that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report
and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment
approve Variance Case Number VA16-006 for Jeffery D. Eget, with the conditions of approval
included as Exhibit A for this matter, having made all four findings in accordance with Washoe
County Code Section 110.804.25:

1. Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the
property, including exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of the specific
piece of property; exceptional topographic conditions; extraordinary and exceptional
situation or condition of the property and/or location of sunoundings; the strict
application of the regulation results in exceptional and undue hardships upon the
owner of the property;

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public good,
substantially impair affected natural resources or impair the intent and purpose of the
Development Code or applicable policies under which the variance is granted;

3. No Special Privileoes. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of
special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity
and the identical regulatory zone in which the property is situated;

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
Page 13 of 14



Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: January 12,2017

4. Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is not
otherwise expressly authorized by the regulation goveming the parcel of property.

Appeal Process

Board of Adjustment action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed
with the Secretary to the Board of Adjustment and mailed to the original applicant, unless the
action is appealed to the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners, in which case the
outcome of the appeal shall be determined by the Washoe County Board of County
Commissioners. Any appeal must be filed in writing with the Planning and Development
Division within 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed with the Secretary to the Board
of Adjustment and mailed to the original applicant.

Property Owner: Jeffery D. Eget
3651 Goodland Drive
Studio City, CA 91604

Representatives: Borelli Architecture
P.O. Box 6823
lncline Mllage, NV S94'50

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
Page 14 of 14
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Boaid of Ad ustment Action Order

Community Services Dept.
P.O. Box 11130
Reno, Nevada 89520-0027
Phone: (75)328-3600
Fax: (775) 328$133

Variance Case Number VAl6-006

Decision:

Decision Date:

Mailing/Filing Date:

Property Owner:

Assigned Planner:

Phone:
E-Mail:

Approval with Condftions

October 6, 2016

October 10, 2016

Jeffery D. Eget

Eva M. Krause, AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.3283628
ekrause@washoecounty. us

Variance Case Number VA16.006 (Eget Residence) - Hearing, discussion, and possible action to
approve a variance 1) to reduce the front yard setback along Wissou Road irom 2b feet to 7 feet to
allow for a storage room below the existing deck; 2) to reduce the north side yard setback from g feet to
5 feet to allow for a half bath addition orith" houie and deck rebuild on thl existing residence; 3) to
reduce the front yard setback along Teresa Court from 20 feet to 10 feet and the fiont yard r6tUl.i
along Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to 8 feet for a detached accessory structure to be used as a garage;
4) to permit a second story above the garage; and 5) to allow adOitional plumbing fixtureg- in i'h;
accessory structure.

Jeffery D. Eget
45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay
123-13&02
0.19 Acres (8,351 square feet)
Suburban Residential (SR)
Medium Density Suburban (MDS)
Tahoe
lncline Mllage/Crystal Bay
Authorized ln Article 804 (Variances)
1 - Commissioner Berkbigler
Section 19, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe Coung, NV

NOTE: request#2 above has been continued to the Board of AdJustmentstentatively scheduled
February 2,2017 meeting due to a clerical error.

Notice is hereby given that the Washoe County Board of Adjustment granted approval with conditions
for the above referenced case number based on the findings in adcordance witn Washoe County
Development Code Article 804. lf no appeals have been 

-filed 
within 10 calendar days afteiln6

Mailing/Filing Date shown on this Action Order, the approval by the Washoe County Board of

. ApplicanUowner:

. Location:

. Assessor's Parcel Number:

. ParcelSize:
o Master Plan Category:
. Regulatory Zone:
. Area Plan:
n Citizen Advisory Board:
. Development Code:
. Commission District:
. Section/Township/Range:



To:
Subjecl

Date:
Page:

Jeffery D. Eget
Variance Case Number VA16-006
Eget Residence
October 10, 2016
2

Adjustment is flnal. lf flled, an appeal stays any further action on the decision until flnal resolution of the
appeal. An appeal shall be filed ln accordance with the provisions found in Article 912 of the Washoe
County Development Code.

The action was based on the following findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Code
Section 110.804:25:

1. Soecial Circumstgnces. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the property,
including exceptional narowness, shallowness or shape of the speciflc piece of property;
exceptional topographic conditions; extraordinary and exceptional situation or conditlon of the
property and/or location of sunoundings; the strict application of the regulation results in
exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property;

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public good, substantially
impair affected natural resources or impair the intent and purpose of the Development Code or
applicable policies under which the variance is granted;

3. No Special PrMl.eggs. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of special
privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and the identical
regutatory zone in which the property is situated;

4. Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is not othenruise
expressly authorized by the regulation governing the parcel of property.

This Action Order is issued subject to the aftached conditions and Washoe County development
standards. Please contact the planner assigned to your project at the above-referenced phone number
within 7 days of receipt of this Order to review the steps necessary to satisfy the Conditions of
Approval. Any business license, certificate of occupancy, or flnal approval Ehall not be issued until all
of the Conditions of Approval are satisfied. Additionally, compliance shall be required with all federal,
state, and local statutes, ordinances, and regulations applicable to the approved project.

This Action Order doe,s not authorize sradinq ,qI buildins without issua4,gq of the necessarv
permits from the Washoe Co.qntv Bulldino and Safetv 9l}r!-slon.

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

William Whitney
Secretary to the of Adjustment

\l^lvtEl(df
Attachments: Conditlons of Approval

Jeffery D. Eget
3651 Goodland Drive
Studio City, CA 91604

Property Owner:



To:
Subject:

Date:
Page:

Representatives:

Action Order xc:

Jeffery D. Eget
Variance Case Number VA1 6-006
Eget Residence
October 10,2016
3

Borelli Architecture
P.O, Box 6823
lncline Mllage, NV 89400

Nathan Edwards, District Attorney's office; Keirsten Beck, Assessor,s
Office; Cori Burke, Assessor,s Offie; Leo Vesely, Engineering
Division; North Lake Tahoe Fire protection Dishict; 966 oriole wafr
lncline Mllage, NV 89481-9439; Inctine village/crystal Bay citizd;
Advisory Board; Incline Village Generar rmpiovement Disirict, g9B
Southwood Boulevard, lncline Mllage, NV gg451



Exhibit A

Conditions of Approval
Variance Case Number: VA16-006

The project approved under Variance Case Number VA16-006 shall be carried out in
accordance with the Conditions of Approval granted by the Board of Adjustment on October 6,
2016. The Board approved variance to: 1) reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road
from 20 feet to 7 feet to allow for a storage room below the existing deck; 2) reduce the front
yard setback along Teresa Court from 20 feet to 10 feet and the front yard setback along
Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to 8 feet for a detached accessory structure to be used as a
garage; 3) permit a second story above the garage; and 4) allow additional plumbing fixtures in
the accessory structure. Conditions of Approval are requirements placed on a permit or
development by each reviewing agency. These Conditions of Approval may require submiftal of
documents, applications, fees, inspections, amendments to plans, and more. These conditions
do not relieve the applicant of the oblioation to obtain anv other approvals and licenses from
relevant authorities required under anv other act or to abide bv all other oenerallv applicable
Codes. and neither these conditions nor the approval by the Countv of this oroiecUuse override
or neqate anv other applicable restrictions on uses or development on the propertv.

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

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

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

For the purpose of conditions imposed by Washoe County, "may" is permissive and 'shall" or
umust" is mandatory.

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

Prior to permit issuance (i.e., grading permits, building permits, etc.)

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

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

Some "Conditions of Approval" are referred to as 'Operational Conditions". These
conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the project or business.

a

a

a

a

PostOffice Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600-Fax: 775.328.6133

www. washoeco u nty. us/com dev



Washoe County Conditions of Approval

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

Washoe Countv Planninq and Development Division

1. The following conditions are requirements of the Planning and Development Division, which
shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.
Contact Name - Eva M. Krause, 775.328.3628, ekrause@washoecounty.us

a. The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved as part
of this variance. Modification to the site plan may require amendment to and
reprocessing of the variance.

b. The applicant shall submit complete construction plans and building permits shall be
issued within two years from the date of approval by Washoe County. The applicant
shall complete construction within the time specified by the building permits.

c. A copy of the Final Order stating conditional approval of this variance shall be attached
to all applications for administrative permits, including building permits, issued by
Washoe County.

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall execute a Hold Harmless
Agreement, for all structures within a front yard setback, with the District Attorney's
Office for the purposes of road maintenance and snow removal. The applicant shall
submit a copy of the recorded document with the building permit application.

e. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the detached accessory structure the applicant
shall execute a Deed Restriction And Covenant Against Use Of Detached Accessory
Structure As A Detached Accessory Dwelling Where Structure ls Connected To Water
Or Wastewater Facilities

f. fhe applicant shall install an automatic garage door opener prior the issuance of a
Certiflcate of Occupancy or building permit final sign-off.

g. lf more than 50% of the existing cabin is taken down for a remodel or rebuild than the
portion of the deck and the storage area that encroaches into the front yard setback shall
be removed.

h. The detached accessory structure shall not be located closer than 15 feet from the edge
of pavement of the abutting street, and the floor area of each level of the structure shall
not exceed 576 square feet.

i. The use of straw bales shall be prohibited during construction of the project. A filter-
fabric fence or other acceptable alternative shall be utilized for erosion control.

*** End of Conditions ***



Subject:

Applicant:

Agenda ltem Number:

Projec-t Summary:

Recommendation:

Prepared by:

Phone:
E-Mail:

Attachment D

Board of Adiustment Staff Report
Meeting Date: October 6, 2016

Variance Case Number VA16-006

Jeffery D. Eget

8E

Vary the setbacks on all four sides of a property for an additions to
the existing house and for a detached accessory structure used as
a garage; permlt a second story above the garage within a front
yard setback; to permit additional plumbing fixtures in the garage
structure; permit a bathroom addition on the house; and permit the
construction of a storage room underthe house deck

Approval with Conditions

Eva M. Krause - AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Division of Planning and Development
775.328.3628
ekra use@washoecou nty. us

Description

Variance Case Number VA1&006 (Eget Residence) - Hearing, discussion, and possible
action to approve a variance 1) to reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road from 20
feet to 7 feet to allow for a storage room below the existing deck; 2) to reduce the north side
yard setback from I feet to 5 feet to allow for a half bath addition on the house and deck rebuild
on the existing residence; 3) to reduce the ftont yard setback along Teresa Court from 20 feet to
10 feet and the ftont yard setback along Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to 8 feet for a detached
accessory structure to be used as a garage; 4) to permit a second story above the garage; and
5) to allow additional plumbing fixtures in the accessory structure.

. ApplicanUOwner:
o Location:
. Assessor's Parcel Number:
. ParcelSize:
o Master Plan Category:
. Regulatory Zone:
o Area Plan:
. Citizen Advisory Board:
. Development Code:
. Commission District:
. SectioniTownship/Range:

Jeffery D. Eget
45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay
123-136-02
0.19 Acres (8,351 square feet)
Suburban Residential (SR)
Medium Density Suburban (MDS)
Tahoe
lncline Village/Crystal Bay
Authorized in Article 804 (Variances)
1 - Commissioner Berkbigler
Section 19, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV

Post ffice Box 1 1 130, Reno, NV 895204027 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.6100 - Fax: 775.328.61 33

www.washoecounty. us/comdev
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Variance Definition

The purpose of a Variance is to provide a means of altering the requirements in specific
instances where the strict application of those requirements would deprive a property of
privileges enjoyed by other properties with the identical Regulatory Zone because of special
features or constraints unique to the property involved; and to provide for a procedure whereby
such alterations might be permitted by further restricting or conditioning the project so as to
mitigate or eliminate possible adverse impacts.

NRS 278.300 (1) (c) limits the power of the Board of Adjustment to grant variances only under
the following circumstances:

Where by reason of exceptional nanowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific
piece of property at the time of the enactment of the regulation, or by reason of
exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional
situation or condition of the piece of property, the strict application of any
regulation enacted under NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inclusive, would result in
peculiar and exceptional practical dfficulties to, or exceptional and undue
hardships upon, the owner of the property, the Board of Adjustment has the
power to authorize a variance from that strict application so as to relieve the
difficulties or hardship, if the relief may be granted without substantial detriment
to the public good, without substantial impairment of affected natural resources
and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of any ordinance or
resolution.

The statute is jurisdictional in that if the circumstances are not as described above, the Board
does not have the power to grant a variance from the strict application of a regulation. Along
that line, under WCC Section 110.804.25, the Board must make four findings which are
discussed below.

lf the Board of Adjustment grants an approval of the Variance, that approval may be subject to
Conditions of Approval. Conditions of Approval are requirements that need to be completed
during different stages of the proposed project. Those stages are typically:

Prior to permit issuance (i.e., a grading permit, a building permit, etc.).

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

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

Some Conditions of Approval are refened to as 'Operational Conditions." These
conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the business or project.

The conditions of Approval for Variance Case Number VA16-006 are attached to this staff report
and if the application is approved by the Board of Adjustment, will be included with the Action
Order.

a

!

Variance Case Numben VAl6-006
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: September 22,2016

Proiect Evaluation

The applicant owns a small parcel located in the Crystal Bay Park, Unit Number 2 an unofficial
subdivision. The subdivision was created in the 1930's as a summer cabin neighborhood. The
lots are small, the streets are narrow and many have grades in excess of bYo (the cunent
allowable maximum grade standard for residential streets). Over the years most oi the cabins
have been tom down and replaced with larger homes. The applicant owns one of the very few
remaining cabins in the area. The 720 square foot cabin was built in 1936. A bunkhouse was
added in 1939. ln 1999, a variance was granted to add a 60 square foot addition on the cabin in
the side yard setback for a bathroom addition and to build the garage in the front yard setback.
ln addition, the variance acknowledged the existence of the bunkhouse as an eslablished use
within the front yard setback.

Rather than tearing down the cabin and building a new home, the applicant would like to
maintain the cabin close to its original state, making only minimal changes to make the
bathroom more functional. The applicant is requesting a variance to add a small addition
(approximately 65 square feet) in the side yard setback to enlarge an undersized bathroom. ln
addition, he is requesting to enclose the area below the deck in the front yard setback for a
potting shed and storage area.

The existing deck encroaches into the front yard setback. Tahoe Area Plan Modifier Section
110.220.40 stipulates the deck is legal and conforming because it was built before 1990.
Enclosing the area below the deck does not increase the encroachment into the setback. Staff
recommends that, if approved, a condition be placed on the propefi that if more than 50% of
the structure is taken down for remodeling in the future, the encroachment into the setback will
be removed.
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Variance Case Number: VA16-006
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Cabin Etevations and Floor Plans

The applicant is also proposing to remove the bunk house and the one car garage along with
the dirt parking area and paved driveway, and replace them with a detached accessory
structure containing a 2-c,ar garage, a second story guest room with a bathroom, and a lower
level with a laundry and office containing a bathroom. This accessory structure is proposed to
be relocated to the west end of the lot, so it can be accessed from Teresa Court. This location
would make vehicle access easier and safer because the slope on Teresa Court averages 2%
in front of the applicant's and the two neighboring properties. The proposed garage will have
two enclosed parking spaces and two off-street parking spaces in front of the garage. lf the
accessory structure is located as proposed, having a second story above the garage would
allow the applicant to take advantage of the views of the lake. Because the proposed garage is
located in the front yard setback, staff recommends that the conditions normally applied to a
detached structure use as a garage apply to this structure as well. Those conditions are:

1. The floor area of the garage (as well as the area below and above) is limited to 576
square feet (each level);

2. The structure be at least '15 feet from the edge of the road; and,

3. A hold harmless agreement for street maintenance and snow removal be recorded.

vAl6-006
EGET RES'DEIVCE
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: Septem ber 22, 2016

The applicant is also requesting to vary the standard for plumbing in the detached accessory
structure. The Tahoe Area Plan Modifiers limit plumbing to one toilet and one sink. This was
based on the County standard that stated an accessory structure could only have two plumbing
fixtures. Because of the difficulty in enforcing this standard and a number of legitimate reasoni
the public had for wanting and/or needing more than two fixtures, staff was directed to review
and possibly revise the code on this matter. On September 28,2010, the Development Code
was amended removing this restriction, replacing it with the requirement; accessory structures
hooked-up to water and/or wastewater facilities record a deed restriction stating the structure
will not be used as a dwelling unit.

While the Accessory Structures section of the Development Code was being amended, staff
neglected to amend the language in the Tahoe Area Plan Modifier. Therefore, the restriction
limiting plumbing fixtures to one sink and one toilet still applies to properties in the Tahoe
Planning Area. The cabin does not have any laundry area so the applicant would like to install
one in the level below the garage, and in order to make the guest room more comfortable and
usable having a bathroom in the laundryloffice area and a bathroom in the guest room is
proposed. The applicant is requesting that the same standards for permitting plumbing fixtures
in an accessory structure that applies to all other residential properties in Washoe County be
applied to his property. lf this requested variance is granted, staff recommends that the same
deed restriction required for an accessory structure in other part of the County also apply to this
property.

,', #

-{

Variance Case Number: VA16-006
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Garase Elevations and FIoor Plans

Hardships

Exceptional naffowness and shape of the proper$.

The applicant's property was originally a rectangle approximately 40 feet wide by 143 feet deep.
The house that was built in 1936 was built over the property lines, so the boundary line on the

+clr-.---

. +EtF

Variance Case Numben VA1&006
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east end of the lot (abutting Wassou Road) was adjusted so the house was no longer straddling
the property line. This made the east end of the property 6'1 feet wide. While the east end oi
tlle property is wider than the west end, the buildable area is still relatively nanow. Even with
the boundary line adjustment the house, the deck, and both accessory buitOings encroach into
the setbacks.

Exceptional situation or condition of the property.

Because the property is located on the end of the block, three sides of the property are
designated as front yards, with a setback of 20 feet and one side yard setback of'8 fbet.- The
buildable area is l?feetwide on approximately half of the lot. The lot then widens from 12 feet
to 33 feet on the east half of the property where the cabin is located. The buildable area on the
east half of the property tapers from 12feet to 33 feet on the east end.

The applicant's driveway is located approximately 65 feet downhill from the intersection of
Teresa Court and Tuscarora Road. The existing driveway is not large enough to tum around in
so vehicles must back out into the street. The section of Tuscarora Road ibutting the subject
property slopes downhill west to east at approximately 160/o. A neighbor describei this to staff
as a'very hazardous end/multiple comer/multiple intersection". ln atdition, the neighborhood is
densely wooded with pine trees shading the street so the road becomes snow packLd and icy in
the winter. Tuscarora Road is so steep that the bear box had to be located on Teresa Streei so
the trash trucks would stop and collect waste. The combination of snow, ice, steep slopes and
shaded streets can make for hazardous conditions when backing out of the driveway. The
applicant is proposing to move the garage to the west end of the property so it can be aicessed
from Teresa court which is fairly level and a much safer access poini.

Vafiance Case Numben VA16-006
Page 10 of 15 vA16-006
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:-1.-- \{!.

No Special Privileges.

The Tahoe Area Plan Modifier that limits plumbing fixtures in accessory structures to one toilet
and one sink is inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties within the identical
regulatory zones in the rest of the County.

Public Comment

Staff received 3 letters of support and one letter in opposition from neighboring property owners
(See Exhibit B)

Mr. and Mrs. Nelson of 464 Teresa Court listed several reasons for their opposition. Staff
reviewed their concerns and addressed them below.

. The two-story garage is a second residence and will enjoy a premium view.

o The accessory structure does not have any cooking facilities so per Washoe County
codes it is not classified as a second residence.

o lf approved, staff recommends a condition that a deed restriction prohibiting it from
being used as a second residence be recorded on the property.

o There are no codes or other restrictions against wanting or having a prime view.

o Many of the homes in this area arc three to four stories in height so they can enjoy
great views of the lake.

Variance Case Number: VA16-006
Page11of15 vA16-006
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Washoe County Board of Adjustment Staff Report Date: September 22,2016

o The applicant's request does not block or interfere with other property ownefs views.

The property does not conform to Medium Density lots size and width standards;
the slope of the Iot is only 16% so is only moderately steep.

o The development suitability map for the Tahoe Area Plan indicated that the subject
property has slopes in excess of 15o/o. The site has a significant slope, but is still
buildable.

o The Development Code identifies slopes of 30% or greater as less suitable for
development.

o ln 1997, Variance V1-3-97 was approved for Mr. and Mrs. Nelson to tear-down and
rebuild a larger home on their property. The variance granted a reduction of the front
yard setback ftom 20 feet to 12 feet and the side yard setbacks from 8 feet to 4.5
feet and 2.5 feet. Their application stated that because the site was unusually
nalrow and small and 'substantially down-sloping lot (18 degrees)", 'the strict
application of the regulations deprives their properly of privileges enjoyed by other
properties within identical regulatory zone." Staff notes that the same conditions the
Nelsons cited as reasons for granting their variance are nearly identical to the
situation of the subject property.

o Neither the zoning (MDS) nor the lot size and width standards have changed since
the Nelsons'variance was granted.

That after a lot is developed the front yard chosen as the front yard shall remain
the front yard for allfuture development.

o The designated front yard is not changing.

o The 20 foot front yard setback requirement is applied to all sides of a property
abutting the street regardless if it is a rear or side yard.

o Garages, driveways and accessory structures are allowed in the rear and side yards.

That 460 Teresa Gourt is used as a vacation rental.

o The neighbot's use of his property is not an indication of the applicant's intent.

That the property is not historic.

o While the property is not nominated or listed on the National Historic Registrar, the
structure is over 50 years old, it is one of a few homes built in c. 1930-1940, and is
indicative of the summer cabins that once were the norm for this area.

o The exterior of the home has not been drastically modified, therefore under the
standards of The Secretary of the lnterior of the United States, the property is
considered potentia I ly h isto rica I ly s ig n if icant.

o The property owner likes the existing structure and would like to preserve it in a
manner that does not diminish its historic appearance.

The fence is located in the line of sight triangle

o Staff reviewed plans and determined that the fence in the front yard does not exceed
S5-inches in height and is not located within the visibility triangle as defined by
Washoe County Code Section 110.412.30.

The sauna is located in the front yard.

a

a

a

a

a

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
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o The existing home fronts on Wassou Road, therefore, this is the front yard. The
sauna appearc to be located in the front yard setback. Staff recommends a condttion
that the sauna be moved to a location outside the front yard setback.

lncline Villaoe/Crvstal Bav Citizen Advisorv Board

The proposed project will be presented by the applicant or the applicant's representative at the
regularly scheduled Citizen Advisory Board meeting on September 26,2016. Staff will provide
a brief summary during the public hearing.

Reviewing Agencies

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

n Washoe County Community Services Department

o Planning and Development

o Engineering and Capital Projects

o Parks and Open Spaces
. Washoe County Health District

o Vector-Borne Diseases Division

o EnvironmentalHealth Division

r North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District
. lncline Mllage General lmprovement District
. RegionalTransportation Commission

Of the eight above listed agencies/departments, only Planning and Development provided
comments and/or recommended conditions of approval in response to their evaluation of the
project application. The Conditions of Approval document is attached to this staff report and will
be included with the Action Order if the Board of Adjustment approves the application.

Washoe Countv Planninq and Development recommends requiring a deed restriction
prohibiting conversion of the accessory structure to a dwelling unit; relocating the
sauna; and requiring holding the County harmless from damages that may occur
during snow removal and road widening, maintenance or utility work.

Contact: Eva M. Krause, 77 5.328.3628, ekrause@washoecountv. us

a

Staff Comment on Required Findinss

Section 110.804.25 of Article 804, Variances, within the Washoe County Development Code,
requires that all of the following findings be made to the satisfaction of the Washoe County
Board of Adjustment before granting approval of the abandonment request. Staff has
completed an analysis of the application and has determined that the proposal is in compliance
with the required findings as follows.

1. Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the
property, including exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of the specific
piece of property; exceptional topographic conditions; extraordinary and exceptional
situation or condition of the property and/or location of sunoundings; the strict
application of the regulation results in exceptional and undue hardships upon the
owner of the property.

Variance Case Number VA16-006
Page 13 of 15
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Staff Comment: the property is exceptionally nanow and steeply stoped. ln addition,
three sides of the woperu are encumbered with front yard sefbacks.

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public good,
substantially impair affected natural resour@s or impair the intent and purpose ottne
Development Code or applicable policies under which the variance is granted.
Staff Comment: the relocation of the driveway and garage to the west end of the
propefty will provide safer access fo fhe property and wilt not interfere with anyone's
views.

3. No Special Privileoes. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of
special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity
and the identical regulatory zone in which the property is situated.
Staff Comment:= Varying setback standards for construction of garages to be buift
within 15 feet of the edge of the road is common in the sunoundiig area. Several of
the sunounding residences have twostory garages, similar io what is being
requested under this vaiance. The second story above the garage does not exceed
the height standards and will not impact the sunounding property ownels views or
their use of their propefty.

4. Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is not
othenruise expressly authorized by the regulation goveming the parcel of property.
Staff Comment: Nlthe proposed sfrucfures and uses are allowed within the Medium
Density S u burban zoning designation.

5. Effect on a Militarv lnstallation. The variance will not have a detrimental effect on the
location, purpose and mission of the military installation.
Staff Comryent: There are no military instaltations within the required noticing
area; therefore the board is not required to make this finding.

Recommendation

Those agencies which reviewed the application recommended conditions in support of approval
of the project. Therefore, after a thorough analysis and review, Variance Case'Number VRt O-
006 is being recommended for approval with conditions. Staff offers the following motion for the
Board's consideration.
Motion

I mgve that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report
and information receive{ during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment
approve Variance Case Number VA16-006 for Jeffery D. Eget, with the conditions of ipproval
included as Exhibit A for this matter, having made all four findings in accordance with Wishoe
County Code Section 110.804.25:

Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the
property, including exceptional narromess, shallowness or shape of the specific
piece of property; exceptional topographic conditions; extraordinary and exceptional
situation or condition of the property and/or location of sunoundings; the strict
application of the regulation results in exceptional and undue hardships upon the
owner of the property;

No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public
good, substantially impair affected natural resources or impair the intent and

1

2

Variance Case Numben VA16-006
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purpose of the Development Code or applicable policies under which the
variance is granted;

3. No Special Privileqes. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of
special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the
vicinity and the identical regulatory zone in which the property is situated;

4. Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is not
othenryise expressly authorized by the regulation goveming the parcel of
property.

Appeal Process

Board of Adjustment action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed
with the Secretary to the Board of Adjustment and mailed to the original applicant, unless the
action is appealed to the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners, in which ese the
outcome of the appeal shall be determined by the Washoe County Board of County
Commissioners. Any appeal must be filed in writing with the Planning and Development
Division within 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed with the Secretary to the Board
of Adjustment and mailed to the original applicant.

xc: Property Owner: Jeffery D. Eget
3651 Goodland Drive
Studio City, CA 91604

Representatives: Borelli Architecture
P.O. Box 6823
lncline Mllage, NV 89450

Variance Case Numben VA'!6-006
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Conditions of Approval
Variance Case Number: VA16-006

The project approved under Variance Case Number VA16-006 shall be canied out in
accordance with the Conditions of Approval granted by the Board of Adjustment on October 6,
2016. Conditions of Approval are requirements placed on a permit or development by each
reviewing agency. These Conditions of Approval may require submittal of documents,
applications, fees, inspections, amendments to plans, and more. These conditions do not
religve the applicant of the obliqation to obtain anv other aoprovals and licenses from relevani
authorities reouired under anv other act or to abide bv all other oenerallv aoolicable Codes. and
neither these conditions nor the aooroval bv the Countv of this proiecVuse ovenide br netate
anv other apolicable restrictions on uses or development on the prooertv.

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

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

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

For the purpose of conditions imposed by Washoe County, 'may'' is permissive and 'shall' or
"musf is mandatory.

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

r Prior to permit issuance (i.e., grading permits, building permits, etc.).

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

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

. Some "Conditions of Approval" are refened to as "Operational Conditions". These
conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the project or business.

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

Post ffice Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 - 100't E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 - Fax: 7T 5.328.61 33

www.washoecounty. us/comdev
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Washoe County Conditions of Approval

Washoe Gountv Plannins and Development Division

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

Contact Name - Eva M. Krause, 775.328.3628, ekrause@vashoecounty.us

a. The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved as part
of this variance. Modification to the site plan may require amendment to and
reprocessing of the variance.

b. The applicant shall submit complete construction plans and building permits shall be
issued within two years from the date of approval by Washoe County. The applicant
shall complete construc-tion within the time specified by the building permits.

c. A copy of the Final Order stating conditional approval of this variance shall be attached
to all applications for administrative permits, including building permits, issued by
Washoe County.

d. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall execute a Hold Harmless
Agreement, for all structures within a front yard setback, with the District Attomey's
Office for the purposes of road maintenance and snow removal. The applicant shall
submit a copy of the recorded document with the building permit application.

e. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the detached accessory structure the applicant
shall execute a Deed Restriction And Covenant Against Use Of Detached Accessory
Structure As A Detached Accessory Dwelling Where Structure ls Connected To Water
Or Wastewater Facilities

f. The applicant shall install an automatic garage door opener prior the issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy or building permit final sign-off.

g. lf more than 50% of the existing cabin is taken down for a remodel or rebuild than the
portion of the deck and the storage area that encroaches into the front yard setback shall
be removed.

h. The detached accessory structure shall not be located closer than 15 feet from the edge
of pavement of the abutting street, and the floor area of each level of the structure shall
not exceed 576 square feet.

i. The use of straw bales shall be prohibited during construction of the project. A filter-
fabric fence or other acceptable altemative shall be utilized for erosion control.

*** End of Conditions ***

vAl6-006
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September 26,2016

To S[hcqnIt &{ay Coneern:

Respeetfully,

L*pt tg**k* a point of eoanplimrenrring Marina and Jeff Eget oa their
p-efemsible Space and Landseapins projeot. R,athertJraniust ctrteing back tlre
N{anz+rdta acrd tuimming tree limbs, t}rey have added a nrstic sptit Ln fence
and planted native flowers and other vegetation to oreale a beautiful and
pleasing look that hlends with the natural habitm-

|s fo1 re-locating their garage, the sreet the garage is on now, E. Tuscarorq
is a shor! s*p, narrow stu'eet wtth blind cornets atthe bofionn. There is a trot
of,traffic on this stneet and in ttrc winter it becomes very icy amd cars are
1o*'rstanllr sliding down this street out of,confrot" placing ti* gurug* oo
Teresa Ct is a safe and logicatr sotrutiora. T'eresa Cr is 

^ 
nrt, level Jtreet wirh

anrnost no traffie" Atso, this Imation would not eomtr romise anyone,s view in
atuy wey"

q^ tr4ryP
Ste6e lvXayo
Neighbon and Crystan Bay Resideurt

vAl6-006
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September 26,2CI16

To Whom.ItMay Concem:

ofl 1/l M2016 Brim.Nelson frled a complaint againstme, stene Mayo, with &s washge
cowrry Aairnel coutrol for Dog at lxrge" He failed to rypar d ftjh@ing acd tlle
complaint was di.cm iss€d.

On3/19/2A16 he fild a similar complaint a$d, again, failed to apFE atthe heam.ilrg.
.{gain the comp{aint was dismnissed.

On' 6/9t201'6 he once again filed a similar eornptraint" Thrs time he did appear at the
hearing bm after haring the evidenee the hearing officq dismi*sed the eomplaint,

tr have received no other coraplaints &orm tlre Animal Contuol Officc in my 42 yeam m a
r*i&rLt of Crystatr Bay"

Respectflrliy,

O?/u rw,//
SGve }vfayo
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From:
To:
SubJect:
DaE:

Rod Nussbaum

Krause, Eva

Fwd: Variance VA 16{06
Sunday, Septemkr 25,20L6 11:16:47 AM

DearMs. Krause:
I am forwarding to you as I just saw your name on the OfEcial Notice of Public Hearing dated
9123.

Please note this as part of the deliberations process.
Thank you.
Rggards,
Rod Nussbaum

Forwarded message
From: Rod Nussbaum <rodnussbaum@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Sep 23, 2016 at l:38 PM
Subject Variance VA 16-006
To : Tlloydr@washoecounty. us

DearMr. Lloyd,
My name is Rod Nussbaum and I reside at 480 Wassou Rd, Crystal Bay, Nv. 89402 with my
wife Nancy. Both of us are very supportive of the plans associated with the above captioned
variance for the constuction project at45 E Tuscarora at the Egert residence. We have
spoken to the architect as well as the applicants and believe they are planning a very nice
prqect which is consistent with the the esthetics and flow of the neighborhood. Please be
advised of our support and we would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
Best regards,
Rod Nussbaum
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From: Joshua Hackett

Krause, Eva r

Varlance Case # VA 1ff)06 (Eget Residence)

Sunday, September 25, 2016 9:50:47 PM

To:

Date:
SubJect:

Regarding variance case VA16-006 at 45 E Tuscarora (Eget Residence):

It is our opinion that the planned development will improve the property for the curent
residence specifically and the surounding neighborhood in general, and we have no
contention whatsoever.

Joshua and Tiffany Hackett
42 E Tuscarora Road

vA16-006
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TO:

829t16

Washoe County Cornmunity SeMces Department
Planning and Devebpment
P. O. Box 11130
Reno, t{V &520-m27

FROM: Brian and Terry Nelson
P. O. Box 1374
462[ Teresa Court
Cn/stalBay, NV 89402
Parcel# 123-136-&l

FIE: Case # VA1&006 (Eget Hesidence) in Commission District #1
Parcel # 123-13642
45 E. Tuscarora Rd., Crystal Bay, NV Bg4Oz

Washoe County Planning and Development:

ln our review of the Washoe County Development Code as property ovwl€rs direcfly efiected by
the proposed building permit application, we present the following observations and objections
for review by the Department of Community Elevelopment:

Slmply by viewing the depicted drawing of the proposed three story second dwelling residence
(they are also requesting a basement), being referred to as a "detached accmory structure, or
"garagts," one can guickly ascertain trat what is actually being proposed here is the onstruction
of a secpnd residene on this parcel. This second residence doesnt qualify as an acaessory
dwelling unit (as the owners representative accurately pints out) because it is proposing .more
than one sink and one toilet." As stated in the proposed application, 'Artic{e 220 (Tatroe Area)
still limits albwable plumbing lixluros to 1 bilet and 1 sink." This ls just one of multiple
variancps being requested, including the request to completely divegard setbacks on a[ sides
9f this property. Their seerns to be a perceived entiUenrent to all of theoa ctranges stemming
from a tiny bathroom addifon permit obtained by the prevbus owner many years ago lpermh *
99-6297 finalized 8Al rO0).

The proposed application asks that every single existing etback restriction b eliminated and
virtually ignored, as this "second residence" is construsted on the "premium vied' side of this
tiny and irregularly shaped lot. The required setbacks have been clearty defined in the code so
that there can be no onfusion: "Washoe County Development Code, Section 110.40625
Unobstructed Yards" states "any yard required by the Development Code shall be open and
unobsffucted from the ground to the sky..." "section 110.406.30 Front YarG, itern (c)" further
states that "all yards abutting streets shall be onsidered as tront yards." Thus, the minimum
setback requirements ol this parcel ata 2f'on a total ol three sides of this property.

This properly is within rnaster plan Category Suburban Residential/Regulatory Zone MDS. This
is intended for low to medium density uses. \ffhen refening to the MDS OenCity/lntensity
Standards Table 110.406.05.1 that the devebpment of this property is subiect to, it clearly lays
out the following facts: 1) dwelting unit per acre stated as drlac are 3h, 2) minimum lot size is
12,000 squere feet, and 3) minimum lot width is 8O'. The MDrS Regulatory Zone is intended to
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EXHIBIT B



create and preerve areffi where mulflple dwelling untB are only allowed at a rate of Slaqa.
This exEemely small lot is only.19 acres. Minimum square lootage of a lot must be t2K sq'and
this lot is only 8,351 sq'. Minimum lot width is also required b be 80'and the Teresa Court side
of this property where the proposed second residence would be located is only 40'wide (wtth
only 12'of buildable space onco the required setbacks are met). 'Section 110.406.45 Lot Width,
item (a)" states "modification of this standard must facilitate superior building sites. This
modilication may not be granted for subsequent development of the same parcel."

Vttre would alm like to poirf outUte relevance of Washoe County Development Code Section
110.i1O6.30 when considedng this application. Please see the issuance and completion ot
building prmit#99-6298 finalized 881/@, whictr resultd in tre constnctbn of an enclosed
garage with sfiorage above it and a driveuray adequate to provide off-street parking. This
Section states: "Afier Development of the lot has occuned, the yard chosen as the front yard
shall remain the front yard lor alllurther development on the lol"

ln further rosponso !o the proposed application, ure yuould like to point out that the adioining
resldence is not property and accurately depicted on the drawings submitted. The fooprint of
this dwelling does not prrent the true circumstanre that exisb on this lot. This reeidence pops
out 2'in all directions from the fooprint in such a fashion that when you also take into account
the roof/eves, it is abutting the property line on mulUple sides. This "0lot line'situation has
resulted in an already overly congested area; from aesthetic, nuisance, and safety perspectives.

Due to the consistant and regular use of the adjoining parcel at 460 Teresa Court as a vacation
rental, Teresa Court is already a congested street with safety concems. The short driveway at
this busy rentd property (mucft liko lhe one proposed be added to the subject prcperty only a
few feet away) has resulted in 3 cars lined up and extending urcll into the road on a regular
basis. Renters of this property (that usually exceed I to 12 at a time), often proceed to line
Teresa Court with cars that won't fit in ils tiny driveway. This situation has been so extreme at
times as to cause renters b be citod for completely btocking the roadway. ln light of Teresa
Oourt being a cul{e-sc with no other way out, the risk to our safety becomes even more
serious in the event of an emergency.

lf this seoond home at fie Teresa Court end" of the subiect prop€rty is albwed to be erected, it
willexacerlcate this mngestion, notonly increasing the nuisane issue immediately adjacentto
it but most importantly making tt a much more dangerous comer for those of us ffying to get in
and out of Teresa Gourt than it already is. The propoed plans for the subiect proper$ depict a
driveway very similar in dimensions to the one described above on the adjacent property, This
would result in not only 3 cars lined up side by side extending out into the sffeet, but will now
add a few more to the lineup even closer to this dangerous @mer where so many problems
oxist already. The Variance Application submitted cites 'limited overage" as being a legitimate
reason to create a very dangerous situation by overdeveloping this property. The thin
treadterous roads in Crystal Bay are hard enough to maneuver around in hazardous winter
conditbns without adding all of thee obstacles.

The owner's representative describes the subject parcel as "quite steep" and claims that this is
a severe hardship" Section 110.106.15 &fines "slopos' as having being "moderate" in the 15 -
3(P6 range. This lot presents as 167o, whicfr barety qualifies as moderate, let alone "steep;'
which is defined as greater than 30p/o slope, per county code. The 16/o slope on this lot should
lrankly be fie least of the oncems nfien entemplating the safe devebpment ol this parcel.
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They are also arguing that there is "historic value" that was taken into account in their decision
mt to modify/expand the existing 1936 small cabin that cunendy exists on the lot. This building
is not listed on any national or state regisffs of historic places. l/Uashoe County Code Chapter
110, Article 2z0,Tahoo Area" is designed to "preserve buildings and sites which have been
listed on a state or nalional rogistry of historic places and to provide br appropriate uses otfer
than those permitted in the underlying regulatory zone as an ald to the owners's efiorb to
presrve the historlc or landmak value of the property..." Thus, to argue that simply the age of
this strusture mmelrow provides for it to get preferential treatment is ludicrous. There are no
historic or landmark values amiated with this property thd extend hyond the apparent
nostalgic opinbn of only this applicant.

The applient has stffi i,n trE submitted documentaton that no CC & R's exist that ars
material to the matter d hand. For the record, we would like b submit ttle fact that the "seation
of a nuisance" is in violation of the CC & R's. This proposed permit, if granted, would at a
minimum create a nuisance; in direct violation ol our ommunities CC & R's of public record.

Specific parcels are appropriately designated to have limitrations and restictions tailored to the
situation that each individual unique parcel presents. The owner of this parel is attempting to
make this bt something that it is not without regard lor rules, regulafions, and pubtic safety. We
applaud and support the ounty in the welt thought out resffictions that currenUy exist to control
actiW on this parcel; both they and the original builder got it right when the existing residence
was erec'ted which pretly much maxed out this lofs potential for development while adequately
protec{ing the public.

The fact of the matter is that the owner of this property', who knowingly purchased a "virfually
unbuildable" small unusudly shaped lot (vuhich was priced amrdingly), is now atempfingto
claim fiat this lact is mmehow a hardship to him. lnstead of cfroo$ng to either modify the
existing residence while remaining within @untymde requirernents orto sellthe property and
purchase mmethirq that better meets his needs, he has chosen to instead challenge every
aspct of what the Wastpe County Development code was designed to protect against tt
appears from a perusal of the public reoords that the exisf,ing residence ould easily be modifred
in amrdance with county codes and regulations to meet their reeds without sacrtficing public
safety. He is currently rnaking a conscbus choice not to pursue tris sate and legal avenue.

We are asking that the County require adherence to allbuilding staMards that must remain in
place to protect the health, safsty, and uretfare ol not only tho residents, but also of the public
ufio uses the adjoining roadways. We would like to thank the County for their detailed and well
thought out master plan and enforceable codes, that were designed to prevent severe
inappropriate building that sacrifices not only the aesthetic appealof our community but also
more importantly public safety. ln light of the fact that the proposed permit application is not
oonsistent or compatible with the Washoe County Development Code on numerous levels, we
respectlully requestfiat the county please deny this proposed application, as required.

Before the county doses out the lile on this parcel, we rrsould also like to reqL€st that the
reenty ereded fene be removed due to it being out of complianoe with the "Obstructions to
Msion" clause that states: There shall be no fences or other obstruction to vision more han
eighten inches higher than qrrb level within the visibility triangle defined in Section 110.412.9A,
Public Safety."
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Please alo reguire the removalfnovement of fie Sauna recently placed on the properg that
represents yet another violation of County Codes. We are being advisd that this Detadrcd
Amesory Sfucture is not allowed to be placed within any sebacks. Per code, lhis is not
allowed within any of the three existing front setbacks, and is only allowed in the remaining
setback on tte norh side if it is at leasfi 5'from the property line.

We intend to vehemenfly obist to this proposed permit to the fullost extent that the law allows.
The granting of this permfi would efiectively prevent us lrom experiencing the safe enjoyment
and paceful use of our property, b which we are entited under the laws of our community and
our state, as it would simulhneously prevent all frtose who drive on E. Tuscarora and Teres
Court from having a safe line of site fraveling up and down these roads. These thin roads are
alrea$ hard to salely manewerwithout obstruc{ing the limited visibility that cunently exists.

We believe in our ommunity and it's rules, r4ulations, ordinances, and lqws that have been
put in placa to protect us allfrom situations exactly such as this. V'lb intend to fully cooperate
with &e county with regards to their investigation of tfris request and look forward to working
with them to establish the fiue hardship and harm thatthis request, if granted, would place not
only on us, but also upn the entire community and the public who uses our roadways.
Thank you in advane lor your prompttime an attention to this very imprtant matter; that
affecb the quality of lile tor all of us. Now that the County has s appropriately brought this to
our attention, pleam know that it is of the utmost priority to us; and we will be happy to answer
any questions and/or proude any additonaldocumentation to the Courty that they deem
necessary in the proess of rendering their decision.

Sinerely,

Brian and Terry Nelson
464 Teresa Court
CrystalBay, NV 8o4olz
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Public Notice

Pursuant to Washoe County Development Code Section 110.804.20 public notification
consists of notification by mail of at least 30 separate property owners within a minimum
500-foot radius of the subject property. This proposal was noticed within a 500_foot
radius of the subject property, noticing 47 separate property owners.

Mail Nctice Map
VA16-006 Eget Residence
45 E. Tuscarora Road

and D€t/slopment

wAsr,toE @uHrv
iE\Asr0 250 !00

Fqet
k-rr.t--1tr.:nrojrli :e
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Washoe GounS Developrment ApplBeatfiore
Your entire application is a public record. lf you have a concem about releasing
personal information, please contact Planning and Development staff at 775.328.3600.

Project lnfonmatlon $taffAssigned 0ase No.:

Project Name:

EGET RESIDENCE ADDITION AND DETACHED GARAGE ADDITION PROJECT

Project BATH AND sToRAGEADDmoN To ExrsnNG RESTDENCE, DECK REBUILD,2-cAR
Descrlpton: DETACHED GARAGE ADDtloN wtrH BEDRooM, BATH AND LtvtNG AREAABovE

AND EXERCISE ROOM, BATH AND ISUNDRY BELOW.

ProjectAddress: 45 E. TUSCARORA ROAD, CRYSTAL BAY, NV

Project Area (acres or sguaro feet): 8,351 SF (0.19 ACRES)

Project Location (with point of reference to major cross steets ANB area locator):

IERESA CT. TO THE WEST, E. TUSCARORA ROAD TO THE SOUTH, WASSO{J RD. TO EAST

Asseeso/s Parcel No.(s): ParcelActeage Assessor's Parcel No{s): Parcel Acreage:

123-136-42 0.19

Section(slTownship/Range: TOWNSHIP 16 i RANGE 18

lndicate aray previous Washoe County approvals associated with this applicafrom:

Case No.(s). V2-6-99

Appl icaaffi ! cffiomnatio r't (atach additiona I sheets if necessary)

Propenty funer: Frofesiona! Comsu [tant:

Name: JEFFERYD, EGET Name: BORELLI ARCHITECTURE

Address: 3651 GOODLAND DRIVE Address: P.O. BOX 6823

STUDIO CITY, CA Zip: 916M INCLINE VILLAGE, NV Zp: 89450

Phone: 213-703-1000 Fax Phone: 77H31-3060 Fax:77$833-3919
Email: jeff@omnisteel.com Email: jim@borelliarehitecture.com

Qell: 2'13-70$1000 Other: Cell: 77*544-3228 Other:

Contact Person: JEFF EGET Contact Person: JAMES P. BORELLI. AIA

ApplicanUDeveloper: Other Fersoms to be Gomtacted;

Name: (SAMEAS OWNER) Name:

Address: Address:

zip: Zip:

Phone: Fax: Phone: Fax:

Email: Email;

Cell Other Cell: Other:

Contact Person Contact Person:

Fon Offrlce L0se Om[y

Date RecEived: lnitial: Planning Area:
County Commission Distict: Master Plan Designation(s):

CAB(s): Regulatory Zoning(s):

Febraary &CIff$
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The receipt of this application at the time of submittal does nd guarantee tho application complies wfth allrquirements of the W"thT 9gunty Developmef Code, t6e Washoe c.irintv m"siei"Fun * n"
applicable area plan, the applicabh regulatory zoning, or thai the application is Oedmed comptete and will
be processed.

App[0cant Itame: JEFFERY D. EGET

Fnope@ Swmer Asfldavit

(please name)

Frinted Name JEFFERYD. EGET

Addro"s

STUDIO ,cA 9f604

me this
Lilb.,

STATE OF NEVADA

COUNTY OF WASHOE

being duly surom, depge and say that I am the ownef of the property or propertiee involvd in this
application as listEd belory a1d that the foregoing statements ariO-Ins*urs herein eontained and theinfonnation herosith sulr.r.ritt$ are in all respeds 6mpbte, true and *nect to the best of my"fnoMeage
and belief. I understand that no assurcmce or guarantb can be given by mennnurs oipi"nning ano
Development.

(A separate Affidavtt must be provlded by eactr proporty owrier narred im the tltle report)

Assessor Parcel Numbe(s): 12v1

Subscribed
4, oay

and swom to before
of __fluaror: (hdotary Starnp)

Fublic in for said county and stete

My commission expiree: lQ .ifLE

"Owner refers to the following: (please mark appropriato box.)
B Owner
E Corporate OfficerlPartner (Provide copy of recorded document indicating atrthority to sign.)E Power of Attomey (Provide copy of pourer of Attorney.)
E Ownor Agent (Provide notarized letter from property owner giving legal authority to agent")E Property Agent (Provide copy of record document indicating authority to sign.)tr Letterfrom GsvemmentAgeneywith $tewardship

J
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Variance Application
Supplemental lnformation

(All required information may be separately attached)

Chapter 110 of fie Washoe County Gode is commonly known as tre Development Code. Specific
references to variances may.be found in Article 804, Variances.

1. t/Vhat provisions of the Development Code (e.9. frontyard setback, height, etc.) must be waived or
varied to permit your reguest?

I REDUCE SIDE SETBACK FROTJI 8'TO 5'EOR BATH ADDITION ANo DECK REBUILD AT EXISTING RESIDENCE.

2. REDUCE FRONT SETBACK AT WASSOU ROAD FROI,,I 20'TO 14'-5" ;OR STORAGE ADDITION BELOW EXISTING
DECK

3 REDUCE SIDE SETBACK FROM 8'TO 5'FOR DETACHED GARAGE ADDIT|ON

3. REDUCE FRONT SETBACK AT TERESA COURT trROM 20'TO 10' =OR DETACHED GARAGE ADDITION

j REDUCE FRoNI SETBACK ON E. TUSCARORA ROAD FROM 20'lO I -0" FOR OEIAC'|EO GARAGE AtlDlTlON

5 ALLOW FOR A DETACHEO ACCESSORY STRUCTURE MORE T-IAN 1-STORY {2 STORIES + BASEMENT tS
REQUESTEDI

ALLOW trOR A OETACFIED ACCESSORY SIRUCTURE WITH MORE THAN 1 S|NK AND 1 TOTLET

You must answer the following questions in detail. Failure to provide comptete and accurate
information will result in denial of the application.

What are the topographic conditions, extraordinary or exceptional circumstances, shape of the
property or location of sunoundings that are unique to your property and, therefore, prevent you ftom
complying with the Development Code requirements?

Juty 1, 2008
Page 1
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I IHE SUBJECT PARCEL 'S OU,TE 8i.,1ALL ONLY 8351 SOIJARE FEEI 1o 19 49p551

2 rHE SUBJECT PARCEI. .S UNUSUAI rN SHAPE AND iS VERY LONG AND NARROIY' ESFFC'{LV AT rHE UPPER pORnON
FRONTING ON TERESA COURT WHICH IS ONLY 40' WIDE

,i THE SUBJECT FARCEL IS QUITE STEEP OVER '6ii; AVERAGE SLOPE FROII WEST TO EAST

I THE SUBJECT }ARCEI IS BOUNOED BY WASSOI,.RCAO oN IHE EAST S DE, E IUscARoRA RoAD oN THE soUTH SIDE ANT)
THRESA COURI ON THE WEST SIDE ALL IHREE SIDES ARE CONS,DERED THE 'FRONT AND ARE SUBJEGT TO IHE STANDARD
I.,IED1U[,I DENSITV SUBURBAN FRONT SETBACK OF 20 AT THE UPPER PORT'ON OF THE PARCEL OI{ IERESA COURT OT{LV 15'
OF BUiI"OABLE WIOTH REN1AINS AF TER APPLVING IHE 2(I FRONT SEI ABCK ON E TUSCAFoRA RoAD AND THE 5, sIoE SETBACX
ON THE NORTH SIDE OF THF PROPERIV

5 ALTHOUGH ARTTCLE 30rl OF THE WASHoE COUNTV OEVEI.OPiIENt CODL ,I/AS AIITENDED SEVERAT YEARS AGO. EL,I\4INATING
LII\1tTS ON IHE NUIIBER OF PLUI!,IBING FiXIURES N DETACHED ACCESSORY STRCUTURES. ARIICLE Z2O (TAHOE AREA) SNLL
llMrlS ALLOIYABLE FLUiIETNG FIXTURES TO 1 TOILETAND 1 SINK

6. THE REOUESTED REDUCTIOI{ OF IHE SIDF SETBACK FROM 8' IO 5' FOR THE BATH AI]O.T,CN AND DECK REBTIILD AT EXISIING
RES DENCE HAS BEEN PREVIOUSLY GRANTEO IN A VARIANCE IN THiS AREA AND THE PROF\)SED IIT'IPITOVEI'ENIS ENCROACH
NOT FURTHER IIITO 8'SFTBACK THA.N WHAT'I/AS PREV|OUSLV APOROVED

7 IHE REQUESTED REDUCTION OF r'RONT SETBACK FROiI 20 TO 14'.5' FOR THE STORAGE AREA TJNDER fHE EX|STING DECK lS
LOCATEII ENTIRELY UNOER I HE Ex'S I rN(i DECK AND ENCROACHES IESS rNTO IHE SFTBACK THAN DOES THE EXISTING DECK

'TSELF

3 TRPA ALLOwABLE LAND COVERAGE FOR IHE SUBJECI PARCEL rS EXIREMELV L [tlIED LOCAr I,lG THE GAIIAGE CLOSER iO
THE S rRFET l\,1,N:t"lrZES THE AlvlOtiNI OF COVERAGE REOUIRED FOR rHE DRTVETVAy



3. What steps will be taken to prevent substantial negative impacts (e.g. blocking vievrrs, reducing
privacy, decreasing pedestian or traffic safety, etc.) to other properties or uses in tre area?

NO VIEWS WILL BE BLOCKED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT. VIEWS FROM NEIGHBORING
PROPERTY TO THE NORTH WILL ACTUALLY BE IMPROVED SINCE 2 EXISTING BUILDINGS
LOCATED DIRECTLY ADJACENT TO IT W]LL BE DEMOLISHED AND REPLACED WITH THE
DETACHED GARAGE ADDITION AT THE UPPER PORTION OF THE SITE WHICH WILL BE
ADJACENT TO THE DRIVEWAY RATHER THAN THE RESIDENCE ITSELF. SOME VIEWS OF
THE LAKE MAY ACTUALLY BE OPENED UP FROM RESIDENCES LOCATED ON THE SOUTH
SIDE OF E. TUSCARORA ROAD

2 THE NEIGHBORING PROPERTY TO THE NORTH WILL ENJOY INCREASED PRIVACY DUE
TO THE DEMOLITION OF THE 2 EXISTING BUILDINGS TO THE SOUTH.

3. PEDESTRIAN AND TRAFFIC SAFEry WILL BE IMPROVED SINCE VEHICLES WILL NO
LONGER BE BACKING OUT ONTO THE THE 16% GRADE OF E. TUSCARORA ROAD.
VEHICULAR ACCESS AND EGRESS WILL BE PROVIDED AT TERESA COURT WHICH IS
LESS TRAVELED AND NEARLY LEVEL

4. How will this variance enhance the scenic or environmental charaster of the neighborhood (e.g.
eliminate encroachment onto slopes or wetlands, provide enclosed parking, eliminate clutter in view
of neighbors, etc.)?

1. THE SCENIC CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD WILL BE ENHANCED BY THE
REMOVAL OF THE 2 EXISTING DETACHED BUILDINGS WEST OF THE EXISTING
RESIDENCE SINCE THIS AREA WILL BE RESTORED AND REVEGETATED AND
MAINTAINED AS A LARGE OPEN SPACE AREA BETWEEN THE EXISTING RESIDENCE
TO REMAIN AND THE PROPOSED DETACHED ACCESORY BUILDING AT THE
OPPOSITE END OF THE PARCEL. THIS NEWLY CREATED OPEN SPACE WILL
ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTER OF THE AREA, PARTICULARLY FOR
THE NEIGHBORING PROPERTY TO THE NORTH AND FROM E TUSCARORA ROAD.

ADDITIONAL ENCLOSED PARKING U/ILL BE PROVIDED SINCE THE EXISTING SINGLE
CAR GARAGE WILL BE DEMOLISHED AND REPLACED WITH A NEW 2.CAR GARAGE.
OFF STREET PARKING WILL BE PROVIDED AT THE NEW DRIVEWAY LOCATED ON
TERESA COURT, ELIMINATING THE EXISTING OFF STREET PARKING AREA WHICH IS
MORE VISIBLE TO NEIGHBORS AND PASSERS BY.

THE EXISTING CLUTTER OF OUTBUILDINGS WILL BE ELIMINATED AND EXISTING
TOPOGRAPHIC CONTOURS IN THIS AREA WILL BE RESTORED TO NATURAL GRADES

July 1,2008
Page2
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5. \Mtat enjoyment or use of your property would you be denied that is common to other properties in
your neighbofiood?

rHE BUILDABLE A.REAS OF MOST PROPERTIES IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD ARE NOT AS
ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY SETBACKS IS THE CASE WITH THE SUBJECT PARCEL
SINCE IT IS SUBJECT TO 20 SETBACKS ON 3 SIDES THIS REQUIREMENT IS OVERLY
RESTRCITIVE AND SEVERLY LIMITS THE DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS FOR THE PROPERTY

2" MOST PROPERTIES WITH STEEP SLOPES IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD HAVE THE OPTION OF
LOCATING DEVELOPMENT AT THE HIGH POINT OF THE PROPERTY TO MAXIMZE
VALUABLE LAKE VIEWS. CONFORMANCE TO 2 20'SETBACKS AT THE HIGH PORTION OF
THE PARCEL RENDERS THIS AREA OF THE PARCEL VIRTUALLY USELESS

3. MOST PROPERTIES IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD ARE REGULAR AND RECTANGULAR IN
SHAPE AND DO NOT HAVE THE UNUSUAL. RESTRCITIVE SHAPE OF THE SUBJECT
PARCEL.

4. THE OWNERS OF THE PROPERTY ARE VERY SENSITIVE TO THE HISTORIC VALUE OF THE EXISTING
1936 CABIN AND PREFER TO PRESERVE IT AS IS RATHER THAN AOD ON TO IT TO MORE ADEQUATELY
MEET THEIR NEEDS

6. Are there any restrictive covenants, recorded conditions or deed restictions (CC&Rs) that apply to
the area subject to the variance reques8

tr Yes El No lf yes, please attach a copy.

7. \Mat is your type of water service provided?

tr Well a Water m

8. What is your type of sanitary waste disposal?

tr lndividual EI Sewer

July 1, 2008
Page 3
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EillDetail

Washoe County Troasurqr
Tamml Davb

Fage 1 of2

l4,lashoa Ccunty Tiessure.
P.0. Box 30039. Reno. I.l\/ 3952$3059
ph: (-:5) 328-2(10 faK (7:5r 326.!5C0
Email: tex@\.vashctecounty.us

Eill Detail

lYashoe eouraty Pancel Inforrmatloal

Parcel ID

L23L3502

eelrrent Owrrer:
EGET 1990 TRUST, IEFFERY D
3651 GOODLAND DR
STUDIO CITY, CA 91604

SEI\IS:
45 E TUSCARORA RD
INCL NV

Back to Account Detail Change of Address print this page

Lasl Update

8/LZIZOL6 2:.og:25
AM

Fay By Check

Please make checks
payable to:
WASF{OE COUNTV
TREASIJRE&

E{ailing Addraesl
P.O. Box 30039
Reno, NV 89520-3039

@venmight Addnest
1001 E. Ninth St., Ste
D140
Reno, NV 89512-2845

Change ofAddnesE

All requests for a mailing
address change must be
submitted in writing,
lncludlng a signature
(unless using the online
form).

To submit your address
change online cliqk here

Address change reque$s
may also be faxed to:
(775) 328-2s00

Address change requests
may also mailed to:
Washoe County
Treasurer
P O Box 30039
Reno, NV 89520-3039

StaIUS

Actlve

T'axing Dic,trict Geo CD:
5200

Legai Description
Township 16 Block 5 subdivisionName GRYSTAL BAY PARK 1 uNoFFIcIAL Range 18 Lot 2

lrastallrnents

Periocl Due Date

rNsT 1 sl]..s/20L6
IN5T 2 10fi/2A!6
INST 3 1./2/2Afi
INST 4 3/q2AL7

ta^ \ Yqt

2015

2016

2AL6

20L6

Tota{ Due;

Tax

$0.00

$0.00

$842.70

$842.70

$x.,685.40

Penaltyi Fee

$o.oo

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$CI.o@

Total Due

$o.oo

$0.00

$842.70

$842.70

$n,685.40

Net Tax

$730.00

$ss,39

$408.67

$137,03

$1,121.80

$917.72

$0.20

$3,370.8S.

Last Paid

B/el2a$

Interesr

$o.oo

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.{r0

Tax Detaitr

Gross Aa:r

lncline RecreAli $730.00
lncline Ylllage 9132.50
North Lake Tahoe 2 $704.60
State of Nevada 9190.40
Washoe County g1,S59.71

Washoe Countv Sc gt,Z7S.L3

LAKE.TAHOE WATER B&;IN $0,20
TotaiTar $4"Sgn.g4

Receipt lrumber

u16.511.7

Credii

$0.00
($77.r.1)

($2ss.e3)

($s3.37)

($436.e1)

($3s7.4L)

$0.00

{$t,?,20"73}

'\mounl Paid

$1,585.41

Paymnemt f$lst@ry

Tax Year Biil Numlrei-

2016 2AL6A97974

vAl6-A06t$p://nv-washoe-Seasurer.manamn.6om/TabslTaxsearch/AccountDetailtsillDetail.aspx wl23l36a2e,rEsrniltqrua6
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Attachment E

Washoe County
Appeal of Decision Application

Appeal of Declslon by (Check one)

8(eoard of Adjustreril O Hearing Examiner

O Delgn Revierr Committee O Paret Map Review Comrnfttee

CI Dredor of Building & Safety (NRS 278.310) O Planning Gommission

I Dkector of Plannlng and Developrnent O CoAe Enforcement ffier
Appellant Infiormation

Name: PrronE:/zzslPBf - qW
Address: Fax:

Ernall:

State: , CelL

orisinalAppfibatonNumber' Vft
Name: *.)
Location: c

Date of decision furwhicfr ts filed:

State tte specific action you are appealing:

t{"*- tPflr,.ou*\ -[- t\"*- uo-Aor-<-q-
*tp\t<-e,J<\U\.

State the reasons wlry the decfsion should orshould not havs been made:

r5 *?<-8'

For Staff Use Onlv
Appeal Number: Date Stamp

Notes:

Stafr



Appdlant Informatlon (contlnued)

Cite the specific oubme you are requestlng under tte appeal

re-uo\4L/ r*, <-Ge- t\^q-'
ryp.si"l of \\ go-*-iorc:*'
c^n- A-\t "*: .r..*kY rw\es

Sbte how you are an aftc'ted indMdualentitled tofile

\r wnAr
g,q
f

Did youa wasitem
SO

speak at the publlc

\,JsS.
YEs

No

tr

Did you submltwritten comments priorto the ac{ion on the item belng appealed? Yes

tr

For fime llmltatlons lmposed for the varlous types of appeals, please refer to the Washoe County
Development Code (WCC Ghapter 110) and Nevada Revlsd Statutes Chapbr278 (NRS 278).

APPELLANT AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF NE1/ADA

GOUNTY OF WASHOE

I, Br.tadiNeTsoii.tahd,iTerry NeIson _
being duly swom, depose and say tnt I am an appellant seklng the relief speoified ln this pe{tlon and
that the foregoing statemenb and answers herein contained and the information herewith submltted are
in all respects complete, true and correc* b the best of my knowledgE and belief. I understand that no
assuran@ orguarantee can be guven by staffofthe Plannlng and

Brian;pEg!;5 Te I

5tTr,ffi&E:
4t" Te-r:-g\ 3fl

sh"-\ Bo-1 ,
g?Yo 2-
I

Public in and brsaid

@
BRA],{DIE hIARTIN

Notary Public - State ol Nevada

ffird,tant R<*t&dio llkshoa Cornty

Ito:(Flc&S,f .:4bec Daceotq 16,817

(NotB,y stamp)

My commlsslon

state



STATEOF NEYADA

COUNTY OF WASHOE

This lnsBument was acknowledged before me on

tu76lzafl w
Brain Nelson and Terry Nelson

Notary Public
(My commission ocpires: L2lL6l2AL7 )

BRAT.IDIEMAFTIN

)
:ss

)

@
Notary Publio - $tats ol Nevada

Amoittnonl Rao&dln Y*ashoo GowttY

N.t0il(,ols+z -E{SBs Docsibq16,Sf,



fi15116

TO;

FHOM:

Washoe County Board of Adjustment

Bdan andTanyNelson
P.O. Box 1974
464TeresaC[
Crlfsfial Bay, NV 8gi*@
Parcel#: 123-lS{X}

EE: Case i[ VA 1&8m {Qet Residence} in Commission Distri,ct #1
krceffi 1&1SG{2
45 E Tuscarora Bd., Crptal Bay, NV 894A2

Washoe Gounty Board of A$strnent:

We uuould fil<e b make our dimgreement with tfte staff plannerb recommenffiion regarding this
proposed variance part ol the record. Please find dtacfted our origkral letter of obfection to
multple facets of this inomplete and not yet clearly defined rrarlane request We would like to
preserfi the Board of Adjustment wtth the fotlowing fac,ts sunounding Eva Kause's handllng of
this file in preparation for your heaning:

A rnoilth ago, when the oounty was notified of our objections both by phone and in witing, we
were ffiured Matallof ourconcemswould be addresed and responded b in afair and
obiective manner. Trevor Uoyd advieed us at this time thatthis apdicant had in fact submitted a
request to build a second resirdence on fhis property- We were thus instruoted by him that our
quesfions regarding the revlew process for this lncomplete application could not be answsred
until the applicant submitted tlp remaining missing iterns vt hich induded a special use permit
and floor plans. We lvere told that we urculd rernain in the loop as the mmpletbn of ffris
application progressed. At this time, Trevor also verified that tte fence on the property was
erected illega$y withont a permit on the property, and that the suna that we brought to hb
attentbn was ds in violafpn of county codee. We also made him aware of un-permttbd
improvements being erected within the three front setbacks and the @unty right of tuay. A tew
days later when no one got back to us and we called back again, we were advised that Eva
Krause already had a urell established long term relatirrnship wttt these applbants, as she had
npt with and spoken b them on many occasions prior to this application being s6mittd. Wb
were advised that Eva ltause woutd be contacting us to discuss the file, per our requestto
speak to her and to meet with her, We were bH that the ounty's policy was that fi they met
wlth one partythattheyuould rneetrflith allpafiies, so to remaln oblective.

The county never got back to us, and our emaib werc responded b only by automaied
respnses tnt Eva was on vacation refurning 9/13. We called back and asked that fie file be
reassigned to someone ftat uuas available so that boh we and the county could properly
prepare forthe hearings, butwe were bH no, and thatwe had to wait for Eva. The only
fedback we got from Eva wlren sfte retumed from vamtion ttras a s-tprt email which stated that
we got the same variane 4 years ago, and that she was noting tlrls in her repon She did not
address arn/ of our specific conoems other than a general and dismisstve statement saying hat
tre poiilts we brougfit to her attention did not mafier. She thon proceeded to defend an un-



permitEd fence that she had nqt evan seen, vuhile Ellirq us lrre were wrcng about specffim of
the code related to thblene. To date we slill have rpt reeived an explanaton or response
from the @unty as to uuhy an illegal un-pennlttrad fence wlricfi so obviousty blocks a driver's
abiltty to w as they &ive around drese dangerous oomers is being m vigorously defended by
a county planner. I was advied by the county that only coda enfurcement had authority over
such maters, yet Eva Krausa has made it a point in her emails to me and in her staff reportfor
thls variance that the fensg is Just fine where it is." Er,ra never did call us or meet with us as we
had requosted, and as u€ hd bean promlsed; even trough she admits rnee{ing trlth the
applicant

WtrywerewenotnotifiedSoutthedefin8te$ctredulsqoftheCABnreeting? Theoourd/s
mailer says that notice will be ser* when tentalive pr$lic frcdir€s were sdreduled tor sure.
When I inquired with Eva as to why no noflce was sentto us urtten we had spedflcally
requested it, she said that the CAB meeting was not a "public hearing." We would like it noted
for the record that she later descrtbes this CAB meotng as a lr$tic hoarir€l in her s&fi reporL
It is also very suspiciots how Etra Krause handled tE Fn btic corunent letters. Trevor Lloyil
prordsed me on 8129 hat he would send our leter ol obiection to the CAB meeting; ln fa& he
even suggested it and I tl€nked hlm agreeing that thb was a good idea. Flowever, when Eva
took over the file and &en left on an immediate tvrp week vacation no one werbflowed r.rp wtilr
us on thls. When we dld not receive notice as we urere insUucted that we trttould about the
definib scfieduling olme CAB meeting, we discovered last minute by going on the oountt's
website that it in fact had been set br sure on 9120. By that point, ule had akeady retained an
atbmey who works out of Reno to advise us on the matbrof this varianoe, and it was too tate
forallof usto make itto this meeting.

Beeuse we had never received cnnfirmalion from the oounty thatour letter had in factbeen
sent to CAB, our attomey advlsed us to send tt to some emails that t found for CAB on the
county's website and to copy Eva asking her to confirm thatshe had in {act already sent it.
Eva's immediab response rvas trat we should not have sent it to GAB and that shL was novrr
going to send all of tfie public @mrnents to CAB. She ne\6r did ansluer our inquiry aeto
whether our letter had been sent to CAB previously as Trevor promised it reroutd nd, We never
received eiBter a r6polxie or conflrmalion of rareipt from arqr of the emails that rrrre sent this to.
We believe that the anst4,er b this quesfon may be obvious based on the facttlat once vne did
as our atomey instructed, Eva very quickly obtained and sent in firee other publio comment
Iethrs to CAB. lt was very suspicious to us when we later dismvered that our letter was the
only one voicing objections b tfie approval of tris variance. \ rtry did Eva Krause uprk so hard
at collecting and sendingthese other letters last minute to CAB when ro one was requeeting
that she send their letters in but us?

Eva Krause advised us by ernail tfiat the statf report would not be available for review by us until
after the Board of Adiusrnent hearing on t0r6/16- The only reason that we even obtained a
oopy ls bemuse we contlnually checked the county's webstle looking for it. Now that we have
finally had a chance to rev{euu this report the day before ttre hearing, we yvould llke to submit br
the record the following observatons, objections, and disoepanci*:

The sfll incomplete apdication only sttows fbor plars for two of a total ol four storles of this
large second lrouse beirq propowd. There b stll no spedal use parmit attached, as ne were
insfuded was neffisary and required bythe county. lt appears astlnugh the oounty is
asking the pu6Hc b believe that the applicant will confnue to live ln a 700 sq.ft. cabin wittr no



hundry facilitis or a garage, and not acfintty move into a amO sq.ft plurs bralrd neuu lake view
home where hlsgarage,lamdry, multiple bathrooms, exteriordecks, bedroom, exercise room,
and fivtng areas would now be tocated. This second home will be nearly four tirnes the size of
tfteexiding abin. Who attheountyisgoing to ensure usthattleownsrwillbe preverrted
from npvlng into thls tar otpetbr scond rcsidence? This is not only not enforceable, btfi not
even believable. lt took Trevor Uoyd less than 5 minutes on the phore witfr us to insightfully
recognize that he applicant was acf,ually requesting that the county let hlm build a much larger
goond fuur story house on this property. !/l/hy has Eva Krause now changed the county's
posi[on on this, and appearsto helping the applientfo disgube whatfiis actr.rally is? Eva
Krause is still describing it as oa detached acc€sscry structure to be used as a garage," Sho
then mys tl.tat the aplicant irrst uants a few extra plumbing frdures s that ere bedroom, offioe,
exerclse room, lMng areas extedor decks (all with premium lake views that Eva says the codes
do not prohibit them from having) are *rnore conrfortable to use."

The $df report does rot even match the applicaril's variance request in rnrultiple areas. For
example, tre appllcant has requested a variance on the Wassoe setbacktrorn 20'- 14.5';
lrowever Eva's Just released report now states that this valiance request -s for from 20' - 7' .
Whictt is if? And if a ctange has been made, why havent the drawings been revised? Ebcause
we have never bei:n gfuen anyfeedback, the pubfic has no way of know{ng what is acnldty
being requested here. Eva's statements also do not rnatch the variance application or
drawings. For example, Eva deeribes tho applicant's request to add a "llzbath'to the existing
mbin as being the reason forthe variane reqrcst on the north side setback ln fact, the
appllcant's paperwork shovrrs not only a large second full bath being added, but abo the erfiire
norh side wall of this cabin being increased in size by B', She also fails to mention the main
reason for tre north side variane request is to facilitate the buildlng of the second four story
house atthe opposite end of the property'.

To date, Eva has only responded to about half of the conerns we brought to her attention; and
tere are addi[onal probbms ftat exist wtBr her llmited ros?onses:

!'t/e pointed out conecfly thatthis lot is not steep, psthe ountfs own definitlon. Eva is no
longer ornrnantlng on her enoneous past statenents, but is now saying that if a street was
cunently built in the county ffnt this gade would not work. tlJhy will Eva not just admit &at Sre
lot, per the county's own deftnttions and codes used for tfie purpose of variance determination,
is not'steefi?

We polnted out that the ode says once you choose ingresslegress, you can not change this
witr later development. This is especially true when the new slte of consilnrcffon [s not superior
to the site of the existing constructi,on. Please explain wtrere in the code that thls is being
allouued, as we have requested.

We have onectly pohbd out that this cabin has no histotic value lor the @unty to protec[ and
thus, the applicant is really just c{roosing not to expand the existng residence. Why has Eva
not recognized this fad pEr fie countfs own definition of tris*oric value" for the purpose of
variance determlnalion thatthis is the case? lnstead she continues to grasp for straws to hold
on to this ludisous attempt b crede a hardship tor the applicant by sayrng that the lSecretary
of the Inbr'ror says ttat this property is pobntially historically significant ' and that $e oowner

likes i["



Eva goes on to defiend fte rypfienfs rightto cornpletely disregard afl of the cotrrtt/s
restrictions cunently ln plae on tfiis par6l by saying that he "tustwants to keep Ste cabin,
enlarge an undersized bathroom, ard add a garage." No one who spenG anyiime looklng at
hese plans would agree wfft &is misleadlng statement Buteven rnore irnpoitanily, why i6 a
county planner delendlng a private pafi/s right h violate so many county rules, when stie b
employed to uphold those very requiremenb?

Eva ontinues to defEnd fle ilqal un-penniffed fence and un-permitted inprovenerts being
made in the oounty rigfrt of way on this property. All one fns b do is comeio the sib and
observe how all of the obstaglq being added daily inctudlng fencing, plantings, flrewood pileo,
srunas, etc in these sebackslline of site tiangles have creabd a dangeroG Stuaflon frdre tfrat
we hava advisd the county pos a public safetythreat The latest aOdi$on has been a 4'high
dirt retaining wall about2O'in langth encroaching on the neigtrboring property, which was
reoenfly built via this applicanfs illegal tespass onto our properg. li the co6ty had done
something to conect all of these violafiorrs a monlh ago when they wero rnadsaware of them,
the sifuation here would not be nearly as serious as it is now- This outof state second
homeowner appticant is completely unooncemed witr the rules and regulatlons that exist here
as a direct result of the countt's inacUon. \ilhy has this been allowed to onfinue unchecked
while the county has hgd muttipleemployees vlsit the site? Has Eva Krause misrepresented the
tue situation that mn$rrues to unfotd and evolve here dally to heremplolrers at tfre munty?

Regardlng other public comnpnb: Wb urrould like it noted for the reoord that vrto were the onty
ones.who's baokground was checked. We uere ds the only one btd thatwe were wrong,
and hat our rnmmenls did not matter. There vtrere only three offrrer public comments besidk
ours, and they all onslsted of one paragraph last fiSnute general statoments wtth no details or
faots from people who have litile or no stake in this variance, are tenants, or in one case who's
@fnrneotB are not even related to trle matter at hand. vrltrat dres a "dogs at large" complaint
have to do have to cto qitft thJs varlance proess? We have oursuspi,cions ffrqtlhis planner has
arempted b mlor our obiections unlavorably while qnortng the law. We would also'like to point
out forlhe record that Mr. Ma5o's irrelevant commeflts were incranect, as he was fined as a
ryh o! the dog- complaint th,.{ Eva has rnade part of her Variane Staff Beport. All Ms. ?*ause
hd to do urgs sirnply ctreck fre ounty records b onfirm this as it is a matier of reoord; whic*l
she clearly did not do, Please ask Eva Krause how ad rr+fry this completely separate and
unrelated matter became part oJ these proeedings; especially in ligtrrof the tadt tfrat Mr. Mayo
is not even an Interested partf per tre countfs definitions becaus-e he lives so far away trom
this property.

Eva Krause did not even take the time to get her facts straight when she investigated us. Her
charaeterization of our conshrction was that it was a teardoum/rebuild. For tre iecord" it was
actually new onslruc'tion. Ms. Krause could have easily looked tris up while she was dgging
though the rest of our records so that she got it riglfi For the re@rd, our rrafiance was
requested and granted because of tho encroachment lnto the setback by the adjoining property;
whictt made it necessary in ordar for us to be able to corctruct our home. Not that tt is in any 

-

way relevant to these proeedings, but our circumstanes and our property have nothing in 
-

common wfth the propefty that b the subiect of the cunent variance requmt now 20 years later.
Pl€ase ask Ms. Krause to e:glain why tris background invesfigation on only us, whiih reoutted
in enoneous and irrelevantinbrmalion being made partof the public record on this applients
variance by her, was doreatalt?



Eva Krause has made mulfple i,naccurAo sHtgments in trer staff report For exarrge, she
states ftat he bear box for this rylienfs property had to be placed on Teresa Ct., because
the garbage truck could not stop on Tr,scarora due to safety conc6ms. Neilher the neighbor
who owns tttis propertyor the garbago pi*up @mpany peroeives that tfrere is a problem here.
Nothing regardtng this issnre w6 even mentioned by the applimnl &, as there is clearly no
problem here, why is Eva Krause fyttg to crede one? Eva has admitted having vlsited tre site,
at which time all ehe had to do was look aoross the street to see the neighbor's bear box
immediately across fie sketfiom this property on Tuscarora Please ask Eva why she
corffituas to make so many false and misbading statements, which one could consffue as an
atbmpf to promote and detend &e approval of this applicanfs rrariance.

Wlry have we been very effedively prercnted from being part of tris process, when people's
inelevant eroneous comments have been prornotred, supported, aM defiandsd, and rnade part
of this process? Please ask Eva Krause to explain &is. lf Eva had fust communicated with us
as uve requesbd, we could have eplained our points, and helped herto avoid the lnaccuracles
that now plague this reporl A plarmer can not possibty be objective untess they hear d[ sides of
a situation; as Treuor Uoyd pointed out when he told us that the oountfs policy was to epeak to
bth the ryp&cant and us so that he oould remain objeofive and fully intormed. \Mry would Eva
?Oause prooeed to communicate witft everyone but us in ttris circumstancs regarding this
particular variance? The outcome of this variance process has a more direct affect on us than
on any of the other sunounding property owners; and we feel that our voice has been effuctively
sllenced by Ms. Krause's actons. Why are we not being teated fairly?

The planning process exists to protect the public interest, and this planner is advocating for a
prfuate pro/perty owrerwlp's oblec{ves are not legal oronsisbntwith the public interesil The
approval of the cornffuclion of this bur story second residence within only 12'of bulldable
space will not benefit anyone but the applicant The plannhg process must be fair and honest
because private interes*s conflict with public intaresls; espeially in the context of the unlque
circumstances of his case. Ms. Krause's argumerrts in support of it only represent a small part
of the story and depict deepty flawed lnaccurate representalions on many levels.

This {ot b not unusnrally narrour or steep, and is not tmfairly encrmbered rrutth overly resuictir.ro
sebacks and safety lines of si&e as Eva l(rause would lead us to belierc. Eva also continum to
dlsfiort the facts when she malces a point about how nanow Tuscarora B. The fact b that all of
the streets in Crystal Bay are narow; so narrow that when cars are parked ln a 10'drtveway like
the one proposed by t$s appficant on Teresa Court, that we can barely pms to exit our qrl de
ec. We advised Eva lhat we know this to be true because of the similar driveway immediately
adlacent to the proposed one that already creates this very dangerous hardship for us. We
also told her that the akeady dangerous and congested situation created by the tlrree cars lined
up consistently and regularlyat&ls busyvacation rental would be exacarbated bythisvariance,
which if granted would add two more cars lined up and protruding into tho road on this already
dangemus @rner. Eva advi$ us that his was inelevant, that it dld not matter, and that she
uould nottake it tnb consideration in her decision.

This owner is not being treated unfalrly by not being allowed to build on the "premlum view side
of his bf regardles of Eva's #bment b &e confary when *re enoneously points out to that
the county mdes do not prevent him from doing exacty that on this particular lot Mr. Egat
kneuv when he bougff thi,s lot that he would not be allowed to do vuhat he is now requesting.
The uni$re circumstanoe immediaiely adjacant to this lot are unlike any in the immediate aea



and the county hm properly resticEd tfs development to probct trc pubtic in&rest and Sre
integrity of the phnning process. The grantng of this rrafiance $ould $ve this pivate parry
applicant special privileges at everyone else's expense. The issues fiat rrue have raised
regardlng these unlque and ompbxcjrqrmstanoes are material to the disussion regarding
whether or nottris varianoe umuH consttuE an appropriate uso of thls parcel, aontrary to Ms.
Krause's written opinbn tfd our points do not matter.

A garage uuith a 1O'long driueuay located where this one is poposed would result in people
bac*ing out blindly intc oneof the most dangerous comers ln Crystal Bay. The lomson of thb
particular driveway uould also mean that vuhen cars are paked in this drtveuray hat they wot"ild
akeady be promding dangeransly ir*o this conler. Thb rroL{d abo cause the finerry of cars in
these 10'drlrrewalB sticking outffio the road to go lrom 3to 5 wlren pu mmiderthattfds
dangeroussituation alreadyexisls atfre adioining busyuacation rmtal tothe tnmediate norttr
of this property. This ls cefiainly rnt serving the best interest of the publh let alone us.
Rememberthatthree setbacks along with standards regarding safe bngtrrfordrlvewaysvvould
all have to be violated to accornplis*r this egreglous task; there ls a re6on why you would have
to break so many rules to create this dangerous sltualion. The rules and restficfions all exist lor
a r6asn, and nead to be upheld arrd enforoed. lf *re county has afiowed sornething similar to
this someufiere before, as Eva eludes to, then tt certainty does notqudify as a safe apptlcation
in ftie specific situadon. Eva Krause, per her etaff report, would have you belleve that all of this
can somehow be mitigated by simply requiring the owner to install an automatic garage door
openerl

Eva ds once again inconecfly characterizes thls as a "garage with a second story." Please,
cant ure iust dl it the tuur story hnuse that is dearly depficbd in tle drawings submitted by the
applicant hirnself? lt is simply not balievable that you need a fuur story garage if lour intent is
onlyto to enclose &vo ers and to store some shrff in your "ac@ssory structure" as Eva Krause
describee it lt is qutte obvlously a large four story house with a 2crrr garage. This is an
unauthorlzed use, despite Ms. lGause's well thought ont and hard fu.rght atempt to paint tt
offrerwise. We seriously doubt that the county has evor graded permissiorr tor a series of
violations of o many rules at once under similar circumstances through ths use of 'hlanket
prmdent" General precedent wftic{r does not take ffio account the unique speclal
cirarmstances of thisspecifu individual applhation can not be apptled in tlrbese by Eva
Krause slm$y because it is onvenient for her; per the rules witrin the Board of Adjustnents
Policy Manual itself.

The granting of these variances would also cause the destructbn of one of the only rernaining
healthy old grovrtfrt sugar pines in the entre area Thus, this semnd house would not only
exaeerbata already exisiling clutEr, nuisane issues, aesfftetics, #ty concems, and general
issues related to overpopulation of this immediate area, but also would serve b degnade the
integdty of the nafiral environment The creadon of such congrestion in such a small area by
ad<iing a seond rsldenoe tc this srnall lot does not serye the publlc gtood in any way; in fact tt
harms the public good. There b a reason why the existing residence on this property was built
on the East side of this tot both the buflder and the county got it rigtrt the first time around. lf
the oounty determines thatthls request to vlolate all these rules is acceptable, then why have
any rules at all? NRS 278.9, states fiat a variane should not impair the inbnt and purpose
of ary code or resoluton.



We tnus submit, once agnftr frrthe re@rd, that this priuate otrr,rer has rp lqfitimate deEndaffe
tnrdship, regardlese of wlut Eva l(rause would lead you to believe, and tlrat he is makng a
purposeful optional cfioice rctto simply eryand his akeady exlsting resldence to meet hls
naeds. The only unique circrynstances that exist regarding this lot &at are maierial b thls
variance process actually support the rucesary oxistence and enforcement of the dlrrent three
tront yard 20' setbacke ard all of &e related safety and line of sib codes asociabd wiBr
parmiBing requirements, unobstruoted yard codes, safety lirre of site triangle ordinances, etc. on
tris lot. None of these urique and necessary requirements pose a hardship b fie owner of Xhis
property', but Instead are in place to protect all of us. lt is the county's special dufy to make sure
ihat they remain in place due to the unique and serious protec{ive role that they play spectfic to
both trb parcel and whatexistu and occurs imrnedately adjacent to it

County pennission granting the vlolation of all of these rule would nqatfuely affect our safe
and peaceful use of our prlmary reidence, rrct only harming us but also the public at large. The
plannlng prccrcs is supposed to e$st to serve the public interest, and Eva Krarse has failed in
her speci,al responsibility as a planner to accomplistt this. She hm given the appearance qf
alignlng herself wtth the private interests of one pfvate property orner who is the only one that
stands to gain il Eva b summsful in her atlempt to set asHe all of our communiffes rules to his
benefrl Eva Krause has not fairly, honestly, obiectively, or tansparently processed this file.
This has resulted in a biased judgement that has not taken into account all sides of thls very
cornplex story. Not only did she not have all the relevant material information available to make
a fair and objeotve decision, but neitfier did we; because she eifectvely prevented us from
playtng a meaningful role by not respecfrng and facilitating our right to participate.

Thre simply b not any relevant precedent b apply to the very unique circurnstances that
surround mis situation. Per the Board of Adiustrnent Policy Manual, planners "rnust examine the
applicabilify of plannlng theories, methods and standards to the facts and analysis of each
pafiicular situation and do not accept the appllcabiltty of a customary soh"rtion without first
establishing i,Xs appropriateness to the situation." As we ara two of the tew remaining year round
residents in this area, who have lived at our home locafisd no more tran 50'from this properfy
for almost 20 years year round, tf Eva had just contac;ted us, spoken to us, and met wih us as
v{e uuere prornised we could have explainsd...

lA/hen this file is looked at obioctively and independenfly while taking into acoount the specffics
of this parcel as required, it becomes readily apparent that none of the four reguired findings
existthat suould authorize the Board of A$ustment to grant this variance request:

- There are no special circurnstances that create a hardship for this owner. The unique
circumstances sunounding this property in fact support the need lor the existtng resfrtctions to
be enforced and upheld as they ctrnently exisl

- lf thls variance were granted it wordd harm the public t ood; and would delinitely impair the
intent and purpose of the development code.

- lf this variance were granted it would give special pfivileges to the prtvate party who owns this
lot at everyone ele's apense. We would in fac{ be the ones being &Bated the most unfairly by
this because tt would so severety negatively affect our sfe and pacetul use of our own
property'.



- t4lhen tfiis requst ls recognized {or the four story seoond residene fiat ii hrly is; lt wlll also
become dearthat it is an unaudmrized use.

We simpty dont understand wty all of this is being allowd. These are allclear violations, ard
Eva Krause is ignodng allof this. Eva l&ause is a"pprfng whd appears to be an extreme and
purposeful abuee of county discrelion; this is very conceming. These rules and restrlctlons all in
plac6 to protecf, the public interest, and it is the countt's job Io make o.re they are adhered to.
When a planner becomes so exutsme as to descrhe this lot as being "encumber€d with frree
overly res*ric'tive 20'setbacksf which she believes somehow create a hardship for this private
Broperty olrwter, and then goes on to advocde tor &is applicant by using this as a uray to de{end
his attem$ed violation of virilallyevery resticfion that et&ts on this lot, )rou hare b ask
yourself why this is occuning. These resfriclions are properly in place to protect us and fte
public at large, who wtthout them would experience extreme hards{rip. \nlhy is a county planner
uorking so hard to defend one pfnate property ownar's rightto go agalnst s many rules and
regulatlons on this one very uniquely and properly resfricH parel? Ptease ask yourself, and
ask Eva, tn hlY?



Efzg,na

TO: Washoe County Community Servicm Defartment
Plannhg and Development
P. O. Box 11190
Rerp, NV8952S'G,27

FROM Brian ardTerry l{elson
P O. Box 1374
4BtTeresa Court
CrystalBay, NV 894A2
Parcel# 123-13G{ts

RE: Case#VAI6-006 (Eget Besidence) in Commlssion District#l
Parcel# 123-13S02
45 E. Tuscarora Bd., Crystal Bay, NV 8g4oi2

Washoe County Planning and Devalopment:

ln our revlew of the Washoe County Developrnent Code as propsrty owners direc{y effected by
the proposed building permlt apptlcation, w6 present me following observations and objectiona
for roview by$e Departmentof Community Devebprnent:

Simply byviewingthe depicted drauvingof lhe proposed throe story second dwelling residence
(they are also requesling a basement), being refened to as a'detached ac@ssory structureo or
'garage," ono cen qulckly ascertain that what is actrally being proposed here is the construcfpn
of a second residence on thls parcel. This second residence doesn't qualify as an accssory
dwelling unit (as the owners representrative accuratety points out) beeuse it is proposing "rnore
than one sink and one toiteL" As stated ln the proposed application, 'Article 220 Ghoe Area)
still limits allowable plumbing fr<tures to 1 toilet and 1 sinlc" This is iust one of muttiple
variances being requested, includlng the request to completely disregard setbacks on all sides
of this property. Their seerns to be a perceived entiUement to all of these changes stemming
from a tlny bathroom addition permit obtalned by the provious owner many years ago (permit #
99..8297 tinalized 8/3 1 /00).

The proposed application asks that evely singte existing setbac* restiction be eliminated and
virtually ignored, as lhis "second regidence" is constructed on the "premium vieu/ side of this
tiny and inegularly shaped lol The required setbacks have been clearly defined in the code so
that there can be no confusion: 'Washoe County Qevelopment Code, Section 110.406.25
Unobstructed Yards" states "any yard required by the Development Code shall be open and
unobstructed from the ground to the slry...' "Seclion 110.406.30 Front Yads, item (c)'further
states that 'all yards abuting sfreets shall be onsidered as front yards." Thus, the minimum
setback requirements of this parcel are 20'on a total of three sides of this propefty,.

This property is within master plan Category Suburban Resldential/Hegulatory Zone MDS. This
is intended for tow to rnadium density uses. When refuning to the MDS Densityltntensity
Standards Table 110.4(E-05.1 fnt the derrelopment of this property is subiect to, it cleariy kys
out the tollowing facts: 1) dwelling unit per acre stated as dr-r/ac are 3h, 2) minimum tot s:ize js
12,000 sguare feet, and 3) minimurn lotwidfr is 80'. The MDS Regulatory Zone is intended to



creaie and preserve areas vuhere mutdple dwelling uniF are only allowed ata rate of 3/acre.
This extremely small lot is only.19 acres- Minimum square footage of a tot rnust be 12K sq,and
{. l9t is only 8,351 sq'. Minimum lot widfr ls also required to be-80'and the Teresa Courtilde
of ltis Properly where the proposed second residenoe woutd b locabd is only 40,wide (with
only 1 2' of buildable 

_ePaT onf .tle requlred setbacks are met). "Section 1r 0.406.48 Lot Wdrr,
item (a)' states 'modificalion of this sfiandard must facllltate superior building sites. Thls
modification rnay not be granbd for subsesrent development of the same plrcel."

We trculd also llke to point outthe relevanoe of Washoe County Development Code Secton
110.406.30 when consideringtfris application. Ptease ree the iisuance'and mmpetion of
building permit,ltgg'6298 flnalized 8E'l/00, which resulted in the construstion of an enclosed
garage wlth storage aborre itand a driveway adequate to provide ofi-stueet parklng. This
$ection states: 'After Development of the lot has occuned, the yard chosen as tn! front yard
shall remain the front yard tor allfurther developmont on the lol;,

ln further rssponse to t{re prgposed application, we woutd tike to point outthatthe adjoining
residence is not properly and accurately depicted on the drawlngb submitted- Trre footprint of
this dwelling does not present the true circumshnce that exists on this lot. This residence pops
out 2' in all directions lrom the footprint ln such a fashion that when you also tat<e into account
he roof/eves, it is abutling the property line on multipb sides. Thls;O lot llner.'situation has
resulted in an already overly congested area; from aesthetic, nulsance, and safety perspectMes.

Due to the consistent and regular use of lhe adiolning parcel at 460 Teresa Court as a vacation
rental, Teresa Court is already a congested steet with safety concems. The short driveway at
this busy rental property (much like the one proposed be aOiteO to the subject property only a
few feet away) has resulted in 3 cars lined_ up and extending well into the roaObn L regurar
baeis. Renters of this property (tfrat usually exceed 8 to 12k a firne), otten proceeO to line
Teresa Court with cars that wont frt in its tiny drivaray. This situaton has bden so erffeme at
times as to cause renters to be cited for completely bbcking the roadway. ln light of leresa
Court being a cul-de-sac with no other way out, the risk to dur safety ue6om"s?ven more
serious in the event of an emergency.

lf this second home at the "Teresa Court end' of tre subiect property is allowed trc be erected, it
will exacerbate this congestion, not only increasing the nuisanci issues immediately adjaceni to
it but most importantly making it a muc{t more dangerous comer for those of us trying to get in
and out of Teresa Court than lt already is. The proposed plans for the subiert pr.,'p"rt, dopict a
driveway very similar in dimensions to the one described ibove on the aOjaenr pirop6rty. 

'rf,is
would result in notonly_S cars lined up side by side extending out into the street, bui will now
add a few more to the lineup even closer to this dangerous comer where so rnany problerns
exist already. The VafianceApplication submitted cites'limhed coverage' as being a tegitimate
reason to create a very dangerous situation by overdeveloping this property. ffre tnin
treacherous roads in Crystal Bay are hard enough to maneuver arounci in iiazardous winter
mnditions without adding allof these obstacles.

The owner's representrative descrlbes the subject parcsl as luite steep' and claims that tris is
a sevore hardship. Section 110.106.15 defines Stopes" as having being 'moderate" in the 1S -
30% range. This lot presents as '16%, which bardy qualifles as moderate, let abne ,,steepf
which is defined as greabr than 30% slope, per county ode. The 16% slope on this lot shoutd
frankly be the least of the concerns when contemplaling the safe development of this parcel.



They are also arguirq that there is "hlsbric value'that was taken lnto accrunt in thelr decision
not to modify/expand the exisling 1936 small cabln ttut cuneftU exists on the tot. This nuiUtng
is not listed on an), national glstate registry's of historlc Ca*s. 

ul{tashoe County Code Chaptlr
110, Artlcle 220, TahoeArea" is deslgned to 'preserve buildlngs and sites which have been
listed on a state or national regtsfiy of historio placesand to provide for approfiate uses other
han those permitted in the underlying regulatory zone as an aid to fre otrrrneris dforts lo
preserve he historic or landmark value of tfre pr9Oerty...' Thus, to argue that simply the age of
this stucture somehow provides for it to get preferenffal treatnent is Ldicrous. Thbie are no
historic or landmark mlues associated wlth this property that extend beyond the apparent
nostalgic opinion of only this appllcant

The applicant has stated in the submitted docurnentation that no CC & R's exist that are
matarial to the matter at hand. For the remrd, we would like to s.rbmit the fact that the "creation
of a nuisance" is in viotation of fie CC & R's. This proposed permif if granted, would at a
minimum create a nuisanc€; in direst violation of our communiffes CC & H's of pub1c remrd.

Spectfic parcels are appropriately designated to have limitations and restrictions tailored to the
situatlon that each indivldual.unique palcel presents. The owner of this parcel ls attempting to
make this lot something that it is not withorrt regard for rules, regulations, and public sitety. We
applaud and supporthe county in the wellthought out restrictions that cunenty existto control
ac-tivtty on this parcel; both they and the original builder got it right when the existing residence
was erested which Pretty much maced out this lot's potenflal for development while adequately
protecting the public.

The fact oithe matter is that the owner of this propefi who knowingly purchased a,virtually
unbuildable" small unusually shaped lot (which was priced acording[y), is now attempting t6
clairn that this fact is.eornehow g hardship to him. lnstead ot choo$ng to either rnodify th;
existing residence whileremalning withln county code requirernents oi to sell the property and
purchase something ffrat better meets his needs, he has chosen to instead cfrallengo every
a$ect of what the Washoe County Development code was designed to protect against d
appears from a perusal of the public records that the exisfing residence coulO easity be rnodffied
in accordance with county codes and regulations to meet their needs without sacrificing public
safety. He is currenUy making a conscious choice not to pursue this sate and legal avenue.

Wo are asking that the County require adherence to all buildlng standards ttrat must rernain in
place to protect the health, satety, and welfare of not only the residents, but also of the public
who uses the adioining roadways. We would like to thank the County for their detailed and well
thought out master plan and enforoeable codes, that were designed to prevent severe
inappropriate bullrilng that sacrtfices not only the aesthetic appeal of our community but also
more importanfiy public safety. ln light of the tact that tho proposed permit application is not
consistent or c.ompatible with the Washoe County Developrnent Code on numerous levels, we
respectfully request that the ounty please deny this proposed application, as required.

Before the county doses out the file on this parcel, we would also like to request that the
recenfly erected fenos be removed due to it being out of comptiance wffr the qObstructions 

to
Vision' clausethat states: oThere shall be no lences or otherobstruction to vlsion more than
etghtael inches higher than curb level wffiln ttre visibiltty triangle deffred in Sec{ion 'tI0.412.00,
Public Safety."



Please also require the removalinovement of tha Sanna recently placed on the property that
rspreseots yet another vlolaion of County Codes. We are being advised ttrat this Detaihed
Accessory $tructure is not dlowed to be placed within any setbaclrs. Per code, thls is not
allowed within anyof the firee existing frontsetbacks, end ls only allowed in the remaining
setbac-lr on the north slde tf lt is at least E'ffom fte poperty line.

We intand to veherpntly obJect to thls proposed permit to the fultest oxtentthat the law afiows.
The granting of ttis permitwouH efiectively prevent us from oqperioncing tre safe enjoynrent
and peaceful use of our property, to whir:tr ws are entted under the laws of our community anO
our state, as it would simultaneously prerrent all those who drive on E. Tuscarora and Ter*a
Court from having a safe line of site travoling up and down these roads. These thin roads are
already hard to safely maneuer ufithout obsfructing the limited visbilitythat cunentty exjsts,

We belierre in our community and it's rules, rogulations, ordinanceg and larrus that haw been
put in place to protect us all from situatons exactly srch as fris, We intend to fully cooperate
with the county with regards to their investigation otthis request and looktorward-to working
Mth thern to establishthe tue hardship and harm thatthis request, if granted, would placeiot
only on us, but also upon the entire community and the public who uses our roadways.
Thank you ln advance foryour prompttme an attention to this very important maUei; that
affects the quality of life tor all of us. Now that the County has so appropriatety brought this to
our attention, please know that it is of the utmost priority to us; and we will be ir"ppy to answer
any questions and/or provide any addi{onal docr.rmentattrn to tha County that tirby Aeem
nacessary in the process ol rendering their decision.

Sincerely,

Brian and Terry Nelson
464 Teresa Court
CrystatBay, NV 80402



Washae County Citizen Advisory Boards
CAB Memher Worksheef

Citizen Advlsory Board: IVCB CAB.
Meeting llate (if applicable): September 26,2A16
Topic or Project Name (include Case No. if applicable): Eget Case # VA1&006

Washoe County PlannerTrevor Uoyd

Please check the approprlate box:

My comments XEI were (or) El were not diseussed during the meeting.

Idenfifled issues and coneerns:
On September 26, 2016, I rsas the lone dissenting vote on the lncline Mllage Crystal Bay
CAB.
The published agenda forthe CAB meeting listed the requ*ted variances/proposed uses in
the following order
Vadance Case NumberVAl6-006 (Eget Residence) - Hearing, discussion, and possible
action to approve a variance to 1) reduce the tront yard setback along Wassou Road from 20
feed to 14 feet 5 inches to altow for a storage addition belowthe existing deck, 2) to reduce
the front yard setback along Teresa Road from 20 feet to 10 feet to allow a detached garage
addition, 3) to reduce the front yard setback along Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to 8 feet to
allow for s detached garage addiUon and 4) to redue the north side yard setback from 8 feet
to 5 feet to allow for a bath addition and deck rebuild at the existing residence and 5) to
reduce the north side yard setback fiom 8 feet to 5 feet for a detached garage addition.
(This is somewhat different than the order of items listed in the application.)

Refening to the numbered variance itens as listed in the CAB meeting agenda, above, I

would approve iterns only items No. 1 and 4, and deny the remaining requests, or require re-
submission on the basis indicated belour.

As I indicated during the CAB's discussion, I have trouble finding grounds for the variance in
that the applicant already enjoys the use of a detached garage and accessory cabin along
with substantial extra parking in the center of the parcel. The proposed variance placing a
new parking structrre with accessory lMng space at the uppermost and nanowest end of the
parcel by Teresa Road and the coresponding removal of development from the center of the
parcel will have the effect of creating two disconnected nodes of development at each end of
this small lot. By doing so, it appears that the applicant is maximizing the need for variances
to accomplish the desired uses and willaccordingly leave the cunently developed and less
restricted center of the parcelundeveloped. ln my view, a variance to facilitate development in
the area where development has already occuned would make more sense than creating two
nodes of development at opposite ends of the small parcel. Not mentioned in the discussion
thus far is that the development of the proposed attached garage in the setback adjoining
Teresa Road will apparently require removal of a substantially large, mature sugar pine hee.
It would seem to be uncharacteristic and atypical to develop the parcel in such a way that two
separatd nodes of development will be created, requiring the greatest possible intrusion into
setbacks, to develop a previously undeveloped area of the parcel, and leave the center of the
small parcelvacant, where the existing development on the parcel has the detached garage
and accessory cabin muc{r closerto the primary dwelling. As a result, the proposed variance
will result in tvuo separate disconnected developments on this small parel instead of one area
of development

Suggested alternatives andlor recommendations:

Revised August 2016



See above.

Name 9-29-2016
(Please Prlnt)

:b,-1.:il..\&
Slgnature:

This worksheet may be used as a tool to help you take note during tfe pubflc testimony and
discussion on this topic/project Your cornments during the meeting will become part of the ilublic
record through the minute and the CAB adion mernorandum. Your comments, and comments from
other CAB members, wrll and shall not collectively constitute a position of the CAB as a whole. *Due
to Nevada Open Meeting Law corsidemfions, please do not communicatE with your fellow
CAB memberlB on items outside of the agendhed discusbns treld at your regutar CAB
meetings.**

lf you would like this worksheet fonrarded to your Commissioner, please include his/her name.

Commissione/s Name: Birkbigler -
Use additional page, if necessary.

Please mail, fax or email completed worksheets to: \Ahshoe County Managels ffice
Atention: CAB Progriam Coordinator
Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV B9S20O027
Fax T15.328.2491
Email: cab@washoecountv.us

Revised August 2016



Washoe County Development Code
(Chapter 110 of theWashoe County Code)

Defi nitian of Appli catlons

Type of Applbaton Definition ChapterlArticle

Parcel Maps; and

Second or
Subsequent Parcel
Maps

A parcel map is required for all minor
subdivisions of four or fewer lots or common-
interest units. lf the application is subdividing a
lot or lots created within five years trom the
creation of the original lot, a public notice card
shall be sentto advisory boards indicating the
review criteria and date and time of meeting.

110.606

Tentative
Subdivisions

A tentative subdivision apSication is required for
allproposed subdivisions of five or more lots and
all common-interest units consisting of five or
more uniis.

't10.608

Variances Standards within the Development Code may
be varied (e.9. such as building height,
setback requirements, landscape modifi ers, etc. ).
Different standards apply in different land use
designations. Typical requests are for lots
with unique physicalconditions that create
a hardship (i.e. shape, topography, wetlands,
public easements, etc.).

110.804

Use Permif,s Civic, residential, commercial and industrial uses
on a properly may require a us6 pennit. The
type of use permit, if required, is noted on the
Table of Uses in the Development Code
fi 1 4302.05). Administrative Permits are
approved by the Hearing Examiner and usually
involve relativelysmallimpacts from a use, A
Special Use Permit may be required for a
proposed project when the intensity or size of the
project, traffic generation, noise, impact on public
facilities or compatibility with surrounding uses or
other impacts must be evaluated.

110.808

and

110.810

Development
Agreements

Allows for any person having a legal or equitable
interest in land to enter into an agreement with
Washoe County conceming the development of
that land.

110.814

Developrnent Code
Amendment

Provides a mettrod for amending the
Development Code.

110.818

Master Plan
Amendment

Provides a method for amending the Master Plan
(e.9. changes of land use).

110.820

RegulatoryZone
Amendment

Prov{des a method for amending regulatory zone
boundaries (i.e. zone cfianges).

110.821

P:L...\Citizen Advisory Boards\CAB Forms\CAB MemberWorksheet, February 2012.doc
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Aftachment F

Board of Adjustment Memberc
Kim Toulouse, Chair
Clay Thomas, Mce Chair

Kristina Hill

Lee Lawrence

Brad Stanley

Carl R. Webb, Jr., AICP, Secretary

WASHOE GOUNTY
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VA16-006 Draft Meeting Minutes

Thursday, February 2, 2017
1:30 p.m.

Washoe County Administration Complex
Commission Chambers

1001 East Ninth Street
Reno, NV

The Washoe County Board of Adjustment - met
February 2, 2017, in the Washoe County Administrative :Complex
Street, Reno, Nevada. 

:r..

8. Public Hearings

session on Thursday,
Chambers, 1001 East Ninth

D' Variance Case Number VA16-006 (Eget Residbnce) - ttbaring, discussiein, and possible action to
approve a variance 1) to reduce the slde yard setbacls.frdin 8 feet to 5 feet for a first floor addition on
the main house and to expand the'selcondr.,floor to be in:-line with the existing and proposed first floor
additions; and 2) to reduce the side yard set'back from 8 feet to 7 feet for the letached'garage.

. ApplicanUOwner:

. Location:
o Assessor'sParcelNumber:
o ParcelSize:
o Master Plan Category:
. Regulalory Zone:
. Area Plan:
o Citi2en Advisory Board:
. Develgpment Code:
o Commission District:
o Section/Township/Range:

a Staff:

o Phone:
. E-Mail:

Jeffery D Eggt
45 E. Tuscaroia Road, Crystal Bay

0.19Acres (8,35'1 square feet)
Suburban Residential (SR)
Medium'Density Suburban (MDS)
Tahoe
I ncline Village/Crystal Bay
Authorized in Article 804 (Variances)
1 - Commissioner Berkbigler
Section 19, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV
Eva M. Krause, AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3628
ekrause@washoecounty. us

Chair Toulouse opened the public hearing

Eva Krause presented her statf report, dated January 12,2017

James Borelli with Borelli Architecture was present on behalf of the applicant. He stated that it was a
relatively simple clarification to the previous approval and that Ms. Krause had covered it well. He was
available for questions.

Chair Toulouse called for public comment.

Washoe County Community Services Department, Planning and Development Division
Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0147 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512

Telephone: 77 5.328.3600 - Fax: 725.328.61 33
www.washoecounty. us/csd/plan ning_and_development



Jeff Eget, the owner of 45 East Tuscarora, stated that Mr. Borelli could answer everything, but that if he
could not, then Mr. Eget could answer any questions.

Pete Todoroff, Chairman of the lncline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board said that this was a
very unusual situation. He hoped that the Board of Adjustment (Board) approved it.

Chair Toulouse closed public comment and asked the Board for any disclosures or discussion. There
were none. He called for a motion.

Member Hill moved that after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff
report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve
Variance Case Number VA16-006 for Jeffery D. Eget, with the conditions of approval included as Exhibit A
for this matter, having made all four findings in accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.8A4.25:

1. Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the property, including
exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of the specific.piece of property; exceptional topographic
conditions; extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of the property and/or location of
surroundings; the strict application of the regulation respltg in exceptional and undue hardships upon the
owner of the property;

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public, good, substantially impair
affected natural resources or impair the intent and purpose of -the Developfirent Code or applicable

3. No Special Privileses. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant bf special privileges
inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the iricinity and the identical regulatory zone in
which the property is situated; 

,.;

4., Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a usg or activ'ity--which is not otherwise expressly
authorized by the regulation goveming the parcel of property.: ."

Member Lawrence seconded the motion, which was approved unahimously with a vote of flve in favor,
none against.

-.-l

February 2,2017 Washoe County Board of Adjustment Meeting Minutes - VA16-006 Page 2 of 2



Attachment G

WASHOE GOUNTY
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

Meeting Minutes

Board of Adlustment Membsrs
Lee Lawrence, Chair

Kim Toulouse, Mce Chair
Kristina Hill

Brad Stanley
Clay Thomas

William Whitney, Secretary

Thurcday, October 6, 2016
1:30 p.m.

Washoe County Administration Complex
Commission Chambers

1001 East Ninth Street
Reno, NV

The Washoe County Board of Adjusfrnent met in rqular session on Thursday,
October 6, 2016, in the Washoe County Administrative Complex Commission Chambers, 1001 East Ninih
Street, Reno, Nevada.

1. *Determinatiori of Quorum

Chair Lawrence called the meeting to order at 1:31 p.m. The following members and staff were present:

Members present: Lee Lawrence, Chair
Kim Toulouse, Mce-Chair
Kristina Hill
Brad Stanley
Clay Thomas

Members absent:

Staff present: Eva Krause, AICP, Planner, Planning and Development
Roger Pelham, Senior Planner, Planning and Development
Bob Webb, Planning Manager, Planning and Development
Nathan Edwards, Deputy District Attomey, District Aftomey's Office
Donna Fagan, Recording Secretary, Planning and Development

2. *Pledge of Allegiance

Chair Lawrence led the pledge to the flag.

3. *Ethics Law Announcement

Deputy District Attomey Edwards, Legal Counsel, recited the Ethics Law standards.

4. *Appeal Procedure

Bob Webb recited the appeal procedure for items heard before the Board of Adjustment.

5. *Public Comment

Wayne Ford statgd he was present on behalf of his client Thomas Lypka whose Variance was supposed
to be heard today, VA16-005. He understood the Board could not discuss his request at this time, yei he felt
it was imperative to get on the record why the Variance was put off until December 1,2016. He said the
action was caused by the County not giving proper notice to the sunounding property owners. The Notices
were sent to people in Reno, Carson City and Washoe Valley for the most part, yet not one person on the list

None

washoe county community Services Deparhnent, Planning and Development Division
Post ffice Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0142 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512

Telephone; 775.328.3600 - Fax: 775.328.61 33
www.washoecounty. us/csd/plann ing_and_development



lived in lncline Village. He said on August 24h, pnor to those Notices, a courtesy notice went to the conect
people and they held a meeting at the Citizen Advisory Board (CAB). He stated the delay would put them in a
no-win situation. He said they had no choice but to defer the hearing to December 1, 2016 with having the
legal deficiency hanging over them that anyone could appeal the decision and they would have to start all
over. The no-win was that Mr. Lypka could not conect the safety issues on his property this year; one being
ice problems in the front entry; and, the second was the rear doors of his residence freezing shut. He said
they had no issues with this Board, yet it was the only public forum they could go to and put on record that
Mr. Lypka would hold the County liable for any issues that took place this winter due to the Community
Services Department inconectly applying the Variance process and thus forcing them into a process that
would now take over 110 days to be heard. He said he wanted to thank this Board for their time and would
look fonaard to presenting their case for approval of their request for a Variance in December if it came down
to having to wait untilthen. His statement was placed on file with the Board.

Pete Todoroff, Chairman of the lncline Mllage CAB, stated the Variance was approved unanimously and
his only con@m was what would be their approach now, because he had no idea until after the meeting was
over that the Notices had been sent to the wrong people. He hoped the Board would grant the Variance.

Chairman Lawrence asked Mr. Edwards, Legal Counsel, if he had any comments. Mr. Edwards, Legal
Counsel, stated the County was reserving all of their legal rights and positions as well. Bob Webb, Planning
Manager, said if he could draw the Board's aftention to item 2 of the handout that Mr. Ford provided, it stated
the Applicant actually had two choices; he had a choice to have the Variance heard today or to continue and
the Applicant made the choice to continue. Member Toulouse stated no matter what decision was made, it
could be appealed to the County Commissioners.

6. Approval ofAgenda

ln accordance with the Open Meeting Law, Member Toulouse moved to approve the agenda for the
October 6, 2016 Board of Adjustment meeting. The motion was seconded by Member Hill, which canied
unanimously.

7. Approvalof Angust 4,2016 Minutes

Member Hill moved to approve the minutes of August 4, 2016 as written. The motion was seconded by
Member Stanley, which canied unanimously.

8. Public Hearings

A Administrative Permit Case Number AP{&003 (Denny) - Hearing, discussion, and possible action
to approve the construction of a 3,750 square foot accessory structure that will be larger than the
existing 1,771 square foot primary residence. The accessory structure is a 50 foot by 75 foot metal
building and will have plumbing (sink/toilet).

.. Applicant:

. Property Owner:
o Location:
. Assessor's Parcel Numbers:
. ParcelSize:
e Master Plan Category:
. Regulatory Zone:
r Area Plan:
. Citizen Advisory Board:
r Development Code:
. Commission District:
e Sectionffownship/Range:

Wayne Denny
Wayne Denny
500 Washoe Drive, Washoe Valley NV
050-235-06
1 .019 acres
Suburban Residential (SR)
Low Density Suburban (LDS)
South Valleys
South Truckee MeadowsMashoe Valley
Authorized in Article 306 Accessory Uses and Structures
2 - Commissioner Lucey
Section 24,T17N, R19E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV
Eva Krause, AICP, Plannera Prepared by:
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Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. Eva Krause, Planner, stated Mr. Denny came in about12:45
p.m. and said he wished to withdraw the case.

There was no one wishing to speak under public comment.

Chair Lawrence closed the public hearing. There was no action taken on this item.

B. Special Use Permit Case Number SB1G004 (Verizon Arrowcreek Golf Gourse) - Hearing,
discussion, and possible action to approve the construction of a new wireless cellular facillty
consisting of a 56 foot high tower utilizing a stealth design disguised as an elevated water tank with 4
sectors comprised of twelve 8 foot tall antennas per sector, all enclosed within the faux water tank, 12
ground mounted remote radio units (RRU), associated outdoor equipment cabinets, and sunounded
by a fenced 20' x22'lease area,

Applicant:

e Phone:
r E-Mail:

a

. Property Owner:

. Project Address:
o Assessor's Parcel Number:
o TotalParcelSize:
r Master Plan Category:
. Regulatory Zone:
. Area Plan:
e Citizen Advisory Board:
o Development Code:

o Commission District:

" Section/Township/Range:
o Prepared by:

. Phone:
n Email:

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3628
e kra use @wash oeco u ntv. us

Verizon Wireless
C/O Epic Wireless
Friends of Anowcreek
2905 Anowcreek Parkway
152-021-03
149 Acres
Rural Residential(RR)
High Density Residential (HDR)
Southwest Truckee Meadows
South Truckee MeadowsMashoe Valley
Authorized in Article 324, Communication Facilities and
Article 810, Special Use Permits
2 - Commissioner Lucey
Section 23, T18N, R19E, MDM, Washoe County, NV
Chad Giesinger, Senior Planner
Planning and Development Division
Washoe County Community Services Department
775.328.3626
cg iesinger@washoecounty. us

Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. Roger Pelham, Planner, reviewed Chad Giesinge/s staff
report in Mr. Giesingefs absence.

Chair Lavwence asked if the Board had any questions. Member Thomas asked if there were any other
stealth towers that were made to look like a water tower, or was this the first. Mr. Pelham stated he thought
there might be one located within the City of Sparks, but he did not know of any in this jurisdiction.

Member Toulouse stated he read a comment ftom a CAB member and to him looking at the water tower
design, he believed a monopole Pine tree stealth antenna would be a lot less intrusive. H-e wondered if there
was a particular reason why they chose the rarater tower design. Member Thomas said according to the
Nevada Revised Statute it addressed unreasonable discrimination and one of the things had to do with
structure. He asked if they approved the vuater tower structure would that open the door for everyone else to
ask for water tower structures. Mr. Pelham stated he would hesitate to speculate what could come in the
future. He explained stealth designs as outlined in the Code would be reviewed individually in the context of
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their particular area. Mr. Edwards, Legal Counsel, concuned that if the Board approved this it would not
establish a precedent that would lead to the County having to approve future applications for fake water
towers. He stated the Special Use Permit process was case-by-case and others would be dependent upon
the facts, the sunounding area, and a whole host of factors.

Buzz. Lynn, Applicant, stated these sites had been considered and reconsidered within the last 18
months, which led them to the Clubhouse. Their Radio Frequency Engineers directed them to move forward
with the Clubhouse site because they felt it had the best characteristics for filling in the wholes and providing
additional capacity for users. However, the members and homeowners told them they would like the tower
moved somewhere else. They were asked, after their submission to the Clubhouse to please reconsider the
site, so he addressed the Radio Frequency Engineers and asked why they had not picked the location up the
hill and was told it would not work. The Radio Frequency Engineers gave their approval to move ahead with
the proposed facility.

Mr. Lynn stated originally they had proposed to do a monopole Pine tree but one of the members of the
Clubhouse had seen the water tank at the Wingfield Springs course and suggested that. They said okay but
he told them they did not want to be in a position where they would have to defend something that the
community did not want. Through a series of discussions and working very closely with staff, it was
determined to go with the water tower. Mr. Webb and Mr. Edwards were advised during the progress of
those decisions and discussions and they had all agreed to go with the water tower design.

Member Stanley asked if there would be a significant improvement in the 911 service and any kind of
security or safety provisions through this facility. Mr. Lynn stated the 911 service would be enhanced.

Member Thomas asked if the proposed facility was approved at the maintenance yard, would that cover
the rest of the area or was there a possibility they would come back and ask for additional water towers or
structures. Mr. Lynn said it would cover, but there was a definite distinction between coverage and capacity.
He said capacity was when a whole bunch of kids on Christmas moming got their new l-devices and they
started filming and uploading, which placed an incredible data strain on the system, and in so doing the
demand created gaps and the inability to service that particular user, which a canier did not want to happen.
Coverage would be enhanced and capacity at this moment would be enhanced; however, capacity in the
future as the market matured may no longer be met and there very well could be an application for some of
those sites again that were passed on now.

Chair Lawrence opened up discussion to public comment. There was no one wishing to speak. Chair
Lawrence closed public comment.

Member Stanley-stated he had been privy to the other Verizon efforts for a presence in that area and he
thought this was extremely well thought out. Member Toulouse stated he thought a Pine tree made better
sense, but he was fine with it. Member Thomas stated he agreed with what was presented, he understood
capacity, and it appeared this could handle the additional needs. Chair Lawrence stated he was pleased to
see within the application that the Friends of Anowcreek and the CAB expressed an interest in this and came
to a mutualagreement.

Member Stanley moved, after considering the information contained within the staff report and the
information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve, with the
conditions included as Exhibit A in the staff report, Special Use Permit Case Number SB16-004 for Verizon
Wireless, being able to make the findings required by Washoe County Code Section 110.810.30, Section
110.324.75, and the finding required by Policy SW.2.14 of the Southwest Truckee Meadows Area plan, a
part of the Washoe County Master Plan, for approval of Special Use Permits. Member Thomas seconded the
motion, which canied unanimously. (Approved; five in favor, none against)

The motion was based on the following findings:
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Findinqs from WCC Section 110.810.30:

1. Consistencv. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies,
standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Southwest Truckee Meadows Area
Plan;

2. lr.norovements. That adequate utilities, roadway improvements, sanitation, water supply,
drainage, and other necessary facilities have been provided, the proposed
improvements are properly related to existing and proposed roadways, and an adequate
public facilities determination has been made in accordance with Division Seven;

3. Site Suitabilitv. That the site is physically suitable for a wireless communications facility
and for the intensity of such a development;

4. lssuance Not Detrimental. That issuance of the permit will not be signiflcantly detrimental
to the public heahh, safety or welfare; injurious to the property or improvements of
adjacent properties; or detrimental to the charac-ter of the sunounding area;

5. Effect on a Militarv lnstallation. That issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental
effect on the location, purpose or mission of the military installation;

Findinos from WCC Section 110.324.75:

1. Meets Standards. That the wireless communications facility meets all the standards of
Sections 110.324.40 through 110.324.60 as determined by the Director of the Planning
and Development Division and/or his authorized representative;

2. Public lnput. That public input was considered during the public hearing review process;
and

3. lmpacts. That the proposal will not unduly impact the adjacent neighborhoods or the
vistas and ridgelines of the County.

Findinos from Policv sw.2.14. of the southwest Truckee Meadows Area plan:

1. lmpact on the Communitv Character. That impact on the Community Character can be
adequately conserved through mitigation of any identffied potential negative impacts.

C. Special Use Permit Gase Number SBl&007 (Springs of Hope Trans4mation Ministries) -
Hearing, discussion, and possible action to approve a Special Use Permit to allow religious
assemblies including Bible studies and ministry meetings.

Applicant: Kristie Calder
26740 Rose Mist Court
Reno, NV 89521
Kristie Calder
26740 Rose Mist Court
Reno, NV 89521
888 Zolezi Lane, directly south of the intersection of
Zolezzi Lane and Creek Crest Road
049-351-26
'1.07 acres
Suburban Residential (SR)

Property Owner:

a

o

o Location:

" Assesso/s Parcel Number:
o ParcelSize:
. Master Plan Category:
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. Regulatory Zone:

. Area Plan:

. Citizen Advisory Board:

. Development Code:
r Commission District:
. Section/Township/Range:

Prepared by:

r Phone:
o E-Mail:

Low Density Suburban (LDS)
Southwest Truckee Meadows
South Truckee MeadowsMashoe Valley
Authorized in Article 810, Special Use Permits
2 - Commissioner Lucey
Section 20, T18N, R20E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV
Roger D. Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3622
rpe lham@washoecou ntv. us

a

Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. Roger Pelham reviewed his staff report.

Member Toulouse said he noticed that of the agencies that reviewed the project, the Truckee Meadows
Fire Protection District would not approve the proposed fire department tumaround shown on the map. He
said he noticed there was no Condition of Approval that addressed that. Mr. Pelham stated that was conect
and the reason was that was a Standard Code requirement; they must meet Fire Code and the tumaround
would meet Code before they received a Certificate of Occupancy and a Business License. Member
Toulouse stated the Board did not have to stipulate that as an additional Condition of Approval. Mr. Pelham
stated that was conect because it was already required by the Standard Fire Code.

Member Hill asked if the building had ever been used as a residence. Mr. Pelham stated it had. Member
Hill asked what the cunent use of the building was. Mr. Pelham stated it was cunently unoccupied. Member
Hill asked if the Applicant was the owner of the property. Mr. Pelham explained they were currently
purchasing. Member Hill asked if the LDS zoning allowed for a religious building. Mr. Pelham stated a
religious assembly use type was essentially allowed in every zone subject to the approval of a Special Use
Permit.

Leann Pengualo, Applicant's representative, stated it was intended to be used for a maximum of 22
people where they would conduct training two weeks out of the year. She noted they outgrew their cunent
homes and purchased this location to allow them to meet in a central place for training and Bible study. She
said it was not going to be used to live in. Member Thomas asked if there would be any activities on the
weekends. Ms. Pengualo stated there would be no services on the weekends, and the groups would meet on
Wednesday momings every other week and a group would meet on Thursdays for lunch. ln January they
scheduled to hold a six week training on Thursday evenings and again the following August.

Member Toulouse stated he was a little concemed about the proposed phasing of the project because
they had not had a lot of projects that had phasing contingent upon future funding being available. He
wondered if there was a plan to address the potential funding issue in the future. Ms. Pengualo stated she
did not think she could speak directly for the Applicant, but they had a 501c3 nonprofit set up, would
personally oversee the maintenance and care of the facility and if it was something that had to be done
immediately, they would handle it personally.

Chair Lawrence opened up the discussion for public comment.

Steve Jarvis stated his residence was approximately located one block north of the proposal and his
main concem was traffic. He said if any of the Board members had driven on Zolezzi Lane they would know
that it already had a heavy traffic load and also as a residential area it was very popular with bike lanes and
walking trails. He said right now they had one religious facility, approximately a half mile from the proposed
facility, and there was a lot of traffic from there already. Member Thomas asked if there was a school right
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across the street from the location. Mr. Jarvis explained the school was about one block down from
Clearwater Drive, so it would be approximately two blocks north and also had a lot of traffic.

Karen Gallio stated she lived close to the proposal and the area was indeed rural suburban. Some of the
properties had animals and they did not have street lights, and it was a quiet semi-country environment. She
said she had a lot of questions about who the owners were, who and what were they meeting for, and who
were they training and for what purpose. She said they had one of three largest religious facilities in the
Reno/Sparks area on Zolezzi Lane and with the membership of 1,500 to 2,000 people there were streams of
traffic going up and down and sometimes she had to wait five minutes to be able to tum on or off Zolezi
Lane. She said the Montessori School was two blocks east of the proposal and those people parked up and
dovtn Zolezzi Lane and up and down Valley Springs Road for picking up children twice a day.

Don Cose said he was representing his neighbors who could not attend. He agreed with the trafftc flow
concerns, but another area of concem was their property values. One of his neighbors lived directly behind
the proposal and had to use the easement to access Zolezi Lane. He asked if bringing in this type of facility
would eventually have an effect on being able to keep animals in the area.

John Lukens stated his property was one block south of the proposal and his main concem was traffic, as
there was no left hand turn lane at the driveway. The driveway was not easy to see, it was a dirt path and
there were trees on both sides of it. He continued saying there were no street lights and it would be even
more difficult to see at night.

Thomas Murphy stated the Board was going to be following Article 810 of the Development Code, which
did not allow religious assembly within LDS zoning and Table 110.302.05 did not list religious assembly as
an approved use. He was not opposed to the proposa!, but he was not 100 percent sure what they were
proposing. He was concemed they were not a valid church or if they had a Charter, if they had a legitimate
nonprofit status, and how long had they been operating. He said also in Article 810 it asked for a lighting plan
and a traffic plan and he had not seen either of those. He thought the Board needed more information from
the Applicants. Mr. Murphy stated he was also present to speak for his partner who was the individual that
created this subdivision. He explained the proposed properg had been used as a residence and a church,
but that was some time ago.

Member Hill asked Mr. Murphy if he lived on the property. Mr. Murphy stated he did not and explained
vvhere his property was in relation to the proposal. Member Stanley stated he attended the CAB meeting and
he did not remember hearing that it had been a church once before. Mr. Murphy stated he understood it was
a school, not a church. Member Toulouse stated he understood Mr. Murphy to say that he shared the
driveway with the proposal. Mr. Murphy stated that was conect and they had an exclusive easement over the
property and the Applicant did not.

Chair Lawrence asked Mr. Pelham to clarify some of the questions. Mr. Pelham stated the Washoe
County Development Code, Table 110.302.05.2 allowed for religious assembly. He explained 52 indicated a
Special Use Permit approved by the Board of Adjustment was necessary for Low Density Suburban (LDS).
He said before this could be effective and meetings would start taking place, lighting would be one of the
things that would need to be brought into compliance with the Code. He stated one of the typical
requirements of Article 414was that all of the lighting be shielded; the light would travel down and not out.

Member Hill asked if the Applicant stated that it was affiliated with a specific church in the area or was
this their own thing. Mr. Pelham stated they were seeking a religious assembly use type and this one was
perhaps a little different where one thought of large gatherings on a Sunday moming, which was not what
they were asking for. However, were they associated with another church or not, or were they associated
with a particular religion or denomination was not something that would come under this Board's
consideration. He said from stafls perspective, and he believed within the Development Code, they could
look at things like the impact on the sunounding area, the Standards and the uses, but he did not think they
would be in a position to evaluate the legitimacy of the religious organization.
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Kelly Degregori said what the map did not show in the packet that was handed out was thatZolezzi Lane
was one lane for each direction, had a double-solid line in the middle and no parking on the street was
allowed. She noted there were bike paths on each side of the street. Her concems were the school and drop
off times, limited parking, parking on the street, and blocking the bike paths. She said parents would let the
kids out and then have to go out the other way and tum either east or west. Her other concem was there was
no consideration right now for how they would go west, tum across traffic to get into the lot and then visa
versa to get out unless they did a roundabout. She said if there was no consideration for the tuming through
the property like the fire department had mentioned, then they would completely block Clear Water and
Creek Crest from the residents getting out. She also had a concem about what type of church it was and
what type of counseling. She thought if it was for drug and DUI counseling that would be a concem to the
residents. She said for the last22 years, that property had been a residence and it was sold as a residence.

Chair Lawrence closed the public comment period and brought the discussion back to the Applicant. Ms.
Pengualo stated the Applicants were a registered 501c3 and this was proposed as a Bible study ministry;
they were not a counseling service, they were strictly an all women, faith-based ministy that was separate
from a church, they held retreats in Tahoe and they conducted trainings for women.

Member Hill asked why the owners could not be present today. Ms. Pengualo stated they had a
scheduled vacation in Hawaii. Member Hill asked if there were two couples who owned it and Ms. Pengualo
stated that was conect.

Member Thomas stated at this time the Applicants were looking to expand or move away from their
residences, and the intent was to find a location for a ministry and when they purchased this property they
were aware it was being utilized as a residence. Ms. Pengualo stated the property was originally built to be a
church 26 years ago and it was a church for several years.

Chair Lawrence brought the discussion back to the Board. Member Stanley stated he had the opportunity
to watch this go through the CAB process and he thought some of the questions raised there were similar to
the questions today. He said that most of the conversation referenced an existing school, an existing church,
existing Code and how much traffic was created.

Member Toulouse said this was an allowed use under the Special Use Permit and they were not
changing the zoning. He agreed there were existing problems and traffic issues with the existing school and
with some other existing uses, but the RTC looked at this and determined it would not add significantly to
traffic in the area.

Member Hill stated she had reservations about a use going in there that was not a single-family dwelling.
She said there was already a school and church exacerbating the traffic problems and to have another
nonresidential use could be detrimental.

Member Thomas stated he had been on Zolezi Lane when the school was in session and it was a two-
lane road had a double yellow line and there was a lot of congestion. He said tuming movements became an
issue without a center lane, which backed traffic up even further. He said as to the timeline of asking for
some leeway as to when they would comply with all the other requirements was his concern. He understood
the septic did not meet standards, it was not in compliance with the fire department and they were asking for
going out to 2019 before the last alteration would be done. He thought they should come into compliance and
then come back before the Board for approval.

Chair Lawrence stated he looked at this project and saw the impact would be about 22 ar trips daily,
which was not a significant factor in whether or not he would be for this or against it. He said they just dealt
with a planning commission issue and they were looking at 5,500 car trips in a 10-hour period on his road
and that was significant. He was leaning towards supporting the project based on the fact that the CAB
approved it.
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Member Hill stated she understood that CAB members did not have to make the findings the Board of
Adjustment had to make t9 approve a project. Mr. Webb said that was conect, they actually discouraged
CAB members from going down the path of findings.

Member Toulouse stated while the CAB members did not have to make the same findings that this Board
did, for the most part a lot of those findings would eventually be addressed through questions and answers.
He agreed if the CAB looked at this and was unanimous in their approval of the project, he put a lot of weight
on their approval.

Member Stanley moved that, after giving reasoned considemtion to the information contained in the staff
report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve
with conditions Special Use Permit Case Number 3816-007 for Kristie Calder and Springs of 

'Hope

Trans4mation Ministries, having made all four required findings in accordance with Washoe County
Development Code Section 110.810.30 and with the Southwest Truckee Meadows Area Plan. Member
Toulouse seconded the motion, which canied on a 3 to 2 vote. (Approved: Ghalr Lawrence, Member
Stanley and Member Toulouse in favor, and Mepbers Hill and Member Thomas against)

1. Consistencv. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies,
standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Southwest Truckee Meadows Area
Plan;

2. lmprovements. That adequate utilities, roadway improvements, sanitation, water supply,
drainage, and other necessary facilities have been provided, the proposed
improvements are properly related to existing and proposed roadways, and an adequate
public facilities determination has been made in accordance with Division Seven;

3. Site Suitabilitv. That the site is physically suitable for religious assembly and for the
intensity of such a development;

4. lssuance Not Detrimental. That issuance of the permit will not be signfficantly
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare; injurious to the property or
improvements of adjacent properties; or detrimental to the character of the sunounding
atea;

5. Southwest Truckee Meadows Area Plan . The community character as described in the
character statement can be adequately conserved through mitigation of any identified
potential negative impacts.

D' Special Use Permit Gase Number 5816-009 (CSA Pre-K School) - Hearing, discussion, and
possible action to approve a preschool facility for up to 20 children in the teen center building at the
Sun Valley Community Park.

. Applicant:

. Property Owner:
o Location:
o Assesso/s Parcel Number:

" ParcelSize:
o Master Plan Category:
. Regulatory Zone:
o Area Plan:
. Citizen Advisory Board:
. Commission District:

" Section/Township/Range:

CSA Pre-K
Sun Valley General lmprovement District
115 W. 6m Avenue
085-211-03
26.086
Suburban Residential (SR)
Parks and Recreation (PR)
Sun Valley
Sun Valley
3 - Commissioner Jung
Section 18, T20N, R20E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV
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C

. Phone:
n E-Mail:

Prepared by: Roger D. Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3622
rpelham@washoecountv. us

Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. Roger Pelham reviewed his staff report.

Chair Lawrence opened public comment.

Garth Elliott stated he was a Board member of the Sun Valley General lmprovement District (SVGID)
and they currently owned the subject property. He noted the building had been renamed and had been
used for slightly older kids, but he felt it was adequate for younger children. He concuned it had been
empty for ayear, which was a con@m to the SVGID. He said they had no problem making the changes to
bring the building up to Code.

Chris Melton, Field Supervisor SVGID, stated the SVGID was in full support of this project. He noted
that the Sun Valley community lost the Head Start Program a few years ago, which affected quite a few
families and that was why this program was vita! to the District and the community. He noted the
Community Service Agency (CSA) completed all of their requirements and the building was move-in ready
at this time.

Kristen Demara, Applicant, stated they were excited to be able to have 20 children because not only did
they provide educational services for children who were going in to Kindergarten, they also provided meals
for those children, health screenings and anything else they would need to be ready for school.

Chair Lawrence closed public comment and opened discussion to the Board. Member Toulouse stated
it was rare to have unanimous support for a project and also that the SVGID was behind the project, which
made their job easier.

Member Hill moved that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff
report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment
approve with conditions Special Use Pen'nit Case Number SB1G009 for CSA Pre-K School, having made
all four findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Gode Section 110.810.30. Member
Thomas seconded the motion, which canied unanimously. (Approved: five in favor, none against)

1. Consistencv. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies,
standards and maps of the [Vlaster Plan and the Sun Valley Area P]an;

2. lmprovements. That adequate utilities, roadway improvements, sanitation, water supply,
drainage, and other necessary facilities have been provided, the proposed
improvements are properly related to existing and proposed roadways, and an adequate
public facilities determination has been made in accordance with Division Seven;

3. Site Suitabilitv. That the site is physically suitable for a preschool, and for the intensity of
such a development; and

4. lssuance Not Detrimental. That issuance of the permit will not be significantly
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare; injurious to the property or
improvements of adjacent properties; or detrimental to the character of the surrounding
arca.

E. Variance ease ltlurnber VA16-006 (Eget Residence) - Hearing, discussion, and possible action to
approve a variance 1) to reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road from 20 feet to 7 feet to
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allow for a storage room below the existing deck; 2) to reduce the north side yard setback ftom 8 feet
to 5 feet to allow for a half bath addition on the house and deck rebuild on the existing residence; 3)
to reduce the front yard setback along Teresa Court from 20 feet to 10 feet and the front yard setback
along Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to 8 feet for a detached accessory structure to be used as a
garage; 4) to permit a second story above the gar:age; and, 5) to allow additional plumbing fixtures in
the accessory structure.

. Applicant:
o Location:
r Assessofs Parcel Number:
e ParcelSize:
c Master Plan Category:
. Regulatory Zone:
o Area Plan:
. Citizen Advisory Board:
. Development Code:
o Commission District:
o Sectionffownship/Range:

Prepared by:

o Phone:
u E-Mail:

Jeffrey D. Eget
45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay
123-136-02
0.19 Acres (8,351 square feet)
Suburban Residential (SR)
Medium Density Suburban (MDS)
Tahoe
lncline Village/Crystal Bay
Authorized in Article 804 (Variances)
1- Commissioner Berkbigler
Section 19, T16N, R18E, MDM,
Washoe County, NV
Eva Krause, AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
775.328.3628
e kra use@was hoeco u ntv. us

Chair Lawrence opened the public hearing. Eva Krause reviewed her staff report. Ms. Krause noted the
following conespondence received before the meeting which has been fonnrarded to the Board for review: a
CAB worksheet from Mr. Wolt a CAB worksheet from Mr. Todoroff, the CAB meeting draft minutes dated
October 2, 2016, a letter from Mr. McAuliffe, and a letter sent by lawyer, Rick Elmore, for the neighbors,
Terry and Brian Nelson.

Mr. Webb stated the description on the staff report talked about reduction on the side yard setback to
accommodate for a half bath addition. Ms. Krause stated it was for a full bath addition. Mr. Webb said the
Agenda before the Board stated it was for a half bath, so the Board action to be taken was for approval of a
half bath. He said if the Applicant wished to have something other than a half bath, the Board had a couple
of choices. The Applicant could request to continue, wherein this could be noticed for something other than
a half bath, or the Board could choose to take action and approve the agenda as published with a half bath
addition. Chair Lawrence thanked him for that clarification.

Member Toulouse stated the Staff Report mentioned the sauna being located within the front setback
and that a condition of approval should be removal of that sauna, but he did not see it in the Conditions of
Approval. Ms. Krause explained it was not removal; it was for relocation within the setback. She said she
spoke with the property owner and they told her they already moved it. Member Toulouse asked if the Board
should add it and Ms. Krause stated the Board did not need to add it as a condition because the Code
stated they could not have accessory structures in the front yard setback. Mr. Webb asked if she had
verified the sauna had been moved. Ms. Krause replied she had not vertfied it yet. Mr. Webb stated the
Board could add that as a condition to ensure the sauna was relocated.

Jeffrey Eget, Applicant, showed the Board a picture depicting the sauna had been moved. He explained
the sauna was more in the middle of the front yard and closer to Wassou Road, so they moved it into the left
comer closer to the tree and right by the deck so it was now as far away from the street as possible. Ms.
Krause confirmed the previous location of the sauna and she located the setback lines on the map. Member
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Toulouse asked if the sauna was in the setback and Ms. Krause stated it was behind the setback where it
was supposed to be.

Member Hill stated she attended the CAB meeting and went to the site. She noticed a Sugar Pine tree
that was being proposed to be removed and she wondered if there was any alternative to saving the tree.
Ms. Krause stated Washoe County did not regulate tree removal and she did not know of any altematives.

Member Toulouse stated he had a concem about the definition of a dwelling unit because someone
living in a house or an a@essory structure made it a dwelling unit; however per Code it was not a dwelling
unit if it did not have a kitchen. Ms. Krause stated that was correct and this is a definition they had been
struggling with over the years. Member Toulouse stated he was not sure if it could be made clearer in the
Code and to make sure both pieces of the Code mimicked each other so the question did not come up
again. He said if it were classified as a dwelling it would not be allowed per TRPA Code, but the County
would allow it.

Member Thomas stated the Tahoe Area Plan Modifiers limited one sink and one toilet. Ms. Krause
stated when that was put into place Washoe County Code also said two plumbing fixtures. She said she did
not know the exact reason why they decided that had to be a sink and a toilet. There was a lot of objections
and a lot of reasons why two plumbing fixtures were not adequate even for an a@essory structure. She
stated the other issues staff had were a lot of people put in two plumbing fixtures and re-plumbed to make
accessory dwellings out of them. So the solution, rather than limit the plumbing fixtures, was to have them
record something on the deed stating it would not be used as a separate dwelling. Member Thomas stated
the accessory structure section within the Development Code was changed to allow that, but the Tahoe
Area Plan Modffiers did not. Ms. Krause stated that was conect. Member Thomas asked which one was in
force, or was both of them in force and could this Board ovenide one or not. Ms. Krause stated that was why
the Applicant was asking for a Variance to the Code. She said the justification for the Variance was that both
of them were in effect.

James Borelli stated he was the architect for the Applicant. He said that due to the unusual shape of the
lot and the restrictions placed on it having basically frontages on three sides of a four-sided lot, they were
requesting a Variance to the setback on the east side from 20 feet to seven feet to allow for the construction
of the storage area undemeath the existing deck, which was in the front setback and had been there for a
number of years. He said it was considered to be legally non-conforming because it was built before a
certain date. They were asking for a reduction in the setback on the north side from eight feet to five feet for
the bathroom addition, which would be a full bath even though it was described in the Agenda as being a
half bath. He said it was clearly a full bath on the floor plans that were submitted. He said on the west side
of the property they were again squeezed by the 20 foot setback on the south side of the properly, so they
were asking for a reduction from 20 feet to eight feet. He stated around the comer on Teresa Court, they
were asking for reduction in the 20 foot setback to 10 feet. He said the two other things they were asking for
was a second story over a detached garage.

Mr. Borelli stated there were no altematives in regard to removing the tree, it was right in the middle of
the driveway and there was no way he could squeeze to the other side. He noted it would be up to the
TRPA permit for the project to make the findings for the removal of that tree. He said they had a project that
basically received CAB approval with one Member opposing. He said some of his fellow Board members
were not sure what his actual objection was and they were having trouble getting specifics out of him. He
said all the agencies reviewed it and none of them had any objections. He said there were four letters of
support and there were two neighbors in the audience who would speak in favor. He stated there was one
neighbor in opposition, but when they built their home in 1997 their list of variance request items read just
like the Applicants and theirs were granted.

Member Thomas said he understood the laundry room would be where the garage was now. Mr. Borelli
stated it would be on the lower floor of the new garage. Member Thomas said when they needed to do
laundry they would bundle it up and leave the house, walk up to the garage and do the laundry. Mr. Borelli
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stated if they were staying in the cabin that would be conect. Member Thomas asked if there was a laundry
room in the cabin now. Mr. Borelli stated there was not and they were trying to tread lightly on the cabin. He
explained the cabin only had so much modffication capacity, so this project was intended to address some
of the Applicant's needs through the construction of a whole separate building rather than try to adapt the
cabin, which would be difficult structurally.

Chair Lawrence stated he wanted to be clear about the bath, whether it was full or a half bath. Mr. Webb
stated the Board would be taking action, based on the Agenda and staff report for a half bath. Mr. Borelli
stated the Board was looking at a submittal that described the project with a half bath; however, as he
pointed out earlier, at staffs request, they provided floor plans which proposed a full bath. Chair Lawrence
said the written information they received was for a half bath and the pictogr:aph and the architectuml design
was not up to interpretation beyond the written description. Mr. Webb said if it was a full bath they were
after, he suggested the Board continue this and have the Applicant resubmit an application representing a
full bath. He stated if the Board approved the Special Use Permit as written for the half bath, when his plans
were submitted if it showed a full bath, staff had no option but to deny the Permit because the application
would not be in conformance with the approved Special Use Permit. Ms. Krause asked if they had to submit
a whole new application or would they just have to re-advertise the project with the conect language. Mr.
Edwalds, Legal Counsel, stated they did not have to do a whole new application. The Agenda desiription
limited what power the Board had to approve something by action in a meeting; the Board could approve
less than what was being requested in an application and described in an Agenda, but they could not
approve more.

Chair Lawrence told Mr. Borelli it was up to the Applicant to decide whether to continue this until
December or have approval of a half bath. Mr. Borelli wondered what the procedure would be if the Board
approved a half bath today to get a full bath later; would he have to go through the entire Variance process
again. Mr. Webb responded the Applicant would have to ask for an Amendment of Conditions, which was a
separate process that would follow the same process as a Variance. He would have to submit an application
to amend the conditions and what was approved, and enter a full cycle of approvals. He said they would not
have it done by December 1s. Mr. Webb asked if the Board could take a break and allow the Applicant and
his representative to discuss this.

3:56 p.m. The Board took a recess.

4:04 p.m. The Board reconvened with all Members present.

Mr. Webb stated the Board could act on items 1, 3, 4 and 5 and continue item 2 to a later date. Chair
Lawrence asked if the Applicant was interested in that and Mr. Borelli replied he was.

Chair Lawrence opened up public comment. Rod Nussbaum stated he lived below the subject
property toward the Lake and he had owned his home since 2005. He said he looked at the plans and the
work that Mr. Borelli had done on the other side of Wassou Road and he thought the overall pioposal would
substantially improve the location and blend in nicely with the neighborhood. He stated that part of Crystal
Bay was an eclectic neighborhood, but over the last five years the property owners had been improving iheir
residences, which was positive.

Chair Lawrence closed public comment and opened rebuttalto the Applicant. Mr. Eget said he thought
there was another letter of support that he wanted put on the record. He said he purchased the property in
November of 2015 and they loved it, but it was uncornfortable to live in. He leamed they needed to mike
some improvements because the bathroom they had was small and did not have any closets. He stated it
was a step saver cabin and they hopefully would be able to keep the existing cabin in tact because it was
built in 1936. He said his immediate next door neighbor, Rick, called him and told him he had his support
and he thought they would be able to work together.

October 6, 2016 Washoe County Board of Adjustment Meeting Minutes Page 13 of 15



Mr. Edwards said the letter in support of the project received from Mr. McAuliffe was distributed to the
Board and made part of the record.

Chair Lawrence opened up discussion to the Board. Member Hill said she thought it was a great
project, she's been to the site twice, and the 1936 cabin is precious. The fact the Eget's want to preserve
that and still have a livable property is admirable. She added any way to save the Sugar Pine tree would be
appreciated. Mr. Edwards, Legal Counsel, stated this was a Variance application and on page 3 of the Staff
Report the Vartance Standard, as set forth in the Nevada Revised Statute, was laid out. He noted the Board
needed to consider if there was exceptional nanowness, shallowness, or shape of a specific piece of
property at the time of the enactment of the regulation, or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions or
other extraordinary and exceptional situation or condition of the piece of property, the strict application of
any regulation enacted under NRS 278.010 to 278.630, inclusive, would result in peculiar and exceptional
practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, which had to be part of the analysis. He
also wanted to make sure that as the Board moved through the discussion, if there was an appetite to
approve it, the Stratute be considered and taken into account.

Member Toulouse said he appreciated the Applicant's willingness to preserve as much of the cabin he
could, even though it was not a registered historic landmark. He said because of the narowness and the
steepness of the property, he did not have an issue with granting the Variance. Member Stanley stated he
liked the fact that the Chair of the CAB came to this meeting showing support of the project. He was also
pleased that a compromised solution had been reached.

Member Thomas stated he struggled with these types of requests. He said when someone purchased
a property, they knew what they were getting and then that individual would come before the Board and say
they did not like what they bought and want to expand. He was not sure that was really a hardship or not.

Chair Lawrence said the function of this Board was to look at these projects and determine whether
they complied and were consistent with Variances and Special Use Permits. He said he lived in a house that
was built on a 16 percent grade and he understood the challenges associated with that and the size of the
lot and the setbacks. He said he was in support of this project based upon the fact that it met the criteria for
a Variance. He also noted for the record the Board received a letter in support from Bryan McAuliffe, and a
letter from Brian and Terry Nelson stating they were not in support of the project.

Member Hill moved that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff
report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Board of Adjustment approve
Variance Case Number VA16-006 for Jeffery D. Eget, with the conditions of approval included as Exhibit A
for this matter, having made all four findings in accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.804.25,
with the exception of item tf2 on the Agenda to reduce the north side yard setback from eight feet to five feet
to allow for a half bath addition on the house and deck rebuild on the existing residence, which will be
continued to the Board of Adjustment meeting to be held in February 2017. Member Toulouse seconded the
motion, which canied unanimously. (Approved: five in favor, none against)

1. Special Circumstances. Because of the special circumstances applicable to the
property, including exceptional narowness, shallowness or shape of the specific piece
of property; exceptional topographic conditions; extraordinary and exceptional situation
or condition of the property and/or location of sunoundings; the strict application of the
regulation results in exceptional and undue hardships upon the owner of the property;

2. No Detriment. The relief will not create a substantial detriment to the public good,
substantially impair affected natural resources or impair the intent and purpose of the
Development Code or applicable policies under which the variance is granted;

3. No Special Privileqes. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of special
privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and the
identical regulatory zone in which the property is situated;

October 6, 201 6 Washoe County Board of Adjustment Meeting Minutes Page 14 of 15



4. Use Authorized. The variance will not authorize a use or activity which is not otherwise
expressly authorized by the regulation goveming the parcel of property.

9. Ghair and Board ltems
*A. Future Agenda ltems.

None.
*B. Requests for lnformation from Staff

Chair Lawrence stated the maps were hard to read because they were in such small print. Member
Toulouse stated he would also like to receive the maps in color if possible. Mr. Webb stated staff would be
notified.

*C. Discussion and possible action to elect officers, chair and vice chair.

Mr. Webb stated this was continued from the last meeting due to all the members were not present.
fi/ember Stanley moved to nominate Member Toulouse as Chair. The motion uras se@nded by Member
Thomas, which canied unanimously.

Member Lawrence moved to nominate Member Thomas as Mce Chair. The motion was seconded by
Member Hill, which canied unanimously.

Chair Toulouse assumed the gavel.

10. Directo/s ltems and Legal Counsel's ltems
*A" Report on Previous Board of Adjustment ltems.

Mr. Webb reminded the Board that the December meeting would be held in the Health District
ConferenceroomsA&8.

*8. Legallnformation and Updates.

None.

11. *General Public Comment

There was no response to the call for public comment. lt was noted that a letter had been received by
Kirk Short, which was placed on file.

12. Adiournment

The meeting adjoumed at429 p.m. with no objections.

Respectfully submitted by Jaime Dellera, lndependent hntractor

Approved by Board in session on December 1,2Q16

William H. Whitney
Secretarytothe Board of Adjustment
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Attachment H

I ncline Village/Crystal Bay
Citizen Advisory Board

To:
From
Re:
Date:

MEMORANDUM

Marsha Berkbigler, Commissioner
Misty Moga, Administrative Recorder
Variance Case Number VAl6-006 (Eget Residence)
October 2,2016

The following is a portion of the draft minutes of the lncline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board held on September,
2016.

7. DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS - The project description is provided below with links to the application or you may visit
the Planning and Development Division website and select the Application Submittals page:
http://univw.washoecounty.us/comdev/da/da index. htm.

A. Variance Case Number VAI6-006 (Eqet Residence) - Hearing, discussion, and possible action to approve a
variance to 1) reduce the front yard setback along Wassou Road from 20 feet to.14 feet 5 inches to allow for a storage
addition below the existing deck, 2) to reduce the front yard setback along Teresa Road from 20 feet to 10 feet to allow a
detached garage addition, 3) to reduce the front yard setback along Tuscarora Road from 20 feet to 8 feet to allow for a
detached garage addition and 4) to reduce the north side yard setback from 8 feet to 5 feet to allow for a bath addition and
deck rebuild at the existing residence and 5) to reduce the north side yard setback from 8 feet to 5 feet for a detached
garage addition.

o ApplicanUOwner: Jeffery D. Eget
o Location: 45 E. Tuscarora Road, Crystal Bay
. Assessor's Parcel Number: 123-136-02
o Staff: Trevor Lloyd, 775-328-3620, tllovd@washoecountv.us
. Reviewing body: The following case is tentatively scheduled to be heard by the Board of Adjustment on October

6,2016

Gerry Eick reminded that the CAB focus is the agenda item. lf in the course of review other mafters arise, CAB members
or public members may submit them in writing instead of being discussed.

Jim Borelli, the subject propefi architect, reviewed the proposed site plan:

Requesting an approved variance for:
. Reduced side set back from 8 to Spm on the north side of the property.
o Demolishing two buildings
. Construct two car garage with sleeping quarters, storage area, fitness room
o Reducing front set back on Wassou from 20 to 8.6 feet.
. Reducing side set back from 8 to 5 feet
. Reduction in setback on Teresa court from 20 to 8 feet.
r Front setback on Tuscarora from 20 to 8
. He said Washoe County engineering doesn't have a problem with it.
. This will allow for an accessory structure of two stories
. Topography, setbacks on 3 out of 4 sides of the lot
. Bedroom addition on the cabin

He showed diagrams of:
. Floor plan of current cabin
. The elevation and proposed floor plan
. Proposed garage building

Discussion:
Gerry Eick spoke about the setbacks. They are allowing them to put structures on east and west side of property with
open space in between. He said he is particularly concerned on the northeast. He said it needs to be specific that the
setback is specifically for the structure, and not to be filled in later.

vAl6-006
EGET RESIDENCE. CAB MINUTES



Roger Pelham said if a variance is granted, it's always granted with conditions. The plans you submit must be in
substantial conformance of the site plan. The site plan becomes part of the record. Roger Pelham said we don't have an
opinion 'fo/ nor'against' a variance either way. A variance can be granted by special hirdships, topography, shape, etc.

Judy Miller said she heard that they struggle with coverage. This lot is already reached maxed coverage, so we can't be
concerned with future development because of limited coverage. Judy spoke about the TRPA 1o/o lot coverage, but this
one was grandfathered it. lt can be shuffled around. Gerry Eick said he wanted to make sure there was no conflict with
TRPA and Washoe County code. Roger Pelham said this is not an accessory dwelling. He said the limitation of the
plumbing is a Tahoe area plan restriction. Roger said the Tahoe area plan is being re-written. He said we take they the
elements and put them into the Tahoe area plan modifiers.

Andy Wolf asked about the detached garage allowable use without variance. Roger confirmed they could; it would be
accessory uses to the main property. Andy asked about with living space. Roger said there are difierent standards for
structures and dwellings.

Andy asked about the southeast comer setback. Mr. Borelli said that was a dimensional enor which has been corrected.
Roger Pelham said that isn't uncommon. He said the application gets assigned to a planner, and submitted for review to
agencies. Roger said Eva hadn't studied that specific setback yet.

Andy Wolf said there is a garage and cabin; accessory buildings to the main building and storage above main building.
They already have those uses on the property, therefore, what is the lack of ability to have thos-e uses as they are. He
asked why isn't what you have there enough. Mr. Borelli said they have only a one car garage, not two. The iurrent
structures wouldn't be easy to add on to. lnstead of adding onto the old structures, Mr. Borelli said this proposal would
create a separation from old to new.

Andy asked about the 7 foot setback storage. He asked what would prevent that building to change in the future. Mr.
Borelli said there is no heating in that structure. lt's a room with windows. lt's more than just storage. Andy said the CAB
received correspondenge from a neighbor. Gerry Eick said the conversation email trail inaicateO they would submit all
conespondence to the Board of Adjustments. Mr. Borelli said they received multiple correspondences from neighbors. He
said there was a similar site plan setback on the same street.

Andy asked about the entitlement for a2 car garage. Roger Pelham said curent requirements for single family are one
enclosed and one off-street parking space. Roger said it applies to new building and if there was a remodel. limakes it
conforming. Roger said they wouldn't allow it to be non-conforming.

Mr. Borelli said East Tuscarora is busy and steep. He said it's a dangerous street. Teresa court only has 4 houses on the
street. He said it's an easier way to park and get out of the car. lt's a safety positive aspect.

Andy Wolf asked if cabin and garage are re-developed, what variances would be needed. Mr. Borelli said he thought he
would need a variance but it would probably be less.

Andy Wolf asked to separate the setbacks and discuss and recommend them separate. Gerry said they are the east and
west projects, essentially two sets of setbacks.

Agenda items: '1 &4 - east side to existing; items 2, 3 & 5 - detached accessory structure

Andy said he was concerned with the accessory (items 2, 3, 5). He said it's a nice new structure; however, those uses
already exist on property without a variance. He said he can't make that finding of hardship such as following the
requirements of code, some hardship or inability to develop so the owner can'[enjoy the property

Mr. Borelli said the structure encroaches into the setback; it's non-conformance as it is now. This would bring it into
compliance with variance.

Roger Pelham summarized NRS 278 - the approval of variance: Special circumstance, narrowness, shape, due to
topography or extraordinary situation or conditions.

Kevin Lyons asked what public interest is this addressing. Roger Pelman said the purposes of setback are many -
maintain community, light and air to adjacent roadways, snow removal, roadways. This is primarily character.

vAl6-006
EGET RESIDENCE - CAB MINUTES
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MOTION: Kevin Lyons recommended approvat of VA {6-006. Judy Miller seconded the motion to recommend
VA16-006. Andy Wolf opposed the project. The motion passed 4 to 1.

cc: Pete Todoroff, Chair
Marsha Berkbigler, Commissioner
Al Rogers, Constituent Services
Sarah Tone, Constituent Services

3

vA16-006
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MOTION: Kevin Lyons recommended approval of VA 16-006. Judy Miller seconded the motion to recommend
VAl6-006. Andy Wolf opposed the project. The motion passed 4to 1.

cc: Pete Todoroff, Chair
Marsha Berkbigler, Commissioner
Al Rogers, Constituent Services
Sarah Tone, Constituent Services
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vAl6-006
EGET RESIDENCE. CAB MINUTES



ffeate and presorve arees wh€re multiple dwelllng units are only allowed at a rate of O/acre,
This entrernely small lot is only .19 acree. Minimum square footaga of a lo! must be tZK sq,and
this lot is only 8,351 sq', Minimum lot width is also required to be 80'and the Toresa Court side
of this property where the proposed second residenco would be located is only 40'wide (with
only 12'of buildable spaco onco the rquired setbacks are met). "secdon 110.406.45 Lot Width,
item (a)" states "modificatbn of this standard must facilttate superior building sites, This
modilication may nol be granted for subsequent development of the same parcel.,'

We would also like to point out the relevance of Washoe County Developrnont Code Section
110.406.30 when considering this application. Please see the issuance and compl€tion ol
building permit #99.6298linalized 8R1/00, which resulted in the construction of an enctosed
garage $,ith storage above t and a driveway adequate to provide ofi-street parking. This
Section states: ?fter Devalopment of the lot has occuned, the yard chosen as th; front yard
shall remain the lront yard lor all further development on the lot.,,

ln further responee to the proposed applicatign, *" would like to point out that th6 adjoining
residence is not properly and accurately depicted on the drawings submitted. The footprlniof
this dwelling doos not precent tho tru6 circumstarpe that exists on this lot, This residence pops
out 2' in all directions lrom the fooprint in such a fashion that wrrcn you also take into account
the roofleves, it is abutting th€ property lins on rnultiple sides. Ihis "0 lol line" situation has
resulted in an alrEady overly congested area; from aesthetic, nuisance, and safety perspectives.

Due to the consistent and regular use of the adjoining parcel al4DTere$a Court as a vacation
rental, Teresa Court is already a congested street with satety concerns. The short driveway at
this busy rental property (much like the one proposed be added to the subject propery onty a
few leet away) has rssulted in 3 cars lined up and extending welt into the road on a regutar
basis Renters o{ this property (that usually exceod I to 12 at a timo), often proceeO tj tine
Teresa Court with cars that wonl lit in its tiny driveway. This situation has been so extreme at
times as to cause renters to be citod for completely blocklng the roadway. ln light of Teresa
Courl boing a cul'do-eac with no other way out, the risk to our safety beoomeslven more
senous in the event of an emergency.

lf this second home at the 'Teresa Court end" of the subject property is allowed to be erected, it
wll exacerbate this congostion, not only increasing the nuisanca issues immediately adjacent to
it but most importantly making it a much more dangerous corner for those ol us trying to get in
and out of Teresa Court than it already is. The proposed plans lor the subject property depict a
driveway very similar in dimensions to the one described above on the adjacent property. fnis
would result in not only 3 cars lined up side by side oxtending out into the street, bui will now
add a few moro to the lineup even closer to this dangerous comer where so many problems
oxist alraady. The Variance Application submitted cites "limited coverage" as being a lsgitimate
reason to seate a very dangerous situation by ovardeveloping this property. The thin
treacherous roads in Crystal Bay are hard enough to maneuver around in hazardous winter
conditions without adding all of these obstaclss.

The owner's rapresentative describes the sublect parcel a$ "qu[e steep" and claims that this is
a savere hardship. Sedion 1 1 0.1 06. 1 5 defines "slopes" as having being "moderate" in the 1 5 -
30Yo ronge. This lot presents as 160/o, which barely qualifies as moderate, let alone "steep;"
which ts defined as gr€ater than 30o/o slope, per county code. The 16% slope on this lot should
frankly be the least of the concerns when contemplating the safe developmont of this parcel.



Thay are also arguing that here is'historic value" that was taken into ac@unt in their decision
not to modify/expand the existing 1936 small cabin that currently existe on the lot. This buitding
is not listed on any nationalor state registry's of historic places. "Washoe County Code Chapter
110, Articlo 220, Tahoe Area" is designed to "preserve buildings and sites which have been
listed on a state or national registry of historic places and to provide for appropriate u€€6 other
than those permitted in lho undorlying regulatory zane as an aid to the ownersb efforF to
preserve the historic or landmark value of the propedy.. ." Thus, to argue that simply the age o{
this structure somehow provides for it to get prefergntial treatment is ludlcrous. There are no
historic or landmark values assciated with this proparty that extend beyond the apparent
nostalgic opinion of onty this applicant.

The applicant has stated in the subrnittd documentation thatno CC & R's exist that are
material to the matter at hand. For the re@rd, we would like to submit the tact thatthe "creation
ol a nuisance" is in violation ol the CC & Fl's. This proposed permit, il granted, would at a
minimum create a nuisance; in direct violation of our communities CC & Fl's of public reord.

Specific parcels aro approprlately deEignatEd to have limitations and rostrictions tailored to the
situation that each individual unique parcel presents. The owner of this parcel is attempting to
make this lot something that it is nol wlthout regard lor rules, regulatlons, and public safety. We
applaud and support the county in the well thought out restrictions that currently exist to control
activity on this parcel; both they and the original builder gol it right when tho existing residence
was erected which pretty much mo<ed out this lot's potential (or development while adequately
protecting the public,

The fact of the maner is that the owner of this property, who knowingly purchased a'virtually
unbuildable" small unusually shaped lot (which was priced accordingly), is now attempting to
claim thal this fact is Eomehow a hardship to him. lnstead of choosing to either modtfy the
existing residence while remaining within cpunty codo requiremonts or to sell the property and
purchase something that botter meels his needs, he has chosen to instead challenga every
aspect of what the Washoe Gounty Development code was designed to protect against. lt
appears from a perusal of fie public records that the existing residence could easily bs modified
in accordanco with county codes and regulations to meet their needs without sacrilicing public
safety. He is currently making a conscious choisc not lo pursu€ this sate and legalavenue.

We are asking that the County require adherenca to all building standards that musl remain in
place to prolect the health, safety, and welfare of not only the residents, but also ol tho public
who uses the adioining roadways. We would like to thank the County {or their dotailed and woll
thought out master plan and enforceable codos, that were designed to prgvant severe
rnappropriate building that sacrilices not only the aesthetic appeal of our community but also
more importantly public safe$. ln llght of the fact that the proposed permit application is not
consrstent or compatible with the Washoe County Developrnent Code on numerous levels, we
respectfully request that the county please deny this proposed apptication, as required.

Before the county closes out lhe ffle on this parcel, we would also like to request that the
recently erected fene be removod due to it being out of compliance with the "Obstructions to
Vision" clause that states: "There shall be no lencas or other obstruction to vision more than
oighteen inches higher than curb level within the visibility trianglo delined in Section 110.412.30,
Public Safety."



Please also require the removal/movement of the Sauna recently placed on the property that
represents yet another violadon of County Codes. We are bdng advlsed that thls Dotached
Accessory Structure is not allowed to b placed wiffrin any eetbacks. Per mde, tris is not
allowed within any ol the three existing front setba*s, and is only allowed in the remeining
setback on the north elde il it ls at least 5'lrom the property line.

We intend to vehenpntly obi€ct to this proposed permit to the lullest e$€nt thst the law allows,
The granting of this permit would effectively prevent us trom experiencing tre sale enjoyment
and peaceful use of our proporty, to which wa ars entfled un&r tfre laws of our community and
our state, as it would simultaneously prevent all those who drive on E. Tuscarora and leresa
Court from having a safe line ol sita travoling up and down these roads. Th€se 0{n roads are
already hard to safely manewor wtthout obstructing the limitEd visibitig that qlnonty exists.

We believe in our community and il's ruleg, regulations, ordinances, and laws that have been
put in place to protect us allfrom sifuations exactly such as ffris. We intend to fully cooprata
with the county with regards to their investlgatlon of this reguest and look fonrard to worklng
with them to establish th€ truo hardship and harm that this reguost, if granted, would place not
only on us. but also upon the entire communlty and the public who uses our roadways.
Thank you in advance for your prompt tme an attention to trls very important mattei; that
aftects the quallty of life for all of us. Now &at the County has so approprlatety brought this tro
our attention, please know that it is of tho utmost priorlty to us; and we will be happylo answer
any questions and/or provide any addltonal documentation to the County that th6y deem
necessary in the process of rendering their decision.

Sinceraly

Brian and Terry Nelson
4'64 Teresa Court
CrystalBay, NV 8040iz



From:
to:
Subject:
Date!

Krause. Eva

''Terry Nelson"

RE: Case# VA 16-006 (Eget Reddence) Commlssion DisHct #1 APN L23L36p.2

Tuesday, September 13, 2016 U:46;00 AM

Hello Terry,

Thank you for expressinq your concerns" I have reviewed your letber, and have
made nobe of your objections in the staff report. I alsa noted bhab all the
reasons you used for obtaining your varianee are almosb identical bo bhe
applicant's,frs for your objections about anobher neighbor using his home as a

renbal properby, I cannot use that against someone else" That is a separate
issue" I have reviewed the, site plan and the location of the splib rail €ence is
far oubside o€ bhe 20 foob line of sight triangle" The siqht triangle is nob the
same as a 2O foot setback' I will be doinq sibe visit in the nexb week and
will eheck bhe actual location of bhe €ence to see if there is a code violation.

Sincerely

Eva M Krause, AICP

Planner

Washoe County Community Servrces

Plannrng and Development Drvrsron

175.328 3628

erkrause@washoecounty us

WashoeCountv us

From : Terry Nelson [mailto:tnelson@greatwestemre. com]
Sentl Tuesday, September t3,20L6 10:48 AM
To; Krause, Eva
SubJect H,vd: Case# VA L6-006 (Eget Residence) Commission District #1 APN t23L3602

Eva:

Welcome back; hope you had a great vacation! I look forward to discussing this matter with
you as soon as you are able to get up to speed on this file. I did as Trevor advised in waiting
for you to come back, given that this file was re-assigned to you right before you left.
However, we now have many more urgent issues and concerns that have developed on this lot

during your absence
that need to be addressed promptly.

Please review the letter of objection that I sent to the county 8/29 both by email and certified
mail.
The additional developments that I just referred to in this case include more violations
involving public safety and line of site issues, while more items continue to be added daily



within the three required safefy 20' setbacks that exist on this very hazardous "end/multiple
corner/multiple intersection" lot. I will fullow your lead as to how to best correct these issues
immediately before someone gets hurt on our roadways.

Thank you,
Terry Nelson
Great Western Real Estate
7'15-8314194 Direct
tne I son(?GreatWesternRE. conr

Begin forwarded message:

From : "Lloyd, Trevoro <TLloyd@washoecounty.us>
subject: RE: case# vA t6-006 (Eget Residence) commission District #x ApN
12313602
Date: August 31,2016 at11:38:32 AM PDT
To: Terry Nelson <tnelson@greatwesternre.com>
Gc: "Krause, Evao <EKrause@washoecounty.us>

Terry

i wrll certarnly do that
[-revor

From : Teny Nelson lma ilto rtnelson@$'eatwestem re.com ]

To: Uoyd, Trevor
Cc Krause, Eva
SubJec& Re: case# vA 16-006 (fuet Residence) commisgon Disfict #1 ApN tz3L36o2

Trevor and Eva:

Thanls for the feedback, Trevor. Please remember that per our discussion, I also sent the
leffer to you certified mail with return receipt requested based on your instructions. Once this
has been signed fbr, please forward proof of this mailing to Eva to add to her file.

Eva: Please contact me to discuss the sfatus of this file after you have had a chance to get up
to speed.
Please know that we ar€ here to assist you in any way we can, and we look forward to working
with you on this.

Thank you,
Terry Nelson
Great Western Real Estate
775-8314194 Direct



tne Isonrp,GlcatWesternR[. conr

On Aug 31,2A16, atll:02 AM, Lloyd, Trevor <l'Lloydrgrwashoecounry.us>
wrote:

Oop's forgo't lo rnclurle Fva

From: Uoyd, Trevor

To; Terry Nelson'
Subjec* RE: Case# VA L&.006 (Eget Residence) C.ommission District #1APN t23136A2

Hr Terry,

We have had a brt of re-shuffling crf work assignments; Eva Krause is now ihe case

planner for thts prolec[ ller phurrr: ,rumber rs -]28-3628 and 1've rnclr-rded heron thrs

emarl Take care.

Trevor Lloyd, Senior Plannor
Washoe County Community Serylces Department
Planning & Development Division
(775) 328-3620
t I I o yd @wa s h o e co u nW. u s

From; Terry Nelson [mailto:tnelson@greatwesternre.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 3L,2016 10:52 AM
To: Lloyd, Trevor
SubJec& Re: Case# VA 16-006 (Eget Residence) Commission District #1 APN 123t3602

Good Morning Trevor:

Please let me know if you are ready to discuss all the points we brought to the
county's attention in the letter of objection we sent to you 8/29. Do you need any
furdrer documentation, or do you have any questions at this time? Please advise.

Thank you,
Terry Nelson
Great Westem Real Estate

775-831-4194 Direct
tnelson(gi(ireatWestern R E. corrr



On Aug 29,2016, at 12:59 PM, Lloyd, Trevor
<TtloydtrSwashoecounty.up wrote:

rhanks Terry, I recetved tll

From I Teny Nelson [mai lto : tnelson @g reatwestern re. com]
Senk Monday, August 29,20L6 11:19 AM
To; Lloyd, Trevor
Sublect Re: Case# VA 16-006 (Eget Residence) Commission Disrict #1
APN 12313602

Trevor:

Please confirm receipt of our letter of objection, and let me know if
you need anything further ar this time.

Thank you,
Terry Nelson
Great Western Real Estate
775-831-4194 Direct
tne lson(r?.GreatWestenrRE.conr

On Aug 29,2016, at 1l:17 AM, Terry Nelson
<tnelsoil@greatwesternre.com> wrote:

Trevor:

Thank you for taking the time to speak to me today. per
our conversation, I have attached our letter ofobjection
to this proposed permit so that it may become part of the
public record. Thank you for also forwarding this to
CAI|, so that they can better prepare for their meeting.
As we discussed,I will await insuuction from you as to
any steps we need to take in this process as you define
what is needed during the course of your investigation. I
look forward to working with you.

Thank you,
Teny Nelson
Great Western Real Estate

775-831-4194 Direct
tn e I so n(g-r G reatWestem RE. co nr
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To:
Cc:

From:

Sublect:

Krause, Eva

"Terry Nelson"

Lloyd. Trevor; "relmore(Orlepc.com''; Whrtnev. Brll;,,Jim Borelli,'
RE: Case *: VAl&006 &€t Rsidence/Planner: TrE or Uoyd
t4orday, September 26, 2016 S:I):fi) PMDat€!

//1s. Nelson,

Public comment letter are not sent to the Citizen frdvisory Board lllembeT
All agency and public commenbs sent to sbaff are provided to bhe Board of
frdjustment' Since you emailed your lebters bo the cAB members, I did
provide a coPy o€ all the public comment letbers bo bhe Ce B Liaison, so she is
aware o€ everyone'g comments.

I am sorry if you miss read the notice. Obher bhan the Courbesy Nobice
making you aware of bhe bentative date of bhe cibizen Advisory Boqrd
meetings (CAq meetihg, the County does not mail nobice €or their
meetings' The ce9 meebing agendas are posted qround bown in designabed
locations, 7O days before every meeting' The Courtesy nobices states bhat you
will receive a legal nobice before the Public Hearing" The Public Hearing will be
held at the Board o{ Adjustmenb meeting on october 6, 2016, notici will be
sent 7O days before the 80fr meeting.

//1y apologies for confusing you, I bhink the sta€f report it is scheduled to be
posbed to the counby Ueb page on 0)ednesday. frs I sbated below, bhe fence
is not in the line'o?sighb triangle" There€ore it is (ine where it is. I did make
note of bhat in my sbaff report.

Sincerely

Eva [Vl Krause. AICP

Planner

Washoe Cor-inty Communily Servrces

Plannrng and Development Drvlsron
77\ 3)8 i628
4rkra,tse@washoeccrr-rnty Lrs

Washoe(-ounty r.is

From : Terry Nelson [ma ilto :tnelson @greatwesternre.com]
Sen& Monday, September 26,2ALG 4:50 PM
To: Kmuse, Eva; Incline Village Crystal Bay C,AB; CAB; Tavener, Andrea
Ce Uoyd, Trevor; relmore@rlepc.com
Subjech Re: Case #: VA16-006 Eget Residence/planner: Trevor Uoyd

Ms. Krause:



We are assuming that the documents sent to the county previously and again today along with
our email at2Pld have been ssnt to CAB
for their use at this evening's meeting and will be reviewed by them; we will not be doing
anything further regarding this mafter. The notice card sent to us by the county lists a
*tentative" date, and states that we would receive an official notification when a CAB meeting
was with a definite hearing date was actually set. Based on the content of this notice card, we
expected to be given further notice; which we did not receive.

I am confused by your statement that the Board of Adjusnnent repofi will be available by fhe
end of next week; whictr, of course is after the scheduled hearing date of rc/6116. We need to
be assured that we will have that staffreport in plenty of time to prepare for the hearing on
1016/16. Also, your email to me does not address the county's position regarding the fence.

Thank you,
Terry Nelson
Great Western Real Estate

775-831-4194 Direct
tne lson(DGreatWesternRE. cor u

On Sep 26,2016, at 3:17 PM, Krause, Eva <El(rausergiwashoecounry.us> wrote:

Hello //lrs' Nelson,

The Courtesy notice mailed on frugust 2+, 2076 include the time
and date o€ bhe Citizen frdvisory Board meeting' Trevor Lloyd was
the assiqned planner, but due bo sta$ caseloads, the Eget case was
reassigned bo me' Trevor's forward your letter to me on frugust
37, 2076 and cc'd you a{ bhe change of stq{f'

frs I stated in my email to you on Sepbember 73, 2076. I did
review your letter' I have noted your concerns in my sta€f report
and include all public comment letters received as atbachments to
the Board o€ Ad)ustmenb staff report' The reporb will be available
by the end o€ next week'

I was able bo da a site visib on September 2/, to qet a betber
understanding o{ bhe physrcal conditions o€ the praperty, I did
check the €ence to be sure it is nob located in bhe line-o{Lsiqht
triangle per your concerns'

5incerely



Eva N4. (rause, AICP

Plarrner

Washoe County Comnrunrty \ervlces
Plannrng and Development Drvrsron

/1\ 328 36)8

erkra use@washoecountv. us

WashoeCounty.us

Fromr: Terry Nelson lmadto;tnclson@ffeahdestemre.com]
Sent Monday, September 26,2AtG 2:00 PS4

To: Incline Village Crystal Bay CAB; CAB; Tarrener, Andrea
Ce Lloyd, Trwor; Krause, Eva; relmore@rlepc.com
SubJecft Case #: VA16-006 Eget Residence/Planner: Trevor Uoyd

washoe county Manager's office/Incline village/crystal Bay citizen Advisory
Board:

Per the notice sent to us by the counry, we wers supposed to have been advised
when a CAB meeting was set for public hearing.
Because we were never notified, and because the planner of record (Trevor
Lloyd) says he can not discuss the file with us even though he is currently
refersnced as the point of contact on both the Office of the County Manager,s
website and the county's plaruring and development website, we went onto the
county's website today and discovered that apparently this hearing with Trevor
Lloyd and the cAB panel has been scheduled for public discussion today at
5:30PM. (For the record, we would like to note that this meeting mentioned on
the county's website referencing Trevor Lloyd as the planner is still being referred
to as a'detached garage addition.")

we were promised by Trevor Lloyd at the couffy on 8/29116 that our 4 page letter
of objection to this incomplete application would be provided to cAB if and when
this was scheduled for public hearing; however we have received no feedback
from the county regarding this.
Thus, we are sending this to CAB and the county once again, requesting
verification of it's receipt along with a statement that CAB will in fact review it
along with this email prior to commenting on this "variance application." we
would like to reiterate once again that this incomplete application is actually a
request for a large four story second rcsidence to be constructed in only 12' of
buldable space with a 10" long driveway extending directly into a blind,
dangerous, and already overly congested and cluttered corler; and that it is simply
being poorly disguised as a series of variance requests by the applicant. Trevor
Lloyd confinned this on8/29/16, at which time he advised that he would start
collecting the missing documents and paperwork related to this request. Where is
the special use permit and flooqplans that are also required, per Trevor, in order to
fully define this applicant's ffue request? we were advised by the county a month
ago tlnt they would look into collecting the rest of the required documentation,



and that only then could they advise us as to the procedural and public steps that
would need to take place in it's review. We have received no feedback regarding
either this iszue or any of ow concenr of record. Thus, we have been glen no
choice but to retain legal counsel to look into the handling of this matter, because
even though the planning process is supposed to exist to serye the public interest
and provide them with full clear and accurate information so that we may have a
chance to play a meaningful role; we do not feel that this is what has been done so
far in this case.

Despite our repeated protests and requests for not only feedbaclg but also further
clarification and open communication, this egregious incomplete request has
apparenfly been prematurely scheduled for public comment and review without
being fully defined as of ye( while our rights and concerns have been completely
ignored. From perusal of the limited documentation available, this application to
the county clearly attempts to void every type of protection that the development
code provides and requires. It violates numerous codes, including those stating
ttmt this second residence is required to be placed on a superior building site, and
that the chosen ingress/egress that currently exists offof Tuscarora can not be
later changed by zubsequent development of this parcel; and it is in fact proposing
an unauthorized use. [t also asks the county to disreqard all four setbacks on this
property (three of which are 20' front yard setbacks due to the multiple
intersections and streets that surround tbree full sides of this property.) As we
have pointed out repeatedly, this parcel sits adjacent to the most dangerous series
of corners in Crystal Bay. This application is requesting that the county ignore
codes related to o'unobstructed yards" and o'safety triangles" thatrelate to required
unobstructed lines of site at our expense and at the expense of the public at large.
This particular site is quite obviously not suitable for this type or intensity of

developme,nt.

Given limited time due to the lack of proper notice and lack of requested
feedback, we are now being advised to submit our comments once again in
writing directly to CAB, in lieu of our and our attorney's appearance at this
hearing, which we just discovered will be held in just a few short hours. We have
submitted our objections to this application once again to the only contact
infomration that we could find on the county's website. Please confirm receipt
and acknowledge our repeated requests to be made part of this process that have
gone unanswered to date. Please forward any further communications on this file
to the lawyer that we have retained to represent us at:

Mr. Rick Elmore
3301 South Virginia St.

Reno, NV 89502

Q7s)3s7-8170
relmore(Erlenc.com

I have attached our four page letter of objection, which was emailed and mailed to
the county o18129/16; and signed for by the county or.8/31116. I have copied
Mr. Elmoreos office on this email, per his request.

Thank you,



Brian and Terry Nelson
464 Teresa Court
Crysal Bay, NV 89402

<VAl 6-006 Courtesy Notice.docx>



10/5fr6

TO:

FROM:

Washoe County Board of Adiustment

Brian andTerry ltlelon
P.O. Box 1374
4&t Tereea Ct.
Crystal Bay, NV 89,4'ol2
Parcel#: 123-13641

RE: Case #: VA 16-rc tEgot Resltence) in Commission District #1
Parcel#: 123-13+02
45 E. Tuscarora Rd., Crystal Bay, NV 89402

\l/ashoe County Board of Adiusffnent:

We would like to make our disagreament with the staf, plams's remmrnerdation regarding this
proped variancs part of the record. Please find attached our original Hter of objection to
multiple facets of this inomplete and mt yet clearly defined vartane request. We would like to
preserrt the Ebard ot Adjustmont with the following facts surrounding Eva Krause's handling of
this file in preparalion for your hoadng:

A nonth aglo, when the county was nodfied of our obiealons both by phone and in wrtting, we
uere assured that all of our conoems would h ddressed and rcspnded to in a fair and
objecfive manner. Trevor Lloyd advised us at this lime that this applicant had in fact submitted a
roquest to buald a second residence on this proporty. We werc ttus instructed by hlm that our
questions regarding the review process for lhis inomplete applicotion could not be answered
until the applicant suhmitted the remaining missirg items ufiicfi included a special use permit
and lloor plans. We lvere told that we would remain in the loop as the completion of this
application progre,osed. At this time, Trevor also verified that the fence on the properg was
erected lllegally without a permit on the property, and that the sauna that we brought to his
attention was also in violation of @unty codes. We also made him awar6 of un-permitted
improvements being erectod within the three front setbacts and the coun$ rtght of way. Atew
days later when no one got back to us and we called back agnin, w€ wsre advisEd fiat Eva
Krause already had a well established long term relationship wtth these appllcants, as she had
met with and spoken b ttrem on many occasions prior to this applicarion being submited. We
were advised that Eva Krause would be contacting us to discuss the file, per our request to
speak to her and to me€t witft her. We were told that the county's pollcy was ffrat if thsy met
with one party ttat ftey umuld met with all partie$, so to remain objective.

The county never got back to us, and our emails were responded tc only by automated
responsas that Eva was on vacatircn r€turning 9/13. We called back and asked thatfre file be
reaseigned to someone that was available so that both we and the county could properly

WeWe for the hoarings, but we were told no, and that we had to wait for Eva. The only
feedback we got from Eva wtpn she returned from vacation was a stprt email which stated that
we got the same variance 20 years ago, and that she was nolitlg this in her report. She did not
address any of our specific @n@rns oher than a genaal and dismissive statement saying that
the points we broughtto her atbntion did not mater. She then prmeeded to defend an un-



permitted lence tfrat sfp had not even seen, while tel&ng u$ ure w€re wrorq ahgt ryeciftm of
tho ode releted to thie forrce. To date we Etill haw not roceirrd an explanaton or rbsponse
from the county as to wlty an illegal un-perrnitted fence which so obviously blod<s a drivEr,s
ability b ffi as hey drive around these dangerous conu rs is beiqg so vilorously detended by
a county planrer. 1** dvid by the county that only code enforcemeni fraO authority over'
such matters, yet Eva Krause has made it a polnt in her emails to me and in her stafi riporilor
ttis variance that the fence is'just fine where it is." Eva never did call us or meet with ue aB we
had requested, and as we had been promisod; even tfrough she admtB rEotirE urtui the
applicant

Why uore we not notified about lhe definib scheduling of &e CAB noeting? The ounty,s
mailar salrs that rotie will ba sffi wrren tentative public hoarings were scfpduld lor zure.
when I inquired with Eva as to_why no nofie was ssntto us when we had specmcafly
requested it, she said that the cAB meeting was not a "publlc hearlng., rA/e'would rrl it notea
for the record that she later describes this 6RA meemj 

"s 
*!rOti" hearingf ln her stafi roport.

It is also very suspiclous how Eva Krause handled the public @mment letters. Trevor Lloyd
prornised m€ on 8€9 that he would send our letter ol objection to the CAB meeting; in fait he
even sugg€6td it and I thankod him agreeing that tlis was a good idea. l-lcwevei when Eva
took over the file and dren lefl on an immediate trao week vacation no ono ever fulloured up'rrnfi
us on this. lrYhen we dld not r€ceivo noUce as we were instrueted that we would about the
definite scheduling of the CAB meeting, we discovered last minute by gdng on the county's
websiE that it in fact had be€n st tor sura on g126. By that point, we naO itreaOy rEtelned an
attorney wtto works out of Reno to advise us on lhe matter of this variance, and ii was bo late
for all ol us to make it to this meeting.

&cause we had never rrcived conlirmaton from the county that our letter had in fac-t been
sent to CAB, our attorney advised ue to send it lo some emails that I ircund for CAB on the
county's website and to aopy Erra asking her to confirm that Ehe had in faa afeady s€nt it.
Eva's immodiate response was that we should not have sant lt to CAB end that shl was now
golng to send allof the public commgnts to CAB, She never did answer our lnqulry as to
whether our letter had been sent to CAB previously as Trevor promised it would be, hia never
received either a r6Fnss or onfirmafron of receipt from any of the omails that ure sent r|b to.
We believe that the ansuror to this quetion may be obvious based on the fact that once we did
as our attorney instructed, Eva very quickly obtained and sent in three other public commont
latters to CAB. lt was very suspidous to us when we later discovarod that our letter was the
only one voicing objectircns b the approval of this variance. hftry did Eva Krauee work so hard
at collecting and sending those other letters last minute to CAB when no one was requesting
that she s€nd their letlers in but us?

Eva Krause advised us by emailthatthe staff report would not be available for review by us until
after the Board of Adjustment hearing on 106/16. The only reason that we even obtained a
?Py is because we continually checked the munty's webette hoking for it. Now that we have
finally had a chanca to review ttris report the day before the hearing, we woutd llke to submit lor
the record the lollowing obserrradons, objections, and discrepancies:

The still incomplete applicafion only shons floor plans for turo of a total ol four stories ot this
large samnd louee being propsed. Thero is still no special ueo permit attached, as we w€re
instructed was necesary and required by tre county. lt appears as though the munty is
asking the pbli'c b belbve 0rat tfre applicant willcondnue to live in a 7@ sq.ft. catrin wfth no



laundry facilities or a garage, and not actually move into a {M sq.ft plus brand new lake view
home where his garage, laundry multiple bathrooms, exterior decks, bedroom, exercise room,
and living areas would now be locatad. This second home will be nearly lour times the size of
the existing cabin. Who at the ounty is going to ensure us that the owner will be prevented
trom moving into this far superior second residence? This is not only not enlorcaable, but not
even believable, lt took Trevor Uoyd less than 5 minutes on the phone with us to insightfully
recognize that the applicant was actually requesting that the county let him build a much larger
second four story house on this proporty. Why has Eva Krause now changed the county's
position on this, and appears to helping the applicant to disguise what this actually is? Eva
Krause is still describing it as "a detached accessory structure tro be used as a garage," She
then says that the applicantlust wants a lew extra plumbing fixtures so that the bedroom, office,
exercise room, living areas exterbr decks (all with premium lake views that Eva says the codes
do not prohibit them from having) are "more comfortable to us€."

The statf report does not even match the applicant's variance request in multiple areas- For
example, the applicant has requested a variance on the Wassoe setback from 20'- 14.5':
however Eva's just released report now states that this variance request is lor from 20' -7'.
Which is it? And if a change has been made, why havent the drawings been revised? &cause
we have never been given any feedback, the public has no way of knowing what is actually
being requested here. Eva's statements also do not match the variance application or
drawings. For example, Eva describes the applicant's request to add a "12 bath" to the existing
cabin as being the reason for the variance requesl on the north side setback. ln fact, the
applicant's paperwork shows not only a large seond full bath being added, but also the entire
north side wall of this cabin being increased in size by 3'. She also fails to mention the main
reason for the north side variance request is to facilitate the building of the second four story
house at the opposite end of the property.

To date, Eva has only responded to about half ol the concerns we brought to her attention; and
here are additional problems that exist with her limited responses:

We pointed oul correctly that this lot is not steep, per the county's own definition. Eva is no
longer comrrpnting on her eroneous past statements, but is now saying that if a street was
cunently built in the county that this grade would not work. Why will Eva not iust admit that the
lot, per the county's own definitions and odes used tor the purpose of variance determination.
is not "steep"?

We pinted out that the code says once you choose ingresslegress, you can not change this
with later development. This is especially true when the new site of construction is not superior
to the site of the existing construction. Please explain where in the code that this is being
allowed, as we have requested.

We have correctly pointed out that this cabin has no historic value for the munty to protect; and
thus, the applicant is really just choosing not to expand the existing residence. Why has Eva
not recognized this fact per the county's own definition of "historic value" for the purpose of
variance determination that this is the case? lnstead she continues to grasp for straws to hold
on to this ludicrous attempt to create a hardship for the applicant by saying that the "Secretary
of the Interior says that this property is potentially historically significant," and that the nowner

likes it."



Eva goes on to defend the apdicant's right to mmpletely disregard all of the county,s
reslricttons curaily in place on thb parcel by saying that he Jr.rst wants to keep lhe din,
enlarga an undersized bathroom, and add a garage." No one wto pnds any time looklng at
thase plane would agreo with this misleading statoment. But ev€n mor€ impo-rtantg wfry h a
county planner defendirlg a ptvate party's right to violate $ many ounfiy rulos, when she is
employed to uphold thos very requirements?

Eva continues to d€fend fie illegal un@rmitted fence and un-permittodimprovemonts being
made in the county rlght of way on this property. All ona has to do is come to tfe site and
obsarrc how allof lhe obstacles being added daily including fencing, planlings, firewood piles,
saunas, etc, in th€se setbacksfline ol stta triangleo have created a dangoroG $tuatbn here that
we havo advised the county poss a public safety trreat. The late$ addiUon has 6pen a 4'trigfr
dlrt retainirg wall about 20'in length encroaching on the neighboring property', which was
recenUy hrilt via this applicant's illegal trespass onto our properg. tt ifre county had done
somelhing to correct all of these violations a month ago when they were made aware of thEm,
the sifuation here would not be nearly as sarious as it is now This oul of stale second
homeowner applicant is completely unoncemed with tfre rules and regulations that exist here
as a direct resultot the munty's inacton. $/hy has flris been allrcrved b continu€ unchecked
while the county has had muttple employees visitthe site? Hes Eva Kraus miwepresented the
lrue situation that conUnues to unfold and erolve here daily to her employers at the oounty?

Regarding other public commenb: wE vtould liks it noted for the record that we rrvere tfre only
onas who's background was checked. We were also the only ones told thatwe were w6mg,
and that our @mments dld not matter. There were only three other public @mments besldes
ours, and they all consisted of one paragraph last minute general statsments wfth no detalls or
facG from peoplo who have little or no stako in this varlanco, are tenants, dr in one case who,s
@mments are not even related to th6 matter at hand. What does a "dogs at large" mmplaint
have lo & have to do urlth thls varlance process? We have our suspicbns that this planner has
attempred to color our objecfions unlavorably while ignoriqg the law. We uould also like to point
out for the record that Mr. Mayo's inelevant @mments were inconect, as he was fined as a
result of the dog complaint that Eva has made part of her Variance Stralt Heport. All ME. l6ause
had to do was simply ch€ck the county records to confirm this as it is a matier of record; wfrich
she c-learly did not do, Please mk Eva Krause how and why this completely separate and
unrelated matter became part oj these proceedings; especially in light of the lact that Mr. Mayo
is not even an 'intereted parbf per ths county's definitions because he lives so far away from
this property.

Eva tGause did not 6ven take the time to get her facts straight uvhen she invesdgated us. Her
characterizauon ol our mnstruction was Ulat it was a taardown/rebuild. For tho record, it was
actually new @nstruction. Ms. Krause could have easily looked this up whila she was dlgging
though the rest of our recorG so that she got it right. For the re@rd, our variance was
requgstod and granted because ol the encroachment into lhe setback by the adloining prop€rty;
which made it necessary in order for us to be able to @nstruct our horne. I.lot that it is in any
way relwant to thsse proeedings, but our circumstances and our property have nothing in
common with the property that is the subject of the curenl variance reguest now 20 years later.
Please ask Ms. Krause to elglain why this background invostigatbn on only us, which resulted
in erroneous and irrolevant information being made part of the public record on this applicanls
varian@ by her, was done alall?



Eva Krause has made mul$e inarcurale staternsnts in her Safi repon For exanple, she
states that the bear box fot this applicant's proporty had to bo dad on Teresa Ct., because
the garbage truck muld not s,!op on Tuscarora due to safety conc6ms. Neither the rcighbor
who owrts fris proprty or he garbag€ pickup company perceiveo that there is a problem here.
Nothing regardlng this issue was oven mentioned by the applknnt. So, as there is dearly no
problem here, why is Eva Krause t'ytng to seale one? Eva has admilted having visited the eite,
at which time allsho had to do was look across the streetto see the neighbor's bear box
immediately across tho Etreet ftom this property on Tuscarora. Please ask Eva why she
contnues to make so many false and misleading gtatements, which one could construe €ts an
atbmpt to promote and detend the approval of this applicant's variance.

Wtry have we been very efiacfi\oly prevented from being part ol tris prces, vfi€fl people'a
inelevant enoneous commenB have been promoted, supported, ard deferded, and made part
of this proca*s? Please ask Eva Krause to explain this. lf Eva had just communicaiad with us
as we requested, ule couH have explained our points, and helpd her to arroid the inaccurac{c
ttat now plryue this report. A planner can not possibly be obiedve untass they hear all sides of
a situation; as Treror Lloyd pointed out when he told us that the county's policy was to speak to
both the apdicant and us m ttat he ould remain obJective and fully in{ormed. Why would Eva
Krause proceed to communicate with everyone but us in this circumslance regardlng this
particular variance? The outcome of flris variance process has a more direct afrect on us than
on any of ths ofier surrounding property ownerg; and we fwl ttat our roice has been eflectivaly
silencEd by Ms. Krause's actions. Why are we not being treatod laidy?

The planning process exiats to protect the public interest, and this planner is advocating for a
private prop€rty own€r wtrc's objectlves are not legal or consisitant wifi the public interest. The
approval of the consfudion ol this four story secund resrUence wihin only 12'of butldable
space will not benefit anyone but the applicant. The planning procoso must be fair and honest
because private intorosts cortflict with public interests; especially in the contoxt of the unique
circumstances of this case. Ms. Kraus6's arguments in support of it only reprssent a small part
of the story and depict deepty flawed inaccurate representatilns on many levels.

This lot is not unusually nanow or steep, and is not unfairly encumbered with overly roetriclilc
setbacks and safety lines of site ae Eva Krause would load us to believe. Eva also continum to
distort the facts when she makes a point about how nanow Tuscarora is. The fact ie thal all ot
the streats in Crystal Bay are narow; so narrow that when cars are parked in a 10'driveway like
ffte one proposed by ftls applfent on Toresa Court, that we can barely pass to exit our cul de
sac. We advised Eva that we knorv this to be true because of the similar driveway immediately
adjacent to the proposed one that already croates this very dangerous hardship for us. We
also told her that the already dangerous and congested situation crsated by fte three cars llned
up consistently and regularly at this busy vacation rontal would be exacerbated by this variance,
vvhich il granted would add two more cars lined up and protuding into the road on this already
dangerous comer. Eva advised us ftat this was irelevant, that it did not matter, and lhat she
rruould not take it into consideration in her decision.

This owner is not being treated unfairly by not being allowed to build on the "prarniurn view side
of his lof regardless of Eva's statement to the contrary when she enoneously points out to that
tfre county codes do not provent him from doing exacdy &nt on this particular lot. Mr. Eget
knew when he bought this lot that he would not be allowed to do what he is now requesting.
The unique circumstances immediately aqacant to this lot are unlike any in the immediatB area,



and th€ county has propaly re€ticted ifs development b protect tp public interest ard fio
intqrity of the planning process. The granting of this varianco would give this pivate party
applicant sp*ialprivilegos at otoryono else's exponse. The isues frat we have raised
regarding lhese unique and aomplex circumshncos are mabrial trc 0re discuesion regarding
whether or not this vadane rcuH ststitute an appropriate use of this paroel, contrary to Ms.
Krausa's written opinion that our points do not matter.

A garage with a 10'long driveway located where this one is proposed would result in pople
backing out hlindly inb one of tto most dangerous comers in Crystat Bay. The bcaton pf tris
particular driveway would also mean that when cars are parked in tris driveway that they would
already be protruding dangorously inb this conpr. This uould also cause tfie llneup ol cars in
these l0'drlveways strckng qlt into 0p road to go from 3 to 5 wfren you consider tfiatthis
dangerous situation already exlsts at the adioining busy yacation rental to the immediate norfr
of this property. This is certalnly not sorving the best interest of the public, let alone us.
Remember that three setbad<s alrng with stardards regarding safe length for driveways would
all have to be violated to accompli*r this egregbus task; there is a reascn why you would have
to break so many rulEs to create this dangerous situation. The rules and restrictions all exisl lor
a reasn, and neod tc be upheld and enfored. lf the county has allored omething simllar to
this somewhere behre, as Eva eludes to, then it certainly does not qualrfy as a sale application
in this specific situation. Eva Krause, per her slafi reprt, would harre you balievo that all of this
can sornehow be mitigated by simply roquiring ths owner to instafl an automatic aarage door
opener!

Eva also once again inconectly characterizes this as a'garage with a second gtory." Please,
can't tale iust cdl it tha four story house that is clearly depi,cbd in the drawings submltted by the
appllcant himself? tt is simply not believable that you need a four story garage if your intent is
only to to enclose turo cars and to stors some stulf in your oa@ssory s,{ructur6' as Eva Krause
describes it. lt is quite obvioudy a large four story houee wtth a 2 car garage. This is an
unauthorized use, desplle Ms. Krause's well thought out and hard fought alempt 19 palnt it
olharwiee. We eriously doubt thal the county has ever granted permiesion for a series of
violations of so many rules at once under similar circumstances through the use ol .blanket
precedent." General precedent whicfi do6s not take into acoountthe unique special
circumstances ol this specific individual application can not be applied in thie case by Eva
[raust simply because it is convenient for her; per the rules within the Board of AdJustments
Policy Manualitself.

The granting of these variancss would dm cause the destuction of one of the only remaining
heallhy old grounh sugar pinas in the entire area. Thus, this second house would not only
exacerbate already existing cluttar, nuisance issues, aosthetics, safety mncams, and general
issues related to overpopulation of this immecliate area, but also woulct serve to degrade the
integrity of the natural environment. The creation of suctr ongestion in euch a small area by
adding a seond residence tc ttis small lot does not serve the public grood in any way: in fact it
harms the public good. There is a reason wtry the existing raeidsncs on lhis property was built
on the East side of this lot; both the builder and the county goi it right the first time around. tf
the ounty determines that this request to violate allthese rules is acceptable, then why have
any rules at all? NRS 278.3m states that a variance stouH not impair tra intent and purpose
of any mdo or resolution.



We &ts submit, once again lor the re@rd, that this privato owner ha6 rro legidmate defendable
hardsfrip, regardless of whal Eva Krause would lead you to holieve, and ftat he is maklng a
purposaful optional choice rot b simply expand his already existing reeidence to meet hie
ne€ds. The only unique cira.lnrstances that exist regarding this lot that are material to this
varianco process actually gupportthe necessary existence and enlorcemenl ol the current three
font yard 20'setbacks and all of the related safety and line of site codes associated with
permitting requirements, unobstructed yard @des, safety llne of site triangle ordinances, etc, on
his lot. None of these unique and necesary requirements pose a hardship tp tre owner of tris
prop€rty, but instead are in place to protet all of us. lt is the county's spocial duty to make sure
that hey remain ln place due to lfr unique and serious protective role that lhey play speciflc to
both tris parcel and what exists ard ocairs immediately adiacent to it.

County permission granting the vblation of all of these rules would negatively affect our eafe
and paceful usa of our primary residence, notonly harming us but also the public at largo. The
planning process is supposed to exist to gorve the public interest, and Eva Krause has falled in
ha special respnsibility as a planner to aocomplish this. She has given the appoaranca ol
aligning herself with the private interests of one private property owner who is the only one that
stands to gain if Eva is successful in her attempt to set aEide all of our commtrnities rules trc his
benefit, Eva Krause has not fairly, honestly, objectively, or lransparently procesed this file.
This has resulted in a biased judgement that has not taken into account all sides of this very
cornplex story. Not only dld she not have all the relevant material inlormation available to make
a fair and objective decision, but neilher did we; because she effectively prevented us from
playing a meaningful role by not respecting and facilitating'our right to participate.

There simply is not any relevant precedent to apply to the very unique circumstancos that
surround this situation. Per the fuard of Adjustment Policy Manual, planners "must examine the
applicability of planning theorios, metfude and standards to the facts and analysis of each
padicular situation and do not accopt the applicability of a customary solution without first
establlshlng its aPpropriatoness to the situation." As ure are two of the lew remainlng year round
residents in lhis area, whp have lived at our home locatad no more than 50'from this property
for almost 2O years yoar round, il Eva had just contactad us, Bpoken to us, and met with us as
ws luero promised we could have explained...

Wren this file is looked at objectively and independently while taking into account the specifics
of this parcel as required, it bemmes readily apparent that none of the four required findings
exist that would authorize the Board of Adjustrnent to grant this variance request:

- There are no special circumstances that create a hardship for this owner. The unique
circumstances surrounding this property in fact suppoft the need tor the existing resfictions to
bo enforced aruC upheld as they currently exist.

- lt this variance were granted it would harm the public good; and would definitely impair the
intent and purpose of the development code.

- lf this variance were granted it would give special privileges to the private party who owns this
lot at everyone else's expense. We would in fact be the ones being treated the most unfairly by
this bacause it would so saverely negatively alfect our safe and peacetul use of our own
property.



From:
To!
Cc:
Subi€cB
Date:
AthdrmonB:

Rick Elmore

Wh,tney. Brll; Emerson. Kathy; Faoan. Donna
Krause. Eva; Edwards. Nathan

Ellet appllcaton bebre Ttre Board of Adjusment
Thursday, October 06, 2016 11:28:03 AM
ccE10062016.odf

I represent Terry and Brian Nelson. I am conveying to you the Nelson's lefter in opposition to the
Eglet application, Case # 16-006. Please include this letter as part of the record of this matter and
distribute it to the Board of Adjustment members before the hearing today. Given the detail of the
letter, the members should have an opportunity to consider the Nelson's position before the
meeting. Thank you.



Fromi Krause. Eva

To: "Rrck Elmore"

Subrec& RE: llnk to photos for Eglet matrer

,r:r Thursday,@okr06,ml612;24mf44

lf you would like to have these photos include in the record, please make copies and bring to the hearing
Please soe Public Participation polices on attached agonda.

Sincerely,

Lva [Vl Krause, AICP

Planner

Washoe County Communrty Servrces

Plannrng and DevelopnrenI Drvisron

775 3)8.3628

erkrause@washoecor rnty us

WashoeCounty.us

From: Rick Elmore [mailto:relmore@rlepc.com]
Snt: Thursday, October 06, 2016 12:13 PM
To: Whitney, Bill; Emerson, Kathy; Fagan, Donna
Cc; Krause, Eva; Edwards, Nathan
SubJect link to photos for Eglet matter

h tt ps.//www. rc I o u d. co nr /s h a re da I b u m /# B0f5 rd k M wG v0x0 T

https.//www. rcloud.conr/sha reda lbunr/#B0f5G H8M oG9XCVB

Please include these photos as part of the record. Thank you

Riehard "Riek" L. Elmore

Richard L. Elnnore, Chartered

3301 S. Virgrnia St., Suite 1-25

Reno, NV 89502

Phone' i,i15\ 357 817t)

iax (-t75) 357-8I72

imarl: relmorerOrlepc.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: Thts message is confidentral and may be prtvrleged. lf you believe that thrs email has been sent to you rn

error, please reply to the sender that you recetved the message rn error; then please delete thrs e-marl. Thank you.



To:
Cc:

From:

SubJece

Attachment K

Terry Nelson

Krauser Eva; Uoyd. Trevor; Webb, Bob; Emerson. Kathy
relmore(Orleoc.com

Case#VA16{06(Eget)/parcel#123-136{2/45 E. Tuscarora Rd., Crystal Bay, NV 89402
Tuesday, January 31, 20L7 4:17:24PMDate!

To Whom It May Concern:

We do not think the notice given is legally sufficient, because it does not describe what the
true nature and full extent of the construction is.

Sincerely,
Brian and Terry Nelson
464Teresa Ct., Crystal Bay, NV 89402
775-8314194 Direct
tnelson@GreatWesternRE. com




























































































