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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 9th 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.  
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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 2nd 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 sq. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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 



Washoe County Commission Meeting of June 27, 2017 
Page 6 of 8 

  
 

Permit WSUP17-0004 modified the original special use permit, and permitted an 
expansion of the school campus on to the adjoining property.     

6. 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.  

7. 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.   

8. 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.  

9. 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 requesting 

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 9th 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 

mailto:mpagni@mcwlaw.com
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
Meeting Date:  May 2, 2107 

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 

Subject: Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 

Applicant:  Lake Tahoe School 

Agenda Item 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 9th 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).   

• Applicant: Lake Tahoe School 
• Property Owner: Lake Tahoe School 
• Location: 995 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

Attachment B

mailto:Ekrause@washoecounty.us
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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.  
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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.  

 

Vicinity Map 
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Existing Site Plan 
 

Existing access serving 
Tahoe Racquet Club 

Subdivision 

Existing location 
of access drive 
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Proposed Site Plan 

 
  

Property line to be 
removed 

New Multi-purpose 
building 

New location of 
access drive 

Access serving Tahoe 
Racquet Club Subdivision 
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Previous Actions 

• 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.  

• 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.  

• 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. 

• 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.  

• 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. 
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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.  
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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 

Existing School 

Proposed Multi-
purpose building 
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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, 



 
Washoe County Planning Commission  Staff Report Date:  April 13, 2017  

 
 

     
 

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 
Page 11 of 15 

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: 

• The location of the access road is too close to Deer Creek 

• Loss of parking for the Racquet Club 

• Increase in traffic from activities and events in the Multi-purpose building 

• Size of building 

• 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. 

• Washoe County Community Services Department 

o Planning and Development Division 

o Engineering and Capital Projects Division 
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• Washoe County Health District  

o Air Quality Management Division 

o Environmental Health Services Division 

• Regional Transportation Commission 

• Nevada Department of Transportation 

• Incline Village General Improvement District 

• 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 all 
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 

mailto:ekrause@Washoecounty.us
mailto:wrubio@washoecounty.us
mailto:mwolf@washoecounty.us
mailto:Tim_Buxton@ivgid.org
mailto:mregan@nltfpd.net


 
Washoe County Planning Commission  Staff Report Date:  April 13, 2017  

 
 

     
 

Special Use Permit Case Number WSUP17-0004 
Page 13 of 15 

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. 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. 

 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 

mailto:jpullen@dot.state.nv.us
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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. 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. 

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. 
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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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 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 Chvilicek, 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.  

Attachment C
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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-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. Lloyd 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. 

mailto:tlloyd@washoecounty.us
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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. I 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 
questions 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 

mailto:ekrause@washoecounty.us


DRAFT

 
May 2, 2017 Washoe County Planning Commission Meeting Minutes                                           Page 5 of 11 

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 no 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, the Rec 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 enrollment 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 IVGID 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 even if 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 enrollment, 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 Chvilicek 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 expired by 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 



DRAFT

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

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; 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 Items 

*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 
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Lake Tahoe School 
995 Tahoe Blvd Incline Village, NV 89451 

WSUP17-0004W 
May 2, 2017 













 
Bisects School & 
Parking Lot 
 
Drivers Accessing 
Tahoe Racquet Club 
Conflict with 
Students/Pedestrians 
 
Safety Hazard for 
Students Entering 
and Exiting School 
 
No Safe Pedestrian 
Access Between 
Tahoe Racquet Club 
and Public Bus Stop 
on Tahoe Blvd. 
 
 
 











•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 
 





 
Not  Part of Students 
Path of Travel 
 
Designated 15MPH 
Speed Limit with 
Speed Bumps 
 
Removes Safety 
Hazard for Students 
Entering and Exiting 
School 
 
Additional Fencing 
and  Property Line 
Landscaping 
proposed 
 
 
 











 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 

 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 

Current Zoning 

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



Surrounding Neighborhood 

Lake Tahoe School is committed to addressing 
neighborhood concerns   Concern Solution 

Public Safety 
•Public safety enhanced by separating entrance 
‬ road from pedestrians.  
•Sidewalk from TRC to HWY 28 to be installed. 

Environmental Impact 
•Existing site drainage issues will be corrected. 
•Stream channel restoration.  
•New BMP’s throughout site. 

Noise from vehicles, People speeding 
on new road •15MPH Speed Limit with multiple speed bumps. 

Light from headlights of cars, building 
lights 

•Additional property line landscaping to screen 
‭ residents.  
•Additional fencing along property line. 

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

Building Too Large •Building size & height conform to Washoe County 
‬ and TRPA standards. 



■ 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 

 
■ Formal parking lease on 11 parking spaces during non-school hours.  

– Informal use of additional parking spaces 
 

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

■ An easement on LTS property for half of TRC dumpster enclosure. 
 
■ TRC signage on Tahoe Blvd. 
 
■ Waive ~$4,000 in fees owed by TRC to LTS 

 

Accommodations Proposed by Lake Tahoe School to TRC 

Addresses the large majority of TRC residents’ concerns 



  “[The accommodations in the proposal] are not the priorities 
of  the current TRC Board.”  William Baker 4/12/17 email. 
 
 “[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 Board Rejected the Proposal 

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



Thank You 
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Surrounding Area 

Sierra 
Nevada 
Collage 

IVGID 
Recreation 
Center 

Incline 
Middle 
School 
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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  
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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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Multi-Purpose Building 
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• 60 spaces required 
• 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   
 

Parking for Multi-Purpose Building 
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 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 

 
 

Development Standards 
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Conceptual Plan 
Deer Creek Subdivision 

Tahoe Racquet 
Club 
Condominiums 

Tahoe Boulevard 
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Site Plan, Existing Condition 
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Proposed Site Plan 
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Access to TRC 
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 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.  

Findings Evaluation 
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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 

 

Motion 
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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. 

Findings 
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