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TO: Board of County Commissioners

FROM: Eva M. Krause, AICP, Planner, Planning and Development Division
Community Services, 328-3628, ekrause@washoecounty.us

THROUGH: Mojra Hauenstein, Arch., Planner, Division Director, Planning and
Development, Community Services Department, 328-3619,
mhauenstein@washoecounty.us

SUBJECT: Public Hearing: For possible action and discussion of the Tahoe Racquet
Club’s appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval for Special Use
Permit WSUP17-0004 (Lake Tahoe School) to modify Special Use
Permit SW02-008 which permitted the operation of a kindergarten
through 9™ grade private school in an existing commercial building. The
approved modification will permit the construction of a 13,906 square
foot multi-purpose building with parking. As approved, the new building
will require the relocation of the access road that serves Lake Tahoe
School and provides access to the Tahoe Racquet Club, a residential
condominium subdivision, from Tahoe Boulevard. The current access is
located approximately 725 feet northwest from the intersection of
Country Club Boulevard and Tahoe Boulevard. The access easement
will be relocated approximately 200 feet further to the northwest.

Applicant: Lake Tahoe School ¢ Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School *
Location: 955 Tahoe Boulevard * Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 127-581-
01 and 127-030-21 < Parcel Size: 4.11 acres (total) » Master Plan
Category: Commercial (C) ¢ Regulatory Zone: Tourist Commercial
Area Plan: Incline Village Tourist Commercial ¢ Citizen Advisory Board:
Incline Village/Crystal Bay ¢ Development Code: Authorized in Article
810, Special Use Permit (Commission District 1.)

SUMMARY

The Tahoe Racquet Club is appealing the Planning Commission’s approval of the Lake
Tahoe School’s (School) proposed expansion. The School has proposed to increase the
size of their campus by constructing a new multi-purpose building. The proposal will
require the relocation of parking lots and rerouting of the easement that provides access
to the Tahoe Racquet Club Condominiums.

AGENDA ITEM #

N/A
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Washoe County Strategic Objective supported by this item: Stewardship of our
Community.

PREVIOUS ACTION

On March 19, 2002, Washoe County Planning Commission recommended adoption of
Comprehensive Plan Amendment CP02-002 to add “Schools — Kindergarten to
Secondary” as permissible use with a Special Use Permit in the Incline Village Tourist
Community Plan.

On May 14, 2002, Washoe County Board of County Commissioners adopted
Comprehensive Plan Amendment CP02-002.

July 24, 2002, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency approved an amendment to the Incline
Village Tourist Community Plan to permit by special use “Schools — Kindergarten to
Secondary.

On August 6, 2002, Washoe County Planning Commission approved Special Use Permit
SW02-008 — Approving a private school for 150 students.

September 5, 2006, Washoe County Planning Commission approved the Amendment of
Conditions AC06-006 - Increasing the allowable pre-K enrollment from 15 to 25.

On September 3, 2013, Washoe County Planning Commission approved the Amendment
of Conditions AC13-007 - Increasing pre-K enrollment from 25 to 40, and increasing
total student population from 150 to 200.

On April 2, 2013, In accordance with WCC Section 110.810.60 Modifications of a
Special Use Permit, Washoe County Community Development Department Director
modified Special Use Permit SB13-001 — converting the remaining 2,270 square feet of
commercial space to school use.

On May 2, 2017, Washoe County Planning Commission approved Special Use Permit
WSUP17-0004, to modify SW02-008 to allow the addition of a new multi-use building.

BACKGROUND

Lake Tahoe School has a special use permit to operate a private school at 995 Tahoe
Boulevard. The School also owns an adjoining parcel. The School proposes to
consolidate the two parcels and build a multi-purpose building for school use. Pursuant
to WCC Section 110.810.60(c), since the proposal increases the school structure by more
than 10%, modification of the original special use permit requires a new application
following the same procedure required for the original special use permit. Therefore, the
School applied for a new special use permit to be heard by the Washoe County Planning
Commission. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the new special use
permit (WSUP17-0004) on May 2, 2017. The staff report prepared for the Planning
Commission’s meeting is included as Attachment B to this staff report. The property
owners of the Deer Creek and Tahoe Racquet Club subdivisions spoke in opposition to
the proposal during the public hearing (see Attachment D for exhibits presented during
the public hearing), but after deliberation the Planning Commission unanimously
approved the request with conditions. The Action Order of the Planning Commission,
and the draft minutes from the May 2" meeting, are included as Attachments A and C
respectively to this staff report. Wm. A. Baker and Peter J. Sferrazza filed an appeal on
behalf of the Tahoe Racquet Club on May 12, 2017. Below is a summary (numbered
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points) of the appellant’s appeal application and staff response to each point. The full
appeal application is attached as Attachment E to this staff report.

Appellant’s Arguments on Appeal

1. The Planning Commission gave almost no consideration to the opposition. They did
not ask a single questions or request more detail from the opposition.

Staff Comments: After more than 2 hours of public comment and when all public
comment cards were acknowledged, the public hearing was closed. The
Commissioners did discuss the case during their discussion after closing the public
hearing and did ask staff for clarification on some of the matters raised during public
comment. The Commission did not re-open the public hearing period.

2. Every resident of the Tahoe Racquet Club will be impacted by the approval of this
grossly excessively sized building.

Staff Comments: When the Lake Tahoe School purchased the school property and the
adjoining lot, there was an existing 10,000 square foot commercial building on the
adjoining parcel (Incline Creek Commercial Building). The structure was built in
1978. The building was outdated and in need of maintenance. One lane of the access
drive to the Racquet Club passed under the building, restricting access to the
condominium complex. The School had the building demolished in 2003, removing
the road hazard the building created. The removal of the commercial building did not
imply or guarantee that the site would not be developed in the future. The proposed
multi-purpose building will be 400 sg. ft. larger than the building that was previously
on the site. The site development plan provides: the required parking for the School;
required landscaping; required setbacks; and provided access to the Tahoe Racquet
Club. These are the same requirements that a commercial building would have to
comply with, but in many cases no special use permit would be required. The
appellant has not stated what makes a 14,000 square foot building on a 3 acre
commercial parcel grossly oversized, or how the size of the building impacts the
neighbors.
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Excerpt from SW02-008 staff report (2002)

Looking south down the shared access drive. The south bound lane of the

driveway goes along side commercial building the north bound lane goes

under it. The Tahoe Racquet Club Condominiums are located behind the
trees.

The Incline Creek Commercial Building.
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3. Many of the Tahoe Racquet Club owners bought their residence before the school
existed and the property was in common ownership.

Staff Comments: The Racquet Club Condominiums subdivision map was recorded in
August of 1970. The subdivision map does not include the commercial parcel as part
of the development. In January of 1971, the Tahoe-Sierra Development Company,
Inc. granted the Tahoe Racquet Club an easement across their commercial property.
The Condominiums were built in 1971. This timeline indicates that the Tahoe
Racquet Club and the commercial property where never in common ownership.

Regardless of when a person bought property in the Racquet Club, they should have
been aware that the adjoining commercial property could be developed as a
commercial use.

The commercial property was developed and had changed uses over the years. The
property had been owned by three or more separate owners before Lake Tahoe
School purchased it in 2002.

. The School was allowed on a small parcel of the adjoining property by special use
permit only, and has always been limited in size and thus density and intensity. The
Planning Commission ignored that historical detail that had been relied upon by the
neighboring homeowners over the years.

Staff Comments: The Planning Commission staff report outlined the history of the
development of the School. Neither the Washoe County Development Code (Washoe
County Code Chapter 110), nor the Conditions of Approval from the approved 2002
special use permit prohibits the School from amending their permit.

The addition of a new building does not increase enrollment nor does it permit uses
that are allowed by code, therefore neither the density nor intensity is increased. The
original special use permit is for use of the adjoining parcel where the School
building is located. Special Use Permit WSUP17-0004, amends the original special
use permit to include the adjoining parcel. There are no historical details that limited
future expansion or imply that the adjoining parcel would not be developed in the
future.

. When the School was approved in 2002, only 995 Tahoe Boulevard was approved for
the School’s use, the adjoining parcel was not included as part of the school.

Staff Comments: The appellant is correct, the staff report for the Lake Tahoe School’s
2002 special use permit application stated that the adjoining parcel and commercial
building was not part of the school. That approval did not give any assurances or
imply that the school would never expand, nor did it prohibit amending the permit to
use the adjoining property in the future. The Planning Commission’s approval of
WSUP17-0004 modified the original permit by allowing the expansion of the school
campus onto the adjoining parcel. The application and staff report stated the school
parcels are being consolidated and the drawings clearly indicated that the new
building straddles the current property line. As noted earlier, the process for
modifying the conditions of a special use permit is to apply for a new special use
permit through the same required for the original special use permit. Special Use
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Permit WSUP17-0004 modified the original special use permit, and permitted an
expansion of the school campus on to the adjoining property.

The School came to this site and has known since 2002 of the limitation on the site.
They have eroded those limitations to the point of extinction by the current proposal.

Staff Comments: The special use permit issued in 2002, placed conditions on the uses
and operation of the school. The special use permit has been amended three times.
The original special use permit and the first and second amendments went through a
public hearing process, including public notice of all the surrounding property owners
and public hearings before Planning Commission.

The third amendment permitted the 2,270 sq. ft. commercial office in the building to
be converted to school use. Because this amendment did not involve any new
structures, an increase in student enrollment or created new impact on the use or the
surrounding properties, the amendment was approved by the Planning Director, as
permitted by WCC Section 110.810.60, Modifications of a Special Use Permit.

Each amendment of the special use permit was processed according to the
Development Code. Except for the Director’s Modification, notice of the public
hearing was mailed to the surrounding property owners. The Planning Commission’s
approval of Special Use Permit WSUP17-0004, modifies the original permit. It does
not erode it.

The proposed construction is too large relative to the special use permit that it is
based upon, and imposes additional hardship and increase cost upon the Tahoe
Racquet Club.

Staff Comments: The appellant’s statement that the structure is too large is a matter
of opinion. The gym/basketball court is the recommended size for a middle school
use. The addition of a stage at one end of the court makes efficient use of the structure
by giving the school the ability to offer theater arts to their students, without
construction of a separate auditorium. The multi-purpose building gives the School
the flexibility to provide its students with amenities that are common in many public
schools.

The additional hardship and cost stated by the appellant include a more restrictive
access to Tahoe Racquet Club units, more limited parking, more delays in access and
impact of changing the access to the Tahoe Racquet Club which will increase the
Racquet Club’s cost to maintain a much bigger, wider, longer access.

The proposed multi-purpose building increases density and intensity of the use.

Staff Comments: The school enrollment is not proposed to increase, so there is no
increase in density. The addition of a multi-purpose building will provide more
room for student activities, family events and other school functions, but it does not
permit new uses or increase the intensity of the use. The school is still a school; it is
not a convention facility or a public entertainment venue. It is not unreasonable or
unusual that a school has a gym and auditorium, and most schools use their buildings
to hold PTA meetings, school fund raisers, sports events or other activities during
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non-school hours. Staff recognizes that the addition of a multi-purpose building will
provide more opportunities for the school to host more activities for their students.
Some of the activities will include parents and other family members, which could
increase traffic during different events. The development plan provides more parking
than required for a school. The approved conditions of approval for Special Use
Permit WSUP17-0004 limits use of multi-purpose building during school hours, and
include requirements for parking plans that will implement off-site parking and
transportation to the site, when activities are open to the public and are expected to
draw more than 125 people.

. The original approval states that “the Tahoe Boulevard driveway that serves this site
[Lake Tahoe School] also serves as the main access to the Incline Creek Office
Building and the Tahoe Racquet Club Continuums, which include the Lakeside
Cottages. That remains the case to this very date but is drastically changed to the
detriment of the Tahoe Racquet homeowner by the application that was approved.”

Staff Comments: When the School was originally approved, the adjoining property was
developed with the commercial building and several cottages. The site drastically
changed in 2003, when the School demolished the Incline Creek Commercial
building and improved the access to the Tahoe Racquet Club by removing the
structure that overhung the south bound lane of the drive. The proposed relocation
and widening of the access easement 200 feet further northwest on Tahoe Boulevard,
which requires a person to slow down to make one additional turn before entering the
Tahoe Racquet Club, is not considered by staff as a drastic change.

What is the outcome you are reqguesting

10. What was approved by the Planning Commission is not acceptable to the members of

the Tahoe Racquet Club, and the Planning Commission did not make any of the
findings. The appellant is requesting the Board overturn the Planning Commission’s
approval, or send the case back to the Planning Commission for further review.

Staff Comment: The Planning Commission’s motion (see draft minutes includes as
Attachment C to this staff report) stated that the Commission had made all the
required findings in accordance with WCC Section 110.810.30.

FISCAL IMPACT
No fiscal impact.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended the Board of County Commissioners affirm the Planning

Commission’s approval of Special Use Case Number WSUP17-0004.

POSSIBLE MOTION

Should the Board agree with the Planning Commission’s approval of Special Use Case
Number WSUP17-0004; staff offers the following motion:

“Move to affirm the Planning Commission’s approval of Special Use Case Number
WSUP17-0004 (Lake Tahoe School) to modify Special Use Permit SW02-008 which
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permitted the operation of a kindergarten through 9" grade private school in an existing
commercial building. The approved modification will permit the construction of a 13,906
square foot multi-purpose building. As approved, the new building will require the
relocation of the access road that serves Lake Tahoe School and provides access to the
Tahoe Racquet Club, a residential condominium subdivision, from Tahoe Boulevard.
The current access is located approximately 725 feet northwest from the intersection of
Country Club Boulevard and Tahoe Boulevard. The access easement will be relocated
approximately 200 feet further to the northwest; and deny the Tahoe Racquet Club
appeal.”

Should the Board disagree with the Planning Commission’s approval of Special Use Case
Number WSUP17-0004, staff offers the following motion:

“Move to reverse the Planning Commission’s approval of Special Use Case Number
WSUP17-0004 (Lake Tahoe School) and to deny the applicant’s request to modify
Special Use Permit SW02-008.”

Attachments:

A — May 3, 2017, Planning Commission Action Order

B — April 13, 2017, Planning Staff Report

C — May, 2, 2017, Planning Commission Meeting draft minutes

D — Exhibits and written comments presented during public hearing

E — Appeal Application

F — Lake Tahoe School letter, request modification to Conditions of Approval for
WSUP17-0004.

Appellant: Wm. A. Baker and Peter J. Sferrazza, for Tahoe Racquet
Club, 9468 Double R Blvd., Suite A, Reno NV 89521

Applicant/Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School, 995 Tahoe Blvd., Incline Village, NV

89451

Representative: Nick Exline, Midkiff and Associates, PO Box 12427,
Zephyr Cove, NV 89448

Other (email): Lyn Barnnet, lyn@wbaplanning.com

Michael Pagni, mpagni@mcwlaw.com
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Attachment A

WASHOE COUNTY  smoyssesow

Planning and Development Reno, Nevada 89520-0027

Phone: (775) 328-6100
INTEGRITY COMMUNICATION SERVICE
Fax: (775) 328-6133

Planning Commission Action Order
Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004

Decision: Approval with Conditions
Decision Date: May 2, 2017

Mailing/Filing Date: May 3, 2017

Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School

995 Tahoe Blvd.
Incline Village, NV 89451

Assigned Planner: Eva M. Krause - AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division
Phone: 775.328.3628
E-Mail: Ekrause @ washoecounty.us

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 (Lake Tahoe School) — For possible action,
hearing, and discussion to approve a modification of Special Use Permit SW02-008 which approved the
operation of a kindergarten through 9" grade private school in an existing commercial building. The
modification will permit the construction of a 13,906 square foot multi-purpose building. As proposed
the new building will require the relocation of the access road that serves Lake Tahoe School and
provides access to the Tahoe Racquet Club, a residential subdivision, from Tahoe Boulevard. The
current access is located approximately 725 feet northwest from the intersection of Country Club
Boulevard and Tahoe Boulevard. The access easement is proposed to be relocated approximately 200
feet further to the northwest (the new access will be approximately 925 feet northwest of the same

intersection).

e Applicant: Lake Tahoe School

e Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School

e Location: 995 Tahoe Boulevard

e Assessor's Parcel Numbers: 127-581-01 and 127-030-21

e Parcel Size: 4.11 acres (total)

e Master Plan Category: Commercial (C)

e Regulatory Zone: Tourist Commercial

e Area Plan: Incline Village Tourist Commercial
e Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay

e Development Code: Authorized in Article 810, Special Use Permit
e Commission District: 1— Commissioner Berkbigler

e Section/Township/Range: Section 15, T16N, R18E, MDM,

Washoe County, NV

Notice is hereby given that the Washoe County Planning Commission granted approval with conditions
of the above referenced case number based on the findings in accordance with Washoe County Code

\4

1001 East Ninth Street, Reno, Nevada 89512
WWW.WASHOECOUNTY.US




To: Lake Tahoe School

Subject: WSUP17-0004
Date: May 3, 2017
Page: 2

Chapter 110 (Development Code) Article 810, Special Use Permits. If 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 Planning Commission is final. If filed, an appeal stays any further action on the permit
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. This decision is based on having made all five
findings in accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.810.30:

1. Consistency. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies,
standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Incline Village Tourist Commercial Plan;

2. Improvements. 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 Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for kindergarten through ninth grade
private school, and for the intensity of such a development;

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

5. Effect on a Military Installation. Issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental effect on
the location, purpose or mission of the military installation.

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 seven 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 be issued until all of
the Conditions of Approval (attached) 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 does not authorize any development, to include building construction and
grading. without the required permits from the Washoe County Building and Safety Division.

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Sz L

Carl R. Webb, Jr.,
Secretary to the annmg Commission

CRW/EK/ks



To: Lake Tahoe School

Subject: WSUP17-0004

Date: May 3, 2017

Page: 3

XC:

Applicant: Lake Tahoe School, 995 Tahoe Blvd., Incline Village, NV 89451

Representative:

Action Order xc:

Nick Exline, Midkiff and Associates, PO Box 12427, Zephyr Cove, NV 89448

Nathan Edwards, District Attorney’s Office; Keirsten Beck, Assessor's Office;
Cori Burke, Assessor's Office; Incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board,
Chair; Incline Village General improvement District, 893 Southwood Boulevard,
incline Village, NV 89451; Nevada Department of Transportation



Conditions of Approval

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004

The project approved under Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 shall be carried
out in accordance with the Conditions of Approval granted by the Planning Commission on May
2, 2017. Conditions of Approval are requirements placed on a permit or development by each
reviewing agency. These Conditions of Approval may require submittal of documents,
applications, fees, inspections, amendments to plans, and more. These conditions do not
relieve the applicant of the obligation to obtain any other approvals and licenses from relevant
authorities required under any other act or to abide by all other generally applicable Codes, and
neither these conditions nor the approval by the County of this project/use override or negate
any other applicable restrictions on uses or development on the property.

Unless otherwise specified, all conditions related to the approval of this Special Use Permit
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 Special Use Permit 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 Special Use Permit may result in the initiation of
revocation procedures.

Operational Conditions are subject to review by the Department of Community Development
prior to the renewal of a business license each year. Failure to adhere to the Operational
Conditions may result in the Department of Community Development recommending that the
business license not be renewed until conditions are complied with to the satisfaction of
Washoe County.

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

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

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

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

e 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.

Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 — 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.6100 — Fax: 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.us/comdev



Washoe County Conditions of Approval

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

"o  The DISTRICT BOARD OF HEALTH, through the Washoe County Health

District, has jurisdiction over all public health matters in the Health District.
Any conditions set by the Health District must be appealed to the District
Board of Health.

o Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) has jurisdiction over all state
roads. Any conditions set by NDOT must be appealed to that agency.

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

Washoe County Planning and Development Division

h [

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

Contact — Eva M. Krause, 775.328-3628, ekrause @washoecounty.us

a:

The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved as part
of this special use permit.

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

i. Prior to obtaining a building permit, the applicant shall demonstrate that the
property subject to the July 1, 2015, Lease Agreement between Lake Tahoe
School and Tahoe Racquet Club Condominium Association is unencumbered by
the lease agreement and is available for construction under the permit by Lake
Tahoe School. Demonstration shall be made by proof of a court order terminating
the lease, proof of the expiration of the lease, or proof of an agreement to
terminate the lease between Lake Tahoe School and Racquet Club Condominium
Association.

The applicant shall attach a copy of the action order approving this project to all
administrative permit applications (including building permits) applied for as part of this
administrative permit.

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

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

Access to the Tahoe Racquet Club subdivision shall be maintained during construction.
Temporary closure of access driveway shall be limited to no more than 15 minutes per

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
Page 2 of 6



Washoe County Conditions of Approval

f.

hour. Temporary closures shall not be permitted between 7:00 am to 9:00 a.m. or 3:30
p.m. and 6:30 p.m.

New Operational Conditions are required:

.

The use of the multi-purpose building shall be limited to school sponsored activities
and functions. The building shall not be leased or rented for private functions or
events. The building shall not be used as Convention and Meeting Facilities
commercial use type.

The use of the multi-purpose building exclusively for student activities is permitted
during the school day. . Such activities may include all 200 students, schoo! staff
and up to 25 non-students (such as friends, family, guest speakers, and
entertainers).

Activities held in the multi-purpose building that are intended for, or open to public
and is expected to draw more than 100 people (except as permitted in condition
1.£.ii}, shall not begin before 4:00 p.m. on a school day, and not before 8:00 a.m.
on other days.

When an activity is open to the public and intended or expected to draw more than
125 people. The school shall prepare and implement a parking plan that provides
off-site parking locations and transportation to and from those sites.

The multi-purpose building shall not be open for public activities during the
following holidays: New Year's Day, Presidents Day, Fourth of July, Labor Day and
Thanksgiving.

The following Existing Operational Conditions shall continue to be required:

iii.

This special use permit shall remain in effect until or unless it is revoked or is
inactive for one year.

Failure to comply with the Conditions of Approval shall render this approval null
and void. Compliance with this condition shall be determined by the Planning and
Development Division.

The applicant and any successors shall direct any potential purchaser and/or the
special use permit to meet with the Planning and Development Division to review
Conditions of Approval prior to the final sale of the site and/or the special use
permit. Any subsequent purchaser/operator of the site and/or the special use
permit shall notify the Planning and Development Division of the name, address,
telephone number, and contact person of the new purchaser/operator within 30
days of the final sale.

The following operational conditions, shall continue to apply:

1. The school operation is limited to Pre-K, and kindergarten through ninth grade.
The maximum enrollment [shall] not exceed 200 students in any one
enrollment period (quarter, semester or school year) including Pre-K.

2. The applicant shall install directional signs in prominent locations directing
people to the handicapped parking and access in the garage.

3. The applicant shall provide a minimum of two staff persons at the front
entrance of the building starting a minimum of 15 minutes before and after the
beginning and ending of all class periods. One staff person shall be dedicated
to directing traffic and the second person shall be responsible for supervising
students.

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
Page 3of 6



Washoe County Conditions of Approval

4. The traffic director shall see that a clear driving lane in and out of the parking
garage are maintained at all times, no cars will be allowed to stack in front of
the parking garage entrance and children shall not be allowed to load or unload
from vehicles in this area.

5. The ftraffic director shall see that at no time shall unattended vehicles be
allowed to park in the driving lanes and no vehicle shall be allowed to stand in
the driving lane in front of the school more than 5 minutes. Any car waiting
more than 5 minutes in this area shall be directed to the parking lot in the rear
of the property.

6. The applicant shall develop and manage an active car-pooling program for both
staff and students. This program shall include notices and announcement at
informational meetings and create a ride-share board for staff. The school shall
also collect information regarding the residential location of students and shall
contact parents to notify them of other student households who are in their
neighborhoods. The school should provide parent with names and phone
numbers of willing participants.

Washoe County Health District

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

Contact — Wes Rubio, Health District, 775.328.2635, wrubio@washoecounty.us

Mike Wolf, Air Quality, 775.784.7206, mwolf@washoecounty.us

Plans must be submitted to the WCHD for review and approval of the proposed building
permit.

Dust control permits must be obtained from the Air Quality Management Division
(AQMD) prior to start of site improvements

The developer shall contact AQMD regarding the school's HVAC systems during the
building permit process.

Incline Village General Improvement District

3. The following conditions are requirements of Incline Village General Improvement District,
which shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.

Contact — Tim Buxton, 775.832.1246, Tim Buxton@IVGID.org

a.

Water and Sewer utility plans designed to all State and IVGID construction standards
are required

Plans must identify all Easements and Encroachments on this project and be wet
stamped by a Nevada Licensed Engineer.

The Incline Village General Improvement District must approve all utility plans before
any site work begins.

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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Washoe County Conditions of Approval

North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District

4. The following conditions are requirements of North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District which
shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.

Contact — Mark Regan, 775.461.6200, mreqan@NLTFPD.net

a. Emergency vehicle access shall be provided for the four existing structures nearest the

Lake Tahoe School building. The proposed entrance change eliminates access and
hose reach to those four structures.

Secondary emergency vehicle access shall be provided to property. 2012 IFC Chapter
5, Section 503

Provide and maintain No Parking-Fire Lane signage for all fire apparatus access roads
less than 26’ in width. Signage shall be spaced to provide adequate visibility. 2012 IFC
Chapter 5, Section 503 and Appendix D

A minimum of two fire hydrants will be required. One near the proposed new building
(phase Il) and the other near the entrance to Racquet Club (phase I). Additional
hydrants would be required if distance between hydrants (TRC) exceeds 500ft. 2012 IFC
Chapter 5, Section 507 and Appendix B and C

Nevada State Department of Transportation

5. The following conditions are requirements of Nevada State Department of Transportation,
which shall be responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.

Contact — Jae Pullen, 775.834.8300, jpullen @dot.state.nv.us

a.

NDOT supports the intent to minimize conflict points between students and vehicles. The
proposed structure would change the vehicle parking circulation and reduce high speed
collisions.

An encroachment permit is required for facilities within the NDOT right-of-way. Please
see the Terms and Conditions Relating to Right of Way Occupancy Permits booklet
available online at nevadadot.com. Please contact the Permit Office at (775) 834-8330
for more information regarding the occupancy permit.

Existing approaches are personal and not transferable with the sale of property. If the
property changes ownership or use, the property owner will need to apply for an
encroachment permit for access to the state highway.

Permits dated prior to 2003 cannot be amended in NDOT’s permit system. A new
occupancy permit will need to be issued. Contact the Permit Office for more information.

All driveway accesses to the state highway system will be required to comply with the
current NDOT Access Management System and Standards at the time of application.
There is no guarantee that past approved driveways will be approved today. The
applicant is encouraged to coordinate with Permit Office and review proposed
driveway(s) prior to submitting for a permit.

Prior to any grading adjacent to the NDOT right-of-way, a Drainage Information Form,
including a grading plan, must be submitted to the Permit office.

i. A Drainage Report shall be submitted for any development or construction that
impacts flow to or within State right-of-way.

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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ii. Please contact the Permit Office fo coordinate with NDOT's Hydraulic Design
Division. It is beneficial to the developer to work with the Hydraulic Design Division
early in the design process o answer questions and give guidance.

iii. The Drainage Information Form shall be stamped by a professional engineer, unless
waived at the discretion of the District Engineer. To request for a waiver, please
submit the following: Submit a signed lefter addressed to the District Engineer on
official letterhead describing the development or construction activities and provide
supporting reasons to approve the waiver.

g. Include FEMA flood maps pertaining to the proposed project location.
h. Include construction plans or any other supporting documentation.

i.  While the building is anticipated to generate very little traffic trips for the peak a.m. hour
and peak p.m. hour volumes, the proposed changes in the access and vehicle
circulation through the parking lot needs further consideration.

j.  With the removal of the east driveway, please provide information on the school bus
operations such as trip distribution/destination, staging and parking area, and turning
templates to demonstrate a school bus can safely enter and exit the driveway.

k. With the proposed elimination of one driveway, there is a possibility of additional
queueing and delay during the morning and afternoon school peak due to buses sharing
access. Improvements to the driveway may be necessary.

l.  Street lighting is an important safety strategy at roadway conflict points. Proper use and
placement improves vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian visibility. Has the applicant
reviewed the existing lighting infrastructure at the access points?

m. Any proposed access or design deviating from the NDOT Access Management or NDOT
Standards and Specifications should include a compelling argument encouraging the
deviation and a reasonable mitigation strategy. Engineering deviation letters of this
nature should reference the applicable standard, indicate the proposed alternative with
any mitigating features, indicate how the proposal meets the intent of the standard, and
indicate why the proposal is reasonable and safe. The letter should also include how
denying this deviation wouid place undue and exceptional hardship on the property
owner. Engineering letters should be stamped by a licensed professional engineer.
Request to deviate from NDOT Standards and Guidelines are subject to the approval of
the NDOT District Engineer.

*** End of Conditions ***

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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Attachment B

Planning Commission Staff Report

Meeting Date: May 2, 2107

Subject: Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004

Applicant: Lake Tahoe School

Agenda Iltem Number: 8A

Project Summary: Modify Special Use Permit SW02-008 to increase the size of the
school by adding a new 13,906 square foot multi-purpose building,

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Prepared by: Eva M. Krause - AICP, Planner

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Phone: 775.328.3628
E-Mail: Ekrause@washoecounty.us
Description

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 (Lake Tahoe School) — For possible action,
hearing, and discussion to approve a modification of Special Use Permit SW02-008 which
approved the operation of a kindergarten through 9" grade private school in an existing
commercial building. The modification will permit the construction of a 13,906 square foot multi-
purpose building. As proposed the new building will require the relocation of the access road
that serves Lake Tahoe School and provides access to the Tahoe Racquet Club, a residential
subdivision, from Tahoe Boulevard. The current access is located approximately 725 feet
northwest from the intersection of Country Club Boulevard and Tahoe Boulevard. The access
easement is proposed to be relocated approximately 200 feet further to the northwest (the new
access will be approximately 925 feet northwest of the same intersection).

e Applicant: Lake Tahoe School

e Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School

e Location: 995 Tahoe Boulevard

e Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 127-581-01 and 127-030-21

e Parcel Size: 4.11 acres (total)

e Master Plan Category: Commercial (C)

e Regulatory Zone: Tourist Commercial

e Area Plan: Incline Village Tourist Commercial
e (Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay

e Development Code: Authorized in Article 810, Special Use Permit
e Commission District: 1- Commissioner Berkbigler

e Section/Township/Range: Section 15, T16N, R18E, MDM,

Washoe County, NV

Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 — 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.6100 — Fax: 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.us/comdev
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Washoe County Planning Commission Staff Report Date: April 13, 2017

Special Use Permit

The purpose of a Special Use Permit is to allow a method of review to identify any potential
harmful impacts on adjacent properties or surrounding areas for uses that may be appropriate
within a regulatory zone; and to provide for a procedure whereby such uses might be permitted
by further restricting or conditioning them so as to mitigate or eliminate possible adverse
impacts. If the Planning Commission grants an approval of the Special Use Permit, that
approval is subject to Conditions of Approval. Conditions of Approval are requirements that
need to be completed during different stages of the proposed project. Those stages are

typically:

Prior to 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 referred to as “Operational Conditions.” These
conditions must be continually complied with for the life of the business or project.

The Conditions of Approval for Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 are attached
as Exhibit A, to this staff report and will be included with the Action Order if the application is
approved by the Planning Commission.

The subject property has a regulatory zone of Tourist Commercial (TC) and is located within the
Incline Village Tourist Community Plan. In January 2002, a Comprehensive Plan amendment
was proposed to permit Schools, Kindergarten through Secondary Schools, by Special Use
Permit, in the Incline Village Tourist Community Plan Area. The use was found to be compatible
and in conformance with the Community Plan. The Washoe County Board of County
Commissioners adopted the amendment on May 14, 2002. The TRPA Governing Board
approved the amendment on July 24, 2002.

On August 6, 2002 a Special Use Permit was approved to develop a kindergarten through ninth
grade private school as authorized in Washoe County Code (WCC) Section 110.810. The
project is located at 995 Tahoe Boulevard approximately 500 feet west of the intersection of
Tahoe Boulevard and Country Club Drive, Incline Village.

On April 2, 2013, a Modification of the Special Use Permit was approved the Director of
Community Development as permitted by WCC Section 110.810.60. The use did not involve
expansion of the building or an increase in student population, intensification or change of the
use.

The current request is to build a new building to serve the approved student population. The
new building will increase the floor area of the development by more than 10%, therefore, a new
Special Use Permit application is required to modify the approved permit.

The Tahoe School is on property zoned Tourist Commercial (TC) and qualifies as an Education
use type under the Development Code’s use classification system. WCC 110.304.20(g). Table
110.302.05.2 specifies that an Education use type in a TC zone requires a Board of Adjustment
Special Use Permit. However, the original SUP for the Tahoe School was approved by the
Washoe County Planning Commission in August of 2002. Additionally, the Planning
Commission has since approved at least 2 Amendment of Conditions cases for the Tahoe
School's SUP since the original permit approval. WCC 110.810.60 provides that modifications
of the terms of an SUP must be approved using the same procedure as the original application.

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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Accordingly, this modification has been brought before the Planning Commission, rather than
the Board of Adjustment, because the Planning Commission originally approved the permit.

Community Services
WSUP17-0004 Department, Planning

Lake Tahoe School Expansion and Development
I 1000 2000 3000 WASHNOEEA%EUNTY
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Washoe County Planning Commission
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Washoe County Planning Commission
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Previous Actions

e March 19, 2002, Washoe County Planning Commission recommended adoption of
Comprehensive Plan Amendment CP02-002 to add “Schools — Kindergarten to
Secondary” as permissible use with a Special Use Permit in the Incline Village Tourist
Community Plan.

e May 14, 2002, Washoe County Board of County Commissioners adopted
Comprehensive Plan Amendment CP02-002

e July 24, 2002, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency approved an amendment to the Incline
Village Tourist Community Plan to permit by special use “Schools — Kindergarten to
Secondary.

e August 6, 2002, Washoe County Planning Commission approved Special Use Permit
SW02-008 — Approving a private school for 150 students.

e September 5, 2006, Washoe County Planning Commission approved the Amendment of
Conditions AC06-006 - Increasing the allowable pre-K enrollment from 15 to 25.

e September 3, 2013, Washoe County Planning Commission approved the Amendment of
Conditions AC13-007 - Increasing pre-k enrollment from 25 to 40, and increasing total
student population from 150 to 200.

o April 2, 2013, In accordance with WCC Section 110.810.60 Modifications of a Special
Use Permit, Washoe County Community Development Department Director modified
Special Use Permit SB13-001 — converting the remaining 2,270 square feet of
commercial space to school use.

Project Evaluation

The subject property is a 4 acre site with a two story building used as the school and 14
residential units in four buildings on the rear of the property. The property has a regulatory zone
of Tourist Commercial. The surrounding properties are zoned as Tourist Commercial to the
northwest [Deer Creek] and west [Tahoe Racquet Club], and Public Semi-Public to the
southeast [Incline Village General Improvement District].

The applicant is proposing to build a multi-purpose building which can be used as a gymnasium,
auditorium and assembly hall for the Lake Tahoe School (School). As stated in the Traffic
Report, “Many different types of events are planned for the multi-purpose building, although the
building will generally be used by Lake Tahoe School students, parents and friends only. That
is, no community-wide events are anticipated to occur there.”

The School is not proposing to change operational condition or to increase student enrollment;
however it does propose to increase the size of the project floor area and building foot print by
more than 10%. Therefore, to modify the approved special use permit the applicant is required
to file a new application and following the same procedure required for the initial permit.

The operational conditions approved in 2002 related to the use of the school, traffic and parking
shall continue to apply. Operational conditions that were related to the commercial uses in the
building are proposed to be removed because all commercial use has been removed from the

property.

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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In order to build the multi-propose building, the School has begun the process of a reversion to
acreage of the subject parcels so the new building does not cross a property line. In order to
add the new building and improve traffic circulation, the applicant is proposing to reconfigure the
access drive that serves the School and the Tahoe Racquet Club (Racquet Club) subdivision.
The reconfiguration will increase safety by reducing the interaction between vehicles and
children and limiting public access to the school site. The proposal is to move the access drive
to the west side of the property and then crossing the rear of the property to access the Racquet
Club subdivision. This will provide residents of the Racquet Club unrestricted access to their
properties, while directing the daily school traffic to the east on the circular drive in front of the
school building. The location of the multi-purpose building is currently a parking lot. This
parking lot will be relocated to the rear of the property, where the decommissioned tennis courts
are currently located.

The multi-purpose building is designed to be compatible with the existing school building, using
similar materials and colors. The renderings give the appearance that the buildings are close to
the road. The proposed building is setback 23 feet from the property line and there is
approximately 50 feet of NDOT right-of-way between the property line and the edge of the
highway pavement.

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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Proposed Multi-
purpose building

Street View - Looking North (approximate) ==

COLABORATIVE
DESISN

7 Lake Tahoe School Expansion January 2017

Rendering of School and Multi-purpose building fronting on Tahoe Boulevard
(Additional renderings are included in the application)

Access. The issue of access to Racquet Club was brought up in many of the public comments.

When Lake Tahoe School was approved, the School bought the adjoining property and tore
down the commercial structure on the property. The parking lot and a second driveway were
retained, so there are two driveways from Tahoe Boulevard that provide access to the subject
property. The driveway closest to the school building is the driveway that currently is
designated as the access to the Racquet Club. The School is proposing to remove that
driveway, and to relocate the access easement to the other driveway. The relocation of the
easement is permitted by a Grant of Easement giving Racquet Club residents access through
the School’s property for 50 years (until May 10, 2021). The Grant of Easement made between
A&R Corporation, and Tahoe-Sierra Development Company, Inc., states “the location of said
walkways and driveways shall be determined by the grantor [A&R Corporation and future
owners] in its sole discretion and determination, and such location may be changed from time to
time without the consent of any of the owners of all or any portion of Parcel B” [Racquet Club].

In addition, several residents of the Deer Creek subdivision, whose property abuts the Schools
property, state that the driveway proposed to be used as the new access is too close to their
private street access. Because both of these developments are located on a state highway,
Nevada Department of Transportations (NDOT) is responsible for determining if the access can
be used as proposed.

Secondary Access. Another issue brought up by the Tahoe Racquet Club is their lack of a
secondary access. While Fire Codes require a secondary access for the School, the code does
not require one property owner to provide access to a neighboring property owned by someone

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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else. In order for the Racquet Club to obtain a secondary access to their development, they will
have to negotiate with one of the adjoining property owners to obtain an easement or purchase
land to create the access. Lake Tahoe School is only one of three properties adjacent to the
Racquet Club. Staff does not believe it appropriate for the county in this instance to require the
School to continue to allow its property to be used as a secondary access for another group of
private property owners.

Parking. Parking requirements for a school are one space per employee during peak shift, and
0.25 per student of driving age. In addition there are 14 residential units in 4 buildings between
the school building and the Racquet Club. Multi-family dwellings require 2.1 spaces per unit.

No students are of driving age. There are 31 staff members at peak shift, 5 of whom live on the
property. The total required parking is 60 spaces [0+31+29] or 55 spaces subtracting the 5
spaces for employees who live on site. The school is providing 73 parking spaces.

The traffic report also looked at the need for additional parking for activities with an expected
attendance of 100 people. The report states that if events start after 4:00 p.m. there would be
sufficient parking. Based on the traffic report, and because it did not include estimates for
activities for large attendance, staff is recommending conditions regarding starting times for
events, and the requirement for a parking mitigation plan for large events.

In addition, because Lake Tahoe is a very popular vacation spot, traffic often peaks during the
holidays in the summer and winter. In order to avoid increasing traffic on Tahoe Boulevard
during prime season holidays, staff is recommending a condition that states the multi-purpose
building may not be used for public events on the following holidays: New Year's Day,
President’s Day, Fourth of July, Labor Day, and Thanksgiving.

Parking for the Racquet Club. Much of the public comments state they object to the project
because it would eliminate parking for Racquet Club residents. Lake Tahoe School has leased a
portion of their property to the Tahoe Racquet Club for overflow parking and as a location for
Racquet Club’s trash dumpsters for several years. While the parking lease has helped alleviate
some of the Racquet Club’s parking issues, the School has no obligation to continue to allow
parking, trash or snow storage for the Racquet Club subdivision on their property. The current
lease is set to expire in 2020.

Landscaping. When a civic use adjoins a residential use, the Development Code requires a
landscape buffer. The buffer shall be the width of the required yard (10 feet for Tourist
Commercial regulatory zone) for the entire width of the property line. It shall include at least one
tree every 20 feet. In addition a solid 6 to 7 foot decorative wall or fence shall be erected on the
common property line. This requirement applies to the full length of the Deer Creek Subdivision
property line, and the area around the rear parking lot adjacent to the Racquet Club subdivision.
The buffer requirement is optional between the four residential buildings on the School's
property and the Racquet Club’s property.

Lighting. The lighting standards require that all lighting within 100 feet of a residential
regulatory zone shall not exceed twelve feet in height. While there are no residential regulatory
zones surrounding the property, there is residential development on two sides of the School
property, within the Tourist Commercial regulatory zone. Since the lighting standards were
designed to minimize impact on residential uses, staff is recommending that the same standard
be applied to this project regardless of the zoning designation. All other lighting standards
found in Article 414, apply to the proposed development.

Noise. Several people voiced their concerns about construction noise. It is given that
construction is a noisy undertaking. In order to permit any development, redevelopment,

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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remodeling or repair work to be undertaken, it is necessary to permit construction noise. WWC
Section 110.414.21 specifically states that construction activities occurring between 7:00 a.m.
and 7:00 p.m. on any day except Sunday are exempt from complying with noise limits.

Snow Storage. Some property owners have asserted that there is not enough snow storage on
the property, and the School cannot store snow adjacent to their property line. The school site is
4 acres in size, with the school building, existing residential buildings and the proposed multi-
purpose room; however only 21.5% of the site is covered by structures. There are landscaped
areas, the “Campus Green” inside the loop drive and areas near the residential units, besides
the excess parking spaces where snow can be stored on site. Washoe County requires a 7.5
foot snow storage area along public streets, so staff does not see any reason why a 10 foot
wide landscape strip is not adequate for storing snow from a private driveway. Washoe County
does not require any property owner to design their home or project for “catastrophic events”.

Incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board (IV/CBCAB)

The proposed project was heard at the regularly scheduled March 27, 2017 Incline
Village/Crystal Bay Citizens Advisory Board. There was a lot of discussion and public comment
regarding parking, moving of the access easement, the size of the building and other items.

Kevin Lyons moved to forward comments to Washoe County with minutes [Exhibit B, CAB
Memo] with the following: “As a school project, we would recommend approval as it is an
appropriate use. Andrew Wolf seconded. Pete Todoroff opposed. Motion passed 4 to 1".

Public Comment

Staff has received numerous written comments from property owners in the area. The
comments came mainly from property owners of Deer Creek subdivision [Exhibit C] and the
Tahoe Racquet Club subdivision [Exhibit D].

While there were many different comments, several items were repeated in many of the letters
and emails. Those were:

e The location of the access road is too close to Deer Creek
e Loss of parking for the Racquet Club
e Increase in traffic from activities and events in the Multi-purpose building
e Size of building
e Noise during construction
All letters and emails are included as exhibits to this report.

Reviewing Agencies

The following agencies received a copy of the project application for review and evaluation.
e Washoe County Community Services Department
0 Planning and Development Division

o0 Engineering and Capital Projects Division

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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¢ Washoe County Health District
0 Air Quality Management Division
0 Environmental Health Services Division
e Regional Transportation Commission
¢ Nevada Department of Transportation
¢ Incline Village General Improvement District
e North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District

¢ Nevada Tahoe Conservation District

Five out of the nine above listed agencies/departments provided comments and/or
recommended conditions of approval in response to their evaluation of the project application.
A summary of each agency’s comments and/or recommended conditions of approval and their
contact information is provided. The Conditions of Approval document is attached to this staff
report and will be included with the Action Order if the special use permit is approved by the
Planning Commission.

Washoe County Planning and Development Division provided standard conditions for site
development and restated that operational conditions for the school, approved under
SW02-008, are still required.

Contact: Eva Krause, 775.328.3628, ekrause@Washoecounty.us

Washoe County Health District provided standard conditions requiring Air Quality Permits,
and environmental services plan review.

Contact: Wes Rubio, Environmental Health Services Division, 775.328.2635,
wrubio@washoecounty.us and

Mike Wolf, Air Quality Management Division, 775.784.7206,
mwolf@washoecounty.us

Incline Village General Improvement District must approve all utility plans prior to
construction. All utilities to be designed to State and IVGID standards, plans must show alll
easements.

Contact: Tim Buxton, 775.832.1246, Tim Buxton@ivgid.org

North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District requires emergency vehicle access be provided
to the residential units on the rear of the School’s property; secondary access; installation
of fire hydrant and no parking signs on all access roads less than 26 feet in width.

Contact: Mark Regan, 775.461.6200, mregan@nltfpd.net

Nevada State Department of Transportation supports the relocation of the access
driveway. The applicant is required to apply for a new encroachment permit for the
relocation of the access easement and to conform to all NDOT Access management

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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Systems and Standards. NDOT also requires additional information on grading and
vehicle circulation.

Contact: Jae Pullen, 775.834-8300, jpullen@dot.state.nv.us

Staff Comment on Required Findings

Washoe County Code Section 110.810.30 requires that all of the following findings be made to
the satisfaction of the Washoe County Planning Commission before granting approval of the
request. Staff has completed an analysis of the special use permit application and has
determined that the proposal is in compliance with the required findings as follows.

1. Consistency. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies,
standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Incline Village Tourist Commercial
Plan.

Staff Comment: The Incline Village Tourist Commercial plan was amended to permit
Schools, Kindergarten through Secondary Schools in the Incline Village Tourist
Community Plan Area. The use was found to be compatible and in conformance with
the Community Plan.

2. Improvements. 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.

Staff Comment: The School is proposing to reconfigure the access drive to the
Racquet Club subdivision properties to direct traffic away from the school and limiting
the interaction between children and vehicles. The access drive shall be built to
county standards. The applicant shall be responsible for providing adequate on-site
improvements to serve the proposed use. The existing roadway is properly designed
for the proposed use. NDOT controls access to Tahoe Boulevard, and may have
additional requirements regarding the relocation of the access easement.

3. Site Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for kindergarten through ninth
grade private school, and for the intensity of such a development.

Staff Comment: The site has operated as a private school for over 14 years; the
proposed multi-purpose building will redevelop a parking lot that remained after the
Incline Creek Business Park was demolished. All required parking lost by the
construction of the multi-purpose building has been relocated to the site of the
decommissioned tennis courts. Additional parking has been provided for activities in
the multi-purposed building when persons other than students and staff are in
attendance.

4. lIssuance 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
area.

Staff Comment: The redevelopment of the parking lot and tennis courts, along with the
reconfiguration of the access drive will improve public safety and welfare. The access
agreement for the Racquet Club states that the location of the access can be moved at
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the property owner’'s discretion. The applicant shall provide a landscape buffer
between their use and residential development as required by the WCC 110.412.40.

5. Effect on a Military Installation. Issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental
effect on the location, purpose or mission of the military installation.

Staff Comment: There are no military installations within the required noticing area.

Recommendation

Those agencies which reviewed the application recommended conditions in support of approval
of the project or provided no comments. Therefore, after a thorough analysis and review,
Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 is being recommended for approval with
conditions. Staff offers the following motion for the Planning Commission’s consideration.

Motion

I move that, after giving reasoned consideration to the information contained in the staff report
and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Planning Commission
approve Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 for Lake Tahoe School, with the
conditions of approval included as Exhibit A to this matter, having made all five findings in
accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.810.30:

1. Consistency. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies,
standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Incline Village Tourist Commercial
Plan;

2. Improvements. 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 Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for kindergarten through ninth
grade private school, and for the intensity of such a development;

4. lIssuance 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 area,

5. Effect on a Military Installation. Issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental
effect on the location, purpose or mission of the military installation.

Appeal Process

Planning Commission action will be effective 10 calendar days after the written decision is filed
with the Secretary to the Planning Commission and mailed to the 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 Planning Commission and mailed
to the applicant.

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004
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Applicant: Lake Tahoe School
995 Tahoe Blvd.
Incline Village, NV 89451

Representatives: Nick Exline
Midkiff and Associates
PO BOX 12427
Zephyr Cove, NV 89448
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Attachment C

WASHOE COUNTY

PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes

Planning Commission Members Tuesday, May 2, 2017
James Barnes, Chair 6:30 p.m.
Sarah Chvilicek, Acting Chair

Larry Chesney

Francine Donshick

Philip Horan
Carl R. Webb, Jr., AICP, Secretary Washoe County Commission Chambers
1001 East Ninth Street
Reno, NV

The Washoe County Planning Commission met in a scheduled session on Tuesday,
May 2, 2017, in the Washoe County Commission Chambers, Building A, 1001 East Ninth Street,
Reno, Nevada.

1. Determination of Quorum

Acting Chair Chvilicek called ‘the meeting to order at. 6:31 p.m. The following
Commissioners and staff were present:

Commissioners present: Sarah Chuvilicek, Acting Chair
Larry Chesney
Francine Donshick

Philip Horan
Commissioner absent: James Barnes, Chair
Staff present: Roger Pelham, MPA, Senior Planner, Acting Secretary

Eva M. Krause, AICP, Planner, Planning and Development

Trevor Lloyd, Senior Planner, Planning and Development

Nathan Edwards, Deputy District Attorney, District Attorney’s
Office

Katy Stark, Recording Secretary, Planning and Development
Kathy Emerson, Administrative Secretary Supervisor, Planning
and Development

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

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

4. *Appeal Procedure

Roger Pelham, Senior Planner, recited the appeal procedure for items heard before the
Planning Commission.

Washoe County Community Services Department, Planning and Development Division
Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 — 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.6100 — Fax: 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.us/csd/planning_and_development



5. *Public Comment

Acting Chair Chvilicek opened public comment. Hearing no response, she closed public
comment.

6. Approval of Agenda

Acting Chair Chvilicek requested to move Agenda Item 8B to the beginning of the
meeting. In accordance with the Open Meeting Law, Commissioner Chesney moved to approve
the Agenda as amended for the May 2, 2017 meeting. Commissioner Donshick seconded the
motion, which carried unanimously with Chair Barnes absent.

7. Approval of April 4, 2017 Draft Minutes

On motion by Commissioner Donshick, seconded by Commissioner. Chesney, which
carried unanimously with Chair Barnes absent, it was ordered that the minutes for April 4, 2017
be approved.

8. Public Hearings

B. Development Code Amendment Case Number WDCA17-0001 — For possible action,
hearing, and discussion on an amendment to Chapter 110-of the Washoe County Code
(Development Code) within Article 505, Section 505.30 (Electronic Message Display Signs),
to allow certain Electronic Message Display (EMD) signs to be located closer than the
existing minimum 200 foot distance requirement (WCC. 110.505.30(d)) between any
residentially zoned property and an EMD. The exception would allow an otherwise permitted
EMD to be located within 100 feet of residentially-zoned property.if the sign is (1) operated
by a governmental entity, (2) located on property owned or controlled by a governmental
entity, and (3) designed to convey public health; safety, and-welfare information including
traffic control and directional information. The planning commission may act to recommend
approval of the proposed amendment with or without changes or to deny the proposed
amendment. If approval is recommended, the action will be reflected in a resolution
recommending approval that will be forwarded on to the county commission for further

action.
* Prepared by: Trevor Lloyd, Senior Planner Washoe County
Community Services Department Division of
Planning and Development
» Phone: 775.328.3620
e E-Mail: tlloyd@washoecounty.us

Acting Chair Chvilicek opened the public hearing and called for any disclosures from the
Commission. Hearing none, she called for the Staff Report. Trevor Lloyd, Senior Planner,
presented the Staff Report. Acting Chair Chvilicek opened up questions to the Commission.
Commissioner Horan-asked who would make the determination that it was in the best interest of
the public. Mr. Lioyd stated that would be part of the Special Use Permit process and would
have to be disclosed at that time of the nature and use of that specific sign. He said the intent
would be that it would be utilized on public property by a public agency. Commissioner Horan
asked if that was going to be made at the Director level or would it go to the Board of
Adjustment. Mr. Lloyd stated the electronic message display sign would go to the Board of
Adjustment for their review.

Commissioner Donshick stated this was for a permanent sign versus a temporary sign being
used in the event of an emergency situation, traffic issues or road construction. Mr. Lloyd stated
this was for permanent signs.
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Commissioner Donshick opened public comment. Hearing none, she closed public comment
and brought discussion back to the Commission. Commissioner Horan stated this was straight
forward and that it was in the public’s interest to have something like this. Acting Chair Chvilicek
closed the public hearing and called for a motion.

Commissioner Chesney moved that after giving reasoned consideration to the information
contained in the staff report and information received during the public hearing, the Washoe
County Planning Commission recommend approval of WDCA17-0001, to. amend Washoe
County Chapter 110 (Development Code) within Article 505 to allow certain Electronic Message
Display (EMD) sign to be located closer than the existing minimum 200 foot distance
requirement (WCC 110.505.30(d)) between any residentially zoned property and an EMD. The
exception would allow an otherwise permitted EMD to be located within 100 feet of residentially
zoned property if the sign is (1) operated by a governmental entity, (2) located on property
owned or controlled by a governmental entity, and (3) designed to convey public health, safety,
and welfare information WDCA17-0001 ARTICLE 505 SIGNS Washoe County Planning
Commission Staff Report Date: April 10, 2017 Development Code Amendment Case Number
WDCA17-0001 Page 5 of 5 including traffic control and.directional information. | further move to
authorize the Chair to sign the resolution contained-in Attachment/A on behalf of the Washoe
County Planning Commission and to direct staff to present a report of this Commission’s
recommendation to the Washoe County Board of County. Commissioners within 60 days of
today’'s date. This recommendation for approval is based on all of the following four findings in
accordance with Washoe County Code. Section 110.818.15(e) as follows. Commissioner
Donshick seconded the motion, which carried unanimously with Chair Barnes absent.

1. Consistency with Master Plan. The proposed Development Code amendment is in
substantial compliance with the policies and action programs of the Washoe County
Master Plan;

2. Promotes the Purpose of the Development Code. The proposed Development Code
amendment will not adversely impact the public health, safety or welfare, and will
promote the original purposes for the Development Code as expressed in Article 918,
Adoption of Development Code;

3. Response to Changed Conditions. The proposed Development Code amendment
responds to. changed conditions or further studies that have occurred since the
Development Code was adopted by the Board of County Commissioners, and the
requested amendment allow for a more desirable utilization of land within the regulatory
zones; and,

4. No Adverse Affects. The proposed Development Code amendment will not adversely
affect the implementation of the policies and action programs of the Conservation
Element or the Population Element of the Washoe County Master Plan.

A. Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 (Lake Tahoe School) — For possible
action, hearing, and discussion to approve a modification of Special Use Permit SW02-008
which approved the operation of a kindergarten through 9th grade private school May 2,
2017 Washoe County Planning Commission Notice of Meeting and Agenda Page 3 of 4 in
an existing commercial building. The modification will permit the construction of a 13,906
square foot multi-purpose building. As proposed the new building will require the relocation
of the access road that serves Lake Tahoe School and provides access to the Tahoe
Racquet Club, a residential subdivision, from Tahoe Boulevard. The current access is
located approximately 725 feet northwest from the intersection of Country Club Boulevard
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and Tahoe Boulevard. The access easement is proposed to be relocated approximately 200
feet further to the northwest (the new access will be approximately 925 feet northwest of the
same intersection).

 Applicant: Lake Tahoe School

 Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School

* Location: 955 Tahoe Boulevard

» Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 127-581-01 and 127-030-21

* Parcel Size: 4.11 acres (total)

» Master Plan Category: Commercial (C)

» Regulatory Zone: Tourist Commercial

* Area Plan: Incline Village Tourist Commercial

« Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay

» Development Code: Authorized in Article 810, Special Use Permit

» Commission District: 1- Commissioner Berkbigler

« Section/Township/Range: Section 15, T16N, R18E, MDM, Washoe County,
NV

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

Community  Services < Department Division of
Planning and Development

* Phone: 775.328.3628

* E-Mail: ekrause @washoecounty.us

Acting Chair Chvilicek opened the public hearing and called for any disclosures from the
Commission. Commissioner Horan stated he was a Trustee for the Incline Village General
Improvement District (IVGID) and there were some conditions attached to this by IVGID
regarding water and sewer; however, he had nothing to do with that and he believed he did not
have a conflict. Acting Chair_Chvilicek informed the public this hearing would be held with
decorum and respect and she asked for patience regarding this item.

Eva Krause, Planner, presented the Staff Report. Acting Chair Chvilicek opened up
guestions to the Commission. Hearing none, she called the Applicant forward. Nick Exline,
Senior Planner, Midkiff and Associates, Inc., stated he was present on behalf of the Lake Tahoe
School (LTS). He presented a PowerPoint presentation, which was placed on file with the Clerk.
Ruth Glass, Head of School, said she had been the Head of School for the last six years and
she had.become increasingly concerned with the safety and security issues created by the bi-
section of their campus. She said she planned to present a few photographs of the school’s
current safety concerns and then talk more broadly about the school's need to improve the
security of the campus. She explained she greeted students every morning and her office
overlooked the driveway and she had frequently identified and communicated her concerns
about the blatant disregard for safety that was exhibited by many drivers coming from the Tahoe
Racquet Club (TRC). She said there was a stop sign at the cross walk and the average number
who just blew through the stop sign everyday was 20 to 25.

Mr. Exline continued going through his PowerPoint presentation. Acting Chair Chvilicek
opened up questions to the Commission. Commissioner Horan said the TRC’'s HOA concerns
did not reflect its resident's concerns. He wondered what his basis was for stating that. Mr.
Exline said the public outreach process they went through. He noted Ms. Krause was receiving
letters outlining various issues so he started calling as many members of the TRC as he could
to see what their concerns were, how to address them and mitigate them before they got to this
point. He said parking was one of the most voiced concerns. He said a member of the school
board was talking to the HOA and said they were not in the parking business anymore; when all
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the residents said they had parking concerns. He said they were willing to entertain a parking
agreement with the TRC.

Acting Chair Chvilicek opened public comment. Roger and Zoe Hill, Tahoe Racquet Club
(TRC) resident, presented an aerial photograph (Exhibit D) and talked about 150 single-family
homes affected by the project, overflow parking, the proposed size of the new building and
seating, large stage to go with large events, only 65 parking spots, when parking lot full have to
have diversion on Highway 28 to let people know where to park, traffic slow in right-hand lane, u
turns on Highway 28, heavily traveled two-lane highway, pedestrians walking_.across, concerns
regarding Country Club Drive and Incline Way, unsafe activity on State Highway 28,
inappropriate parking, trespassing, how this project with fit into the overall.environment of Incline
Village, all commercial buildings required certain setbacks from roadways and were surrounded
by plants and trees, Highway 431, Lake Tahoe School (LTS) zoned commercial, a multi-use
building located next to Highway 28. One of their main concerns was that this project would
change the character of surrounding area and what would happen in the future if the LTS
decided the campus was too small and they had to move on; what would the building be used
for by some other commercial company. They said they were against granting Special Use
Permit and modifications should be made regarding the size and location of the building.

William Baker, 9468 Double R Boulevard, Attorney, said the property for the LTS had a
roadway leading to the TRC which was the only access. He thought they should change the
access because the new proposed roadway ran to back of the property and he thought it would
turn into a drag strip. His concerns were the project would impact the Deer Creek neighborhood
and questioned how people would be allowed through the gate. He said the engineer presented
alternative paths into the TRC, which gained no traction; there was ne give in the proposal. He
noted the only access to the TRC would be allowed to expire and may have to go through
judicial intervention. He noted the NDOT’s and Fire.Department’s recommendations expressed
in the staff report regarding increased traffic (82 cars per day) and one-way traffic, which he did
not think accounted for peaks hours for the LTS. He discussed the 2002 Special Use Permit
application, which applied to 995 Tahoe Boulevard and adjoining properties acquired by the LTS
did not make them part of the school. He was also concerned that the LTS could choose to
house, staff or lease professional space that was not part of the school.

Blane Johnson, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, said he purchased his residence many years ago
when there was a commercial development where the LTS was now, and Deer Creek did not
exist, therRec Center was not there and Sierra College was not there. He said LTS cleaned up
the homeless community, but it was only after the LTS was built that the problem began. They
agreed that the continued use of the access road the way it was with children crossing from the
parking lot to the school was a safety hazard, which should have been recognized by the
developers and authorities when the school was first allowed. He felt the decisions made then
should not be allowed to detrimentally affect homeowners now who had been there years before
the school. He stated expansion was anticipated; however, the current proposal did not describe
future expansion plans. His comments included: the project was incompatible with the
surrounding area, no room for growth, insufficient parking and access, safety for the students,
potential abandonment of the buildings, long-term plans, contributors pulling their support, and
incremental additions to come up with a 20-year plan.

Heidi-Lynn Tayler, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, gave a copy of her comments to the Clerk. She
said her husband was a Science teacher at LTS. She offered some suggestions as to how the
LTS site could be renovated so that the changes would benefit the LTS and the area for its
neighbors. Two members of the LTS Board of Trustees held meetings about the plans with the
LTS teachers in January and they made it clear that the site plan was set in stone. She shared
many of the same concerns regarding lost space for the TRC parking, snow removal, entering
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their property through someone else’s parking lot, maneuvering around cars and children, and
noise during construction. She thought the LTS should repaint the crosswalks and place a stop
sign at the crosswalk for cars coming from the TRC and not going to the TRC. She wondered
why there were no posted speed limits, a crossing guard and a camera to catch people driving
too fast or running the stop sign. She was also concerned about a large gymnasium for a school
that had no plans to grow beyond 200 students.

Tim Kerrigan, 282 Deer Court; was present on behalf of the Deer Creek HOA Board of
Directors as their secretary/treasurer. He characterized many of the actions of the LTS Board as
intimidation. He said speed bumps would not be allowed because it was a fire road; a long
straight road with a very sharp left-turn with cars going too fast. He pointed out the easement
would expire but he felt that would be a good idea because then the Incline Village General
Improvement District (IVGID) would be forced to deal with an<access road through the
recreation department where other homes and residents would-not be affected. He said the
Staff Report found the project would not be detrimental to any other properties and he and
others strongly disagreed with that. He reported most of the residences were two-story and had
great views, but with the new building that would be all they could see from their second story.
He said his concerns were: noise from traffic, exhaust from cars, air pollution, devaluation of
their property values, student safety and a previous-contract whereby the LTS rented out their
parking lot.

Tim Heying, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, said he was a retired fireman. His observed that the
school had a secondary access for emergency vehicles; however, the proposal eliminated that.
He was concerned about an emergency at the school and there only being one way in and one
way out. He said the only way to provide the secondary emergency access would be through
the TRC, but no one had contacted them about securing a right-of-way. He stated the proposal
would move the current access road away from the complex, thus cutting off access to both fire
trucks and patrol cars. He reported there was a water retention pond between the apartments
and the loop road and a year-round stream. He thought a fireman would have to pull hoses
across the stream down'a hill to access a burning apartment and paramedics would have to
reach a patient in the.same manner. He thought that was not a feasible option and why the Fire
Marshal voiced objections.

Michael Thiele, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, said his concern was the density with Deer Creek,
Sierra College, the LTS and the TRC. He stated that whenever they tried to negotiate with the
LTS they brought up the easement and threatened to take away the easement and he would
like the Commission to force them to negotiate with TRC in good faith without that issue.

Debi Moore, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, said when the LTS wanted to move to the
neighborhood, they met and they had no objections to them being there because they thought
their usage would be an improvement over what was there before. However, she felt things
were going downhill. She said she also had concerns with density, limited parking, negative
impacts to the adjacent properties, input from adjacent property owners was not requested, the
new road did not align with the existing entrance, and the ability for fire trucks to turn around.

Peter Sferrazza, TRC resident; said foremost no one from the LTS had tried to contact him
or gain any input from the TRC residents. He bought his unit before the school was built and
over time, the Planning Commissioners and the County Commissioners had allowed this
encroachment to take place and surround the TRC with non-conforming uses, even though they
were within the correct zoning. He noted the prior owner reserved an easement, but he did not
know how they could relocate it without permission of the TRC, which could land lock them if
they did not go along with it. He discussed the legalities of the prescriptive and legal easement,
the owner’s responsibility to reserve parking and possible legal action.
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Amulia Thomson, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, asked the Commission to delay their decision until
alternate solutions could be heard.

Denise Rydman, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, said her issues were the safety of the children and
all the additional traffic and people this would bring to the area.

Jack Leske, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, said he was new to the area. He thought it was a
reasonable desire for the LTS to implement a gym for recreational use; however, he had
reservations about the secrecy surrounding the proposal which he felt was being forced on
neighboring communities. He hoped his fellow neighbors proved there were alternative solutions
to sustain a safer infrastructure versus forcing the TRC residents to-utilize a 90-degree turn
ingress/egress.

Sallie Leske, 989 Tahoe Boulevard, said she felt like they were being attacked by the LTS
and the TRC was something that wasn't wanted. She realized Incline Village was full of million
dollar homes, but not everyone could afford those types of properties. She was sure the school
had anti-bullying policies and should adhere to them regarding this proposal. She brought up a
concern regarding the 35mph zone and asked why it was not zoned 15mph as most schools
were. She reported the LTS had put up a sign regarding enroliment for the next year, which
blocked the view for oncoming traffic and created a safety hazard.

Nathan Robison, 846 Victorian Avenue, said he was a civil engineer and usually on the
applicant’s side. He noted he was retained by.the Deer Creek subdivision and the TRC to
advise them, but his opinions were his ‘own. He recommended some considerations for the
Commission; add an engineered acceleration/deceleration lane to increase safety on Highway
28; obtain an emergency egress route through the AVGID parking lot; deny the application on
technical ground; additional parking spaces; design a road that did not encourage speeding;
design a parking lot to cause slower traffic; crossing the creek could be reduced to one time
instead of twice; and, backup could be improved by a drop off route through a parking lot.

Margie Laparja; 989 Tahoe Boulevard, asked that the Commission modify the roadway with
no blind turns. She noted Section 110.10.30 (B).that stated the proposed improvements were
properly related to existing proposed roadways; however, her daughter had been hit crossing in
a parking lot when someone came around a blind 90-degree turn. She requested the
Commission consider further study of the design because she found it odd they would put their
children at risk by the proposed design. She was a member of the TRC Board Directors and
said they had always been open to discussing options and being a good neighbor and she
believed there were good intentions on the part of the LTS and the TRC.

Michael Erikson, Incline Village; said he was present to speak in support of the LTS
expansion. He thought'the LTS had been nothing but accommodating and dedicated to the
wellbeing of the children. He did agree that there were close calls to being hit by cars; however,
he thought that could be solved by cars slowing down. He said turning sharply into the units at
the TRC would cause them to slow down. He stated the new design would take the cars over by
the school where drop offs would occur leaving the lane open for the residents to get back and
forth to their units. He said events at the LTS would not happen all the time and he did not think
the density would be every day, so the density would not increase.

Shawn Scherer, Incline Village, said he had been involved in a number of meetings at the
LTS and there had been a lot of thought and effort put into trying to accommodate the other
neighbors in the area. He said a majority of the units in the TRC were rented and the owners did
not have control over what they were doing. He noted there were people driving on the wrong
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side of the road to pass through a very long line at the school and they had numerous staff
trying to monitor the situation to make sure the children were safe. He believed there were
numerous opportunities for overflow parking that did not involve trespassing on anyone’s
property. He referred to the fact that the number of students would not increase; therefore, the
increase in traffic really would not occur.

Donald Reyes, 4217 Conte Drive, was not present to speak.

Lisa Hill, 1975 Peavine Road, said she endorsed the concerns about parking for events, the
ingress/egress for both of the constituents, and possibly delaying approval-of the proposal for
more input from the surrounding neighbors. She said she was a citizen’s activist and had
attended a lot of meetings like this and felt this could be a great project.if everyone slowed down
and took more time to study it further.

Chuck Weinberger, 1059 Tiller Drive, said he was a Board Member of the LTS and reported
they would be pursuing the site work project for safety evencif there was no multi-use building.
He noted the safety improvements alone would make this project essential for the LTS. He
stated there was no way the Washoe County School District would allow a road to bi-sect the
middle of a campus. He commented that the snow .removal operation removed the paint from
the sidewalks and speed bumps each year. He said they did not have a crossing guard because
they had very strict policies regarding how kids crossed the parking lot. He believed the campus
was a controlled environment where teachers and parents took an active role. He further
explained that the TRC was responsible for.the snow removal; not the LTS.

Dana Kirkland, Incline Village, said she was a Board Member of the LTS. She knew change
was hard and it could be difficult to see; but she thought this.was a fantastic proposal. She said
it would create a lovely campus and provide an access that would be safer by eliminating the
backup they had now and eliminate TRC folks from going against the traffic to get into their
units.

Todd Lankenau, 9444 Double R Boulevard, Architect, said they hoped to reduce the slope -
of the original entrance and create spots for cars to stack at the top of the hill as they entered
Highway28 to make it safer and not slide back down the hill. He said they were increasing the
width of that to three lanes, rather than two and dedicate a right-turn lane and a left-turn lane.
Separating all of the traffic from the buses was one of the key elements towards the safety of
the students. The loop they had now was a one-way driveway, so they did not have two
directional traffic which.would make it safer for the children. He said there would be a 15mph
speed zone. He noted the fire department did not have any problem with the site design and
had checked all the turning radius.

John Munson, 530 E 'Plumb Lane, said he agreed with Mr. Lankenau’s comments. He noted
the 90-degree turn at the end of the parking lot had always been 15mph and he reported there
was complete visibility of all of the 11 parking spaces. He said that the turn would slow people
down, because there was a long stretch of straightaway and then a sign stating “curve ahead.”
He stated the TRC residents voiced concerns about having to turn another 90-degree turn, but
they were completely stopped at the stop sign and could make the decision which way they
needed to go to their unit. He informed the Commission there were 50+ parking spaces in the
underground parking garage at the school for employees and teachers. The site plan showed a
driveway off the inter-loop that provided parking, so the 43 spaces were in addition to the
parking for staff. He noted there were two exit lanes and the inbound lane for emergency
vehicles was 12 foot wide and should always remain open.

Acting Chair Chvilicek closed public comment and opened discussion to the Commission.
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Commissioner Donshick stated everyone had been talking about the granted easement
between A & R Corporation and Tahoe Sierra Development Company. She said it was in effect
until May 2021 or it could be changed from time to time without the consent of any of the owners
(TRC) and she wondered how that worked. DDA Edwards stated he could not give the
Commission any history of how that came about; however, he spoke with Roger Pelham, Senior
Planner, and they found the easement was prescribed to expire in 2021. He thought that was
surprising to have a sunset date on an easement. He said with regard to the location, it was
determinable by the LTS and could be located within the property as long as it provided access
to the TRC as required under the easement agreement.

Commissioner Donshick asked where the secondary emergency vehicle access would be
and if the North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District (NLTFPD) had any problems with the Plan
regarding the four issues that were brought up. Ms. Krause answered there are three abutting
property owners that the School could work with to provide.secondary access. across their
property. It will be up to the School to create a secondary access to the satisfaction of the Fire
Marshal before the multipurpose building is constructed.

Acting Chair Chvilicek asked if all four points from the NLTFPD were added to the
Conditions of Approval. Ms. Krause stated yes, all the Fire’s conditions are included in the
Conditions of Approval.

Acting Chair Chvilicek asked if Ms. Krause would review the notification process and how
many properties were notified. Ms. Krause stated that courtesy notices and public hearing
notices were sent out for the Board of Adjustment meeting because the last permit that was
issued was the Amendment of Conditions done by the Director of Planning. It was accidentally
assigned a “SB" Case Number instead of an “SW” Case Number, so she assumed it was going
to the Board of Adjustment. She noticed 96 property owners informing them this would be heard
at the Board of Adjustment level, which meant they got a courtesy notice. She explained the
courtesy notice was mailed before the CAB meeting in Incline Village; it was noticed for the
Board of Adjustment and right before the Board of Adjustment meeting she was notified that it
should have been_noticed for the/Planning Commission. She then emailed all those who had
emailed comments for the Board of Adjustment, to notify them of the change. She sent out
notices to the same 96 property owners 10 days prior to this meeting.

Acting Chair Chvilicek asked what Exhibit J encompassed. Ms. Krause explained Exhibit J
showed the surrounding property. owners and neighbors on Deer Creek, Glen Way, and the
TRC who were notified, as well as the Sierra Nevada College, the church across the street and
all the IVGID surrounding properties.

Acting. Chair Chvilicek said they received questions regarding density and the Planning
Commission. understood density differently, so she asked Ms. Krause to offer clarification. Ms.
Krause said they were not proposing to increase any density. She said there would be bigger
buildings on the property, but it would not increase the enroliment, but there would be
opportunities to use the building after school hours.

Commissioner Donshick asked for clarification of the timeframe and usage of the multi-
purpose building because at one point it looked like it would be for school activities only. Ms.
Krause stated it could not be used as a meeting or convention facility or rented out to the public.
If the school wanted to hold extracurricular activities for the parents and the students, they
could.
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Acting Chair Chuvilicek closed the public hearing and brought it back to the Commission for
discussion and or motion. Commissioner Horan said he heard lots of different topics and he
thought one thing they had to keep in mind was the Commission was subject to other
departments setting conditions and they relied on their expertise to make their decisions. He
stated the different things that were brought up regarding the Fire Department, the Department
of Transportation (Highway 28), compliance with setbacks and access, were things the
Commission relied on to make sure were met before the Applicant could proceed. He stated
there was a lot of emotion and someone brought up legal issues, but he did not believe that was
for the Planning Commission to determine. He said it appeared the LTS had the authority to
relocate the access.

Commissioner Chesney said this was an application for a Conditional Use Permit; it was just
an application. He noted the conditions that were set forth for the Applicant had to be met. He
said this was the beginning of a long process for the Applicant. He said no one liked change in
their backyard but the LTS owned the property and they explained what their position was.
Based on the conditions set forth by all the parties he could not do anything but look at this in a
positive sense and approve it.

Commissioner Donshick said she agreed with the other Commissioners. This Commission
had to follow a lot of guidelines and rules and had to base their decision on the facts and
guidelines they were given.

DDA Edwards stated Mr. Sferrazza raised a point regarding parking. He said he was
provided with a copy of the lease agreement regarding the TRC to use the tennis courts on the
LTS property. He noted it was entered into in 2015 and would expire June 30, 2018. He said if
the construction was approved as provided, then it would-eliminate that parking area. That
would not cause a problem if the lease was expiredby then or if it was terminated, but if it was
not terminated before the time construction began then that could be a potential legal problem.
He recommended, in order to address that, an additional condition under Exhibit A, page 2, be
added as B1. He recited the language: “Prior to obtaining a building permit, the Applicant shall
demonstrate that the property subject to the July 1, 2015 lease agreement, between LTS and
TRC Condominium‘Association was unencumbered by the lease agreement and was available
for construction under this permit by LTS. Demonstration shall be made by proof of a court order
terminating the lease, proof of the expiration of the lease, or proof of agreement to terminate the
lease between LTS and TRC Condominium Association.”

Acting Chair Chvilicek called for a motion. Commissioner Chesney moved that after giving
reasoned consideration to the information contained in the Staff Report and information
received during the public hearing, the Washoe County Planning Commission approve the
Special. Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 for the Lake Tahoe School with the
Conditions of Approval included as Exhibit A in this matter, having made all the findings in
accordance with Washoe County Code Section 110.810.30, with the additional condition as
read by counsel. Commissioner Donshick seconded the motion. Commissioner Horan said it
was a difficult process to hear tonight; however, he said the Planning Commission had to rely on
the other specific authorities that were attaching conditions to the application. On call for the
vote, the motion carried unanimously with Chair Barnes absent.

1. Consistency That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs, policies,
standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Incline Village Tourist Commercial Plan;

2. Improvements. That adequate utilities, roadway improvements, sanitation, water supply,
drainage, and other necessary facilities have been provided, the proposed
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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 Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for kindergarten through ninth grade
private school, and for the intensity of such a development;

4. lIssuance 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 area; and,

5. Effect on a Military Installation. Issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental effect
on the location, purpose or mission of the military installation.

9. Chair and Commission ltems
*A. Future agenda items.

There were no future agenda items.
*B. Requests for information from staff.
There were no requests for information from Staff.

10. Director’s and Legal Counsel’s Items

*A. Report on previous Planning Commission items.

There were no reports to be given.

*B Legal information and updates.

DDA Edwards stated he had no information or updates to share with the Commission.

11. *General Public Comment

There was no response to the call for public comment.

12. Adjournment

8:47.p.m. Commissioner Horan moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Commissioner
Chesney, which carried unanimously with Chair Barnes absent

Respectfully submitted,

Jaime Dellera, Independent Contractor

Approved by Commission in session on June 6, 2017.

Carl R. Webb, Jr., AICP
Secretary to the Planning Commission

May 2, 2017 Washoe County Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Page 11 of 11



Attachment D

Special Use Permit WSUP17-0004 (Lake Tahoe School)
Display boards presented during Planning Commission Public Hearing
May 2, 2017

Lake Tahoe School representative — Nick Exline



Lake Tahoe School representative — Nick Exline
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Tahoe Racquet Club property owner - Roger Hill



Tahoe Racquet Club/Deer Creek, Representative — William Baker Esq.

Tahoe Racquet Club/Deer Creek, Representative — William Baker Esq.




Tahoe Racquet Club/Deer Creek, Representative — William Baker Esq.




Tahoe Racquet Club - unknown



Hello, my name is Roger Hill and I am an owner at the Tahoe Racquet
Club. Here is an enlargement of a photo that shows the neighborhood of
the proposed project. The neighbors are TRC/ Deer Creek and the Glen/
150 single family residents. Also Sierra Nevada College, The Recreation
Center and State Highway 28.

The proposed 14,000 square foot building includes a basketball court and
fixed seating for 250 people. Also there is a raised stage for performances
where 400 people can be accommodated. 65 parking places exist when
construction is complete. This is inadequate when large events occur and
will have to be made up by overflow parking.

Overflow parking will occur when a sign is posted at the highway
entrance, PARKING FULL. Then the fun begins. Cars slow to a stop and
slowly advance and drivers are given directions on where to find street
parking, passengers get out of cars, cars U turn, left turn lane cars give up
and go for a U turn and join the cars waiting for a right hand turn, some
cars U turn and hope for street parking on Highway 28, others go to Incline
Way and drive into the Recreation Center lot , park near TRC, and then
trespass thru the TRC complex to the event. Perhaps street parking will be
possibie on Incline way, Country Club Drive or South Wood. Some TRC
residents may be ensnared in this while they wish to get home. All of the
above is:

| unsafe activity on the state highway 28,

2 inappropriate parking,

3 trespassing,

4 irritation for those that are required to endure this inconvenience.

My question: does the Lake Tahoe School have the right to subject the
neighborhood to the negative effects and traffic safety and congestion
caused by overflow parking because they lack inadequate parking on site?

| believe the Planning Commission should press the pause button and
request that Lake Tahoe School reconsider a way to satisfy their multi
activity needs with a much smaller building that does not result in the need
for overflow parking, locating it back from the highway and in a location
that will not require relocating the right of way serving the Tahoe Racquet
Club. Thank you.



My name is Zoe Hill and | am an owner at the Tahoe Racquet
Club.

| want to speak about the built environment of Incline Village and
how it fits into the natural environment. The thing that makes
Incline Village so special is that nearly all of the commercial
buildings are set back from the roadways and are surrounded by
plantings and trees. When you look at Incline Village from the
overlook on highway 431 the only building noticeable through the
trees is the Hyatt Hotel.

Even though the Lake Tahoe School is zoned commercial now
there is enough open space that it fits into the neighborhood
environment. However, the project proposed by Lake Tahoe
School is a very large 14,000 square foot multi-use building that is
located right next to Highway 28. That building would change the
character of the surrounding area. Should the school decide at
some point in the future that this campus is too small for them and
move on, this large building would still be there for some other
commercial use right beside the roadway. | believe the project as
it is presented should not be granted a special use permit
because it is too large, too close to Highway 28, and has an
adverse effect on the neighborhood environment.

| propose that the planning commission recommend to the school
that modifications be made regarding the size and location of the
building. Setting a smaller building further back from Highway
28 will be more in keeping with the natural environment that we all
enjoy in Incline Village.



Article 810
SPECIAL USE PERMITS

Sections:

110.810.00 110.810.05 110.810.10 110.810.15 110.810.20
110.810.25 110.810.30 110.810.35 110.810.40 110.810.42
110.810.50 110.810.55 110.810.60 110.810.65 110.810.70

Purpose

Review of Special Use Permits
Requirements for Application
Supplemental Guidelines, Standards and Criteria Review Procedures
Notice

Findings

Development of Natural Resources
Projects of Regional Signiflcance
Hazardous Materials

Appeals

One Year Wait on Denials
Modiflcation of a Special Use Permit
Expiration

Revocation

Section 110.810.00 Purpose. The purpose of this article, Article 810, Special Use
Permits, is to provide a method of reviewing proposed uses as listed in Article 302,
Allowed Uses, which possess characteristics that require special appraisal in order to
determine if the uses have the potential to adversely affect other land uses, transportation
systems, or public facilities in the vicinity. The Planning Commission, Board of
Adjustment or hearing examiner may require conditions of approval necessary to
eliminate or minimize to an acceptable level any potentially adverse effects of the use.

[Amended by Ord. 873, provisions eff. 6/7/93; Ord. 1234, provisions ¢ff. 5/21 104.]
Section 110.810.05 Review of Special Use Permits. Section 110.302.15 and
Section 110.810.20(b) of this Development Code shall be used to determine whether the
Planning Commission, the Board of Adjustment or a hearing examiner shall review an
application for a special use permit according to the procedures of this article.
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[Amended by. 1234, provisions eff, 5/21/04.]
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Remarks on Special Permit Case Number WSUP-0004
(Lake Tahoe School) Tim Kerrigan representing:

Deer Creek Homeowners Association

My name is Tim Kerrigan, and I live at 282 Deer Court in
Incline Village. I am the Secretary of the Deer Creek
HOA.

Members of the Planning Commission,

The School Board of Lake Tahoe School, a small private
school of less than 150 elementary students, is
proposing to build a huge "college-like” Gymnasium,
and to move an access road to the side of their property
The Deer Creek HOA and Tahoe Racquet Club HAO, who
together represent 125 residential properties, will
suffer major negative effects if the School's plan is
realized in its current form.

We believe that our neighbors should not be allowed to
move a road near our property line that will negatively
affect our lives. We feel that one of the functions of a
Planning Commission should be to prevent one
neighbor creating a "bad” situation for another
neighbor.

Let me give you an example of how the school
attempted to do just this kind of thing a few years ago.



The School rented the parking lot directly below some
of our houses to Alpine Towing. The company had a
contract with the County to pick up any vehicles
disabled in accidents or abandoned.

The of the sound of tow trucks coming into the yard

24 /7 and chains being dropped from cars, created a
nightmare for us. As it turns out we discovered after
eight months, the school had no business permit and the
rental was illegal. Yet it took another four months for
the School to act after the County served them
notification.

Lake Tahoe School has made decisions in planning this
new campus, which dictated that a road needed to be
moved to the border of their property near our homes.
There were other options that would have provided a
safe entrance into the new gym. At no time did Lake
Tahoe School ask for any input from either Association,
nor have they been willing to give any ground when we
tried to negotiate.

Our homes are all two-stories with most of our living
space and patio upstairs. Most of us do not have air-
conditioning, so we leave the windows open at night in
the summer.

The results of moving this road will mean to us:



Twenty-four/seven noise from cars and motorcycles,
air pollution from car exhaust, light pollution at night,
our views destroyed, and a major devaluation of our
property. According to several Real Estate agents, our
properties along this proposed alley will see a reduction
in resale value of from 8% to 12%. Property values may
experience a reduction of over $100,000 per the 10
affected homes, or well over $1,000,000.

The school justifies moving this road in the name of
student safety. As a retired elementary school principal
and a retired consultant on school building and student
safety, I can assure you there are many ways to provide
a safe place for students without moving the access
road.

We are asking this Commission to return the plans to
Lake Tahoe School, so they can be revised in the interest
of the School and their neighbors. We are reasonable
people and ready to seek a compromise that works for
everyone.

I am confident that Lake Tahoe School teaches the
values of being a good neighbor; their School Board
needs to practice what is taught to their children.

If you have any questions, I would be glad to attempt to
answer them.



MORTH LAKE TAHORE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
866 Oriole Way — Incline Village, NV 89451-9439
(775) 831-0351 Fax (775} 831-2072 www.nlifpd.net
Ryan Sommers - Fire Chief

April 11, 2017

Ms. Eva Krause, Planner

‘Washoe County Planning and Development Division
1001 E. Ninih St., Bidg. A

Reno, NV 89512

RE: LTS, WSUP17-004
Dear Ms. Krause,

The North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District has reviewed WSUP17-004 and will
approve WSUP17-004 with the following conditions:

i. Emergency vehicle access shall be provided for the five existing TRC structures nearest
the Lake Tahoe School building. The proposed entrance change eliminates access and
hose reach to those five structures. 2012 IFC Chapter 5, Section 503

2. Secondary emergency vehicle access shall be provided to property. 2072 IFC Chapter 5,
Section 503

3. Provide and maintain No Parking-Fire Lane signage for all fire apparatus access roads
less than 26’ in width. Signage shall be spaced to provide adequate visibility.

2012 IFC Chapter 3, Section 503 and Appendix D

4. A minimum of two fire hydrants will be required. One near the proposed new building
(phase I} and the other near the entrance {o Racquet Club (phase I}. Additional
hydrants would be required if distance between hydrants (TRC) exceeds 500f.

2012 IFC Chapter 5, Section 507 and Appendix B and C

if vou have guestions or need clarification, ] may be reached at: 775-461-6200.

Regards,

Mark Regan
North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District
775 461 6200 mregan@altfpd.net

WSUP17-0004
EXHIBITH



My name is Heidi-Lynn Tayler. My husband and | live at the Tahoe Racquet Club, and
my husband is the Middle School Science teacher at Lake Tahoe School. Given our
connections to both entities, he and [ would like to offer suggestions on how the LTS site could
be renovated so that the changes would not only benefit LTS but might also improve the area
for its neighbors. Two members of the LTS Board of Trustees held meetings about the plans
with LTS teachers in Janhuary. While they took suggestions about the proposed gymnasium,
they made it clear that the site plan was set in stone. Everything, including the entrance and
exit, parking, and the footprint of the gymnasium, had already been finalized.

You have already heard concerns about the impact of the proposed changes to
residents of TRC. We share many of those concerns, especially regarding lost space for TRC
parking, snow removal, and having to enter our property through someone else’s parking lot,
maneuvering around cars and children. We are also concerned about the construction noise
and believe that a 7am to 7pm timeframe is unreasonable during the summer in our special
town.

I would like to take this opportunity to call into question the assertions made by LTS
representatives that the site changes would be made primarily for safety’s sake. If LTS was so
concerned about safety, why have they not repainted the crosswalk many students and
parents walk across to get to and from the school building and the main parking lot? Why is
there only a stop sign at the crosswalk for cars coming from TRC and not for those going fo
TRC? Why is there no posted speed limit on their property, only School Zone signs? Why do
they not have a crosswalk attendant with a neon vest and a hand-held stop sign to make sure
students going to their parents’ cars in the parking lot are safe? Why haven't they asked to
install cameras to catch anyone who is driving too fast or running the stop sign? Why was the
snow piled at the entrances to the crosswalks this winter so that even after stopping

completely | couldn’t see if anyone was approaching the crosswalk? Why aren't LTS



representatives making common sense, low cost improvements? | suspect that the answer fo
the last question is: if they solve the safety problem without making renovations to the site,
they cannot use their safety issue to convince you to approve their plan to build a large
gymnasium for a school with no plans io grow beyond 200 students. Ruth, what if a child is hit
tomorrow and LTS is shown not to have addressed these concerns? If | were a parent of a
LTS student, 1 would be wondering why you raise this as a major issue but haven't done
anything about it.

The gymnasium might be great for a few of our community’s kids, but we think LTS
should go back to the drawing board and develop a plan that does not clearly hurt so many of
its neighbors, who cutnumber the students at LTS. My husband has a simple definition of
leadership he uses when working with his students: be your best self and positively influence
others. We would like to see LTS representatives be their best selves and set good examples

for their students and children by working with their neighbors to come up with a better plan.



Entrance to TRC easement/LTS driveway from Lake Tahoe Blvd. No stop sign before the crosswalk.
speed limit posted, only School Zone sign.

Stop sign and difficult to see cross walk up TRC easement/LTS driveway from TRC.

All photographs taken by Heidi-Lynn Tayler at 2pm on 2 May 2017.

No
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April 28, 2017

Washoe County Planning Commission
1001 E. Ninth Street
Reno, NV 88512

Dear Commissioners:

Woe are writing to express our support for the Lake Tahoe School expansicn plans and the re-routing of
the road that leads to the school and to Tahoe Racquet Club.

Schools are an important part of a small community like Incline Village. They attract and retain families
such as our own. Improving schools is a positive for the families who attend the schoal as well as for the
community as a whole, which benefits from events the school holds as well as the school's facilities.
Overall, areas with better schools are simply more desirable places to live.

Lake Tahoe School’s plan to expand and improve its campus is critical to furthering its goal of educating
and developing well-rounded students. As part of this expansion, the road that cuts directly between
the school and its parking lot would be re-routed around the edge of the campus. Moving this road is
critical for the Integrity of the campus expansion and more importantly, for increasing pedestrian safety,
Currently parents and children make frequent crossings of this road as they travel between the parking
fot and school building. Moving the road would significantly reduce pedestrian traffic. That drivers
would only need to drive a couple hundred extra yards seems like a small price to pay.

{n addition, separating school pick-up and drop-off traffic from the through traffic for Tahoe Racquet
Club would improve traffic flows, as the existing road backs up at peak times. Given that the moving of
the access to Tahoe Racquet Club is permitted by the conditions of the existing easement, we urge you
to approve the moving of the road and the campus expansion as proposed.

Regards, “

Bt Lo Bna 3V

Kirk and Elana Keil
PO Box 4086
Incline Village



April 28, 2017

To: Washoe County Planning Commission
Re: Lake Tahoe School Expansion Plans

We are writing as concerned parents to state our utmost support for the
Lake Tahoe School expansion plans. The emphasis is not only on a much-
needed facility expansion for the growing school, but mostly on increased
safety for the students, including our two young children, who attend LTS
and everyone who walks across the LTS campus to the Tahoe Racquet Club.
We believe that this renovation would establish improved traffic flow for all
cars on and near campus and separate school traffic from TRC traffic. We
cannot tell you how many times we have witnessed pedestrian close calls
while cars speed past the crosswalk on that main driveway, which is shared
by many drivers not associated with the school. Providing improved overall
access to LTS families and TRC residents that regularly make use of the
shared road is not only an upgrade to the overall condition of the property
and road, it is important for the safety and security of the 150 young
children who are on the school premises every day. And unfortunately with
the rise of targeted attacks towards schools throughout the country it is
imperative that Lake Tahoe School protects its campus grounds. Strangers
drive and walk within 15 yards of the LTS front entrance - no school can
allow that. Eiiminating uncontrolled pedestrian and automobile traffic from
the center of the LTS campus is a crucial security improvement.

We feel that because Lake Tahoe School is a valuable part of the community
in Incline Village, the provision of this expansion will help continue its
reputation as a stellar and safe pre-k, elementary and middle school that
positively contributes to the local economy and culture,

it is for these reasons that we support in full the proposed development and
we hope you will take these points into consideration.

Regards,

FJ:Z‘”(LMM f( - @%C./”

Mike and Danielle Erikson



From: Sandra Burnell

To: Krause, Eva; aborawski®@trpa.crg; RSommers; jdonohue@nltfipd.net
Cc: trcboard@shealobal.net; TRC Action Committee; Hillary; Larry Wodarski
Subject: Lake Tahoe School proposed multi-purpose build

Date: Thursday, Aprit 20, 2017 12:55:15 PM

To all concerned parties,

Please be advised that we oppose the the proposed building by the LTS on the basis that they
are over building for that site. The site cannot support an auditorium with over 300 seating
capacity and only 65 parking spaces. It can be reasonably be assumed that during events at
this auditorium they will run out of parking and people will enter the TRC unlawfully to use
our parking. This could cause a safety hazard.

If this project proceeds as planned, TRC will be reduced to 119 parking spaces for 101 units.
It is our understanding that county rules require 2 parking spaces for each unit. Can you
provide us with information if this is not true.

We are seriously concerned about this matter, but are unable to attend the meeting on May
2nd, 2017.

Please accept this letter as our voice of opposition.
Sincerely,

Sandra and Gary Burnell and Candace Klieman
owners of units #14, #84 and #85



From: Annetie Heying

To: Kr .
Subject: Lake Tahoe School's Praposed Expansian
Date: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 4:16:25 PM

April 23, 2017

Re: Lake Tahoe School Proposed Changes

Dear Eva Krause:

I am an owner in Tahoe Racquet Club {TRC).
I'm not opposed to Lake Tahoe School (LTS’s) expansion project, but I do believe there are several areas that must be worked out.
Namely,

[. Easement/Right of Way for TRC Members

We are being held hostage with threats of raising fees for access to the road easement.
LTS is demanding we break our 3 year lease now, yet no altetnate solutions have been
reached. This is a ploy to eliminate any negotiation power we may have so LTS can
get quick approval of their plans and start on the project immediately .This seems
unreasonable as TRC did not ask for a new access road—this is for the benefit of LTS.

2} Parking
LTS is demanding we abandon the 3 year lease we have on one of the defunct tennis courts
TRC currently uses for parking. If we don’t, Chuck Weinberger of the LTS is threatening legal
action to break our lease. He has not offered any alternate solutions, indicating it’s our
problem. This adversely impacts TRC as there is already inadequate parking.

No one understands how adequate parking for TRC was not addressed/somehow ignored

by Washoe County when the LTS & TRC properties were originally split up years ago. Since
this should never have been allowed to begin with, we must come up with a mutually
agreesble solution.

Additionally, we are told the proposed multi-purpose theater/gymnasium can seat up to 400,
There does not appear to be consideration for parking for the additional school guests LTS
intends to accommodate as well as parking for their cottage rentals much iess parking to
accommodate TRC Owners. Clearly, there is simply not enough parking for this project.

3) Egress



The Fire Department is requesting a secondary entrance to LTS for fire-fighting/evacuation
purposes. This would mear LTS would need an easement/right of way through TRC’s
property, yet they are unwilling to grant us an easement. It would seem reasonable for both
LTS & TRC to allow permanent rights of ways without the other charging a fee... .I'd like
1o see this as part of the solution before LTS is granted permission to expand.

LTS also does not want us to put signage of our address on their property (we had a streat
sign but it is gone-likely taken down by LTS). This could impact the ability for emergency
services to locate us quickly.

I’m sure there are additional details that must be worked out, but these three are critical if
the project is to move forward with both communities in mind.

Regards,

Annette Heying
TRC Unit# 52



From: Timothy Heying

To: Krause, Eva
Subject: Lake Tahoe School WSUP17-0004
Date: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 B:46:36 AM

Eva Krause & Planning Commission members,

My name is Tim Heying, 1 live in the Tahoe Racquet Club. | am retired from the fire service after over
30 years of firefighting and operating various fire trucks. | have a few observations | would like to
make regarding the school’s proposal from a public safety standpoint. | would like to direct you to
the letter regarding the Lake Tahoe School propasal from the North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection
District, dated April 11, 2017.

ftem #1 | believe that four of the five buildings the fire marshal is referring to are an apartment
complex with approximately 14 apartments that the Lake Tahoe School owns and operates on their
property. They are located adjacent to the Tahoe Racquet Club and | believe he mistakenly thought
that they are part of our condo community, but they are not. The school owns them and currently
they have their own parking lot for their residents, which this proposal incidentally eliminates.

The current access road runs past the front of the school, providing great access there, then
continues past the apartment complex, providing access there as well, and then enters the TRC
condo complex. The school’s proposal moves the current access road away from the apartment
complex, thus cutting off access to them for both fire trucks and patrol cars. | believe the school's
hope is that they can still be reached by the loop road they've proposed, but that's almost
impossible. Imagine an apartment catches fire there, the complex currently has wood shingle roofs,
so fire spread would be rapid. Between the apartments and the loop road there is a water retention
pond and a year round stream. Also, there is an elevation change between the proposed loop road
and those apartments. So, in the event of a fire, the firemen will be expected to pull hose lines
through a pond, across a stream, and down a hillside to access a burning apartment. Or in the event
of a medical emergency to one of the residents, the paramedics will be attempting to reach the
patient in the same manner. The only other option is to park some distance away on the other
access road that leads into the Tahoe Racquet Club (TRC) and have the firemen stretch hose fines
and carry firefighting equipment through the proposed parking lot, navigating around parked cars as
they go. That isn’t a feasible option either and is why the fire marshal voices his objection in item #1.
For this reason alone the proposed moving of the current access road should be denied. Itis
rumored that in the future the school hopes to replace their apartments with additional school
buildings, but even those future buildings would have the same access problems as the apartment
complex.

Item #2 refers to secondary access for emergency vehicles, which the schoot currently has, but this
proposal eliminates. Under this proposal there is only one way in and one way out. Imagine an
emergency at the school, a fire, natural gas explosion or active shooter for example. People will be
running out to their cars and driving away in a panic. Others will be driving to the school in a panic to
get their kids. This will create a cluster at the only entrance to the school where emergency vehicles
will also be trying to enter the school property. Access will be delayed for emergency responders as
traffic tries to sort itself out. That is why the fire district is requiring the school to maintain two ways
of entering the property. Under this proposal the school could potentially utilize a route through the
TRC as a back entrance to their property, thus fulfilling the fire district’s requirement, but thus far no
one from the school has bothered to approach the TRC to ask about a right of way through our
property. Thus t can only assume they are hoping to get around this requirement somehow, but that
could potentially jeopardize children’s lives. For this reason, | agree with the fire marshal and believe
this proposal should be rejected until a solution is found for secondary access.

| am also in full agreement with the fire district on items number three and four as well. People will
be tempted, as they always are when there is inadequate parking, to park in the access road/fire
lane. | don’t believe, from my experience that the posted signs alone will keep people from parking
in the roadway, but they will help. The current access road is straight, but the 90 degree turns in the
propased roadway will be impassible for fire trucks if people park in the roadway.

Sincerely,

Timothy Heying



April 24, 2017

Eva M. Krause, AICP Planner

Washoe County Community Services, Planning and Development Division
1001 E. Ninth St., Bidg. A

Reno, Nevada 89512

By e-mail: ekrause@washoeccunty.us

Subject: Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004, Lake Tahoe School

From: Blane and Linda Johnson
Tahoe Racquet Ciub, #34

Welcome to our neighborhood, Tahoe Racquet Club, located in Incline Village, Nevada. We love where
we live. We have owned condo #34 for 25 years and completed an extensive remodel about three years
ago. Many of our neighbors have also completed remodels, eliminating downstairs kitchens and
providing other upgrades and the complex is transitioning to an affordable and quiet community for
retirees and local workers in addition to many college students from adjacent Sierra College. Our home
is located on Incline Creek and we hike either to the lake {about % mile away) or in the nearby
mountains almost every day. We also enjoy the golf courses, Diamond Peak ski resort and the Rec
Center. It is a great place to live, We are dedicated to continuing to participate in improvements in our
condo association and Incline Village.

When Blane first moved here, there was a commercial development where Lake Tahoe School is now
and a pedestrian bridge over the Tahoe Racquet Club access street to the parking lot. The Deer Creek
community was not there nor was the Rec Center or Sierra College. The only use of the access road
from Lake Tahoe Blvd was for Tahoe Racquet Club residents. It was only after Lake Tahoe School was
built a few years ago that problems with use of the road began to occur. We agree that continued use
of the access road the way it is, with children crossing from the parking lot to the school is a safety
hazard. That should have been recognized by the developers and zoning authorities when the school
was first allowed to build there. But perhaps it was overlooked. In any event, that such a decision was
made should not now be used to detrimentally affect homeowners whose homes were there 35 years
prior to the school. Lake Tahoe School is now proposing an expansion for a use that was never
anticipated, is incompatible with surrounding uses and will likely aggravate the safety issues to all
concerned. We hope the Planning Commission process can bring some balance to the plan as we
believe there are reasonable alternatives that accommodate the needs of everyone.

It is clear that the school is likely to continue to expand, as it provides a popular private alternative to
Incline Village public schools. Under evolving Federal policies which may allow families to use vouchers
for private schools, the demand will increase for Lake Tahoe School.' The current proposal does not
describe future expansion plans, but there will certainly be no room for growth in parking and access to
the school that would be safe or efficient. The property also includes several older residential units
which are rented to tenants by Lake Tahoe Schools and which may be removed in the near future,
There is nothing in the proposal indicating what the use of this property will be. We suggest that,
instead of incremental additions, the developers come up with a 20 year plan that provides a campus

! Governor Sandoval's proposed budget includes $60 mitlion for a voucher program.
http://www.ontheissues.org/Governor/Brian_Sandoval Education.him




that can be safely enjoyed by the students. Included in the 20 year plan should be responsibility for
alternative use of the property in the event primary contributors reduce their support for the school and
the buildings are abandoned. There are already numerous properties in Incline Village badly in need of
restoration or demolition. Approval of new buildings should include re-purposing plans and funds for

removal.

The following is a summary of possible alternatives:

1)

2)

3)

it is our understanding that the chief contributor for the current multiple use center expansion
is Mr. David Duffield. Mr. Duffield owns what used to be the old Ponderosa land, a gorgeous
property that could be turned into a beautiful school. There’s lots of room for parking and
accessible buildings that are still located far enough from a busy highway to provide a safe
campus for students. In addition, students would have access to the beach at Sand Harbor using
a new hike trail being built by Washoe County. According to tax assessment records, Mr.
Duffield received a $12 million write-off for his donation of the land for Lake Tahoe Schools. It
would seem that financial resources are available for a re-location of the schoal.

Alternatively, we wonder if the Lake Tahoe School and Sierra Nevada College, both private
institutions, have considered going together to build a multiple use center on the Sierra Nevada
campus that could be used by both institutions. Access to the Sierra College campus by the Lake
Tahoe School students would be via Tahoe Racquet Club property or additional foothridge, but
it is away from the main road and the campus can be reached safely.” It also seems worth
exploring options for joint use of public school facilities, at least as an interim solution.

A third solution would be for Lake Tahoe School to provide an alternate access/easement to
Tahoe Racquet Club. With the cooperation of Incline Village Improvement District, It would he
possible to use the existing easement at the Rec Center along the eastern side. There could be
additional parking built adjacent to the existing parking lot. This could be a non-exclusive use of
the new parking lot for Tahoe Racquet Club. The additional parking could benefit overfiow
during the day time hours for beach goers, ski area activities, etc. and used as additional parking
for Tahoe Racquet Club homeowners and guests during the evening hours. With an additional
set back from the Tahoe Racquet Club and landscaping, leaving in place as many existing trees as
possible, this could be a beautiful addition. Tahoe Racquet Club could build a more attractive
and useable enclosure for waste management, snow removal could be pushed through this new
area relieving the need to pile snow at the end of the existing driveways and away from the
Creeks, fire access would also be enhanced. 1t is our understanding that the land for the Rec
Center and adjacent properties was donated to the [VGID community. [t would be in the
interest of the community served by IVGID to help us with this project. Including Deer Creek
homeowners, Tahoe Racquet Club homeowners and the 250 families with students at Lake
Tahoe School, there are over 500 families affected by this issue. We need a community

solution.

In this letter, we wanted to focus on alternatives, but we agree with the concerns expressed by other
residents at Tahoe Racquet Club and Deer Creek concerning access road design, lack of parking, snow

2 pceess to the beaches and lake by Lake Tahoe School students is already through land owned and managed by
Tahoe Racquet Club at no charge to Lake Tahoe School.



storage and other issues with the current proposal. We will be attending the May 2" meeting and look
forward to working with you.

Thank-you for your consideration of these issues.

Blane and Linda Johnhson
TRCH 34

PO Box 7002

Incline Village, Nevada 89450
(916) 878-0213

cc:
Tahoe Racquet Club Board of Directors
trchoard@shceglobal.net

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Jennifer Self

Associate Planner

128 Market Street '

PO Box 5310

Stateline, Nevada 89449
aborawski@irpa.org

Chief Sommers
Incline Village Fire Dept.
rsommers@nhifpd.net

Steve Pinkerton, General Manager
Incline Village General Improvement District

sip@ivgid.org



From: Planni nter

To: K v,
Subject: FW: Tahoe Racquet Club and Lake Tahoe Schaol Development Proposal
Date: Wednesday, April 19, 2017 3:42:57 PM

From: Yvonne Shevnin [mailto:yvonne@pointsconnected.com]

Sent; Wednesday, April 19, 2017 3:10 PM

To: MBIRKBIGLER@washoecounty.us

Ce: Washoe County Planning and Development

Subject: Tahoe Racquet Club and Lake Tahoe School Development Proposal

Dear Commissioner Birkbigler and other Commissioners,

I am the owner of Tahoe Racquet Club #69. The Board and a group of homeowners
are very concerned about a new proposed development by Lake Tahoe Schocl
which would remove our access to about 40 parking spaces. There are 101
condos in the Tahoe Racquet Club:. This new proposal would reduce our parking
spaces to 119 spaces for approximately 250 - 300 residents. That would be
approximately 1 parking space per 3 bd/ 2ba home.

We have made many offers t¢ Lake Tahoe School to purchase our current
overflow parking area - which would be taken away 1if this development
proposal goes through. In the 80s, a redrawing of the subdivision, cut out
the tennis court area from TRC and allowed LTS to purchase the property that
was originally part of the TRC complex. Most of our owners, even ones who
recently purchased property here, were not advised cf that fact. In fact,
last May Governor Sandoval and the First Lady purchased Unit #32. I have to
wonder if he knows about this issue.

The current county rules mandate 2 parking spaces { one covered ) per
residential dwelling. Right now, we { mostly ) meet that mandate. Reducing
parking at Tahoe Racquet Club is going in the wrong direction in terms of
compliance with county rules.

I helieve reducing parking would represent a safety hazard in our complex
which is already burdened with parking problems. For instance, if there is a
fire and we have to evacuate guickly - wouldn’t we want enough cars nearby in
order to evacuate?

I would like your opinion on this matter. Would you be willing to speak with
me about this subject?

Thank you,
Yvonne

Yvonne Shevnin

Tahoe Racquet Club

989 Tahoe Blvd. #69

Incline Village, NV 89451
nn intscon

408.615.8424 Landline

408.461,9006 Cell




April 27, 2017 RECEIVED

Washoe County Planning Commission APR 28 2017
Attn: Community Services Department WASHOE COUNTY
P.O. Box 11130 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Reno, Nevada 89520-0027
Re: Case # WSUPI7-0004

Dear Commission,

I apologize in advance for not including my name or address in this letter, but I am a resident of Incline
Village and a Lake Tahoe School parent who does not want to subject my husband or children to any
backlash from other members of the fctirly ’cigh’c—kni‘l‘ LTS community.

I was prompted to write this letter when I received a message from Ruth Glass, head of LTS, requesting
that parents attend the upcoming commission hearing or write letters and stress the safety benefits of the
proposed addition of a gymnasium to the school. I'm sorry, but that's not what this development is all
about. It's about building a monument to the school's major donor. If the school was primarily concerned
with improving sufe’cy, ’chey migh’c change the &riveway and parlr.ing lot a bit without building a gym.
The design would not cut the number of driveways into the school from two to one as the proposed site
plan does. What does the fire department think of the plan?

Another concern I have is that the school has not even begun a capi’ca.l campaign to build the center.
How do we know that after construction has begun the project will be completed. In a document sent by
Ruth Glass to parents earlier this month that is being used in the search for a new head of school, there is
a table that shows that donations clropped from $936,442 in 2011-2012 to $536,695 in 2015-2016. The
same document shows that enrollment is stagnant, stuck between 148 and 155 students. There is a lot of
grumbling among parents about the direction the school has taken in recent years. Parents are pulling
their kids out due to the lack of diversity in the population of students and in the academic and
extracurricular activities (the latter are almost all sporis) as well as because of }Jullying. One middle
school student left LTS this week to attend Incline Middle School. What could be so bad at LTS that the
child would leave less than two months before the end of the school year?

Speal:ing of Incline Middle School, the public schools in Incline Village are very goo:l. LTS is unnecessary.
It is a luxury. We have sent our kids there for the small class sizes but have often questioned whether it
was the right decision. We have stayed because so of much our (and our kids) social life is wrapped up
in the school. The new gym is just an added luxury. With the Rec Center a few hundred yards away and
the school having fewer than 50 middle school students, the gym is not needed.

Finally, as a member of the broader Incline Village community, I am concerned with the effect of the
expansion on LTS's neigh]:ors. Many of the residents of the Tahoe Rq.cque’c Club, for exumple, are
two-income families who need their cars to get to work. What will be the effect of taking parking away
from them to accommodate well-heeled parents who spend very little time dropping off and picking up
their kids? There are very few events each year at LTS that require as much parking as the school
already has. With a little advance planning, the school could arrange to have cars parked at the Rec
Center or at Incline Middle School. Both are within a few minutes walk of the school.

Thank you for considering my concerns.

Sincerely,
A Concerned Citizen



WALSH, BAKER & ROSEVEAR

Please Reply to: ATTORNEYS & COUNSELORS AT LAW William A. Baker
9468 Double R Blvd,, Suite A
RENO, NEVADA 89521
(775) 853-0883
FAX (775) 853-0860

April 27, 2017

Washoe County Planning Commission
Chairman James I. Barnes

1001 E. 9™ Street, Bldg. A

Reno, Nevada

Re: WSUP 17-0004 Lake Tahoe School

Dear Chairman Barnes:

I will be appearing at the May 2, 2017 Planning Commission meeting on the above referenced
matter on behalf of approximately 150 individual homes and at least twice that many homeowners.
These adjacent homes are the Tahoe Racquet Club Condominium Association and the Deer Creek
Owners Association. | have reviewed the Commission’s rules and procedures and would request that
my presentation be given equal time with that of staff and the applicant. [ have visual presentations and
am accompanied and assisted by a registered engineer who has prepared the visual graphics that form
part of our presentation in opposition to the requested special use permit.

I am sure that some homeowners from both Association’s will want to be heard individually but I
have been asked to make a presentation on behalf of the Board of Directors and members of these two
homeowners associations. I would appreciate the opportunity to perhaps make the initial presentation
of the opposition points immediately after the staff and applicant presentations. I suspect that
individual owners thereafter will potentially touch upon similar issues and points but such an initial,
single, comprehensive presentation may focus these opposition points and potentially result in
expediting the process somewhat.

If  can get the same 15 minutes for me and my engineer as the staff and applicant have, [ will
make every effort to explain to the Commission members our significant points in opposition to this
special use permit application. Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

W M 7o

William A. Baker, Esq.



Lake Tahoe School
995 Tahoe Blvd Incline Village, NV 89451

WSUP17-0004W
May 2, 2017

LAKE COLTABORATIVE
TAHOE DESIGN

——] SCHOOL STUDIO architecture of experience and place



Surrounded by Compatible Uses

: ..- ¥ y—— 13 . 2 _-%\\ V@;&& /-/'._
ot : : ) [ : —_-
S y s 2
§ A ) ¢ e L
bl g . - S
B e e, [ . X - poad
- Sncline VillageTs St - 5 -4 5
plerprise ST L e ; = | . - @ o L
;c; > - _/ |
K or | M .
L LY e
P & = iy A
" m! ps [ - e
¢ . W il -
Tt oy, A an g b
—— -.“ 1 ) xlf i~y \ L e - .}-,-//Qr
i g - e = 0
1 o . A 7
e 8 L = e
- el ST e R e ®
= == ESami 'ahr'ﬂ" = o - L o
- 5 uthwood - L S S - i h
'5( . = 3 o h oy v $og
By ] - 5 ot v 1 \ @aﬂ = -
"
- . " .. ‘5‘
H i _____I:f.. h 04_
N 2 s Sea?

on

Higher Educati

,H Village Bivd

| Educational

Recreation/Athletics

. . X Residential
Incline Village a8 . £ ¥ SaHe
' & 5 vl R Hospitality

LAKE COLIABORATIVE

TAHOE DESIGN
STUDIQ architecture of experience and place

== SCHOOL



COLTABORATIVE
DESIGN
STUDIO architecture of experience and place




| Grading for Dr' )
Creek Underway [

DE3 C-}t

’ 1,/
g _‘

v .-‘“ | : -y v " - LW N
Tcxhoe Racquet Club Condos | : r( - Meeting Holl
’ -~ - 5 - W\ | : '
‘ ’ g ' Restaurant & Bar/ S
.,_: . ' ‘ Clubhuse - ?
£ ¢ Entry *. 4
o - ‘ Tennis Courts
L QF ennis Courts| ~
: ﬁ & £ Condominiums
L ci .', - ‘ p a
A - . "
Aerial - August 1998 . o
erial - Augus
- e . "l sl . "’
LAKE COI'TABORATIVE
TAHOE DESIGN

= SCHOOL STUDIQO architecture of experience and ploce



o - Ml
Deer Creek Condos 1
A TS
Deer Creek Em‘ry ¢4 ‘

S5 Jt
200’ Code Comphqm
Driveway Spacing

EnTry =

Aerial - July 1999

LAKE COLTABORATIVE
TAHOE DESIGN

== SCHOOL STUDIQ architecture of experience and place



COLTABORATIVE
DESIGN
STUDIO architecture of experience and place




Existing Entrance
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P|ck-up and Drop -off Trafflc
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Students crossing traffic to get to parking lot
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TRC residents crossing into oncomlng lane to avoid LTS Traffic
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TRC residents crossing into oncoming lane to avoid LTS Traffic

April 21 2‘0&7’

LAKE COLTABORATIVE
TAHOE DESIGN

== SCHOOL STUDIO architecture of experience and place




Washoe County School District Safe Campus Guidelines

*Perimeter Security

*Pedestrian Safety

Single Point of Entry to School

*Close Circuit TV and Intrusion Alarms
*Motion Detector Outdoor Lighting
Emergency Lock Down of All Exterior Doors

*Code Blue Stations in Parking Lot
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Proposed Entrance
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Current vs. Proposed Entrance
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Exterior Renderings
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Exterior Renderings
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Current Zoning

Current zoning allows for these normal uses without a
Special Use Permit.

Tourist Accommodation Bed
and breakfast facilities

hotels, motels, and other
transient dwelling units

Commercial Eating and
drinking places

food and beverage retail sales
furniture, home furnishings and
equipment

general merchandise stores
gaming — non-restricted
broadcasting studios

LAKE
TAHOE
== SCHOOL

collection stations

cultural facilities

day care centers/pre-schools
government offices

hospitals

local assembly and
entertainment

local post office

local public health and safety
facilities

membership organizations
social service organizations

COLIABORATIVE
DESIGN
STUDIQ architecture of experience and place



Surrounding Neighborhood

Lake Tahoe School IS commltted to addressing

Concern

Public Safety

Environmental Impact

Noise from vehicles, People speeding
on new road

Light from headlights of cars, building
lights

Parking

Building Too Large

LAKE
TAHOE
== SCHOOL

Solution

*Public safety enhanced by separating entrance
Troad from pedestrians.
«Sidewalk from TRC to HWY 28 to be installed.

*Existing site drainage issues will be corrected.
«Stream channel restoration.
New BMP’s throughout site.

*15MPH Speed Limit with multiple speed bumps.

«Additional property line landscaping to screen
Tresidents.
sAdditional fencing along property line.

*Adequate parking will be provided for Lake Tahoe
1School as required by Parking Analysis.

*Building size & height conform to Washoe County
Tand TRPA standards.

COLIABORATIVE

DESIGN

STUDIQ architecture of experience and place



Accommodations Proposed by Lake Tahoe School to TRC

m Thirty year extension of ingress/egress easement; same fee as in 1971
except adjusted for inflation.

— LTS to consider perpetual easement for an increased fee

m Formal parking lease on 11 parking spaces during non-school hours.
— Informal use of additional parking spaces

m Assistance securing an emergency entrance/exit over the IVGID Rec.
Center property.

m An easement on LTS property for half of TRC dumpster enclosure.
m TRC signage on Tahoe Blvd.

m Waive ~$4,000 in fees owed by TRC to LTS
Addresses the large majority of TRC residents’ concerns

LAKE COLIABORATIVE
TAHOE DESIGN

——] SCHOOL STUDIO architecture of experience and place



TRC HOA Board Rejected the Proposal

» “IThe accommodations in the proposal] are not the priorities
of the current TRC Board.” William Baker 4/12/17 emaill.

» “[The HOA] doesn’'t want to be in the parking lot business any
more.” Debi Moore to Chuck Weinberger on 3/27/17

= “Our main issue with your plan is that the [proposed access
road] does not align with the entrance to our complex.” TRC
HOA Board to LTS Board dated 4/21/17)

TRC HOA's concerns do not reflect its residents’ concerns

LAKE COLIABORATIVE
TAHOE DESIGN

——] SCHOOL STUDIO architecture of experience and place



Thank You
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Current Conditions of the Parking Lots

LAKE COLIABORATIVE
TAHOE DESIGN

S C H O O L STUDIO architecture of experience and place




Conditions of the Parking Lots — Cont.
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Conditions of the Parking Lots — Cont.
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@) Proposed Expansion of Use

Lake Tahoe School Expansion
= Add a new multi-purpose building

" Provide indoor recreation space and
performance stage for school use

= Control vehicle access to school buildings
= Reduce student and vehicle interaction

= No increase in student enrollment




Multi-Purpose Building

13,906 square foot building
= 230 seats

= Basketball court (recommend size for middle
school)

= Boys and Girls locker rooms

= Performance stage with back stage green
room and storage




Multi-Purpose Building
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@) Parking for Multi-Purpose Building

* 60 spaces required

e 75 spaces provided

* No limit on days or hours of use for student
activities

* Limit hours of uses for activities open to
family and friends of student body

 Require alternative parking and
transportation plan for activities when
anticipated attendance is more than 125
persons




Development Standards

= 10 foot landscape buffer required between
civic and residential use

= Landscape buffer — one tree every 20 feet
and 6 to 7 foot decorative fence or wall along
property line

" Lighting standards limited to 12 feet within
100 feet of residential zone

= Light fixture shielded and down lit
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Findings Evaluation

Consistency. Pre-K through secondary school use, was found to be compatible and
in conformance with the Community Plan.

Improvements. The proposed addition to the school does not require additional
public improvements to utilities, roadways, sanitation or other public facilities,
and conforms to the requirement of Division Seven.

Site Suitability. The site is physically suitable to accommodate the existing and
proposed school structures, required parking, landscape buffers and screening for
a civic use. Additional parking has been provided for activities in the multi-
purposed building when persons other than students and staff are in attendance.

Issuance Not Detrimental. The redevelopment of the parking lot and tennis
courts, along with the reconfiguration of the access drive will improve public safety
and provide additional security for the student population. Landscape buffers and
screening fence are mitigation requirements when a Civic use abuts residential
uses.

Effect on a Military Installation.




| move that, after giving reasoned consideration

to the information contained

in the staff report

and information received during the public

hearing, the Washoe County
Commission approve Special

Planning
Jse Permit Case

Number WSUP17-0004 for La

e Tahoe School,

with the conditions of approval included as

Exhibit A to this matter, havin

g made all five

findings in accordance with Washoe County

Code Section 110.810.30




Findings

1. Consistency. That the proposed use is consistent with the action programs,
policies, standards and maps of the Master Plan and the Incline Village Tourist
Commercial Plan;

2. Improvements. 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 Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for kindergarten through ninth
grade private school, and for the intensity of such a development;

4. Issuance 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 area;

5. Effect on a Military Installation. Issuance of the permit will not have a detrimental

effect on the location, purpose or mission of the military installation.
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Community Services Department
Planning and Development

APPEAL TO BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS (BCC)
APPLICATION

Community Services Department
Planning and Development

1001 E. Ninth St., Bldg. A

Reno, NV 89520

Telephone: 775.328.3600



Washoe County Appeal of Decision to Board of County Commissioners

Your entire application is a public record. If you have a concern about releasing personal
information please contact Planning and Development staff at 775.328.3600.

Appeal of Decision by (Check one)
Note: Appeals to the Washoe County Board of County Commissioners are governed by WCC Section 110,912.20.

m Planning Commission [0 Board of Adjustment

] g Examen [J Other Deciding Body (specify)

Appeal Date Information

Note: This appeal must be delivered in writing to the offices of the Planning & Development Division (address is
on the cover sheet) within 10 calendar days from the date that the decision being appealed is filed with the
Commission or Board Secretary (or Director) and mailed to the original applicant.

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

Date of this appeal: M AY 12 ,20)9

Date of action by County: JH &Y 2. 20)7

Date Decision filed with Secretary: 5223 3’ a..:’;?
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Appealed Decision Information (continued)

Describe why the decision should or should not have been made:
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Cite the specific outcome you are requesting with this appeal:
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Describe your basis as a person aggrieved by the decision: Appellant Sferrazza is a
homeowner in the Tahoe Racquet Club and Appellant Baker is the attorney for Tahoe
Racquet Club Board of Directors Both appellants spoke against the special use permit
application on behalf of both Tahoe Racquet Club and the Deer Creek Homeowners
Association. The Planning Commission gave almost no consideration to the opposition
contentions to the applicant’s proposal. They asked not a single question of the
opponents or any details of their points in opposition. All of the individuals that spoke
had their concerns ignored and brushed off in the consideration of the applicant’s
proposal and their voices need to be heard in a meaningful manner and given due and
adequate consideration.

Every resident of Tahoe Racquet Club will be impacted by the approval of this grossly
excessively sized building. This appeal is that effort of these adjoining homeowners,
whose dwellings have existed at this location well before there was ever a Lake Tahoe
School in existence, to be heard and to have full and fair consideration of the points of
contention in opposition to the application. Many, many Tahoe Racquet Club
homeowners purchased their residences before the school existed, when the property was
in common ownership.

Describe why the decision should or should not have been made: The conditional
approval should not have been granted for the project as submitted by the Lake Tahoe
School applicant. Tahoe Racquet Club has existed for many years as a residential
community prior to the creation of the Lake Tahoe School. The School was allowed on
a small parcel of the adjoining property by special use permit only, and has always been
limited in size and thus density and intensity. The Planning Commission approval
ignored that historical detail that had been relied upon by the neighboring homeowners
over the years.

The 2002 initial special use permit (#SW02-008 for the Tahoe Learning Center) allowed
a kindergarten thru ninth grade private school on this site, which was originally
developed in 1965 as the Incline Village Racquet Club. This was not new construction
in 2002 but was a new use for an existing building at the site. The Tahoe Racquet Club
Condominiums were developed at this same time and have always existed at this
location. Only pre-kindergarten schools were allowed in this Tourist Commercial zone
so an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan was approved by the County Commission
in May of 2002 to allow this use.

The staff report for this amendment specifically states that “The requested special use
permit for a school, kindergarten through ninth grade, will encompass only the 995
Tahoe Boulevard site. While the applicant may own the adjoining properties, the
special use permit is limited to the proposed site, and does not include the adjoining
properties. While the school may choose to lease professional office space in the
Incline Creek Office Building and may house staff in the Lakeside Cottages, these
two properties are not part of the school, and shall not be used as such.” (emphasis
added, See Ex. 1, July 29, 2002 staff report to Plahning Commission, page 4) The staff
report goes on to say that “Acquiring the adjoining properties does not make them



part of the school, but gives the new owners control of the properties, assuring that other
uses do not conflict with the school.” (emphasis added, See Ex. I, July 29, 2002 staff
report to Planning Commission, page 4) The size of this specially permitted use was
limited in 2002 to a maximum enrollment of 150 students to address the intensity and
density of the use and concerns about traffic and parking impacts as a result. (See Ex. 1,
July 29, 2002 staff report to Planning Commission, pg. 17) This was specifically
mentioned to the Planning Commission, who chose to disregard this significant detail.
Even in 2002, there were concerns about traffic at the site during pick up and drop off
times. (See Ex. 1, July 29, 2002 staff report to Planning Commission, pg. 7} The staff
reports shows a relatively open and free flowing, less dense environment at the time.
(See Ex. 1, July 29, 2002 staff report to Planning Commission, pgs. 9-13) The staff
report notes that “The Tahoe Boulevard driveway that serves this site also serves as
the main access to the Incline Creek Office Building and the Tahoe Racquet Club
Condominiums, which includes the Lakeside Cottages.” (emphasis added, See Ex. 1,
July 29, 2002 staff report to Planning Commission, pg. 20} That remains the case to this
very date but is drastically changed to the detriment of the Tahoe Racquet Club
homeowners by the application that was approved.

This site was revisited in 2006 for an amendment of conditions to allow 10 more pre-
kindergarten students (from 15 to 25). This was Case #AC06-06, Ex. 2, attached.
Maximum enrollment remained limited to 150 students, thus avoiding any increased
density or intensity of use by keeping the number of students on the site static.

(emphasis added, See Ex. 2, August 24, 2006 staff report to Planning Commission, pg. 2)

The school site was revisited in April of 2013 by Special Use Permit Case #SB13-001, in
which the school sought to convert additional commercial office space to school use.
Enrollment was not allowed to be increased beyond 150 students. (See Ex. 3, April 2,
2013 action order) Thus, intensity and density of the use remained controlled and
limited, consistent with the prior direction of the County Commission in the original
approval. The last action on this site was in September of 2013 and was undertaken as
an additional amendment of conditions to the original Special Use Permit Number SW02-
008. (See Ex. 4, September 3, 2013 approval memo This action, for the first time,
increased the intensity and density of the use made of the property directly in front of the
Tahoe Racquet Club by allowing enrollment to be increased from 150 to 200 students but
without additional construction of any kind.

None of this has changed the initial philosophy of the original special use permit approval
that the school encompasses only 995 Tahoe Boulevard and adjoining properties are not
part of the school. The current application includes a revision of acreage to take out a
property line and merge two parcels into one while adding a 15,000 square foot building
to the revised parcel. Tahoe Racquet Club existed first on this land, well before the
school ever existed and the school has come to their neighborhood. The use of the single
property available to the school has been limited in the past by County approvals as the
Commission has always protected these residents from development that would adversely
impact their homes. That effort needs to be continued in this instance as the school has,
apparently, outgrown the current site and its limitations. That is through no fault of the



Tahoe Racquet Club but the most dramatic impact from this will be visited upon the
Tahoe Racquet Club if the Planning Commission approval is allowed to stand. The
school came to this site and has known since 2002 of the limitations on the site. They
have eroded those limitations to the point of extinction by the current proposal that was
approved. They should not be allowed to do that and impose substantial hardships on
the residents that were there before the school existed. That is the result and impact of
this approval if it is allowed to be built.

The proposed construction project is too large relative to the special use permit that it is
based upon, what is proposed creates too much additional density, imposes additional
hardships and increased costs upon the Tahoe Racquet Club homeowners as a direct
result, is inconsistent with the prior approvals and amendments to the special use permit
that is encompasses, violates prior assurances given with regard to density and intensity
of the application and relies far too on “what-if” scenarios such as what could be built in
a tourist commercial zone, Far too little consideration was given by the Planning
Commission to the creation and imposition of the additional hardships that would be
imposed upon the adjoining property owners of Tahoe Racquet Club by the approval of a
project of this size and intensity. These problems include more restrictive access to every
owner of a home in Tahoe Racquet Club, more limited parking, more delays in access to
the Tahoe Racquet Club Units, the refusal of the Lake Tahoe School to consider
professionally engineered and designed alternative roadway alignments and the general
lack of community spirit or co-operative effort expended by Lake Tahoe School toward
its immediate neighbors.

The Lake Tahoe School wants its project, for its needs and desires and refuses to consider
alternatives that would meet their objectives but be less intrusive to the owners of the 101
homes at Tahoe Racquet. Lake Tahoe School has refused to participate in any
meaningful and substantive discussions of alternatives. When their neighbors have
opposed this unconscionable expansion, their response has been to threaten more density
and intensity of use by citing to the Tourist Commercial zoning and calling members of
Tahoe Racquet Club bad neighbors. Neither is a basis for approval of the proposal
submitted by the Lake Tahoe School. Their school’s BMP’s and site “improvements” are
not community or charitably based, they are requirements to be able to do what they want
on a site that was never designated for such intensive development.

The Planning Commission was advised that the subject Special Use Permit had
previously specified that land adjoining the Lake Tahoe School was not to be considered
to be part of the school or its permit approval but they ignored this detail and granted
conditional approval for the construction of a building that exceeds all reasonable
requirements for a school with a maximum enrollment of 200 students and their was
professional testimony in that regard but it was not considered. The staff report to the
Planning Commission makes clear that NDOT wants further study to both the access
issue and vehicle circulation, but the application as approved. NDOT further opined that
problems with queing and delay of traffic during peak hours requires improvement to the
driveway to be used for the project but none is proposed by the applicant and the
application was approved. The fire department has concerns with secondary access



being needed but not existing but the application was approved without this detail being
addressed. The fire department further advised that the entrance roadway as proposed
eliminates access to some structures but the application was approved without this detail
being addressed. The traffic counts of the applicant were based on a one day study on a
week day in October, ignoring the peak season of Labor Day to Memorial Day at Incline
Village. The staff report agrees with and acknowledges this, noting that the traffic study
does not include estimates for activities with large attendance; the study provided does
not include traffic during summer tourist months (when the building may be used even
without school in session) and admits that traffic counts will be affected by the activity
being conducted at the school at the time, which is not included in the analysis, but the
application was approved without this detail being addressed.

In addition and not to be overlooked is the fact that the Planning Commission made none
of the findings required for approval. They simply took the form motion language,
recited it and voted but the Commission made any record of the individual findings
required for the approval that they voted upon. This is a substantial procedura] defect
that may make review by the Board of County Commissioners more difficult as a direct
result. Finding #1, consistency with the applicable area plan, was not made and cannot
be made as the use being made is greatly more intensive with the addition of such a large
building to the site. If the building was smaller, it would hold fewer people and draw less
traffic, require less parking and be less dense of a use. Making this finding ignores the
prior modifications and limitations to the density and intensity of this use. Finding #2,
the improvements are properly related to existing and proposed roadways, with adequate
parking was not and cannot be made as both NDOT and the fire department say the
parking, queing, emergency access and internal circulation on the site ALL REQUIRE
FURTHER STUDY and possible modification. Finding #3, site suitability was not made
and cannot be made upon the basis set forth above. The proposed building is too large,
takes up too much available parking and the increased size impermissibly expands the
use and its intensity for the location and the neighborhood. This has previously been
protected by the approvals granted that made clear that the use is not to be expanded to be
more dense or intense. The mere size of the building proposed violates these previous
efforts to control the growth of the school immediately adjacent to the Tahoe Racquet
Club. Finding #4, that the proposal is not injurious to the property or improvements of
adjacent properties or is detrimental to the surrounding area was not and cannot be made.
The proposed construction does not keep the school to its address but allows it to expand
beyond its original footprint, contrary to the historical approval language. The new
roadway will require every resident of Tahoe Racquet Club to drive through a series of
parking lots to get to and from home every day. This will result in delays and congestion
as vehicles back, stand and load into or immediately adjacent to the sole access lane.
Such a large building has the potential to attract a large audience who will have to park
on site. Parking on site in currently inadequate for the neighborhood and this will only be
exacerbated by this approval.

Cite the specific outcome you are requesting with this appeal: The hundreds of
owners of the 101 residences that lie within the Tahoe Racquet Club would like the
decision of conditional approval of this Special Use Permit’s further amendment



overturned or returned to the Planning Commission for further review. The Tahoe
Racquet Club owners will have to live with the fall out and results of any such
construction every day of their occupancy of their homes. This is not a partial, week day
only situation as it is for a school; it impacts every day of their ownership and access to
their homes, every day of every week of every month of every year after this huge project
is built. Now is the best and most flexible time to generate solutions that are not just for
the benefit of a single party such as the applicant.

What is proposed and was conditionally approved by the Planning Commission is far
from any sort of jointly acceptable construction project but the members of Tahoe
Racquet Club are simply not able to negotiate with themselves. The Lake Tahoe School
said at the Planning Commission hearing that they would let the existing access easement
across Lake Tahoe School property lapse rather than negotiate with Tahoe Racquet Club
representatives, thus land locking the Tahoe Racquet Club. The fact that this is so
antagonistic and illegal a proposal was brought up to the Commission members, who
asked not a single question about that detail.

They were advised that to land lock the Tahoe Racquet Club was illegal and would result
in litigation yet they asked not a single question about this detail. The history of this
special use permit has been one of very controlled and limited growth and approval of
this project violates that principal to the extreme. This project can be built, it can be
built to meet the reasonable needs of the 200 students of Lake Tahoe School and it can be
built without the attendant sacrifices to be forced upon the owners of the homes at the
Tahoe Racquet Club by the current iteration of the project. A reversal of the conditional
approval is warranted on the facts presented and the details ignored and given short shrift
by the members of the Planning Commission at the May 2, 2017 hearing. The project, as
proposed, is too great an expansion of the limited use granted by the original special use
permit and every subsequent amendment and change of condition granted.

The school has outgrown this location and the size of the proposed building supports that
conclusion. The school was consolidating locations when it came to the Tahoe Racquet
Club neighborhood and it was told very clearly then that its use would be allowed in
limited fashion. Every approval since that 2002 date has minded that admonition and
spoken about controlling density and intensity of use. The Planning Commission ignored
the fact that this was first and primarily a neighborhood that the school moved to. There
is a reason that the Commission has the authority to approve condition, modify, modify
with conditions or deny the application. This is not a project of right and never has been;
it is a special use and Section 810 of the County Code provides that uses which possess
special characteristics that require special appraisal to determine if the uses have the
potential to adversely affect other land uses, transportation systems or public facilities.

This project, as proposed, has more than the potential to adversely affect the ability of
Tahoe Racquet Club residents to enjoy their property. Their very access to their homes
will be affected substantially and the increased costs to maintain, remove snow and
obtain the easement for access over the newly proposed roadway are solely as a result of
the proposal submitted by the applicant and for no purpose other than its own needs.



The applicant can refute this and agree that it will charge no more than it charges now for
these items but it has not done so. It wants a much bigger, wider, longer roadway and
thus the costs will increase to Tahoe Racquet for these items that it does not want. This
alone is an adverse affect on the adjoining property owner’s use of their property that has
not been properly considered or conditioned. The project, as proposed, has outgrown the
neighborhood and will put too much stress on the available parking, roadway access, and
emergency access and should not be approved in its present, gargantuan configuration.

It is inconsistent with the neighborhood.
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Agenda Item No: 4
Staff Recommendation: APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS

WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT

To:  Washoe County Planning Commission

Re:  Special Use Permit Case No. SW02-008 (TMJDKC, LLC - Tahoe Learning
Center)

Date: 29 July 2002 Prepared By: Eva M. Krause

GENERAL INFORMATION SUMMARY

Applicant:  TMIDKC, LLC/ dba Tahoe Learning Center

Requested Action: To develop a kindergarten through ninth grade private school as
authorized in Section 110.810 of the Washoe County Development Code. The project is
located at 995 Tahoe Boulevard approximately 500 feet west of the intersection of
Tahoe Boulevard and Country Club Drive, Incline Village. The +1.70-acre parcel is
designated General Commercial (GC) in the Incline Village Tourist Community Plan, a
part of the Tahoe Area Plan, and is situated in a portion of Section 15, T16N, RI18E,
MDM, Washoe County, Nevada, Commission District 1,

RECOMMENDATION/FINDINGS

Based upon the staff analysis, comments received, and the site inspection, staff
recommends approval of the request with conditions and offers the following motion for
your consideration:

The Washoe County Planning Commission conditionally approves Special
Use Permit Case No. SW02-008 to develop a kindergarten through ninth
grade private school having made the following findings in accordance
with Washoe County Development Code Section 110.810.30:

I Consistency. That the proposed use is consistent with the action
programs, policies, standards and maps of the Comprehensive Plan
and the applicable area plan;



To: Washoe County Planning Commission
Re: SW02-008 Tahoe Learning Center
Date: 31 July 2002

Page: 2

2. Improvements. 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 Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for the type of
development and for the intensity of the development;

4, Issuance 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 area and the
environment in general; and

5. That the proposed development wili not unduly block scenic views
or degrade any surrounding scenic resources;

6. That the proposed development will reclaim the site and all
affected areas at the conclusion of the operation; and

7. That the Planning Commissioners gave reasoned consideration to
the information contained within the staff report and information
received during the meeting.

ANALYSIS

Background:

Incline Academy has been a licensed private school in Inciine Village since August 1998.
The school recently changed its name to the Tahoe Learning Center. Currently the Tahoe
Learning Center uses three different sites in Incline Village. Two sites are used to hold
classes and the third site houses offices. The applicant recognizes the need to consolidate
the school on one site and to expand its operations to serve a growing population. The
Learning Center identified a site that would met their needs, and is now requesting a
special use permit to develop the project. The Tahoe Learning Center is proposing to
operate a private school for Pre-K, and Kindergarten through Ninth grade. A special use
permit is required for the kindergarten through ninth grade. Pre-K is an allowed use in the
Tourist Community Plan Area and does not require a special use permit.

The site selected is a 1.68 acre parcel on Tahoe Boulevard. The site was originally
developed in 1965 as the Incline Village Racket Club. The property was one of three
properties developed as part of one large project that including the Racket Club
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(clubhouse), Incline Creck Business Park and the Racket Club Condominiums and
Lakeside Cottages. When the original project was built a symbiotic relationship was
created between the three properties in that there is a reciprocal parking agreement on the
Incline Creek Office Building property, recorded in 1980, to the benefit of the applicant's
property involving the right to use 68 parking spaces and the shared access drives. Even
though the clubhouse site was redeveloped as the Phoenix Landing development in 2000,
the reciprocal parking agreement and the access easements are still in effect. TMIDKC,
LLC. has acquired Incline Creek Office Building (987 Tahoe Boulevard), and is in
escrow for the purchase of the Lakeside Cottages (991 Tahoe Boulevard), which consists
of 12 condominium units directly to the south of the site. This will give the school some
control over how these adjoining sites are used.

When the Phoenix Landing project was near completion, the applicant realized that the
site offered the opportunity to met the needs of the school. It was a new building that
does not need major upgrades or repairs and the building can easily be modified to serve
the school’s needs. The building is large enough to consolidate the existing school
programs and staff, and the structure is large enough fit the school’s current plans to
expand its services, accommodating up to 150 students. It is located in the Incline
Village area with easy access off Tahoe Boulevard. While being in a commercial area,
the proposed site is surrounded on three sides by residential, recreational and educational
uses. :

While the site fit the needs of the school, this type of use was not allowed in the Tourist
Commercial Plan Area. In January 2002, the applicant applied for a Comprehensive Plan
amendment to permit Schools, Kindergarten through Secondary Schools in the Incline
Village Tourist Community Plan Area. The use was found to be compatible and in
conformance with the Community Plan. The Washoe County Board of County
Commissioners approved the amendment on May 14, 2002. Because the Community
Plan is incorporated in Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) plans, the amendment
also needed approval by the TRPA Governing Board. The Governing Board approved the
amendment on July 24, 2002,

Site Analysis:

The proposed site was recently redeveloped as Phoenix Landing, a mixed-use
development. Phoenix Landing was approved in 2000 as 21,948 squarc feet of
commercial floor area and four condominiums. The structure was completed in October
of 2001, and is currently vacant except for an urgent care office. The applicant is
proposing to maintain the lease with the doctor, keeping the urgent care office on the
premise. The urgent care facility will remain open to the public and the doctor will
provide medical services for the school.

By consolidating the school, the applicant will be reducing transportation needs of both
the students and staff, allowing siblings in different grades to be dropped off at one
location and having all the staff in one location, Currently, one of the school sites is
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located in a church facility which means that other activities are taking place in and
around the school. By consolidating the school in a single location controlled by the
school, other uses are controlled by the school, improving safety and security.

The site does not have sufficient parking to accommodate the requirements for students
of driving age. The applicant recognizes this fact and has chosen to limit this site to Pre-
K, and Kindergarten through Ninth grade.

The requested special use permit for a school, kindergarten through ninth grade, will
encompass only the 995 Tahoe Boulevard site. While the applicant may own the
adjoining properties, the special use permit is limited to the proposed site, and does not
include the adjoining properties. While the school may choose to lease professional
office space in the Incline Creek Office Building and may house staff in the Lakeside
Cottages, these two properties are not part of the school, and shall not be used as such.

Impacts:

The project is located on Tahoe Boulevard, in an area developed with mixed uses.
Surrounding properties include residential development, recreational opportunities and
educational facilities. A private school is an compatible use with these uses. The area
also includes commercial uses, which may not complement a new school but is not
incompatible with the proposed use.

TMIDKC, LLC has purchased the Incline Creek Office Building, and the Lakeside
Condominiums, allowing them to control how the adjoining sites are used. Acquiring the
adjoining properties does not make them part of the school, but gives the new owners
control of the properties, assuring them that other uses do not conflict with the school.
Since these are separate parcels they could be sold in the future, but it is in the best
interest of the school to retain control of the site while the school is in business. If the
adjoining sites are sold, the reciprocal parking agreement and access easements are still
effective.

The site was originally developed as Phoenix Landing, a mixed use commercial and
residential development. To build the project the owners had to obtain both Commercial
Floor Area (CFA) and Residential Allocations. The current proposal is for a school use
that does not require Allocations or CFA. The applicant has stated that they intend to
retain both the CFA and residential allocations, so the building can be returned to its
original state and be sold as a mixed use development in the future.

There is some concern about the traffic impact and the circulation patterns during the
morning and afternoon pick-up/drop-off times. The school is proposing that all students
be driven to school. No students will walk or bicycle to the site. At maximum enrollment
there would be a maximum of 135 students and 27 staff persons (school and urgent care
staff) on site at any one time. Both Washoe County Engineering and Nevada Department
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of Transportation (NDOT) are reviewing the traffic analysis to determine the impact of
this proposal.

LAND USE SUMMARY

Land Use Designations: Tourist Commercial

Land Use:  Tourist Commercial in the Incline Village Tourist Community Plan

Compatibility Matrix: The adjacent land usc designations for the parcels surrounding
the subject property, and their compatibility with the existing land use designation of
Tourist Commercial, are listed in Figure 1. The "High” land use compatibility rating
with the surrounding land uses generally indicates that minimal conflicts could occur
with adjacent land uses, and little or no screening or buffering measures are necessary.
The “Medium™ land use compatibility rating generally indicates that limited screening
and buffering is necessary. The “Low” land use compatibility indicates significant
screening and buffering is necessary,

Figure 1
ADJACENT PARCELS COMPATIBILITY
o WITH
Direction Land Use Designation Land Use Compatibility
North Parks and Recreation High
~ Golf Course
South Tourist Commercial High
Condominium Project
East Public/Semi-Public Facilities High
College
West Tourist Commercial High

Office Building

Source: Table 3, Land Use Compatibility Matrix of the adopted Washoe County
Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Transportation Element.

Development Suitability Constraints:

The Tahoe Area Suitability Map identifies the site as being most suitable for
development.

Parking Required and Parking Provided

Elementary and secondary schools require 0.25 parking space per student of driving age
and one parking space per employee during peak employment shifts. The proposed use is
for kindergarten through ninth grade, which equates to no students of driving age. No
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student parking is required. The proposed maximum staffing level is 20 teachers and
staff at peak times. The school requires 20 parking spaces

Urgent Care facility requires five parking spaces per 1000 square feet of building space
and one parking space per employee during peak employment shifts. The urgent care
facility is 2,092 square feet and the maximum staffing level is 5 persons at peak times.
The urgent care facility requires 15 parking spaces.

The required parking for both the school and the urgent care facility is 35 spaces. The site
has 51 parking spaces; 28 spaces in the garage and 23 surface parking spaces. In addition
the reciprocal parking agreement would allow the school to use parking in the adjoining
Incline Creek Office Building parking lot. The site has adequate parking for the
proposed project.

Landscaping Required and Landscaping Provided:

(a) Coverage. A minimum twenty (20) percent of the total developed land
area shall be landscaped. Any disturbance to undeveloped portions of a
site shall be mitigated.

(b) Required Yards Adjoining Streets. All required yards which adjoin a

public street shall be landscaped and shall include at least one (1) tree for
every fifty (50) linear feet of street frontage, or fraction thereof.

(c) Landscaped Buffers Adjoining Residential Uses. When a civic or

commercial use adjoins a residential use, a landscaped buffer is required
as follows:

(I)  The buffer shall be the width of the required front, side or rear yard
for the entire length of the adjoining common property line; and

(2) The buffer shall include at least one (1) tree every twenty (20)
linear feet of property frontage, or fraction thereof], planted in off-
set rows or groupings to achieve maximum screening.

(d) Screening Adjoining Residential Uses. When a civic or commercial use

adjoins a residential use, a solid decorative wall or fence shall be erected
along the entire length of the common property line. This wall or fence
shall be at least six (6) feet but not more than seven (7) feet in height,

The Phoenix Landing project was reviewed and approved by the Design Review
Committee and all required landscaping was installed. The proposed school requires that
the landscaping be modified to provide play areas, and some building modifications be
made to provide additional means of egress to the building. In addition, the applicant
proposed to enlarge the front entry to create a area for students to wait for their parents to
pick them up. The waiting area is proposed to be supervised.

Because the applicant is proposing to modify the previously approved building and
landscaping, the project architect requested that the Design Review Committee review
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the proposed modifications prior to review and approval of the Planning Commission to
expedite the permitting process, if approved. Staff informed the applicant that approval
of the design does not imply approval of the use. The landscaping plan will be modified
to include the following: a hard surface play court on the northeast corner of the property;
a large area of the rear yard will be leveled to create a grass play area; and a small hard
surface play area will be install in the southeast corner of the lot for the Pre-K and
Kindergarten classes. The Design Review Committee reviewed the proposal on June 13,
2002, and approved the plans submitted.

AGENCY COMMENTS

The plans were submitted to involved agencies. Comments and technical conditions have
been provided by North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District, Incline Village General
Improvement District, Incline Village Sheriff Office, Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT), Washoe County Engineering Division.

Both Engineering and NDOT expressed concerns about the traffic during peak drop-off
and pick-up times. The applicant has prepared a second traffic analysis based on
comments they received from these two agencies. At the time of this report, the new
traffic analysis is being reviewed by NDOT and Engineering. Please see addendum report
for details. Staff’s recommendation to approve the special use permit are based on the
assumption that the all of NDOT and Engineering concerns will be adequately addressed
by the applicant. Staff will provide an update of their comments and any technical
conditions at the Planning Commission caucus.

No unique or extraordinary conditions of approval were requested. All of the conditions
are related to the service needs and/or development impacts of the reviewing agencies
resulting from the special use permit proposal.

CITIZEN ADVISORY BOARD COMMENTS

The proposed plans were submitted to the Incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory
Board and will discussed at their July 30, 2002 meeting.

RELEVANT TAHOE AREA PLAN POLICIES AND ACTION PROGRAMS

In addition to the Washoe County Development Code Article 812, Tahoe Area Modifiers,
the following excerpts of policies and action programs contained in the Tahoe Area Plan
are relevant to the proposed special use permit:
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Public Services and Facilities Element

The public services and facility goal is to assure the level of community
services and standards meet the environmental, social and aesthetic needs
of the residents of the Washoe County portion of the Lake Tahoe Basin.
The following policies reflect this goal.

! ibid
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ITCP.11.1  Continue to permit public service uses in the plan area.
Use the permissible use list as a mechanism.

ITCP.I1.3  Require expansions of public service uses to
demonstrate their compatibility with surrounding land
uses, especially those with potential adverse impacts to
human health.

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

The proposed site of the new school. The primary access from Tahoe Boulevard is visible
on the left hand side of the picture.
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Looking south down the shared access drive. The south bound lane of the driveway goes
along side commercial building the north bound lane goes under it. The Tahoe Racquet
Club Condominiums are located behind the trees.

The Incline Creek 3(ég_mra‘mercial Building.
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The secondary entrance to the three properties. This is located on the northwest corner of
the Inclin Creek Office Building.

St

(T £

The Incline Creck Office Building parking lot is available for the schools use under the
reciprocal parking agreement,
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The southeast corner of the school. The Lakeside Cottages area located behind the earth
berm
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The side of the building

faces Tahoe Boulevard and the pedestrian path.
a0 L g L P St

The rear yard of the proposed school would be modified to provide play areas for the
students. The rear yard is fully fenced for security reasons. Addition vegetation will be
planted in front of the block wall to screingg_l?e play%agrfas from the street.
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APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 278; Washoe County Code Chapter 110.812
EMK (SW02-008)
Attachments: Addendum Report, Site Plan, Elevations, Floor Plan

xc: Applicant: TMIDKC, LLC/ dba Tahoe Learning Center, P.O. Box 7400
Incline Village, NV 89452, ATTN: Jim Dugdale

Representatives:  Gary Midkiff, Midkiff & Associates, Inc., P.O. Box 12427, Zephyr
Cove, NV 89449
Jeff Lundahl, Lundahl and Associates, 9444 Double R Boulevard,
Suite B, Reno NV 89511

Agencies: Incline Village /Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board
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CONDITIONS FOR
SPECIAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. SW02-008
TMJIDKC, LLC — Tahoe Learning Center
(As recommended by Department of Community Development
and attached to Staff Report dated 29 July 2002)

#**IMPORTANT—PLEASE READ***

UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED, ALL CONDITIONS MUST BE MET OR
FINANCIAL ASSURANCES MUST BE PROVIDED TO SATISFY THE
CONDITIONS PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL FOR A 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 ASSURANCES, ALL
AGREEMENTS, EASEMENTS, OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED
BY THESE CONDITIONS SHALL HAVE A COPY FILED WITH THE COUNTY
ENGINEER AND THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE CONDITIONS OF THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT IS
THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE APPLICANT, ITS SUCCESSOR IN
INTEREST, AND ALL OWNERS, ASSIGNEES, AND OCCUPANTS OF THE
PROPERTY AND THEIR SUCCESSORS IN INTEREST. FAILURE TO
COMPLY WITH ANY CONDITIONS IMPOSED IN THE ISSUANCE OF THE
SPECIAL USE PERMIT MAY RESULT IN THE INSTITUTION OF
REVOCATION PROCEDURES.

ANY OPERATIONS CONDITIONS ARE SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY THL
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO THE
RENEWAL OF A BUSINESS LICENSE EACH YEAR. FAILURE TO ADHERE
TO THE CONDITIONS MAY RESULT IN WITHHOLDING RENEWAIL OF
THE BUSINESS LICENSE UNTIL CONDITIONS ARE COMPLIED WITH TO
THE SATISFACTION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT.

WASHOE COUNTY RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REVIEW AND REVISE THE
CONDITIONS OF THIS APPROVAL SHOULD IT DETERMINE THAT A
SUBSEQUENT LICENSE OR PERMIT ISSUED BY WASHOE COUNTY
VIOLATES THE INTENT OF THIS APPROVAL.

FOR THE PURPOSES OF CONDITIONS IMPOSED BY WASHOE COUNTY,
“MAY?” IS PERMISSIVE AND “SHALL” OR “MUST” IS MANDATORY.



To:
Re:

Date;
Page:

Washoe County Planning Commission
SW02-008 Tahoe Learning Center

31 July 2002

17

GENERAL CONDITIONS

The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved as
part of this special use permit. The Department of Community Development shall
determine compliance with this condition.

The applicant shall complete construction of al] structures used to further the
operation within two years from the date of approval by Washoe.

A copy of the Final Order stating conditional approval of this special use permit
shall be attached to all applications for administrative permits issued by Washoe
County.

The Incline Village Tourist Commercial Plan Amendment shall be approved by
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Governing Board prior to issuing a
business license.

The applicant and any successors shall direct any potential purchaser/operator of
the special use permit to meet with the Department of Community Development
to review conditions of approval prior to the final sale of the special use permit.
The subsequent purchaser/operator of the special use permit shall notify the
Department of Community Development of the name, address, telephone number,
and contact person of the new purchaser/operator within 30 days of the final sale.

The property owner shall notify Washoe County of any transfers of Commercial
Floor Area (CFA), Residential Allocations (allocations) or development rights
from this site. The property owner shall disclose to any potential buyers the
existence, or lack of, CFA, allocations or development rights associated with this

property.

OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS

The school operation is limited to Pre-K, and kindergarten through ninth grade.
The maximum enrollment not exceed 150 students in any one enrollment period
(quarter, semester or school year) including Pre-K. The maximum enrollment in
Pre-K shall not exceed more than 15 student either the morning or afternoon
program.

The applicant shall install directional signs in prominent locations directing
people to the handicapped parking and access in the garage.

There shall be 10 parking spaces reserved for urgent care patients, no more than
one of which may be designated as handicapped. If the dedicated parking is in
the garage than signs direct patents into the garage shall be provided.
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DRAINAGE AND GRADING

All roadway improvements necessary to serve the project shall be designed and
constructed to County standards and specifications to the satisfaction of the
County Engineer. ’

A detailed traffic report shall be prepared by a registered engineer and shall
address driveway locations and turning movements, delivery truck patterns and
movements, and provide recommendations on acceleration/deceleration lanes,
storage lanes, access control and student drop-off controls. The County Engineer
shall be responsible for determining compliance with this condition and the traffic
improvements that are required.

Approved Occupancy Permits shall be obtained from the Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT) for access to, from, or under roads and highways
maintained by NDOT and a copy of said permit sent to the Engineering Division.

All regulatory traffic signs shall meet County standards and the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

The minimum pavement requirements for on-site paving shall be three inches (3™)
asphalt over six inches (6"} granular base.

A safe walkway route, including any required crossings, shall be provided for all
school age pedestrians. A pedestrian walkway plan shall be approved by the
County Engineer prior to the finalization of construction improvement drawings.

HEALTH, WATER AND SEWER

The applicant shall dedicate water rights in an amount suffucient to serve the
increased demand of the intended project. The Incline Village Genreal
Improvement District shall be responsible for determining compliance with this
condition,

The applciant shall provide water and sewer calculations relative to this change in
use. The proposed loading of water and sewer demand shall be derived from
calculations made using standard engineering practices and principles. The
Incline Village Genreal Improvement District shall be responsible for determining
compliance with this condition.

FIRE SAFETY
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The project must comply with all provisions established for Group E, Division 1
occupancy as delineated in the Uniform Fire and Building Codes; Nevada
Administrative Code Chapter 477; and N.F.P.A. 101, the Life Safety Code.

LANDSCAPING AND DESIGN

The applicant shall submit the approved landscaping plan with the building
permit application. The landscaping plan shall provide information on parking,
parking lot circulation and striping, signage, exterior lighting, fencing,
landscaping material plant material type, and size at time of planting, maturation
size at full growth, period of time between planting and full growth, landscaping
location, landscaping irrigation system, and financial assurances that landscaping
will be planted and maintained.

All landscaping shall be maintained in accordance with the provisions found in
Section 110.412.75, Maintenance. A three-year maintenance plan shall be
submiitted by a licensed landscape architect registered in the State of Nevada to
the Department of Community Development.
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WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
ADDENDUM TO SW02-008

Date: 29 July 2002
Prepared By: Eva M. Krause

Parking, Loading and Traffic Issues

The Tahoe Boulevard driveway that serves this site also serves a the main access to the
Incline Creek Office Building and the Tahoe Racquet Club Condominiums, which
includes the Lakeside Cottages. There is a second access driveway on Tahoe Boulevard
at the northwestern corner of the office building site. This access drive is not as direct in
getting to the condominiums or the proposed school site, therefore is not used as often as
the access drive in front of the school property. None the less, it does provide a
secondary access, which can be used by any of the three properties at peak periods. In
addition, there is a reciprocal parking agreement between the school site and the
commercial building that grants the school the right to use the parking spaces on the
commercial property.

The concerns of both Engineering and NDOT are based on the impact of the additional
traffic generated by the school. The school is proposing to enroll a maximum of 15
students in the morning Pre-K program, which runs from 8:30 am. to 11:45 p.m.
Another I3 students (maximum) will be enrolled in the afternoon Pre-K program, which
runs from 12:45 to 3:15 p.m. The remaining 120 students (maximum) in grades
kindergarten through ninth grade will attend classes from 8:15 to 2:45. The school
expects that approximately 50% of the students (60 students) will be enrolled in after
school programs and approximately 35 students will be picked up at 4:00 p.m. and the
remaining 25 students will be picked up at 5:00 p.m.

The applicant is proposing to use both the driving lanes in the parking lot in front of the
school to stack cars while waiting to pick-up or drop-off students at the beginning and
end of the school day. Engineering has concerns about the safety of stacking cars in two
parallel lanes. Their issues include children running between cars, the fact that once a
vehicle is loaded it cannot pull out of the stacking lane but must wait for the car in front
to move and about providing access to emergency vehicles during these drop-off and
pick-up times.

The applicant has indicated that staff should always be on hand during morning and
evening drop-off/pick-up times to direct parent vehicles. Parents using the drop-off lanes
shall be instructed to only proceed when directed by staff.

Community Development would recommend that the access to the parking garage be
kept clear at all times. This would create access to the five parking spaces on the south
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side of the parking, as well as to the garage. This would also provide emergency access to
the south end of the building and the elevators in the garage.

NDOT had expressed concerns that the additional traffic may warrant the addition of a
left turn lane on to Tahoe Boulevard. After meeting with NDOT and going over the
traffic analysis, the applicant’s consultant prepared a second traffic analysis and address
this issue. The traffic analysis indicates that the proposed project would increase the
number of left turn movements on to Tahoe Boulevard during the school’s peak-hours by
5 (from 14 to 19 left turns) This 15 minute period between 2:45 to 3:00 p.m. weekdays,
during non-summer months, could warrant a left turn lane. The applicant’s traffic
consultant has proposed several mitigation measures to eliminate the need for a left turn
lane. Their suggestions include:

e Require that a portion of the parents to use the western access to the site in the
afternoon. Such as, all parents of student in the 3™ grade or lower shall use the
western entrance to access the site. All parent could exit the site at the primary
access drive.

¢ Encourage parents to car-pool students. At a minimum information should be
announced at meeting and notices distributed. The school could take an active roll
in encouraging car-pooling by collecting information regarding the residential
focation of students and contacting parents to provide names and phone numbers
of households in there neighborhood.

e Create a ride-sharing board for employees who wish to car-pool.

¢ The school should provide transit passes for any employee who wishes to use the
transit service.

Engineering and NDOT are currently reviewing the new traffic analysis and the proposed
mitigation measures at this time. Staff will update the Planning Commission at the
Caucus of any recommendations or conditions that they may have.

Based on Community Developments review of the data, staff has suggested several
conditions that may address Engineering and/or NDOT concerns.

21.  The applicant shall provide a minimum of two staff persons at the front entrance
of the building starting a minimum of 15 minutes before and after the beginning
and ending of all class periods. One staff person shall be dedicated to directing
traffic and the second person shall be responsible for supervising students.

22.  The traffic director shall see that a clear driving lane in and out of the parking
garage is maintained at all times, no cars will be allowed to stack in front of the
parking garage entrance and children shall not be allowed to load or unload from
vehicles in this area.
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The traffic director shall see that at no time shall unattended vehicles be allowed
to park in the driving lanes and no vehicle shall be allowed to stand in the driving
lane in front of the school more than 5 minutes. Any car waiting more than 5
minutes in this area shall be directed to park in the adjacent parking lot.

The applicant shall re-strip the reciprocal parking area to clearly delineate the
parking spaces and the driving lanes.

The applicant shall develop and manage an active car-pooling program for both
staff and students. This program shall include notices, and announcement at
informational meetings and create a ride-share board for staff. The school shall
also collect information regarding the residential location of students and shall
contact parents to notify them of other student households who are in their
neighborhoods.  The school should provide parent with names and phone
numbers of willing participants.
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Agenda item No: 1
Staff Recommendation: CONDITIONALLY APFPROVE

WASHOE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT

To:  Washoe County Planning Commission
Re:  AMENDMENT OF CONDITIONS CASE NO. AC06-006

Date: 24 August 2006 Prepared By: Eva M. Krause, AICP

GENERAL INFORMATION SUMMARY

Applicant: TAHOE LEARNING CENTER

Requested Action: To amend a condition of approval for the Tahoe Learning Center,
Special Use Permit Case No. SW02-008. The amendment would increase the number of
pre-kindergarten students permitted from 15 to 25 students, as authorized in Section
110.810 of the Washoe County Development Code. The project is located at 995
Tahoe Boulevard approximately 500 feet west of its intersection with Country Club
Drive, Incline Village. The +1.70-acre parcel is designated General Commercial (GC)
in the Incline Village Tourist Community Plan, a part of the Tahoe Area Plan, and is
situated in a portion of Section 15, T16N, R18E, MDM, Washoe County, Nevada.
Commission District 1. (APN 127-581-01 and 02)

RECOMMENDATION/FINDINGS

Based upon the staff analysis, comments received, and the site inspection, staff
recommends approval of the request and offers the following motion for your
consideration:

I move that the Washoe County Planning Commission conditionally
approves the amendment of condition number 7 for Special Use Permit
Case No. SW02-008, by increasing the number of pre-kindergarten
students permitted from 15 to 25 students, having made the following
findings in accordance with Washoe County Development Code Section

110.810.30:
1. Consistency. That the proposed use is consistent with the action

programs, policies, standards and maps of the Comprehensive
Plan and the applicable area plan;

Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0027 — 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 — Fax: 775.328.3648
www.washoecounty.us/comdev/

“Your Community Development Department”
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2, Improvements. 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 Suitability. That the site is physically suitable for the type of
development and for the intensity of the development,

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

5. Reasoned Consideration. That the Planning Commissioners gave
reasoned consideration to the information contained within the
staff report and information received during the meeting.

ANALYSIS

Background:

In 2002, Incline Elementary School reorganized and expanded its program, relocated to
its present location and renamed the school Tahoe Learning Center. Because this
involved a new site location and an expansion of the use, the school was required to
obtain a new special use permit. Special Use Permit SW02-008 was approved for the
Tahoe Learning Center.

In order to evaluate the impact of the development, the applicant was asked to define
their expectations for the school and determine the maximum number of student that
they felt they could accommodate. Conditions of Approval were then set based on the
impact of the maximum number of students. The following operational condition was
approved for the Learning Center.

7. The school operation is limited to Pre-K, and kindergarten through ninth
grade. The maximum enrollment shall not exceed 150 students in any one
enrollment period (quarter, semester or school year) including Pre-K. The
maximum enroliment in Pre-K shall not exceed more than 15 students in
either the morning or afternoon program.

The school has been in operation since September 2002, It has operated under its
conditions of approval since that time. The school has realized that the demand for pre-
kindergarten (Pre-K) education is higher than they expected. The school contacted
Social Services to evaluate their classrooms and facilities available for Pre-K and
determine if the school could accommodate 25 Pre-K students.  Social Services
determined that they have more than enough room set aside for 25 Pre-K students.
Since the school has adequate space and facilities and there is a demand for services,
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the applicant is requesting to increase the number of Pre-K students permitted at one
time.

Site Analysis:

No changes are proposed for the site. The school has fenced outdoor play areas for the
elementary classes and the Pre-K classes. There is underground parking for the staff
and surface parking for visitors. The school provides staff to direct traffic during morning
and afternoon drop-off/pick-up periods. There is additional parking on the adjacent Iot
(also owned by the school) for persons waiting to pick-up students.

Impacts:

The proposed amendment does not increase the total number of students. [t will allow
more of the students to be enrolled in Pre-K classes, but total enrollment shall remain
capped at 150 students per enrollment period. The enrollment period is based on the
operational structure. If the school's enrollment period is quarterly, then no more than
130 students can be enrolled in one quarter. it is up to the school to determine its
enrollment period.

If the proposed amendment is approved, Social Services will request health and fire
inspections before increasing the allowable number of Pre-K students permitted.

LAND USE SUMMARY

Land Use Designations: General Commercial (GC) in the Incline Tourist Commercial
Area Plan.

Land Use: Private school for grades pre-kindergarten through ninth grade.

Development Suitability Constraints:

Site is most suitable for development,

Parking Required and Parking Provided:

Parking requirements and traffic management conditions were set as a condition of the
special use permit. Those conditions shall remain in effect. The proposed change will not
affect parking requirements.

Landscaping Required and Landscaping Provided:

The site is landscaped and well maintained. No new development is proposed under this
request.
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AGENCY COMMENTS

The plans were submitted to involved agencies and no adverse comments were
received.

No unique or extraordinary conditions of approval were requested. All of the conditions
are related to the service needs and/or development impacts of the reviewing agencies
resulting from the special use permit proposal.

CITIZEN ADVISORY BOARD COMMENTS

The proposed plans were submitted to the incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory
Board and were discussed during the August 2, 2006 meeting. A copy of their
correspondence is attached for your reference.

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Nevada Revised Statutes Chapter 278; Washoe County Code Chapter 110.810

EMK (AC06-006)

Attachments: Location Map; Agency Comment letters from North Lake Tahoe Fire
Protection District, Incline Village General Improvement District, Washoe

County Public Works, Washoe County Department of Social Services

xc:  Applicant/Property Owner: Elisabeth Tuoto, Tahoe Learning Center, 995 Tahoe
Boulevard, Incline Village, NV 89451
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CONDITIONS FOR
AMENDMENT OF CONDITIONS CASE NO. AC06-006
PERTAINING TO
SPECIAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. SW02-008
TAHOE LEARNING CENTER

(As recommended by Department of Community Development
and attached to Staff Report dated 24 August 2006)

**IMPORTANT—PLEASE READ***

UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED, ALL CONDITIONS MUST BE MET OR
FINANCIAL ASSURANCES MUST BE PROVIDED TO SATISFY THE CONDITIONS
PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL FOR A 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 ASSURANCES. ALL AGREEMENTS, EASEMENTS, OR OTHER
DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED BY THESE CONDiTIONS SHALL HAVE A COPY
FILED WITH THE COUNTY ENGINEER AND THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE CONDITIONS OF THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE APPLICANT, ITS SUCCESSOR IN INTEREST, AND ALL
OWNERS, ASSIGNEES, AND OCCUPANTS OF THE PROPERTY AND THEIR
SUCCESSORS IN INTEREST FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH ANY CONDITIONS
IMPOSED IN THE ISSUANCE OF THE SPECIAL USE PERMIT MAY RESULT IN THE
INSTITUTION OF REVOCATION PROCEDURES.

ANY OPERATIONS CONDITIONS ARE SUBJECT YO REVIEW BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO THE RENEWAL OF A
BUSINESS LICENSE EACH YEAR. FAILURE TO ADHERE TO THE CONDITIONS
MAY RESULT IN WITHHOLDING RENEWAL OF THE BUSINESS LICENSE UNTIL
CONDITIONS ARE COMPLIED WITH TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.

WASHOE COUNTY RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REVIEW AND REVISE THE
CONDITIONS OF THIS APPROVAL SHOULD IT DETERMINE THAT A
SUBSEQUENT LICENSE OR PERMIT ISSUED BY WASHOE COUNTY VIOLATES
THE INTENT OF THIS APPROVAL.

FOR THE PURPOSES OF CONDITIONS IMPOSED BY WASHOE COUNTY, “MAY”
1S PERMISSIVE AND “SHALL” OR “MUST” {S MANDATORY.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

Condition number 7 shall be amended to state:

7. The school operation is limited to Pre-K and kindergarten through ninth
grade. The maximum enroliment shall not exceed 150 students in any
one enrollment period (quarter, semester or school year) including Pre-K.
The maximum enrollment in Pre-K shall not exceed 25 students in efther
the morning or afternoon program.

All other conditions of approval for Special Use Permit No. SW02-008 shall
remain the same and the use shall continue to comply with those conditions.

The applicant shall obtain a revised child care license from Social Services
increasing the number of students permitted to 25.
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WASHOE COUNTY Administrative Review
Written Decision / Action Order

Special Use Permit Case No. SB13-001

Decision: Approval with Conditions
Decision Date: April 2, 2013

Applicant/Property Owner:  Lake Tahoe School - Stuart Sagan, 995 Tahoe Boulevard, Incline
Village NV 89451

Assigned Planner: Eva M. Krause - AICP, Planner
Phone: 775,328.3796
E-Mail: ekrause@washoecounty.us

Project Description: Special Use Permit Case No. SB13-001 — To modify Special Use Permit
SW02-008, by converting 2,270 square feet of commercial office space to public facility, thereby
increasing the size of the school. The increase of the school building does not increase the
maximum number of student permitted by the original Special Use Permit.

= Applicant; Lake Tahoe School, Stuart Sagan
e Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School

» Location: 985 Lake Tahoe School

¢ Assessor's Parcel No: 127-582-05

o Parcel Size: 0.34 acres

+ Master Plan Category: Commercial

= Regulatory Zone: Tourist Commercial

o Area Plan; Incline Village Tourist Commercial
¢ Citizen Advisory Board: incline Village/Crystal Bay

¢ Development Code: Article 810

» Commission District; 1 — Commissioner Berkbigler

» SectionfTownship/Range: Section 15, T16N, R18E, MDM, Washoe County, NV

Notice is hereby given that the Planning & Development Division Director granted approval with
conditions of the above referenced case number based on the findings in accordance with
Washoe County Development Code Article 810. If no appeals have been filed within 10 days
after the date of decision, the approval by the Washoe County Planning & Development Division
Director is final. if filed, an appeal stays any further action on the permit until final resolution of
the appeal. If the end of the appeal period falls on a non-business day, the appeal period shall
be extended to include the next business day. An appeal shall be filed in accordance with the
provisions found in Article 810 of the Washoe County Development Code.

This Action Order of approval is granted 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. A business license, certificate of occupancy or final approval
shall not be issued until all of the Conditions of Approval (attached) are satisfied. Additionally,
compliance shall be reguired with all federal, state and local statutes, ordinances and
regulations applicable to the approved project.

Post Office Box 11130, Rene, NV 89520-0147 — 1001 E. Ninth §t., Reno, NV 88512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 - Fax: 775.328.6133
www,washoecounty.us/comdev



To: Lake Tahoe School

Subject: Special Use Permit Case No SB13-001
Date: April 11, 2013

Page: 2

This Action Order does not authorize grading or building without issuance of the
necessary permits from the Washoe County Building and Safety Department.

Washoe County
Community Services Department
Planning & Development Division

/s/

Carl R. Webb

for William Whitney
Division Director

WW/EK/ds (SB13-001 Lake Tahoe School Action Order)
Attachments:

= Conditions of Approval

xc: Representatives: Midkiff and Associates, Inc., Nick Exline, P.O. Box 12427 Zephyr Cove,
NV 89448. nsck@mldklﬁandassoc com

Agencies: Gregory Salter, Esq., District Attorney's Office; Carol Buonanoma,
Assessor's Office (CAAS); Theresa Wilkins, Assessor's Office; North
Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District; 866 Oriole Way, Incline Village, NV
89451-9439



WASHOE COUNTY Conditions of Approval
NEVADA Special Use Permit Case No. SB13-001

The project approved under Special Use Permit Case No. SB13-001 shall be carried out in
accordance with the Conditions of Approval granted by the Planning and Development Division
Director on April 2, 2013. Conditions of Approval are requirements placed on a permit or
development by each reviewing agency. These Conditions of Approval may require submittal of
documents, applications, fees, inspections, amendments to plans, and more. These conditions
do not relieve the applicant of the obligation to obtain any other approvals and licenses from
relevant authorities required under any other act or to_abide by all other generally applicable
Codes.

Unless otherwise specified, ali conditions related to the approval of this Special Use Permit
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 & Development Division.

Compliance with the Conditions of Approval related fo this Special Use Permit 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 Special Use Permit may result in the initiation of
revocation procedures.

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

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

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

o Prior fo 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 permitsfiicenses.

= 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.

Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 839520-0027 — 1001 E. Ninth St., Reng, NV 89512
Telephone: 775.328.3600 —~ Fax: 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.us/comdev



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 County Planning and Development Division

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

Contact Name — Eva Krause, 775.328.3796, EKrause@washoecounty.us

a, The applicant shall demonstrate substantial conformance to the plans approved
as part of this special use permit.

b. All General and Operational Conditions of Approval from SW02-008 are still in
effect and compliance with those conditions is required.

c. Failure to conform to all conditions of approval from SW02-008, failure to
maintain a current business license or discontinuation of use for more than 1
year shall result in Special Use Permits SW02-008 and SB13-001 becoming null
and void.

Washoe County Department of Public Works

2. The following conditions are requirements of Building and Safety which shall be
responsible for determining compliance with these conditions.

Contact Name — Don Jeppson, 775.328.2030, DJeppson@washoecounty.us

a. Lake Tahoe school shall submit for a change of occupancy permit in accordance
with the Building Code.

*** End of Conditions ***

Special Use Permit Case No: SB13-001
Page 2 of 2
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WASHOE COUNTY . Planning Commission Action Order

NEVADA
BN Amendment of Conditions Case No. AC13-007 for
Special Use Permit Case No. SW02-008

Decision: Approval with Conditions
Decision Date: September 3, 2013

Applicant/Property Owner:  Lake Tahoe School, Ruth Glass, ruth.glass@laketahoeschool.org

Assigned Planner: Eva M. Krause - AICP, Planner
Washoe County Community Services Department
Division of Planning and Development

Phone: 775.328.3796

E-Mail: EKrause@washoecounty.us

Project Description: Amendment of Conditions Case No AC13-007 — Lake Tahoe School -
To increase the number of Pre-K students from 25 to 40, and to increase total enrollment at the
school from 150 to 200 students.

e Applicant/Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School

¢ Location: 995 Tahoe Boulevard, Incline Village

e Assessor's Parcel No: 127-581-02,127-582-01,127-582-02,127-582-03,
127-582-04, 127-582-05

e Parcel Size: 1.7 acres

¢ Master Plan Category: Commercial

¢ Regulatory Zone: Tourist Commercial

o Area Plan: Tahoe Area Plan

o Citizen Advisory Board: Incline Village/Crystal Bay

o Development Code: Article 810, Special Use Permit

o Commission District: 1 — Commissioner Berkbigler

e Section/Township/Range: Section 15, T16N, R18E, MDM, Washoe County, NV

Notice is hereby given that the Washoe County Planning Commission granted approval with
conditions of the above referenced case number based on the findings in accordance with
Washoe County Development Code Article 810. If no appeals have been filed within 10 days
after the date of decision, the approval by the Washoe County Planning Commission is final, If
filed, an appeal stays any further action on the permit until final resolution of the appeal. If the
end of the appeal period falls on a non-business day, the appeal period shall be extended to
include the next business day. An appeal shall be filed in accordance with the provisions found
in Article 810 of the Washoe County Development Code.

This Action Order of approval is granted 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. A business license, certificate of occupancy or final approval
shall not be issued until all of the Conditions of Approval (attached) are satisfied. Additionally,
compliance shall be required with all federal, state and local statutes, ordinances and
regulations applicable to the approved project.

Post Office Box 11130, Reno, NV 89520-0147 - 1001 E. Ninth St., Reno, NV 88512
Telephone: 775.328.3800 — Fax: 775.328.6133
www.washoecounty.us/comdewv/



To: Lake Tahoe School
- Subject: Amendment of Conditions Case No. AC13-007 for Special Use Permit Case No. SW02-008

Date: September 4, 2013
Page: 2

This_Action_Order does not authorize grading or building without issuance of the
necessary permits from the Washoe County Building and Safety Department.

Washoe County Community Services Department
Planning and Development Division

Carl R. Webb, Jr., AICP
Secretary to the Planning Commission

CW/EK/ds (AC13-007 Lake Tahoe School Action Order)
Aftachments:

= Conditicns of Approval

xc: Contact: Mark Brockway, mbrockway@laketahoeschool.org
Agencies: Gregory Salter, Esq., District Attorney’s Office
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Michael A.T. Pagni Reply to: Reno
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Via Hand-Delivery and

Via Email jslaughter@washoecounty.us
Washoe County Commission

c/o John Slaughter

1001 E. Ninth Street

Reno, Nevada 89512

Re:  Case No. WSUP17-0004: Lake Tahoe School Special Use Permit
Hearing Date: June 27, 2017

Dear Commissioners:

Our firm represents the Lake Tahoe School (“School”), and this letter is written in
connection with an appeal by third parties of the Planning Commission’s unanimous approval of
a modification to the School’s existing special use permit to allow construction of a 13,906 foot
multi-purpose building and access modifications to enhance student and public safety. The
purpose of this letter is to request clarification of conditions 1.b.i and 1.f of the approved SUP.

We understand condition 1.b.i was recommended to avoid any implication that the
County was impairing rights or obligations under an existing lease with the Racquet Club
Condominium Association (“TRC”) for a portion of the subject property. We support that
intended purpose; however, we believe that when the condition was later reduced to writing in
the final approval letter it was not as clear on this point as it could be. We are concerned that
two provisions could be misconstrued as impairing property rights, rather than protecting
property rights.

First, the condition provides that “prior to obtaining a building permit”, the School must
demonstrate the “property subject to the July 1, 2015 lease” is unencumbered. The SUP
contemplates different construction elements, some of which are on the leased premises and
some of which are on property unencumbered by the lease. We understand the term “building
permit” refers to a building permit for work to be constructed on the leased premises, and would
not include building permits for work on other property which is not part of the leased premises
(for example, the multi-purpose building). In our discussions with the Assistant District
Attorney, he confirmed the intent was only to prevent construction activities on the leased
premises that may impair with rights under the lease, not activities on other land.

mcdonaldcarano.com
100 West Liberty Street ¢ Tenth Floor ¢« Reno, Nevada 89501 ¢ P: 775.788.2000
2300 West Sahara Avenue ¢ Suite 1200 * Las Vegas, Nevada 82102 « P: 702.873.4100
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Second, the condition provides that with respect to construction activities on the leased
premises, the applicant must provide proof that such activities will not encumber rights under the
lease (including, for example, proof of termination or expiration, etc.). Under the Lease, the
School has the right to self-perform repairs to the leased premises after certain notice to the
tenant (see Paragraph 5.B of the Lease Agreement between the Lake Tahoe School and the
Tahoe Racquet Club Condominium Assoc.). We understand that condition 1.b.i of the SUP
would not prohibit or impair the School’s existing rights under the Lease to obtain a building
permit to perform work on the leased premises that is otherwise permitted by the Lease itself. A
different interpretation would impair property rights under the Lease, which was not the intent of
the condition. In our discussions with the Assistant District Attorney, he confirmed that the
intent was not to limit or impair existing rights under the Lease.

Condition 1.b.i was added at the conclusion of the Planning Commission hearing on the
Assistant District Attorney’s verbal request. As the public hearing was already closed, the
School did not have an opportunity to seek this clarification at that time. To avoid any confusion
on these points and any unintended impairment of property rights, we respectfully request that
condition 1.b.i be clarified on the record to state as follows:

1. Prior to obtaining a building permit for construction on the portion of the property
subject to the July 1, 2015 Lease Agreement between Lake Tahoe School and
Tahoe Racquet Club Condominium Association, the applicant shall demonstrate
(a) the leased premises is unencumbered by the Lease and is available for
construction under the permit by proof of a court order terminating the Lease,
proof of expiration of the Lease, or proof of an agreement between Lake Tahoe
School and the Racquet Club Condominium Association which allows such
construction, or (b) that the entry onto the leased premises for such work is
permitted by the Lease.

We also request clarification on the operational conditions in condition f. We understand
these conditions are intended to address the Planning Commission’s concerns regarding using the
new building for public uses unrelated to_school activities. These new activities are
completely distinguishable from school related activities, which the School already undertakes
in its main building. Unfortunately, the conditions in section f rely on the phrase “open to the
public” to distinguish between potential new non-school activities that may take place in the
multi-use building from the current school activities that the School intends to move from its
main building to its multi-use building. The reliance on the phrase, “open to the public” could
create confusion, however, as a number of school related functions allow members of the public
to attend (for example, graduation ceremonies, holiday recitals, “declamation” speaking events,
etc.). We understand conditions iii, iv and v are intended to apply only to “public uses unrelated
to school activities” and request that express clarification be made.

4823-1747-4633, v. 2
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With respect to condition f.ii, we request that the last sentence be stricken, as the School
will continue to hold “school related activities” during the school day that are attended by
parents, family and guests (again, think of a graduation ceremony or music recital) and
occupancy within the new multi-use building should be limited by fire code, as opposed to the
role of the person (student, staff, parent, etc.) at the school event. As stated above, the school
already holds these events, and parents, relatives and guests already attend them. And seeing as
the School has not requested any increase in its permitted enrollment from the county, the School
likewise does not anticipate any increased attendance at these school related events.

We respectfully request the Planning Commission’s unanimous approval be upheld with
these clarifications. We appreciate your consideration of this request, and the School welcomes
the opportunity to answer any questions at the upcoming hearing.

Very truly yours,
= P

7 *;f.-’:_

ichael A. T. Pagni

MATP:ma

cc: Client (via email chuckhw@sbcglobal.net)
Nate Edwards, Esq. (via email nedwards@da.washoecounty.us)
Paul Lipparelli, Esq. (via email plipparelli@da.washoecounty.us)
Eva Krause (via email ekrause@washoecounty.us)
Nick Exline (via email nicki@midkiffandassoc.com)

4823-1747-4633, v. 2



	BCC 06-27-17 - Attachment B - PC Staff Report WSUP17-0004.pdf
	Description
	Vicinity Map
	Existing Site Plan
	Proposed Site Plan

	Previous Actions
	Project Evaluation
	Incline Village/Crystal Bay Citizen Advisory Board (IV/CBCAB)
	Public Comment
	Reviewing Agencies
	Recommendation
	Motion
	Appeal Process

	BCC 06-27-17 - Attachment C - PC Draft Minutes.pdf
	10. Director’s and Legal Counsel’s Items
	*A. Report on previous Planning Commission items.
	There were no reports to be given.
	*B Legal information and updates.
	DDA Edwards stated he had no information or updates to share with the Commission.
	11. *General Public Comment
	12. Adjournment
	8:47 p.m.  Commissioner Horan moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Commissioner Chesney, which carried unanimously with Chair Barnes absent

	BCC 06-27-17 - Attachment D - PC public hearing.pdf
	WSUP17-0004 - Public Comment during meeting.pdf
	Scan002
	Scan003
	Scan004
	Scan005
	Scan006
	Scan007
	Scan008
	Scan009

	WSUP17-0004 Lake Tahoe School - Applicant Presentation.pdf
	Slide Number 1
	Surrounded by Compatible Uses
	History of Lake Tahoe School
	History of Lake Tahoe School
	History of Lake Tahoe School
	Existing Access & Easement
	Existing Entrance
	Pick-up and Drop-off Traffic
	Students crossing traffic  to get to parking lot
	TRC residents crossing into oncoming lane to avoid LTS Traffic
	TRC residents crossing into oncoming lane to avoid LTS Traffic
	Washoe County School District Safe Campus Guidelines
	Existing Entrance
	Proposed Entrance
	Current vs. Proposed Entrance
	Proposed Entrance
	Exterior Renderings
	Exterior Renderings
	Current Zoning
	Surrounding Neighborhood
	Accommodations Proposed by Lake Tahoe School to TRC
	TRC HOA Board Rejected the Proposal
	Slide Number 23
	Current Conditions of the Parking Lots
	Conditions of the Parking Lots – Cont.
	Conditions of the Parking Lots – Cont.
	Slide Number 27

	WSUP17-0004 Lake Tahoe School - Staff Presentation.pdf
	WSUP17-0004
	Surrounding Area
	Slide Number 3
	Multi-Purpose Building
	Multi-Purpose Building
	Parking for Multi-Purpose Building
	Development Standards
	Conceptual Plan
	Site Plan, Existing Condition
	Proposed Site Plan
	Access to TRC
	Findings Evaluation
	Motion
	Findings





